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2025 Safe Streets and Roads for All 

 Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet 
All applicants should follow the instructions in the NOFO to correctly apply for a grant. See the SS4A website for more 
information. 

Table 1 of the SS4A NOFO describes seven components of an Action Plan, which correspond to the questions in this 
worksheet. Applicants should use this worksheet to determine whether their existing plan(s) contains the required 
components to be considered an eligible Action Plan for SS4A.  

This worksheet is required for all SS4A Implementation Grant applications and any Planning and Demonstration Grant 
applications to conduct Supplemental Planning/Demonstration Activities only. Please complete the form in its 
entirety, do not adjust the formatting or headings of the worksheet, and upload the completed PDF with your application. 

Eligibility 
An Action Plan is considered eligible for an SS4A application for an Implementation Grant or a Planning and 
Demonstration Grant to conduct Supplemental Planning/Demonstration Activities if the following two conditions are met: 

• You can answer “YES” to Questions 3, 6, and 8 in this worksheet; and
• You can answer “YES” to at least three of the five remaining Questions, 1, 2, 4, 5, and 7.

If both conditions are not met, an applicant is still eligible to apply for a Planning and Demonstration Grant to fund the 
creation of a new Action Plan or updates to an existing Action Plan to meet SS4A requirements. 

Applicant Information 
Lead Applicant:  ______________________________________________ UEI:  ____________________________________ 

Action Plan Documents 
In the table below, list the relevant Action Plan and any additional plans or documents that you reference in this form. Up 
to three plans or documents may be included. Please provide a hyperlink to any documents available online or indicate 
that the Action Plan or other documents will be uploaded in Valid Eval as part of your application. Note that, to be 
considered an eligible Action Plan for SS4A, the plan(s) coverage must be broader than just a corridor, neighborhood, or 
specific location. 

Document Title Link Date of Most 
Recent Update 

https://www.transportation.gov/grants/SS4A
https://www.transportation.gov/grants/ss4a/fy25-nofo
https://www.transportation.gov/grants/ss4a/comprehensive-safety-action-plans
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Action Plan Components 
For each question below, answer “YES” or “NO.” If “YES,” list the relevant plan(s) or supporting documentation that address 
the condition and the specific page number(s) in each document that corroborates your response. This form provides 
space to reference multiple plans, but please list only the most relevant document(s). 

1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting
Are BOTH of the following true?
• A high-ranking official and/or governing body in the jurisdiction publicly committed to an

eventual goal of zero roadway fatalities and serious injuries; and
• The commitment includes either setting a target date to reach zero OR setting one or more

targets to achieve a reduction in roadway fatalities and serious injuries by a specific date.

YES 

NO 

Note: This may include a resolution, policy, ordinance, executive order, or other official announcement 
from a high-ranking official and the official adoption of a plan that includes the commitment by a 
legislative body. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

2. Planning Structure

To develop the Action Plan, was a committee, task force, implementation group, or similar body
established and charged with the plan’s development, implementation, and monitoring?

YES 

NO
Note: This should include a description of the membership of the group and what role they play in the
development, implementation, and monitoring of the Action Plan.

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s) 
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3. Safety Analysis
Does the Action Plan include ALL of the following?
• Analysis of existing conditions and historical trends to provide a baseline level of crashes

involving fatalities and serious injuries across a jurisdiction, locality, Tribe, or region;
• Analysis of the location(s) of crashes, the severity, contributing factors, and crash types;
• Analysis of systemic and specific safety needs, as needed (e.g., high-risk road features or specific

safety needs of relevant road users); and,
• A geospatial identification (geographic or locational data using maps) of higher risk locations.

YES 

NO 

Note: Availability and level of detail of safety data may vary greatly by location. The Fatality and Injury 
Reporting System Tool (FIRST) provides county- and city-level data. When available, local data should 
be used to supplement nationally available data sets.  

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

4. Engagement and Collaboration
Did development of the Action Plan include ALL of the following activities?
• Engagement with the public and relevant stakeholders, including the private sector and community

groups;
• Incorporation of information received from the engagement and collaboration into the plan; and
• Coordination that included inter- and intra-governmental cooperation and collaboration, as

appropriate.

YES 

NO 

Note: This should include a description of public meetings, participation in public and private events, 
and proactive meetings with stakeholders. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

https://cdan.dot.gov/query
https://cdan.dot.gov/query
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5. Policy and Process Changes
Are BOTH of the following true?
• The plan development included an assessment of current policies, plans, guidelines, and/or

standards to identify opportunities to improve how processes prioritize safety; and
• The plan discusses implementation through the adoption of revised or new policies, guidelines,

and/or standards.

YES 

NO 

Note: This may include existing and/or recommended Complete Streets policy, guidelines for 
community engagement and collaboration, policy for prioritizing areas of greatest need, local laws 
(e.g., speed limit), design guidelines, and other policies and processes that prioritize safety.  

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

6. Strategy and Project Selections

Does the plan identify a comprehensive set of projects and strategies to address the safety problems in
the Action Plan, with information about time ranges when projects and strategies will be deployed, and
an explanation of project prioritization criteria?

YES 

NO 

Note: This should include one or more lists of community-wide multi-modal and multi-disciplinary
projects that respond to safety problems and reflect community input and a description of how your
community will prioritize projects in the future.

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response.

Document Title Page Number(s) 
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7. Progress and Transparency 
Does the plan include BOTH of the following? 
• A description of how progress will be measured over time that includes, at a minimum, outcome 

data. 
• The plan is posted publicly online. 

YES 

NO 

Note: This should include a progress reporting structure and list of proposed metrics.  

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 
  

  

  

8. Action Plan Date 

Was at least one of your plans finalized and/or last updated between 2020 and June 26, 2025? 
YES 

NO 

Note: Updates may include major revisions, updates to the data used for analysis, status updates, or the 
addition of supplemental planning documents, including but not limited to an ADA Transition Plan, 
one or more Road Safety Audits conducted in high-crash locations, or a Vulnerable Road User Plan. 

If “YES,” please list your most recent document, date of finalization, and page number(s) that 
corroborate your response. 

Document Title Date of Most 
Recent Update Page Number(s) 

   

 



 

          

 

    
                   

 

              
           

           

            
         

             

 
               

             

            
                  

                  
              

  
   

 
                 

                   
                 

          

     
  

   

   

   

   

 

  

2024 Safe Streets and Roads for All 

Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet 
All applicants should follow the instructions in the NOFO to correctly apply for a grant. See the SS4A website for more 
information. 

Table 1 of the SS4A NOFO describes eight components of an Action Plan, which correspond to the questions in this 
worksheet. Applicants should use this worksheet to determine whether their existing plan(s) contains the required 
components to be considered an eligible Action Plan for SS4A. 

This worksheet is required for all SS4A Implementation Grant applications and any Planning and Demonstration Grant 
applications to conduct Supplemental Planning/Demonstration Activities only. Please complete the form in its 
entirety, do not adjust the formatting or headings of the worksheet, and upload the completed PDF with your application. 

Eligibility 
An Action Plan is considered eligible for an SS4A application for an Implementation Grant or a Planning and 
Demonstration Grant to conduct Supplemental Planning/Demonstration Activities if the following two conditions are met: 

• You can answer “YES” to Questions 3, 7, and 9 in this worksheet; and
• You can answer “YES” to at least four of the six remaining Questions, 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, and 8.

If both conditions are not met, an applicant is still eligible to apply for a Planning and Demonstration Grant to fund the 
creation of a new Action Plan or updates to an existing Action Plan to meet SS4A requirements. 

Applicant Information 
Lead Applicant:  ______________________________________________ UEI: ____________________________________ 

Action Plan Documents 
In the table below, list the relevant Action Plan and any additional plans or documents that you reference in this form. 
Please provide a hyperlink to any documents available online or indicate that the Action Plan or other documents will be 
uploaded in Valid Eval as part of your application. Note that, to be considered an eligible Action Plan for SS4A, the plan(s) 
coverage must be broader than just a corridor, neighborhood, or specific location. 

Document Title Link Date of Most 
Recent Update 
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https://www.transportation.gov/grants/SS4A
https://www.transportation.gov/grants/ss4a/action-plan-components


          

 
               

           
         

   
     

            
         

                
               

 

 

       
               

  

          

    
  

  

  

  

              
         

 

 

              
      

         

    
  

  

  

Action Plan Components 
For each question below, answer “YES” or “NO.” If “YES,” list the relevant plan(s) or supporting documentation that address 
the condition and the specific page number(s) in each document that corroborates your response. This form provides 
space to reference multiple plans, but please list only the most relevant document(s). 

1. Leadership Commitment and Goal Setting 
Are BOTH of the following true? 
• A high-ranking official and/or governing body in the jurisdiction publicly committed to an YES 

eventual goal of zero roadway fatalities and serious injuries; and 
NO• The commitment includes either setting a target date to reach zero OR setting one or more 

targets to achieve significant declines in roadway fatalities and serious injuries by a specific date. 

Note: This may include a resolution, policy, ordinance, executive order, or other official announcement 
from a high-ranking official and the official adoption of a plan that includes the commitment by a 
legislative body. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

2. Planning Structure 
YESTo develop the Action Plan, was a committee, task force, implementation group, or similar body 

established and charged with the plan’s development, implementation, and monitoring? NO 
Note: This should include a description of the membership of the group and what role they play in the 
development, implementation, and monitoring of the Action Plan. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 
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3. Safety Analysis 
Does the Action Plan include ALL of the following? 
• Analysis of existing conditions and historical trends to provide a baseline level of crashes 

involving fatalities and serious injuries across a jurisdiction, locality, Tribe, or region; YES 
• Analysis of the location where there are crashes, the severity, as well as contributing factors and 

crash types; NO 
• Analysis of systemic and specific safety needs, as needed (e.g., high-risk road features or specific 

safety needs of relevant road users); and, 
• A geospatial identification (geographic or locational data using maps) of higher risk locations. 

Note: Availability and level of detail of safety data may vary greatly by location. The Fatality and Injury 
Reporting System Tool (FIRST) provides county- and city-level data. When available, local data should 
be used to supplement nationally available data sets. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

4. Engagement and Collaboration 
Did the Action Plan development include ALL of the following activities? 
• Engagement with the public and relevant stakeholders, including the private sector and community YES 

groups; 
• Incorporation of information received from the engagement and collaboration into the plan; and NO 
• Coordination that included inter- and intra-governmental cooperation and collaboration, as 

appropriate. 

Note: This should be a description of public meetings, participation in public and private events, and 
proactive meetings with stakeholders. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 
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5. Equity Considerations 
Did the Action Plan development include ALL of the following? 

YES• Considerations of equity using inclusive and representative processes; 
• The identification of underserved communities through data; and 

NO
• Equity analysis developed in collaboration with appropriate partners, including population 

characteristics and initial equity impact assessments of proposed projects and strategies. 

Note: This should include data that identifies underserved communities and/or reflects the impact of 
crashes on underserved communities, prioritization criteria that consider equity, or a description of 
meaningful engagement and collaboration with appropriate stakeholders. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

6. Policy and Process Changes 
Are BOTH of the following true? 

YES• The plan development included an assessment of current policies, plans, guidelines, and/or 
standards to identify opportunities to improve how processes prioritize safety; and 

NO• The plan discusses implementation through the adoption of revised or new policies, guidelines, 
and/or standards. 

Note: This may include existing and/or recommended Complete Streets policy, guidelines for 
community engagement and collaboration, policy for prioritizing areas of greatest need, local laws 
(e.g., speed limit), design guidelines, and other policies and processes that prioritize safety. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet | Page 4 of 5 



        

 

            
         

     

 

 

     
            

   

        

    

      
              

     

 

 

          

         

    

 

           
 

         
         

        

            
  

    
    

7. Strategy and Project Selections 
YESDoes the plan identify a comprehensive set of projects and strategies to address the safety problems in 

the Action Plan, with information about time ranges when projects and strategies will be deployed, and 
NOan explanation of project prioritization criteria? 

Note: This should include one or more lists of community-wide multi-modal and multi-disciplinary 
projects that respond to safety problems and reflect community input and a description of how your 
community will prioritize projects in the future. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

8. Progress and Transparency 
Does the plan include BOTH of the following? YES 
• A description of how progress will be measured over time that includes, at a minimum, outcome 

data. NO 
• The plan is posted publicly online. 

Note: This should include a progress reporting structure and list of proposed metrics. 

If “YES,” please list the relevant document(s) and page number(s) that corroborate your response. 

Document Title Page Number(s) 

9. Action Plan Date 

Was at least one of your plans finalized and/or last updated between 2019 and April 30, 2024? 
YES 

NO 
Note: Updates may include major revisions, updates to the data used for analysis, status updates, or the 
addition of supplemental planning documents, including but not limited to an Equity Plan, one or more 
Road Safety Audits conducted in high-crash locations, or a Vulnerable Road User Plan. 

If “YES,” please list your most recent document(s), date of finalization, and page number(s) that 
corroborate your response. 

Document Title Date of Most 
Recent Update Page Number(s) 

SS4A Self-Certification Eligibility Worksheet | Page 5 of 5 



ISLAND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION

COMPREHENSIVE 
SAFETY ACTION PLAN

APPENDIX B



 

 

 

 

_____________________________________________________________ 

HIGH INJURY NETWORK AND 

INTERSECTION SCREENING 
IRTPO COMPREHENSIVE SAFETY ACTION PLAN 

_____________________________________________________________ 

AUGUST 7, 2024 

In partnership with DKS Associates 

 

  



1 

 

HIGH INJURY NETWORK 

Toole Design has prepared the following High Injury Network (HIN) maps as part of the IRTPO Comprehensive 

Safety Action Plan (CSAP). The following memo describes the consultant team’s crash data sources, 

methodologies, and thresholds for the development of the maps created. Development of this HIN emphasizes 

that the key goal of the safety action plan is the elimination of fatal and serious injury crashes. 

Crash Data Sources 

Crash data for the 5-year period of 2018-2022 was acquired from the Washington State Department of 

Transportation (WSDOT) for the IRTPO study area. The HIN maps used fatal and injury crash data.  

Sliding Windows Analysis Methodology 

Sliding window analysis helps safety professionals 

better understand and quantify safety performance 

along a transportation network, identifying segments 

with the highest densities of severe crashes. The 

analysis works by determining the number and 

severity of crashes along a roadway segment (the 

window) and sliding that window along the network at 

set intervals. In this approach, the window is moved 

along a corridor, counting the number of crashes by 

density and severity by mode that occurred within 

each successive segment.  

To perform this HIN analysis, all roads were split 

based on road segments, and then combined into 

corridors based on name and functional class. The 

analysis segment windows extended 0.5 miles in 

length and slid along the network at 0.1 mile 

increments. A lateral buffer of 25 feet on either side of 

the segment was used to capture crashes that may 

not be precisely aligned within the roadway. 

Figure 1. Sliding Window Analysis  

Both intersection and segment crashes were included in this evaluation, as the focus was on overall corridor 

conditions. Crash events occurring within the bounds of an intersection were counted on both corridors for the 

purposes of identifying the HIN. An example of a sliding windows analysis is shown in Error! Reference source 

not found.. The sliding windows analysis was conducted for transportation modes that include bicycle, pedestrian, 

motorcycle, and motor vehicle. For crashes involving multiple modes, a crash was assigned a single mode based 

on the most vulnerable mode involved. For example, a crash between a motor vehicle and a bicyclist would be 

classified as a bicycle crash, but it would not be included in the “motor vehicles only” HIN analysis. 

The score for each window was determined based on the frequency and severity of crashes by mode. Fatal and 

serious injury (K+A) crashes were given a weight of 3, other visibility injury (B) a weight of 2, complaint of pain (C) 

crashes a weight of 1, and PDO (O) crashes a weight of zero. Once the weights are established and applied to 

the crashes, the number of crashes is aggregated to each window, incorporating the crash severity weighting. For 

example, if a segment had one K crash, two A crashes, zero B crashes, two C crashes, and five O crashes, it 

would receive a score of 11; (1x3) + (2x3) + (0x2) + (2x1) + (5x0). This weighting places a greater focus on fatal 

and serious injury crashes. 
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Development of High Injury Network 

The development of an HIN is a key element of a safety plan to help identify where fatal and serious injury 

crashes have occurred at the greatest density over a period of time. The HIN development process involves 

counting fatal and serious injury crashes along each corridor throughout the region, calculating severity-weighted 

crash density scores for each corridor, and identifying roadway segments that meet an established score 

threshold for each transportation mode. The analysis process and related thresholds are described in the 

following sections. 

High Injury Network Process 

The process of defining scoring thresholds and examining those segments with the highest scores is done using 

the following steps: 

1. Map the sliding window analysis results for all modes collectively and each mode individually. 

2. For each mode, determine the threshold score required to be included in the HIN for that mode. This step 

eliminates streets that have a lower severity-weighted crash density, prioritizing segments that have 

higher frequencies of severe crashes. 

3. Produce maps that show the segments that meet the threshold for all modes collectively and each mode 

individually. 

High Injury Network Thresholds 

Setting the sliding windows score threshold for each mode will determine which corridors are selected for 

inclusion in the HIN. These scores may differ by transportation mode. For example, a score of 3 may be high for 

the bicycle network, but relatively low for a motor vehicle network since there are generally more motor vehicle 

crashes than bicycle crashes. A segment that meets or exceeds the score threshold for that mode will be included 

in that mode’s HIN. These thresholds generally summarize about 50% of the crashes in a subset of the roadway 

network. The HIN for all modes contains 52% of the fatal and serious injury crashes on just 3.6% of the 

region’s roadway miles. The threshold scores used for the IRTPO CSAP are listed below.1 

Mode Threshold Score 

All Modes 10 

Pedestrian 3 

Bicycle 3 

Motorcycle 5 

Motor Vehicle Only 10 

  

Figure 1 to Figure 5 show the HINs for all crashes, pedestrian, bicycle, motorcycle, and motor vehicle modes, 

respectively, within the IRTPO study area.  

 

 

 

 

1 At least one motor vehicle is involved in every reported traffic crash in the WSDOT collision database. 
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Figure 1: High Injury Network – All Modes 
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Figure 2: High Injury Network - Pedestrians 
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Figure 3: High Injury Network - Bicyclists 



6 

 

 

Figure 4: High Injury Network - Motorcycles 
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Figure 5: High Injury Network – Motor Vehicles 
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INTERSECTION SCREENING 

Toole Design has prepared the following Intersection Screening as part of the IRTPO CSAP, supporting Task 2.2, 

Crash Analysis. The following section describes the consultant team’s crash data sources, methodologies, and 

results of the crash analysis.   

Crash Data Sources 

Crash data for the 5-year period of 2018-2022 was acquired from the WSDOT for the IRTPO study area.  

Intersection Analysis Methodology and Results 

Through geospatial analysis, the Toole Design team counted the number and severity of crashes within 100 feet 

of the center point of each intersection. Table 1 shows the top 20 intersections ranked by number of all injury 

crashes.2 Table 2 to Table 4 show the top intersections ranked by number of all injury crashes for the City of Oak 

Harbor, the Town of Coupeville, and the City of Langley, respectively.  

Figure 6 shows the results of the intersection analysis in the IRTPO study area.   

Table 1: Top 20 Intersections by Number of All Injury Crashes  

No. Intersection Name Jurisdiction 
All Injury 
Crashes 

Killed and 
Severe 
Injury 
(KSI) 

Crashes 

Pedestrian 
Crashes 

Bicyclist 
Crashes 

1 SR 20 & Barrington Drive Oak Harbor 14 1 4 1 

2 SR 20 & NE Midway Blvd/NE Goldie St Oak Harbor 11 0 0 0 

3 SR 20 & SW Erie St/SW Bayshore Dr Oak Harbor 10 1 0 0 

4 SE 6th Ave & SE Midway Blvd Oak Harbor 8 1 0 0 

5 SR 20 & E Whidbey Ave Oak Harbor 8 0 1 0 

6 SR 20 & S Ebey Rd/NW Broadway St 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

7 0 0 0 

7 SR 20 & SW Swantown Ave Oak Harbor 7 0 0 0 

8 SE Ely St & SE 8th Ave Oak Harbor 7 0 0 0 

9 SR 20 & SE 3rd Ave/SE Cabot Dr Oak Harbor 7 2 2 1 

10 SR 525 & Main St/Fish Rd 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

7 0 0 0 

11 SR 20 & NE 7th Ave Oak Harbor 6 1 0 1 

12 Torpedo Rd & W Crescent Harbor Rd Oak Harbor 6 0 0 0 

13 SR 20 & Libbey Rd 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

5 0 0 0 

14 Oak Harbor St & Whidbey Ave Oak Harbor 5 1 1 0 

15 SR 20 & W Troxell Rd/Soundview Ln 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

5 0 0 0 

16 SR 20 & W Fakkema Rd Oak Harbor 5 0 0 0 

17 SR 20 & W Frostad Rd 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

5 1 0 0 

18 SR 525 & Double Bluff Rd 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

5 0 0 0 

19 N East Camano Dr & Mcelroy Dr 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

5 0 0 0 

20 SR 532 & Smith Rd 
Unincorporated Island 
County (State Route) 

5 0 0 0 

 

2 All Injury crashes are fatal injury, suspected serious injury, suspected minor injury, or possible injury (WA Police Traffic Collision Report 
Instructions Manual). 
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Table 2: Top 20 Intersections by All Injury Crashes in the City of Oak Harbor 

No. Intersection Name 
All Injury 
Crashes 

Killed and 
Severe Injury 
(KSI) Crashes 

Pedestrian 
Crashes 

Bicyclist 
Crashes 

1 SR 20 & Barrington Drive 14 1 4 1 

2 SR 20 & NE Midway Blvd/NE Goldie St 11 0 0 0 

3 SR 20 & SW Erie St/SW Bayshore Dr 10 1 0 0 

4 SE 6th Ave & SE Midway Blvd 8 1 0 0 

5 SR 20 & E Whidbey Ave 8 0 1 0 

6 SR 20 & SW Swantown Ave 7 0 0 0 

7 SE Ely St & SE 8th Ave 7 0 0 0 

8 SR 20 & SE 3rd Ave/SE Cabot Dr 7 2 2 1 

9 SR 20 & NE 7th Ave 6 1 0 1 

10 Torpedo Rd & W Crescent Harbor Rd 6 0 0 0 

11 Oak Harbor St & Whidbey Ave 5 1 1 0 

12 SR 20 & W Fakkema Rd 5 0 0 0 

13 W Whidbey Ave & SW Jib St 4 0 0 0 

14 SR 20 & S Beeksma Dr/SE Pioneer Way 4 0 0 0 

15 SR 20 & SW Barlow St 3 1 0 0 

16 SR 20 & SW 8th Ave 3 0 0 0 

17 SR 20 & SW 6th Ave 3 1 0 1 

18 SE Bayshore Dr & SE Dock St 3 1 1 1 

19 SE 8th Ave & SE Midway Blvd 3 0 0 0 

20 SE 8th Ave & SE Ireland St 3 0 0 0 

 

Table 3: Top 5 Intersections by All Injury Crashes in the Town of Coupeville 

No. Intersection Name 
All Injury 
Crashes 

Killed and 
Severe Injury 
(KSI) Crashes 

Pedestrian 
Crashes 

Bicyclist 
Crashes 

1 SR20/S Ebey Rd/NW Broadway St 7 0 0 0 

2 SR 20/N Main St  2 1 0 0 

3 N Main St/NE Birch St 2 0 0 0 

4 N Main S/NW 6th St 1 0 1 0 

5 N Main St/NW Coveland St 1 0 0 0 

 

Table 4: Top 2 Intersections by All Injury Crashes in the City of Langley 

No. Intersection Name 
All Injury 
Crashes 

Killed and 
Severe Injury 
(KSI) Crashes 

Pedestrian 
Crashes 

Bicyclist 
Crashes 

1 Furman Ave/Cedar Cir/Sandy Point Rd 1 0 0 1 

2 Sandy Point Rd/Camano Ave/Langley Rd 1 0 0 0 

 



 

Figure 6: Intersection Analysis Results 



ISLAND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION

COMPREHENSIVE 
SAFETY ACTION PLAN

APPENDIX C



 

   

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

January 6, 2025 

To: IRTPO 

Organization: Island Regional Transportation Planning Organization 

From: Alex DuVall, Kyle McGowan, Tariq Shihadah, Maimoona Rahim 

Project: IRTPO Comprehensive Safety Action Plan 

 

Re: Task 2.2 Systemic Safety Analysis Technical Memorandum  

 

The purpose of this memorandum is to document the systemic safety analysis process and results conducted as 

part of the IRTPO Comprehensive Safety Action Plan. This systemic analysis will help the agency identify 

roadway facilities with the greatest potential for safety improvements by identifying combinations of roadway 

attributes associated with higher frequencies serious crash frequencies.  

Systemic Screening Factors 

One of the key outcomes of the systemic safety analysis process is the identification of roadway facility attributes 

that have been found to correlate with high crash frequency. These attributes are also known as systemic 

screening factors. Combinations of these factors identify roadway facility profiles that are associated with higher 

crash frequencies. However, it is important to note that this does not necessarily indicate a causal relationship, 

nor that these individual factors should necessarily be the target of treatments. For example, though the presence 

of nearby pedestrian generators may be found as a factor that correlates with elevated pedestrian crash 

frequencies, this does not mean that these generators should be removed, but instead that facilities near such 

generators may require additional safety investment.  

Screening factors and roadway facility profiles should be studied from a practical and policy-driven perspective to 

determine what components may be reasonable targets of safety improvements and which should be viewed 

primarily as non-causal correlations. 

Table 1 includes all roadway segment attributes that were identified as candidate factors for consideration in the 

analysis. Factors considered in the analysis were limited by data quality and availability. Several equity factors 

were identified from the Equity Analysis Framework and were included in this analysis. 

  



   

 

   

 

Table 1. Factors Screened for Systemic Analysis 

Screening Factor Description 

Traffic Volume/Average Daily Traffic (ADT) 0-1,000 ADT, 1,001-10,000 ADT, >10,000 ADT 

Functional Class High = highways or arterials 

Medium = collectors 

Low = local and residential streets 

Speed Limit ≤30 MPH,  

35-45 MPH 

50+ MPH 

Roadway Setting Defined as either ‘urban’ or ‘rural’ based on Island County 

land use data.  

Equity Score  Defined as ‘Higher Need’, ‘Moderate Need’, ‘Lower Need’, 

and ‘No Need’ 

Analysis Process 

The systemic analysis focused on the study period of 2018 through 2022. The target study roadway facilities 

included all public roadways in Island County. Consolidated roadway data was analyzed to retain all relevant 

roadway cross-sectional and contextual attributes. 

The systemic analysis screening process is based on a decision tree machine learning algorithm where each 

factor is screened individually to determine whether the factor distinguishes between locations with relatively high 

or low average crash densities per mile. For categorical factors such as functional classification, speed limit, traffic 

volumes, and the equity, accessibility, economic, and livability indices, the algorithm considers each unique 

classification individually. The algorithm screens all factors recursively to identify the most correlated factors and 

continues until a set of factors is identified as a systemic safety network tier. Figure 1 illustrates the decision tree 

algorithm where three correlated factors define a systemic safety network tier (facility profile).  



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 1. Illustration of decision tree screening process 
 

Crash Data Sources and Limitations 

Law enforcement officers complete the State of Washington Motor Vehicle Collision Report (crash report) when 

investigating a roadway crash. The form captures information about the persons involved, location, crash factors, 

and other crash attributes. The data utilized in this analysis consists of injury crash data from 2018 through 2022 

within Island County.  

This analysis focuses on injury crashes defined as crashes that involved a fatality, also known as K severity 

crashes, according to the KABCO scale, as well as crashes that involved serious injury (A), other visible injuries 

(B), and complaints of pain (C). 1 Property damage only crashes (O) are excluded. 

The analysis weighted crashes with a higher severity: fatal and serious (KA) crashes being weighted 3 times more 

than a ‘C’ crash, and ‘B’ crashes being weighted 2 times more than a ‘C’ crash. 

Although crash reports are currently the best way to obtain information about a large number of crashes, they 

have limitations. Crash severity may have limited accuracy because officers completing reports typically do not 

have medical training, and victims of crashes may be unaware of internal injuries. The total number of crashes 

(especially vulnerable road users) may be underreported due to fears, language barriers, financial concerns, etc. 

Crash reports may not capture the effects of speed in crashes, as the first responders are typically on the scene 

after the crash has occurred and witnesses outside a crash are not typically interviewed about operator speed. 

Even when crash reports are perfect, they do not record near misses or the self-limiting behavior of travelers who 

do not feel safe in currently configured networks. It is useful to keep these limitations in mind when using crash 

data and to vet data with priority populations as part of the planning process. 

 

 

1 The KABCO scale is used to assess the severity of a crash. For more information, see: 
https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/spm/conversion_tbl/pdfs/kabco_ctable_by_state.pdf  

 

https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/hsip/spm/conversion_tbl/pdfs/kabco_ctable_by_state.pdf


   

 

   

 

Focusing on high-severity crashes aligns with the goal of the Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) program to 

eliminate fatalities and serious injuries through holistic safety solutions. This also directs attention to the most 

pressing transportation safety issues within IRTPO’s jurisdiction, which correlates to Island County. 

Analysis Results 

In the following subsections, systemic analysis results are broken out by crash mode, outlining the unique factors 

and priority rankings associated with each systemic safety tier. Each subsection provides definitions of unique 

tiers identified by the analysis and their associated factors, crash score and mileage metrics associated with these 

profiles, and a summary figure. Profiles are grouped into five tiers, from critical to minimal, highlighting the 

facilities that are associated with the highest to lowest correlation with severe crashes. Based on these profiles 

and their tiers, roadways associated with higher levels of crash correlation for each mode were identified. 

All Modes 

Figures in this section represent results for all modes (motor vehicle, pedestrian, bicycle, and motorcycle) within 

the full study area.  

Table 2 indicates that the screening factors most effective at indicating elevated KABC crash frequency (facilities 

in Critical, High, and Medium tiers).  

Table 2. Systemic safety network tier definitions for all modes fatal and injury crashes  

Systemic 
Safety 

Network 
Tier 

Systemic Safety Screening Factor 

Traffic 
Volume 
(ADT) 

Functional 
Class 

Roadway Setting 
Speed Limit 

(MPH) 
Equity Score 

Critical >10,000 ADT - - - Lower to No Need 

Critical >10,000 ADT - - - Moderate to High Need 

High 
0-10,000 

ADT 
High - - - 

Medium 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Medium - 50+ MPH - 

Medium 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Medium - ≤45 MPH - 

Low 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Urban - Lower to No Need 

Minimal 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Urban - Moderate to High Need 

Minimal 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Rural - - 

 

Critical tier facilities are those with over 10,000 ADT, while High tier facilities are highway or arterial roads lower 

than 10,000 ADT. Medium tier facilities are collector streets with lower than 10,000 ADT.  

The associated average fatal and injury crash frequency per mile as well as the relative mileage of each tier are 

summarized in Table 3 and illustrated in Figure 2. About three-fourths (78.3%) of fatal and injury crashes in the 

study area are on Critical, High, and Medium tier facilities, but these facilities only represent 24.7% of the total 

roadway miles in the study area. This discrepancy is especially true for the Critical tier facilities – 3.5% of the total 

roadway miles in the study area are Critical tier facilities, but 37.8% of fatal and injury crashes occurred on those 

facilities.  

 



   

 

   

 

 

Table 3. Systemic safety network tier metrics for all modes fatal and injury crashes  

Systemic Safety 
Network Tier 

Systemic Safety Network Metrics 

Avg.  Crashes 
per Mile 

Miles  Crashes Miles Share  Crashes Share 

Critical 4.43 134.03 594 3.5% 37.8% 

High 1.63 127.29 207 3.3% 13.2% 

Medium 0.62 687.43 428 17.9% 27.3% 

Low 0.26 816.83 213 21.2% 13.6% 

Minimal 0.06 2088.83 126 54.2% 8.1% 

 

 

Figure 2. Systemic safety network tier metrics for all modes fatal and injury crashes  

 

The corridors identified as ‘Critical’, ‘High’, and ‘Medium’ in the Systemic Safety analysis of all modes are shown 

in Figure 3. 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

                           

 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  
  
  
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  

                            

                                               



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 3. Systemic Safety Network - All Modes 



   

 

   

 

Motor Vehicles 

Figures in this section represent results for motor vehicles within the full study area.  

Table 2 indicates that the screening factors most effective at indicating elevated KABC crash frequency (facilities 

in Critical, High, and Medium tiers). 

Table 4. Systemic safety network tier definitions for motor vehicle fatal and injury crashes 

Systemic 
Safety 

Network 
Tier 

Systemic Safety Screening Factor 

Traffic 
Volume 
(ADT) 

Functional 
Class 

Roadway Setting 
Speed Limit 

(MPH) 
Equity Score 

Critical >10,000 ADT - - - - 

High 
0-10,000 

ADT 
High - - - 

Medium 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Medium  - 50+ MPH - 

Medium 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Medium - ≤45 MPH - 

Low 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Urban - Low to No Need 

Minimal 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Urban - Moderate to High Need 

Minimal 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Rural - - 

 

Critical tier facilities are those with over 10,000 ADT, while High tier facilities are highway or arterial roads lower 

than 10,000 ADT. Medium tier facilities are collector streets with lower than 10,000 ADT.  

The associated average fatal and injury crash frequency per mile as well as the relative mileage of each facility 

are summarized in Table 5 and illustrated in Figure 2. 81.3% of fatal and injury crashes in the study area are on 

Critical, High, and Medium tier facilities, but these facilities only represent 24.7% of the total roadway miles in the 

study area.    

 

Table 5. Systemic safety network tier metrics for motor vehicle fatal and injury crashes 

Systemic Safety 
Network Tier 

Systemic Safety Network Metrics 

Avg.  Crashes 
per Mile 

Miles  Crashes Miles Share  Crashes Share 

Critical 3.83 134.03 513 3.5% 40.1% 

High 1.34 127.29 171 3.3% 13.4% 

Medium 0.52 687.43 355 17.9% 27.8% 

Low 0.18 816.83 143 21.2% 11.2% 

Minimal 0.05 2088.83 97 54.2% 7.6% 

 



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 4. Systemic Safety Network tier metrics for motor vehicle fatal and injury crashes 

The corridors identified as ‘Critical’, ‘High’, and ‘Medium’ in the Systemic Safety Analysis for motor vehicle 

crashes are shown in Figure 5. 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

                           

 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  
  
  
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  

                            

                                               



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 5. Systemic Safety Network – Motor Vehicles 



   

 

   

 

Pedestrians 

Figures in this section represent results for pedestrians within the full study area.  

Table 6 indicates that the screening factors most effective at indicating elevated KABC pedestrian crash 

frequency (facilities in Critical, High, and Medium tiers).  

Table 6. Systemic safety network tier definitions for pedestrian fatal and injury crashes 

Systemic 
Safety 

Network 
Tier 

Systemic Safety Screening Factor 

Traffic 
Volume 
(ADT) 

Functional 
Class 

Roadway Setting 
Speed Limit 

(MPH) 
Equity Score 

Critical >10,000 ADT - - - Lower to No Need 

High 
1,000-10,000 

ADT 
Low - - - 

Medium >10,000 ADT - - - Moderate to High Need 

Low 
1,000-10,000 

ADT 
Medium to 

High 
- - - 

Low 0-1,000 ADT - Urban - - 

Minimal 0-1,000 ADT - Rural - - 

 

Critical tier facilities are roads with >10,000 ADT in areas that have a lower to no need equity scoring. High tier 

facilities are roads with 1,000-10,000 ADT. Medium tier facilities are roadway with less than 10,000 ADT with 

moderate to high equity scoring.  

The associated average fatal and injury crash frequency per mile as well as the relative mileage of each facility 

are summarized in Table 7 and illustrated in Figure 6. Just under half (42.0%) of pedestrian injury crashes in the 

study area are on Critical, High, and Medium tier facilities, but these facilities only represent 5.5% of the total 

roadway miles in the study area.    

 

Table 7. Systemic safety network tier metrics for pedestrian fatal and injury crashes  

Systemic Safety 
Network Tier 

Systemic Safety Network Metrics 

Avg.  Crashes 
per Mile 

Miles  Crashes Miles Share  Crashes Share 

Critical 0.19 73.18 14 1.9% 20.3% 

High 0.16 76.75 12 2.0% 17.4% 

Medium 0.05 60.85 3 1.6% 4.3% 

Low 0.02 1909.16 34 49.5% 49.3% 

Minimal 0.00 1734.46 6 45.0% 8.7% 

 



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 6. Systemic Safety Network tier metrics for pedestrian fatal and injury crashes 

The corridors identified as ‘Critical’, ‘High’, and ‘Medium’ in the Systemic Safety Analysis for pedestrian crashes 

are shown in Figure 7. 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

                           

 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  
  
  
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  

                            

                                               



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 7. Systemic Safety Network – Pedestrians 



   

 

   

 

Bicyclists 

Figures in this section represent results for bicyclists within the full study area.  

Table 8 indicates that the screening factors most effective at indicating elevated KABC bicyclist crash frequency 

(facilities in Critical, High, and Medium tiers). 

Table 8. Systemic safety network tier definitions for bicycle fatal and injury crashes 

Systemic 
Safety 

Network 
Tier 

Systemic Safety Screening Factor 

Traffic 
Volume 
(ADT) 

Functional 
Class 

Roadway Setting 
Speed Limit 

(MPH) 
Equity Score 

Critical - High Urban - Low to Higher Need 

Critical - Medium - ≤30 MPH - 

High - High Urban ≤30 MPH No Need 

Medium - High Rural - - 

Low - Medium - 35+ MPH - 

Minimal - Low - - - 

 

Critical tier facilities are highways and arterial roads in urban areas with a low to higher need and collector roads 

with 30 MPH or less speed limit. High tier facilities are highways and arterial roads in urban areas with speed 

limits of ≤30 MPH with no equity need. Medium tier facilities are highway and arterial roads in rural areas. 

The associated average fatal and injury crash frequency per mile as well as the relative mileage of each facility 

are summarized in Table 9 and illustrated in Figure 8. About half (45.5%) of bicycle injury crashes in the study 

area are on Critical, High, and Medium tier facilities, but these facilities only represent 4.9% of the total roadway 

miles in the study area.    

 

Table 9. Systemic safety network tier metrics for bicycle fatal and injury crashes  

Systemic Safety 
Network Tier 

Systemic Safety Network Metrics 

Avg.  Crashes 
per Mile 

Miles  Crashes Miles Share  Crashes Share 

Critical 0.12 122.72 15 3.2% 34.1% 

High 0.08 66.64 5 1.7% 11.4% 

Medium 0.02 80.97 2 2.1% 4.5% 

Low 0.02 677.58 12 17.6% 27.3% 

Minimal 0.00 2906.49 10 75.4% 22.7% 

 



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 8. Systemic Safety Network tier metrics for bicycle fatal and injury crashes 

The corridors identified as ‘Critical’, ‘High’, and ‘Medium’ in the Systemic Safety analysis for bicycle crashes are 

shown in Figure 9. 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

                           

 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  
  
  
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  

                            

                                               



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 9. Systemic Safety Network – Bicyclists 



   

 

   

 

Motorcycle  

Figures in this section represent results for motorcycles within the full study area.  

Table 10 indicates that the screening factors most effective at indicating elevated KABC motorcycle crash 

frequency (facilities in Critical, High, and Medium tiers). 

Table 10. Systemic safety network tier definitions for motorcycle fatal and injury crashes 

Systemic 
Safety 

Network 
Tier 

Systemic Safety Screening Factor 

Traffic 
Volume 
(ADT) 

Functional 
Class 

Roadway Setting 
Speed Limit 

(MPH) 
Equity Score 

Critical >10,000 ADT - - - Lower to No Need 

High >10,000 ADT - - - Moderate to High Need 

High 
0-10,000 

ADT 
High - - - 

Medium 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Medium - - - 

Low 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Urban - - 

Minimal 
0-10,000 

ADT 
Low Rural - - 

 

Critical tier facilities are roads with >10,000 ADT with lower to no equity need score. High tier facilities are roads 

with >10,000 ADT with moderate to higher equity need score or highway and arterial roads with less than 10,000 

ADT (0-10,000 ADT). Medium tier facilities are collector roads with 0-10,000 ADT.  

The associated average fatal and injury crash frequency per mile as well as the relative mileage of each tier are 

summarized in Table 11 and illustrated in Figure 10. About three-fourths (73.2%) of motorcycle injury crashes in 

the study area are on Critical, High, and Medium tier facilities, but these facilities only represent 24.5% of the total 

roadway miles in the study area. 

 

Table 11. Systemic safety network tier metrics for motorcycle fatal and injury crashes  

Systemic Safety 
Network Tier 

Systemic Safety Network Metrics 

Avg.  Crashes 
per Mile 

Miles  Crashes Miles Share  Crashes Share 

Critical 0.59 73.18 43 1.9% 24.4% 

High 0.18 188.14 33 4.9% 18.7% 

Medium 0.08 687.43 53 17.8% 30.1% 

Low 0.02 1365.46 34 35.4% 19.3% 

Minimal 0.01 1540.21 13 40.0% 7.4% 

 

 



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 10. Systemic Safety Network Tier metrics for motorcycle fatal and injury crashes 

The corridors identified as ‘Critical’, ‘High’, and ‘Medium’ in the Systemic Safety analysis for motorcycle crashes 

are shown in Figure 11. 

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

                           

 
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
 

 
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  
  
  
  
 
 
  
  
  
 
  

                            

                                               



   

 

   

 

 

Figure 11. Systemic Safety Network – Motorcycles 



   

 

   

 

Conclusions and Next Steps  

The factors captured in the systemic analysis identified a correlation with concentrations of crashes on roads in 

the study area. Locations on the Critical, High, and Medium tiers should be targeted for safety improvements, 

regardless of crash history (i.e., a proactive approach as opposed to a reactive approach since these facilities 

represent 24.7% of miles in the study area but 78.3% of fatal and injury crashes). The results of each mode 

(motor vehicles, pedestrians, bicyclists, and motorcyclists) yield similar proportions of crashes and roadway miles. 

These Systemic Safety Networks and the roadway facility attributes can be used to identify priority areas for 

safety improvements and safety countermeasures targeted toward these roadway users.  
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PURPOSE OF THE IRTPO COMPREHENSIVE SAFETY ACTION PLAN  

In 2023, the Island Regional Transportation Planning Organization (IRTPO) secured funding from 

the federal Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) grant to develop a Comprehensive Safety Action 

Plan (CSAP), a data-driven initiative aimed at reducing fatal and serious injuries on Island County 

roadways. The CSAP represents a crucial step towards enhancing safety for all road users by 

analyzing crash history, demographics, and public input to effectively identify, prioritize, and 

implement targeted safety improvements. A successful Action Plan like the CSAP encompasses 

eight key components: 

1. Leadership commitment and goal setting  

2. Planning structure  

3. Safety analysis  

4. Engagement and collaboration  

5. Equity 

6. Policy and process changes 

7. Strategy and project selections  

8. Progress and transparency 

ENGAGEMENT SUMMARY 

Over the course of the Summer and Fall of 2024, the IRTPO CSAP project team conducted several 

forms of outreach including cold phone calls, emails, pop-ups at local events on Whidbey and 

Camano Islands, in-person open house presentations, and virtual meetings. The project team also 

developed and kept up to date a publicly accessible project website via Social Pinpoint. In addition 

to general information describing the IRTPO CSAP project, the project website also housed an 

interactive comment map, a brief survey, relevant documents such as FAQs and printable flyers, 

information on future engagement opportunities, and presentation materials from past public 

meetings and open houses.   

  

The goals of the IRTPO CSAP outreach were to   

• Inform the community members in the region of Island County of what CSAPs are, what 

they entail, and how they can benefit the community 

• Listen to and learn more about the public’s safety concerns  

• Incorporate the public’s feedback and ideas for safety improvements in the IRTPO CSAP 

project prioritization process 

 

The IRTPO CSAP team developed an extensive initial list of contact information for community 

groups and organizations, professional societies, federal, county, local, and tribal agencies, 

emergency responders, fire departments, police, and local businesses throughout the IRTPO 

region. The list of contact information for community members in the IRTPO region was 

continuously updated throughout the public engagement process as the public outreach events 

took place and more people shared their contact information on the Social Pinpoint site. The 



contact list for public engagement efforts grew to over 170 individuals over the course of the 

project.   

  

The IRTPO CSAP outreach team used the continually evolving contact list to cold call and email 

Island County community members to inform them of the CSAP development, provide more details 

and information on the project itself, and share all the outreach efforts and the different ways to 

engage during the project.  

  

The chart below depicts the timeline of all the IRTPO CSAP public engagement efforts that were 

executed from Spring to Fall of 2024. This memo includes the entire public engagement plan 

developed by the IRTPO CSAP team and the results from engaging the community in the IRTPO 

region.  

ENGAGEMENT METHODS, MATERIALS, AND RESULTS 

The following sections expand on each of the outreach methods, the materials developed for the 

CSAP engagement process. This section also includes the results from the engagement process.  

ENGAGEMENT METHODS 

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT COMMUNITY POP-UPS  

The outreach events began with informational in-person pop-up events at various community 

events and locations with foot traffic starting in late Spring through the Summer. The purpose of 

attending the pop-up events was to begin informing the community of the IRTPO’s Vision Zero goal 

to reduce and eliminate fatal and serious injury roadway crashes by 2045 through the development 

of a CSAP. The pop-up events included  

• Coupeville Farmers Market (North Central Whidbey Farmers Market) – Whidbey Island – April 

20, 2024 

• Bayview Farmers Market – Whidbey Island – July 27, 2024  

• Camano Plaza IGA Market – Camano Island – July 27, 2024  

• City of Langley National Night Out – Whidbey Island – August 6, 2024  

• City of Oak Harbor National Night Out – Whidbey Island   

CITY/TOWN COUNCIL PRESENTATIONS AND PUBLIC OPEN HOUSES  

As the project team progressed in the crash analysis and the development of the High-Injury 

Network (HIN) and Safe System Network (SSN), the public outreach team conducted more formal 

engagement efforts. During this phase of the project, the project team presented at City and Town 

Council meetings throughout the IRTPO region to inform them of the results of the crash analysis, 

share the HIN, and share the SSN in their specific jurisdiction.   

  

In conjunction with the Council presentations, the team organized in-person open houses for the 

public. The purpose of presenting to both a governing body and the public was to ultimately 



achieve “buy-in” from both City and Town officials and the public before requesting adoption of the 

IRTPO CSAP in April 2025. The City/Town Council meetings and open houses included  

• City of Oak Harbor Open House – Whidbey Island – September 25, 2024  

• City of Langley City Council Presentation – Whidbey Island – October 7, 2024  

• City of Langley Open House – Whidbey Island – October 7, 2024  

• Town of Coupeville Town Council Presentation – Whidbey Island – October 8, 2024  

• Town of Coupeville Open House - Whidbey Island – October 8, 2024  

• Camano Island Supervisor Distrct3 Meeting and Open House – Camano Island – October 30, 

2024  

PUBLIC VIRTUAL MEETINGS  

The project team was originally planning to conduct two virtual focus groups – one with the general 

public and another with safety and emergency service members. However, during the public 

outreach events and through the survey on the project website, many people expressed interest in 

participating in the virtual focus groups. To accommodate the substantial number of people 

interested in participating in the focus group, two virtual meetings were conducted instead. The 

virtual meetings covered the crash analysis, the HIN, and the SSN for the entire IRTPO region. The 

virtual meetings were held on  

• Tuesday, November 12, 2024 – 4:00 to 5:00 PM – Zoom  

• Thursday, November 14, 2024 – 4:00 to 5:00 PM – Zoom  

PROJECT WEBSITE - SOCIAL PINPOINT  

Survey  

The project website, hosted by Social Pinpoint, included a brief survey asking participants to share 

their safety priorities, concerns, and questions with the project team. The survey also asked basic, 

optional, demographic questions to gain a better understanding of which communities were filling 

out the survey and which communities needed more concerted outreach efforts based on the 

survey responses.  

  

The comments received in the survey responses for each of the major jurisdictions in the IRTPO 

region (Island County, City of Oak Harbor, City of Langley, Town of Coupeville) are summarized in 

this memo 

Interactive Comment Map  

The project website, hosted by Social Pinpoint, included an interactive map where participants 

could add location-based comments to share their safety priorities, concerns, and questions with 

the project team. The comment categories participants could choose from were Pedestrian/Bicycle, 

Motor Vehicle, Transit, and General.    

  

The comments received in the survey responses for each of the major jurisdictions in the IRTPO 

region (Island County, City of Oak Harbor, City of Langley, Town of Coupeville) were summarized 

in the jurisdiction-specific section for each of the respective jurisdictions.  



LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT AND EMERGENCY RESPONDERS  

Local law enforcement officials and emergency responders (EMS and fire departments) were 

contacted throughout the development of the CSAP and during the public engagement phase. Law 

enforcement officials and emergency responders from unincorporated Camano Island, the Town of 

Coupeville, the City of Langley, and the City of Oak Harbor were contacted via email and over the 

phone. The project team held meetings with these officials either in-person or virtually to gain 

insight into crashes in their jurisdictions and ideas they may have for improvements. In addition to 

personal meetings, local law enforcement officials and emergency responders were invited to 

attend the City/Town Council presentations and the open houses to share their experiences with 

the project team and the public.  

IRTPO EXECUTIVE BOARD AND A PUBLIC COMMITMENT  

Throughout the project, the IRTPO CSAP project team regularly presented updates to the IRTPO 

Executive Board. Presentations to the IRTPO Executive Board occurred on:   

• April 22, 2024 – IRTPO Executive Board Meeting Presentation  

• September 25, 2024 – IRTPO Executive Board Meeting Presentation 

• January 22, 2025 – IRTPO Executive Board Meeting Presentation 

ENGAGEMENT MATERIALS 

PROJECT WEBSITE – SOCIAL PINPOINT 

A project-specific website was developed and maintained by the IRTPO CSAP project team to 

consolidate project information and outreach material in one place (see Figure 1).  

The website includes the following information: 

• Overview of a CSAP  

• Information on ways the public can become involved 

• Information on upcoming Open Houses 

• Overview of the project timeline 

• Interactive comment map  

• CSAP public survey 

The following website domain was created: https://dks-engage.com/IRTPO . 

https://dks-engage.com/IRTPO


 
FIGURE 1: ISLAND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING ORGANIZATION COMPREHENSIVE 

SAFETY ACTION PLAN PROJECT WEBSITE (ACCESSED DECEMBER 12, 2024) 

 

DIGITAL FLYERS AND PRINTED MATERIALS  

The project team developed flyers in English (Figure 2), Spanish (Figure 3), and Tagalog (Figure 4) 

to explain the CSAP and encourage community involvement through open houses (Figure 5) or by 

visiting the project website. Flyers for the virtual meetings specifically were also developed (Figure 

6).  



 

FIGURE 2: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT FLYER IN ENGLISH 



 

FIGURE 3: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT FLYER IN SPANISH 



 

FIGURE 4: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT FLYER IN TAGALOG 



 

FIGURE 5: IRTPO CSAP OPEN HOUSE FLYER 



 

FIGURE 6: IRTPO CSAP VIRTUAL MEETING FLYER 

FAQ SHEET 

The IRTPO CSAP project team developed a general one-page Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) 

flyer (Figure 7) to answer common questions about what a CSAP is, the project timeline, and the 

funding sources for this project. Community members were encouraged to share and print the FAQ 

sheet and general flyers to distribute within their own networks. 



 

FIGURE 7: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT FAQ FLYER 

PROJECT BUSINESS CARDS AND SWAG 

Promotional material was created to increase awareness and encourage project involvement of the 

CSAP, such as business cards (Figure 8), coasters, and bags (Figure 9). 



 

FIGURE 8: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT BUSINESS CARDS 

 
FIGURE 9: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT TOTE BAG 

EMAIL BLASTS AND SOCIAL MEDIA 

To educate as many people as possible and to illicit participation in the CSAP project, email (Figure 

10) and social medias posts (Figure 11) were disseminated throughout the engagement process.  



 
FIGURE 10: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT EMAIL TEMPLATE 



 

FIGURE 11: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT SOCIAL MEDIA POST 

PRESS RELEASE 

The IRTPO CSAP project team developed and released a press release for Island County News to 

share on their website. The press release (Figure 12) included information about the CSAP itself, 

the project timeline, and ways the community could get involved.  



 
FIGURE 12: IRTPO CSAP ISLAND COUNTY NEWS PRESS RELEASE 

COLORING POSTER 

To foster education and engagement among younger audiences, posters were created that 

prompted reflections on safety through writing and drawing. 

Before 

 

After 

 

COUNCIL PRESENTATIONS AND OPEN HOUSES 



The consultant team prepared and presented the project at multiple city and town council meetings 

immediately followed by public open houses, where community members could learn about the 

project and provide feedback. Table 1 summarizes the schedule of council presentations and open 

houses.  

TABLE 1 - CITY/TOWN COUNCIL AND OPEN HOUSE IRTPO CSAP PRESENTATION SCHEDULE  

 City of Oak 

Harbor 
City of Langley 

Town of 

Coupeville 
Camano Island 

Date 

Wednesday, 

September 25, 

2024 

Monday, October 

7, 2024 

Tuesday, October 

8, 2024 

Wednesday, 

October 30, 2024 

City/Town 

Council Meeting 

Location 

865 SE 

Barrington Drive, 

Oak Harbor, WA 

112 Second 

Street, Langley, 

WA 98260 

Board of County 

Commissioners 

Hearing Room 1  

NE Sixth Street 

N/A 

City/Town 

Council Meeting 

Time 

1:00 – 2:00pm 5:30 – 6:30pm 6:30 – 7:30pm N/A 

Open House 

Location 

The Center in 

Oak Harbor  

(51 SE Jerome 

St, Oak Harbor, 

98277) 

112 Second 

Street, Langley, 

WA 98260 

Town of 

Coupeville 

Recreation Hall 

(901 NW 

Alexander St, 

Coupeville, WA, 

98239) 

Camano Island 

Administrative 

Building 

121 E Camano 

Dr, Camano, WA 

98282 

Open House 

Time 
4:30-6:30pm 6:30 – 8:00pm 4:30 – 6:00pm 4:00 – 5:00pm 

  



ENGAGEMENT RESULTS  

SURVEY RESULTS 

1. This graph shows the percentage of residents living in different locations within Island 

County. The most common locations are Freeland (17%) and Langley (16%), while the least 

common is "Other" with only 1% of residents. 

 

2. This graph shows the level of familiarity respondents have with Vision Zero, a strategy to 

eliminate traffic-related deaths and injuries. The majority (74%) are not familiar with Vision 

Zero, while only 7% are very familiar. 

 



3. This graph illustrates the various ways people connect with Island County. While the vast 

majority (96%) live in Island County, many also connect by traveling to certain amenities 

(45%), traveling through (43%), working in (40%), or visiting friends and family (40%) in 

the County. 

 

4. This graph displays the frequency of usage for different modes of transportation. Cars are 

the most frequently used mode, with a majority of respondents using them almost every 

day, while taxis and ride shares are used the least. 

 

 



5. This graph shows that a majority of people (56%) know someone who has been in a car 

crash. A significant number have also been in a crash themselves (30%), highlighting the 

prevalence of car accidents. 

 

 

6. This graph examines perceived safety levels for different modes of transportation in Island 

County. While ferries are seen as the safest option, with the highest percentage of "Very 

safe" responses, walking or using a mobility device is perceived as the least safe, with the 

highest percentage of "Not safe at all" responses. 

 

 



7. This graph indicates a strong desire for increased biking and walking in Island County if 

safety concerns were addressed. A significant majority (67%) of respondents stated they 

would bike or walk more if they felt safer. 

 

 

8. This graph explores how much people consider safety when making travel decisions. While 

only a small percentage (8%) never factor in safety, the most common responses are 

"Frequently" (34%) and "Once in a while" (37%), suggesting that safety is an important, 

but not always overriding, consideration for most people. 

 

 



9. This graph reveals the transportation preferences of Island County residents if safety wasn't 

a factor. Most people would still choose to drive their own vehicle (54%), while cycling is 

the second most popular choice (36%). 

 

10. This graph identifies the major safety concerns for people traveling on Island County 

roadways. The most prevalent issues are speeding (65%), distracted driving (61%), and a 

lack of safe places to bike or walk (55%), highlighting a need for improved infrastructure 

and driver behavior. 

 



11. This graph shows the public's opinion on various treatments used to improve transportation 

safety. The most popular solutions are protected bicycle lanes (56%), roundabouts (44%), 

and reducing impaired and distracted driving (39%). 

 

12.  This graph presents a ranking of priorities for the County's Safety Action Plan. While all 

areas received a significant number of top rankings, "Safer People" appears to be the most 

important focus area for improving safety in Island County, followed by "Safer Roads". 

 



13. This graph shows the age distribution of survey respondents. The most common age group 

is 65 to 74, followed by 75 to 84, indicating that older adults are well-represented in the 

survey. 

 

14.  This graph displays the gender distribution of the survey respondents. The majority identify 

as female (62%), followed by male (33%), with a small percentage identifying as 

transgender, non-binary, or other (1%). 

  

 

 

 

 



15. This graph illustrates the ethnic background of survey respondents. The vast majority 

identify as White/Caucasian (79%), while all other ethnicities are represented by relatively 

small percentages. 

 

 

16. This graph shows the proportion of respondents who identify with groups considered more 

vulnerable in terms of transportation safety. The most common groups are the 55+ 

Community (57%) and Non-motorists (42%). 

 



17. This graph shows the distribution of average annual household incomes among survey 

respondents. The largest group of respondents (26%) preferred not to disclose their 

income, while the most common income bracket reported was $75,000 to $100,000 (16%). 

 

18. This graph displays the most common language spoken at home by survey respondents. An 

overwhelming majority (93%) reported speaking only English at home. 

 

 



PUBLIC FEEDBACK RECEIVED AT THE IN-PERSON POP-UP EVENTS 

Unincorporated Island County 

Camano Island IGA Market Plaza 

Date: July 27, 2024 

Feedback Received: No feedback was received at this event. Project business cards, flyers, and 

tote bags were distributed to the public shopping at the Camano Island IGA Market Plaza to 

increase awareness of the CSAP efforts in the IRTPO region.  

City of Oak Harbor 

Bayview Farmers Market 

Date: July 27, 2024  

Feedback Received 

• Supportive of Speed Cameras, Speed Feedback Signs  

• Recommend wide shoulders everywhere  

• Some community members recommend a signalized intersection versus a roundabout at 

Highway 525 and Honeymoon Bay-Bush Point Road 

• Areas of Concern: 

o Cyclists find that the chip seal is very unsafe  

o Add a stop sign on Madrona Heights Road and SR 20 

o Recommend resurfacing Langley Road 

o People are concerned about speeding along Chick Road near Arrowhead Road   

o Sight distance issues from N Vista Del Monte to Chick Road (drivers cannot see over 

the hill when they turn left) 

Oak Harbor National Night Out  

Date: August 6, 2024 

Feedback Received: 

• Consider adding sidewalks to Crescent Harbor Road/Regetta Drive. 

• Add sidewalks along:   

o Crescent Harbor Road 

o Regatta Drive 

o NE 7th Avenue (west of SR 20) 

• Remove the vegetation at the SR 20 and Banta/Northgate roundabout to improve visibility  

• Add wider shoulders or a parallel shared use path along SR 20 

• Some concerns of speeding along Monkey Hill Road towards SR 20. Suggest more 

enforcement in that area. 

• Add additional parking near Deception Pass or a shuttle to and from the bridge. 

• Suggest prohibiting right turn on red lights throughout the City 

• The push button on SE 8th Avenue and SR 20 needs to be fixed 

City of Langley 

Langley National Night Out 

Date: August 6, 2024 



Feedback Received 

• Pulling out of Liberty Market onto SR 20 is very bad, as drivers are traveling too fast on 

Highway 20 in both directions, making it scary to turn onto the highway. 

• Double Bluff Road and WA 525 intersection – there are lots of crashes here.  A firefighter 

reported that he has been working in the county for 3 months and there have been 6 or 7 

crashes there. 

o The intersection is from a public beach turning onto a highway with blind corners on 

both sides, so pulling out is concerning. 

• Coles Road does not have many crashes, but crashes along this roadway involve serious 

injuries. 

• Deer Lake Road & WA 525 intersection and Commercial Street & WA 525 Intersection has  

lots of ferry traffic. This intersection should have an all-way stop. Drivers use the ferry lane 

and block the intersection, so you cannot get around them from the side streets. 

• S Central Avenue has a 25-mph posted speed, but drivers travel around 40-mph. There are 

no speed limit signs on either side of the roadway.  

• Sixth Street/Camano Avenue and Cascade Avenue intersection – a great intersection for a 

slow speed roundabout, the roadways are wide enough for one. 

• Sixth Street needs a widened sidewalk to make it a real sidewalk. 

• Saratoga Road needs a pedestrian walkway. 

• Coles Road & WA 525 intersection – the intersection needs to be improved, but installing a 

traffic signal is too much. Traveling northbound brings you over a lip, and the stop sign is 

not visible until drivers are over the lip causing lots of safety issues. 

• All of Coles Road needs improvement. 

• De Bruyn Avenue and 3rd Street intersection – install a crosswalk. 

• Generational Park off of the De Bruyn Avenue and Saratoga Road intersection – crosswalks 

need to be installed for both directions. 

• Swede Hill Road & Scatchet Head Road intersection – the road makes a 90 degree turn and 

drivers speed through missing the stop and yield signs, very concerning intersection. The 

intersection needs more visibility, drivers are unable to see who will sideswipe their car 

because of the hill. 

• Install a turn lane on WA 525 at Kramer Road for drivers entering the Bayview Recycle Park. 

There needs to be space for drivers to wait to turn in because there’s high speed traffic in 

Both directions, and drivers are currently passing on the shoulders. 

• Drivers stop along Cambo Road to turn, consider installing a turn lane.  

• The intersection just south of Cameron Road and 525 WA has a mound and a walkway that 

block your view of the road until your vehicle is in the roadway. This needs more visibility. 

• Woodard Avenue has high speeds and low visibility. 

• Along SR 20 next to Ryan’s House for Youth and Island Transit – need to install a pedestrian 

crossing sign there. There’s a homeless shelter nearby, so there are many pedestrians 

crossing the street. 

• Double Bluff Road and WA 525 intersection is very concerning. Many community members 

stated this. 

• One community member shared their experience of being hit while riding their bike along 

Sandy Point Road between Decker Avenue and Furman Avenue. They were hit while riding 



over a sharrow. They would like bike lanes to be installed throughout Island County and 

hope that more off-road paths can be installed. 

• Fatal crash by the county store along WA 525 going up the hill to Greenbank. Drivers tried 

to pull out onto the busy highway. 

• Drivers speed on the backroads, which feels unsafe at night because most drivers are 

speeding. 

• Driving is scary in Baby Island Heights. Drivers are speeding and travel at about 50-mph 

when the posted speed is 35-mph.  

• Anywhere on the south end where you need to turn onto the highway feels like you’re going 

to get killed. 

• The road edges are not wide enough for cyclists. This cyclist mentioned they stopped cycling 

because it felt unsafe. Cycling along East Harbor Road is very scary. 

• There are many roads without a shoulder in Island County. 

• Driving in the south end feels safe but biking feels unsafe. 

• Maxwelton Road has a transit stop near multiple schools and does not have a sidewalk off of 

WA 525. Elementary schoolers, middle schoolers, and high schoolers use this transit stop 

and it is very unsafe for them. One parent mentioned they do not allow their kids to use this 

stop because it feels unsafe. 

• Lots of little crashes happen coming off the ferry from drivers who are not paying attention. 

• Many crashes in Island County occur from drivers swerving to avoid hitting a deer and 

driving into a ditch or hitting a tree. 

• A few community members mentioned that speed limits are not enforced throughout the 

island, leading most drivers to speed. They want to see speed limits enforced. 

• On East Harbor Road there is a curve known as Dead Man’s Curve where many fatalities 

have happened. There are yellow caution signs at the curve, but many drivers speed. 

• Many cyclists along Goss Lake Road. There are lots of blind corners where drivers must go 

around bicyclists, and it feels unsafe. 

• One community member shared their experience of being in a major crashes along WA 525 

near Newman Road. They were stopped because a vehicle five cars ahead stopped to turn 

left on the roadway because there are no turn lanes. A vehicle traveling at 60-mph hit the 

bicyclist from behind. 

• Along WA 525 near Coles Road drivers pass on the shoulder which is not wide enough to be 

a lane and almost drive into the ditch. 

• Many drivers are speeding on their way to catch the ferry at speeds approximately 70- to 

80-mph. 

Town of Coupeville 

Coupeville Farmers Market 

Date: April 20, 2024 

Feedback Received: No feedback was solicited at this event. Instead, project business cards and 

flyers were shared with farmers market attendees to spread initial awareness of the IRTPO CSAP 

project commencing. 

 



PUBLIC FEEDBACK RECEIVED ON THE PROJECT WEBSITE 

During the entire engagement period from April to mid-November 2024, the interactive map 

received 400 total comments throughout the IRTPO region. Figure 13 shows the finalized 

interactive map on the project website with all the comments that were received. 

The interactive map received 198 vehicle related comments, 155 pedestrian and bicycle related 

comments, 14 transit related comments, and 33 general comments.  

 

FIGURE 13: IRTPO CSAP PROJECT PUBLIC COMMENTS ON THE INTERACTIVE MAP ON THE 

PROJECT WEBSITE 

PUBLIC FEEDBACK RECEIVED THROUGH THE SOCIAL PINPOINT SURVEY 

Survey Question: Are there specific areas, intersections, routes, or locations within Island County 

that you feel are unsafe or people traveling? Please share below. 

Unincorporated Island County (Whidbey Island) 



• Pretty much any road that doesn’t have a full shoulder is unsafe. Sidewalks probably aren't 

feasible in most of the unincorporated areas of the county, and wide enough shoulders 

would be game changing for people who are not in a car. 

• Libbey Road and Highway 20 intersection – 20 going down the hill into town near Heritage 

Bank 

• Regatta Drive 

• Bush Point Road and the Highway need a roundabout, one comment I heard was it wasn't in 

the State Plan, only the County Plan, that's a failure of the locals. 

• Coles Road and Highway 525 

• Intersection Highway 525/Bush Point Road/Honeymoon Bay Road 

• Smugglers Cove Road - speeding Highway 525/US 20 speeding 

• Engle Road. The county has had significant input from the citizens as to extreme safety 

issues we face due to poor physical directing of ferry traffic to Highway 20, 525, and Race 

Road and the poor conditions of this intersection making drivers choose to rocket through 

rural county roads into Coupeville. The reverse is true as well as drivers race to the 

Coupeville ferry due to the reservation system and limited number of boats. I have tried to 

take the pulse of a dead man, comforted a lady with multiple compound fractures, had an 

ambulance helicopter land in my field, and so many pullovers by state patrol in our 

driveway that it begs to question why the commissioners can’t hear our concern. The county 

takes input, makes partial change but then completely ignores requests to make sections of 

the road no passing. The Town of Coupeville has extended their no passing right up to the 

county limits, now is the time to extend this to the ferry. Make Engle Road 35-mph the 

entire way. 

• Highway from Coupeville to Greenbank - inadequate shoulder 

• Too many straight roads which encourages speeding. Drivers drive better when they can't 

go fast because the road isn't straight. 

• The intersection of Bush Point Road, Highway 525, Honeymoon Bay Road is very unsafe. 

The intersection of HWY 525 and Smugglers Cove Rd. is unsafe. The stretch of Highway 20 

between Race/Wanamaker intersection and the OLF (Welch Road.) is unsafe. 

• Highway 525 at Coles Road 

• Brainers Road and Amble Road 

• Illegal passing when highway drivers stop to turn onto Double Bluff Road at SR 520, 

speeding up to 60-mph on Bayview Road 

• Highway 525 and Bush Point Road, Thompson Road, Double Bluff Road, Honeymoon Bay 

Road 

• SR 525 at Bush Point Road. Desperately needs a traffic circle. 

• Highways 525/20 corridors. Faster roads such as Cultus Bay Road, East Harbor Road with 

inadequate shoulders. 

• All county roads, especially ones with narrow shoulders. Every crossing of Highway 525 is 

concerning. People often do not follow the traffic rules, especially at intersections. Drivers 

drive on the shoulder or cross the double yellow to pass. 

• As the ferry vessel service declines, people are speeding more than in other years to and 

from the Clinton Ferry terminal -- for that "last 5 miles to or from the ferry". It's at very 

high-risk levels this Summer of 2024. 



Unincorporated Island County (Camano Island) 

• Highway 532, Country Club Drive to south end of Camano. How about turn lanes? 

• Monticello Drive/E. Camano Drive 

• S. Elger Bay Road from Oh-Zi-Ya to the end of the island - there are no shoulders, roads are 

twisty and windy - "turtles" on the road would be helpful. Also, more passing lanes along 

Camano Drive and Elger Bay Road – put them back! When they were painted, they took the 

hash marks away. 

• Sunrise goes from 35-mph to 50-mph to 35-mph, in a relatively short span. Change speed 

to 35-mph for the entire road - it's residential, leads to 2 major parks and shouldn't be 50-

mph to begin with 

• Utsalady Road curve near Good Road. Narrow road on Utsalady Road (no shoulder) same 

issue on Rekdal Road. 

• On 2 lane roads, passing at high speeds, careless of people walking or getting their mail, 

deep ditches, no shoulders, all concerning for walkers and wildlife. 

• Utsalady Road - both eastbound and westbound 

• On Camano Island the intersection at Monticello Drive and East Camano Drive/Elger Bay 

Road. My son was hit and injured by a driver that pulled out from the stop sign. Round-

about would have helped. 

• N. Camano Drive going uphill from Utsalady. Southernmost end of Camano 

• Island County Annex entry needs to be 35-mph zone 

• West Camano Drive, narrow shoulders 

• Camano Hill Road is a popular bike route. It is concerning to bike or walk up or down the 

east side, which is steep and has a deep ditch on one side. 

• East Camano Drive and West Camano Drive 

• Sunrise Boulevard has been designated as a bike route, yet has no shoulders or grassy area 

wide enough for cyclists. This is unsafe for everyone. 

• Camano Road (both south east Camano and South Camano to the south end) have poor 

lighting and seniors like myself feel unsafe and do not drive at night. Not enough overhead 

lights. 

• SE Camano Drive by country club neighborhood (by ~Fairway Street and Teresa Street) - 

speed limit reduces to 35-mph but cars often going much faster and pedestrians often cross 

this street. 

• East Camano Drive, West Camano Drive, North Camano Drive 

City of Oak Harbor 

• Goldie Road & Highway 20 needs turn lanes. Roundabout top of Crescent Harbor Road. 

Weight limit on Regatta Drive. Monkey Hill Road & Highway 20 roundabout. No roundabout 

at Fakkema Road & Highway 20...DUMB! SPEED BUMPS randomly on the Highway 20... just 

to people to slow down 

• SE 8th Avenue and Midway Boulevard intersection crosswalk isn't safe at all. Closest to the 

church drivers can't see the crosswalk light and almost hit people. People playing loud music 

with subwoofers needs to be addressed too. At 1am is not acceptable. 

• Reservation Road, Busby Road, Eagle Ridge Road, Crescent Harbor Road are all 2 lane roads 

with Excessive Speed 



• I run/bike in the mornings for exercise and it would honestly be easier to list the safe places 

because there are so few. The bike lanes and shoulders are too small or non existent and 

cars drive in them. Nobody stops at stop signs at all so every crossing feels unsafe. The 

cops just sit at the bottom of hills worrying more about their stupid speed traps. 

• All Highway 20 and Highway 520 

• The road leading out of Oak Harbor and going into Coupeville is a massive bottleneck that's 

already bad enough for drivers. I can't imagine any cyclists or pedestrians going through 

that area safely at all during the peak hours. 

• Arnold Road, trying to cross Highway 20. Often on foot or on my bike I have to wait 2 to 3 

minutes for a break in the high-speed traffic. 

• Highway 20 and SW 24th Avenue intersection. Vehicles driving North to Oak Harbor 

exceeding the speed limit make turns on to 24th Avenue for a cyclist unsafe. 

• Highway 20 in spots that have passing lanes and drivers exceeding the speed limit to pass 

cars. 

• Highway 20 between Coupeville and Oak Harbor. Highway 525 

• Road or pavement maintenance condition (potholes, refuse and gravel on paved shoulders) 

• There’s a section of Regatta Drive that has no streetlights whatsoever and no shoulder for 

cyclists to use. I would love to see that stretch become better lit, especially with the new 

construction up there. 

• Almost anywhere along Highway 20 feels unsafe to bike, however the section around Penn 

Cove is feels unsafe, until the biker can get to Madrona Way. The intersection of Main Street 

in Coupeville and Highway 20 feels unsafe, fortunately there is a raised sidewalk but only on 

one side. The intersection in Oak Harbor near the Petco and Highway 20 feels too 

congested. 

• Arnold Road. 50-mph is too fast for a street with bus stops, blind driveways, many walkers 

with no shoulder. Arnold Road west of 20 is 40-mph without the above concerns. It should 

be uniform. 

• West Beach, Fort Nugent to Hasty Lake 

• Silver Lake Road needs to lower the speed limit. Many deer enter the road and vehicles 

especially motorcycles use it as a race track often! It’s horrifying!!! 

• Ault Field Road/Highway 20. I'm very surprised a roundabout is going in at Fakkema Road 

given the accident data supports Ault Field Road. That light coming from Anacortes gets 

backed up to Sleeper in the afternoons sometimes. Ideally, roundabout at Fakkema Road, 

but connect to Ault Field Road. Eliminate the Ault Field Road signal and turn that section of 

Ault Field Road into parking lot for the static airplanes. 

• Intersection of SR 20 and Barrington Drive. Intersection of SR 20 and Erie Street. 

Intersection of SR 20 and Swantown Road. Any street with speed of more than 25-MPH 

without at least one side of sidewalk. 

• Highways 525 and 20 - they are too dark from dusk to dawn. Cars tend to use their brights 

to travel due to lack of lighting, blinding oncoming traffic. 

• The intersections that still have no turning light. They are to yield to ongoing traffic. SR 20 

and 8th Avenue, Whidbey Avenue and Regatta Drive, Bayshore Drive and Regatta Drive. 

Regatta Drive in general is a bad road with lots of speeding and difficult with morning traffic 

due to the school and cdc’s there needs to be more flow. Crescent Harbor Road needs more 



than a blinking light. I have had multiple friends get in accidents with drivers coming on and 

off the base. Mostly I don’t walk due to the homeless population moving by the movie 

theater. It’s near all the local businesses and unsafe with small children. 

• Anywhere off of Highway 20 with no light or roundabout for people to turn left back onto 

Highway 20. Intersection at Highway 20 and 7th Avenue, people run the red light each time 

I am in this area traveling to NWMS. There is not a safe method for crossing Highway 20 

here and the there are no sidewalks. There is another entrance to NWMS from Highway 20, 

that crosses 4 lanes of traffic. Buses use this frequently and without a light, it is feels 

unsafe. Also, it is quite far away from a cross walk. 

City of Langley 

• School zones. People turning left off of or onto Highway 525 south island. 

• Langley Road (running from the highway through to Langley) has a speed limit of 40-45-

mph, but that is too fast for the winding road, frequent risk of animal crossing, bicycle and 

pedestrian usage, and weather hazards (fog, rain, ice, etc.). In addition, the availability of 

bus stops around Langley itself is too interspersed to be useful. The stops also often lack 

available seating, a cover for rain, disabled accessibility, and additional information 

regarding the route. 

• Sandy Point Road 

• Crawford Road 

• Highway 525 & Crawford Road intersection desperately needs a left turn lane (heading 

south). A friend of mine was hit from behind there. Make bike paths next to the highway in 

sections where it is not possible to avoid tilt off on a bike, such as between Bayview Road 

and Newman Road. 

• YES! Highway 525 & Crawford Road. Just counting myself and my own family, we have had 

FOUR rear-end-hit high-speed accidents while facing south and stopped for turning there. 2 

of those resulting in totaled cars! This intersection MUST have a left turn lane or roundabout 

before someone gets killed. Too many drivers are heading at 50-60-mph for the ferry and 

not paying attention to a stopped vehicle at that unassuming spot. Very recently I was in a 

3-car rear-ender there, stopped w/turn signal on, and a vehicle stopped behind me, 

slammed at 50-mph by a truck, totaling all 3 vehicles!! DO SOMETHING about this 

intersection. 

• The lack of left-hand turn lanes on Highway 525 and the very narrow shoulders on many 

thru roads 

• Difficult to cross Highway 525 

• Road or pavement maintenance condition (potholes, refuse and gravel on paved shoulders) 

• Crossing Highway 525 in general 

• Langley bus stop at Ken's corner across from gas station people speed in cars and have slid 

during rain and snow conditions on road. Also at stop light, Highway 525 and Chorus Bay 

Road people turn without stopping as people are crossing street 

• None more so than any other. 

• Crawford Road 

• Specific area: When heading north, people turning left before the Goose grocery store and 

when heading south, people turning left onto Coles Road 



• Driving between Coupeville and Greenback. Narrow lanes - road not well enough marked. 

• The 4-way intersections at E and S Harbor Road in Freeland on Main Street. The intersection 

at Kramer Road along the highway. The highway at night. People slowing to turn at Midvale 

Road and other turn offs along the highway where the car slowing to turn doesn’t have a 

turn lane. 

• Aggressive Drivers, tailgating. 

• Highway 525 in the forested areas with little to no street lighting 

• City of Langley due to speed, not stopping at intersections, complete lack of law 

enforcement. 

• Walking or biking along Highway 525, Goss Lake Road and East Harbor Road 

• Saratoga Road and the highway. 

• The intersection of Camano Drive and Cascade Drive and 6th Street. Drivers (3 out of 5) do 

not come to complete stops here. 

• 35-mph speed limit on County section of Sandy Point Road needs to be lowered to 25-mph 

to match Langley's speed limit and slow traffic on this highly used pedestrian and bicycle 

lane. Solar radar sign needs to be permanently installed on the east end of Sandy Point 

Road signaling cars and trucks to slow down to 25-mph once they round the 90 degree turn 

from Wilkinson Road toward Langley. Also, at the 90 degree turn from Park Street to 6th 

Street in Langley, a Solar radar sign needs to be permanently installed on the east end of 

6th Street facing east. Pedestrian and bicycle traffic is extremely high here and car and 

truck traffic is often too fast to be safe. 

• Bayview Road, Coles Road, Langley Road, Maxwelton Road 

• The Highways 525/20 backbone is the first priority. Specifically the area north of the OLF 

through the curves. 

• The curves at the lower end of Fairgrounds Road, just above Langley Road. This is a 

common walking route with babies in strollers to elders with canes. A very popular walking 

route but only walkway is the road itself. There is 15-mph signage, ignored by many. No 

speed bumps, no shoulders of any width on either side, no warnings of blind curves. When 

cars approach either at all fast, and when someone is walking on a curve: this is a tragedy 

in the making. 

• If cycling from one end of the island to the other, there are a few places where we have to 

jump on a highway and then transition to a side road. Could you use bike lanes in these 

areas? Between Admirals Cove and Smugglers Cove, Greenbank and Resort Road. Highway 

525 has some other area going towards the ferry that could use a bike lane. Better signs 

too would help cyclist. 

• Highway 525 and Double Bluff Road 

• Bayview Road for bicycles 

Town of Coupeville 

• Where Highway 20 meets Ebey Road is a concerning intersection. 

• Engle Road has excessive speeding often correlated to ferry traffic traveling from Coupeville 

to Keystone terminal. Additionally, the "pulse platoon" style of traffic pattern associated 

with unloading ferry traffic that turns onto Engle Road instead of using State Route 20 as it 



should being part of the state highway system is consistent with the rural character and 

neighborhood residential living of those of us on Engle Road. 

• Freeland lights and intersections at highway-Drivers are unsafe 

• Rural roads with no shoulders for cyclists. Sections of the highway where there’s no 

alternative to travel via bike, such as between Smugglers Cove and Admirals Cove (Highway 

525). Section of Highway 20 between Race Road and Patmore Road where there is NO 

shoulder. WE NEED THE BOAT TO BRIDGE TRAIL. 

• E Race Road and Highway 525 crossing 

• Speeding on Wanamaker Road 

• Highway 20 and Broadway in Coupeville 

• I bicycle a lot and have the skill set that a lot of people don’t have. I’m well aware of my 

surroundings but on roads that have no shoulders signs should be installed to share the 

road with bicycles. 

• SR 20 and Broadway intersection needs a roundabout 

• SR 20 and Broadway/Ebey Road 

• There should be a continuous paved non-vehicle path from Oak Harbor to Langley, to allow 

safe passage for bikes, walkers and runners. This would take that traffic off the road, and 

would be great for all groups: every day users, and visitors. This is such a beautiful place to 

live! 

• For cycling - from Rhododendron Park to Race Road 

• Yes! My 2022 Subaru Crosstrek that I had just recently purchased was totaled by a teenage 

distracted driver on 4/20/24 who rear ended me while I was at a full stop in a line of traffic 

on Highway 525 south at Cameron Road in Freeland. That intersection ahead is extremely 

busy as people hear use Main Street for shopping at Payless, Ace and all the small 

businesses there. From Cameron Road and all the way through Freeland there are way too 

many car accidents. People drive too fast and too close behind other cars and there are 

rarely police or sheriffs giving out speeding tickets. And I have found the sheriffs on the 

island to be rude and incompetent, especially on scene at my faultless car crash. 

• Holmes Harbor and Bush Point Road. Needs a roundabout or stop light or even a 4 way 

stop. 

• Highway 20 from Race Road to the Rhododendron Park is a death trap, yet listed as a 

cycling route on maps. The project to widen has been ‘in planning’ for years, while accidents 

and deaths pile up. Wide shoulders are a start, a dedicated path (walking/cycling) from the 

ferry to Deception Pass Bridge is an absolute must. 

• Crossing Highway at Race Road to get to the bus stop 

• Intersection of SR 20 and NW Broadway is concerning. With high traffic speeds and 

increased traffic, people are taking more risks. Serious collisions and deaths have occurred. 

Data collection on these accidents has been poor. 

• Especially Engle Road or other roads on South End with varying speed limits between 35- 

and 50-mph. Drivers almost always just go 50-mph despite lower posted speeds. And if the 

road is straight, they are often weaving because they are likely texting or otherwise 

engaged with their cell phones. 



• Libbey Road and Highway 20, Madrona and Highway 20, NW Broadway and Highway 20, 

West Beach Road (speeds in excess of 70-mph in mornings and afternoons around the time 

the military go to work and go home) 

COMMON THEMES AND TRENDS  

The IRTPO CSAP engagement process resulted in the project team receiving hundreds of comments 

in-person and online. Comments from the public included personal testimonials, safety concerns, 

and suggestions for improvements throughout the IRTPO region. The most common type of 

feedback we received from community members from both islands were the following: 

• Concerns about speeding vehicles, consistency of posted speed limits, and the desire to 

increase speed enforcement 

• Bike and pedestrian facilities and infrastructure improvements, especially the widening of 

shoulders and the addition of sidewalks, multi-use paths, and off-road trails throughout 

both islands 

• Concern about impaired and aggressive driving 

• Intersection treatments such as roundabouts, neighborhood traffic calming circles, stop-

control improvements, and signalization 

• Concern for motorcyclist safety – both motorcyclist and vehicle behavior  

• Continuation of the Deception Bridge to Ferry Trail project 

• Traffic calming along SR 525 and SR 20 throughout the IRTPO region 

ENGAGEMENT IMPACT 

The engagement conducted throughout the IRTPO CSAP project timeline helped inform the project 

team of other potential locations with safety concerns that may not have appeared in the crash 

data, high injury network, or safe system network, such as locations of near-miss pedestrian and 

cyclist crashes, which are historically underreported in crash data. The engagement was also used 

as part of the scoring matrix for project prioritization. The project team was able to develop and 

prioritize safety improvement projects based on – amongst many other factors – whether they 

were mentioned by the public through any of the engagement processes. 
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INTRODUCTION 

As a part of the Island Regional Transportation Planning Organization’s (IRTPO) process of developing a 

Comprehensive Safety Action Plan, the project team developed a methodology for identifying communities that 

experience disproportionate safety impacts. The focus was placed on communities that have been subject to 

historic marginalization, disenfranchisement, and disinvestment to examine how past harms may continue to 

disadvantage them, specifically in terms of traffic violence.  

The goal of the analysis is to present IRTPO with tools for distinguishing populations that are underserved and 

under-resourced and an approach to assessing how these populations are disproportionately impacted by the 

safety risks on the transportation system. The results of the analysis reveal demographic patterns in safety 

outcomes and provide valuable information for adopting an equity lens to prioritize safety investments. Taken with 

crash analysis, development of the High Injury Network (HIN), and community engagement findings, the results 

can provide an understanding of the implications of safety risk disparities in various communities. 

This document begins with background information to describe Toole Design Group’s approach to equity analysis. 

Next, it details the methods of identifying populations and analyzing safety impact in relation to them. It then 

presents the results, spatially and graphically, and concludes with recommendations for applying the findings of 

this analysis.  

DEFINITIONS 

Community and population are often used interchangeably to describe groups of people sharing similar 

characteristics or experiences. In this document, we use “community” to mean a people that share experiences or 

cultures. “Population” is used to describe a group of people defined by shared demographic attributes, typically 

identified through Census data.  

Equity is a pluralistic concept that centers on the concept of fairness and justice. For a plan to address equity 

concerns of BIPOC communities, it must acknowledge historical marginalization, disenfranchisement, and 

disinvestment. An equity analysis should examine disproportionate impacts and disparate outcomes for those 

who have been harmed.  

Historically Disadvantaged Communities refers to populations sharing a particular characteristic, as well as 

geographic communities, that have been systematically denied a full opportunity to participate in aspects of 

economic, social, and civic life.  

Low-income refers to people or households that have financial constraints that impact their daily lives. There is 

no one threshold for what is considered low income. It can be described using poverty guidelines, median 

household income, housing burden, or transportation burden.  
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Racial minority and “non-white” are not terms used in this analysis. When referring to people that have been 

racialized, we will reference their specific identity (African-American, Asian-American, Pacific Islands, Hispanic, 

and Native American) or use the term Black, Indigenous, or Person of Color (BIPOC). Distinguishing Black and 

Indigenous people calls attention to the grave injustices that these communities have faced in this country. 

Transportation Insecure is a component of transportation disadvantage according to the US Department of 

Transportation. It occurs when people are unable to get to where they need to go to meet the needs of their daily 

lives regularly, reliably, and safely. 

EQUITY ANALYSES 

An equity analysis is one component of unraveling inequities and advancing transportation equity. It provides 

information that must be used in concert with knowledge learned through engagement to determine actions that 

improve the lived experiences of people who have been systemically burdened or have had benefits withheld. 

This quantitative analysis does not answer the question, “Is this plan/project equitable?” and instead should be 

used to inform investment and prioritization decisions to advance equitable outcomes.  

A first step in equity analysis is identifying where historically disadvantaged communities are located. Such 

communities are distinguished using demographic and socioeconomic indicators from government data such as 

the US Census or American Community Survey. These indicators reveal how particular communities have been 

systemically oppressed and marginalized. They can be mapped to see where high equity need communities are 

located within a given jurisdiction. Examples of such indicators are listed in the appendices of this memo. 

The geographic distribution of high equity need areas can then be spatially compared to various outcomes of the 

transportation system, such as safety risk. Outcomes experienced by various populations can be compared to 

each other, revealing disparities, and establishing a baseline to improve upon. The equity analysis can be used as 

a framework to make decisions and investments that eliminate socio-demographic disparities and redress past 

harms.  

Defining Populations 

To see where communities with sociodemographic vulnerabilities are geographically located, the project team 

looked at four publicly available tools from Federal and State agencies: 

1. Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST)1 

2. Equitable Transportation Community Explorer (ETC Explorer)2 

3. Sandy Williams Equity Needs Map 

4. Washington Environmental Health Disparities Map 

These datasets are not granular enough to recognize trends specific to local jurisdictions within IRTPO. However, 

they provide a foundation for agencies to incorporate equity when planning transportation safety improvements. 

Additionally, in order to meet eligibility requirements for Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) grant funding, 

applicants must use either the ETC Explorer or CEJST to determine if a census tract is an underserved 

community.3 

1. Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST) 

The CEJST is an online interactive map that identifies disadvantaged census tracts across the U.S. It was 

developed by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) within the Executive Office of the President to help 

 

1 Council on Environmental Quality, CEJST, https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/#7.93/48.152/-122.307 
2 US Department of Transportation, ETC Explorer, https://www.transportation.gov/priorities/equity/justice40/etc-explorer 
3 US Department of Transportation, SS4A Frequently Asked Questions https://www.transportation.gov/grants/ss4a/faqs 

https://www.transportation.gov/grants/ss4a/faqs
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Federal agencies direct investment towards disadvantaged communities under the Justice 40 Initiative.4 The 

online tool shows information about the burdens that communities experience. It marks census tracts as 

disadvantaged based on data from a variety of Federal agencies. Appendix A further describes the methodology 

and lists the indicators aggregated by the online tool. 

 

Map 1 shows census tracts in Island County that are disadvantaged, according to the CEJST. Under this 

methodology, the areas of focus for equity needs are where military bases are located. However, these areas are 

nearly exclusively federal land outside of the jurisdiction of the agencies involved in this Plan. 

Map 1: Disadvantaged census tracts under the CEJST 

 

 

4 The Justice 40 Initiative is a goal set by the Biden Administration in 2021 to have 40 percent of the overall benefits of certain Federal climate, 
clean energy, affordable and sustainable housing, and other investments flow to disadvantaged communities that are marginalized by 
underinvestment and overburdened by pollution. https://www.whitehouse.gov/environmentaljustice/justice40/  

https://www.whitehouse.gov/environmentaljustice/justice40/
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2. 

Equitable Transportation Community (ETC) Explorer  

The ETC Explorer is an online interactive map and dashboard developed by the US Department of Transportation 

under the Justice 40 Initiative. It assesses the cumulative burden communities experience as a result of 

underinvestment in transportation using 2020 data at the census tract level. The tool allows users to understand 

how a given census tract experiences adverse effects resulting from the transportation system compared to other 

Census tracts nationally. It was designed by the USDOT to work in conjunction with the CEJST. The ETC 

Explorer tool uses over 50 indicators to develop five components of transportation disadvantage. Transportation 

Insecurity is one of the five components. It occurs when people are unable to get to where they need to go to 

meet the needs of their daily lives regularly, reliably, and safely. The other four components of transportation 

disadvantage are Environmental Burden, Social Vulnerability, Health Vulnerability, and Climate and Disaster Risk 

Burden. See Appendix B for a full list of all the indicators used to develop each component, as well as further 

description of the methodology.  

The left-pane of  

Map 2 shows census tracts in Island County that are disadvantaged overall according to the ETC Explorer. The 

right-side pane shows census tracts that are transportation insecure. While most of the county may not be 

disadvantaged at an overall level, the majority is transportation insecure, including the entirety of Camano Island. 

Map 2: Disadvantaged census tracts under the ETC Explorer 

Source: Underlying data downloaded as shapefiles from CEJST website https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/downloads 

https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/downloads
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3. WSDOT Sandy Williams Equity Needs Map  

The Sandy Williams Equity Needs Map identifies census block groups in Washington state with high equity 

needs.5 This tool scores census block groups in Washington based on their degree of equity and environmental 

justice needs. It was developed by the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) to identify and 

prioritize investment locations in the Sandy Williams Connecting Communities Program.6 

Each census block group received a score based on several factors, and the resulting scores were summed to 

create the final High Equity Need Score. A final score of 18 or above indicates the “Highest” need; a score of 14-

17 indicates “High” need. Communities that fall within Highest and high equity Needs are the primary focus of the 

Sandy Williams Connecting Communities Program. Appendix C lists all factors that go into calculating the need 

score, and describes the methodology further. 

 

 

5 WSDOT, Sandy Williams Connecting Communities Program, Equity Needs Map, 
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?layers=1b90d1b89b77481cb6751024423bb245 
6 WSDOT, Sandy Williams Connecting Communities Program, https://wsdot.wa.gov/business-wsdot/support-local-programs/funding-
programs/sandy-williams-connecting-communities-program 

Source: Underlying data of the ETC Explorer tool was accessed by connecting to the ArcGIS Online Feature Server linked under “DOT Disadvantage Census Tracts National 
Results Feature Service” on US DOT’s website https://www.transportation.gov/priorities/equity/justice40/download-data 

https://www.transportation.gov/priorities/equity/justice40/download-data
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Map 3 shows block groups in Island County with Highest and High Equity Need scores. Block groups in Oak 

Harbor and adjacent to military bases are areas of focus for equity needs according to this method. 

Map 3: Areas of high equity need in the Sandy Williams Equity Needs Map 

 
 

4. 

Environmental Health Disparities Map 

The Environmental Health Disparities Map is an online dashboard developed by the Washington State 

Department of Health (DOH).7 It includes an interactive map that compares census tracts across Washington 

State for environmental health disparities. The data in the online dashboard has 19 indicators, divided into four 

themes. One of the indicators displayed by the dashboard is Transportation Expense, defined as the percentage 

of income spent on transportation expenses for a moderate-income family. A moderate-income family is one that 

has a household income of 80 percent of the area median, the regional average household size, and the regional 

average commuters per household.8 Transportation affordability captures many of the socioeconomic conditions 

that affect social health and well-being. Communities where transportation expense is high spend more and take 

longer to get where they need to go.  

 

7 Washington State DOH, Environmental Health Disparities Map, https://doh.wa.gov/data-and-statistical-reports/washington-tracking-network-
wtn/washington-environmental-health-disparities-map 
8 Transportation Expense is further defined with methodology provided on the Washington State Department of Health’s website 
https://fortress.wa.gov/doh/wtn/WTNPortal#!q0=862 

Source: Underlying data of the Sandy Williams High Equity Needs map was accessed by connecting to the Feature Server on WSDOT’s 
ArcGIS Online environment https://data.wsdot.wa.gov/arcgis/rest/services/Shared/ActiveTransportationData/FeatureServer 

https://fortress.wa.gov/doh/wtn/WTNPortal#!q0=862
https://data.wsdot.wa.gov/arcgis/rest/services/Shared/ActiveTransportationData/FeatureServer
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Map 4 shows that community members in Island County spent between 21% and 28% of household income on 

transportation in 2020. Across the U.S., the average household spending on transportation was 11% of household 

income that same year.9 The City of Oak Harbor and the Whidbey Island Naval Air Station are the areas with the 

lowest transportation expense in Island County, according to this data. Households in northern and central 

Whidbey Island, and in the entirety of Camino Island, have the highest transportation expense spending 27% or 

more of their household income on transportation. These areas are the relatively higher need areas that should 

be considered for focused safety improvements. 

Transportation expense is an important consideration because, as Figure 1 shows, about 66% of people living in 

Island County are employed outside the county. With so many people having to leave Island County for work, 

households could alleviate their spending burden if they had alternative low-cost transportation options for non-

work trips. Active transportation infrastructure can provide such lower-cost options. 

 

9 U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics, Consumer Expenditure Survey https://data.bts.gov/stories/s/Transportation-Economic-
Trends-Transportation-Spen/ida7-k95k/ 

https://data.bts.gov/stories/s/Transportation-Economic-Trends-Transportation-Spen/ida7-k95k/
https://data.bts.gov/stories/s/Transportation-Economic-Trends-Transportation-Spen/ida7-k95k/
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Map 4: Transportation expense indicator depicted by the Washington Environmental Health Disparities Map 

 
 

 

 

Source: Underlying data for transportation expense was sourced from the Center for Neighborhood Technology 
https://htaindex.cnt.org/download/data.php, per methodology of DOH. 

https://htaindex.cnt.org/download/data.php
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Figure 1: Worker flows in, out, and within Island County, 2021 

 
 

 

 

Summary of High Equity Need Areas 

When all four methods are shown together, as in Map 5, areas where the different methods overlap emerge as 

particularly high equity-need areas. This map layers all four equity analyses on top of each other: 

• Block groups with a score of 13 or higher on the Sandy Williams Equity Needs Map 

• Census tracts that are transportation insecure according to the ETC Explorer  

• Census tracts that are deemed disadvantaged according to the CEJST 

• Census tracts where households spend 27% or 28% of their income on transportation expenses 

Communities just north of Naval Air Station Whidbey Island are transportation insecure, have a high 

transportation expense, and have a High equity need according to the Sandy Williams Equity Needs Map. All of 

Camano Island is both transportation insecure and has a high transportation expense. Places of overlap should 

be the focus for safety improvements and for targeted community engagement to better understand their needs.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics Program (LEHD). LEHD 
Origin-Destination Employment Statistics 2021 (LODES) accessed on Aug-05-2024 at 
https://onthemap.ces.census.gov. LODES 8.1 [version] 
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Map 5: High equity need areas 
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Equitable Distribution of Safety Investments  

The equity analyses are a component of the Comprehensive Safety Action Plan. Their purpose is to influence the 

decision-making related to the results of this project. Traffic violence (and other negative outcomes of the 

transportation system) has disproportionate impacts on BIPOC, low-income households, and other communities 

that have been marginalized. Focusing safety interventions and improvements to serve these communities 

advances equity.  

Safety impacts and risks were evaluated through Task 2.2 of this project. The high injury network (HIN) depicts 

segments of the roadway network with the highest densities of severe crashes. The systemic safety network 

(SSN) identifies segments of roadway with attributes that have been found to correlate with high crash frequency. 

Both safety analyses were conducted for all modes together, and for pedestrians, bicycles, motorcycles, motor 

vehicles individually. The results were then overlaid onto the high equity need areas. Map 6 shows the HIN of 

Island County for all modes. Map 7 shows the SSN for all modes. Maps depicting the HIN and SSN for each 

individual mode overlaid with high need equity areas are in Appendix D. 

Segments of the HIN, and SSN segments that are located in high equity need areas may be prioritized for 

investment. Engagement efforts might focus on communities that have a larger portion of HIN/SSN roadways as 

well as higher equity scores. The results of each analysis, especially where they overlap geographically, can be 

used to understand where projects can be prioritized and implemented to achieve safe and equitable outcomes. 
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Map 6: High Injury Network overlaid with high equity need areas 
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Map 7: Systemic Safety Network overlaid with high equity need areas 
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ADVANCING EQUITY 

As stated before, an equity analysis is only one element to advance transportation equity. The crucial factor lies in 

how the equity analysis insights are used, transforming it from a mapping exercise to an effective tool. In addition 

to the equitable distribution of safety investments, the information from this analysis can be used in storytelling at 

the regional and local levels, as well as for monitoring how outcomes change over time.   

Storytelling 

IRTPO allocates funding but is not an implementing agency. Additionally, many safety interventions must happen 

at the local level, while IRTPO has a regional focus. Still, IRTPO can influence equity outcomes through 

storytelling using the high-level issues and patterns identified in the regional analyses. 

The regional mapping can be used by smaller towns and rural communities with fewer resources to conduct their 

own analyses. In this way, IRTPO can help these jurisdictions tell the story of their transportation needs and 

identify who is vulnerable to mobility limitations.  

The story crafted by this analysis can and should be modified based on the results of regional engagement. An 

equity analysis groups people into broad demographic-based populations, but there are nuances in how people 

within a population experience the same impact. Furthermore, populations based on demographic data are 

different from communities that are considered a group based on shared experiences and interests. Demographic 

data also has geographic bounds (defined by the US Census) that may not align with neighborhood boundaries. 

As a result, equity analyses present rough estimations of communities and impacts they may experience. These 

broad analyses also will not capture individuals’ lived experiences or how overlapping and intersecting identities 

compound mobility impacts.  

To facilitate storytelling and examine more individualized outcomes, we can employ the concept of personas. 

Using the results of the equity and safety risk analyses and engagement, we can distill mobility challenges and 

contributing factors along with how an individual’s identities interact with these challenges. We can use this to 

craft personalized examples of how individuals throughout the region experience the transportation system. 

These personas can help make disparate impacts more tangible and convey outcomes to local jurisdictions. 

Continued Assessment 

As IRTPO evaluates its progress toward safety (and other) targets, it can also examine its progress toward 

addressing disparities. By assessing the distribution of impacts across high equity need areas and demographic 

groups over time, IRTPO can monitor the impact investment decisions are having. In this way, investments can 

be prioritized to address performance while targeting disproportionate impacts and underinvestment among 

marginalized communities.  

Access for People with Disabilities 

The scope of this analysis does not include a robust evaluation of accessibility disparities. While the ETC Explorer 

and Sandy Williams High Equity Need Map include an indicator for people with disabilities, further exploring the 

impacts and contributing factors of transportation disadvantages resulting from disability will enrich the results and 

recommendations of the work. Although the focus of this project is safety, accessibility is inherently related; 

accessibility assumes safety and safe transportation is in service of accessibility to destinations.  

Regardless of demographic factors that can limit one’s mobility, such as age, ability, and income, expanding 

quality mobility options can remove some of the restrictions and enable more freedom of movement. 

Qualitative Data 
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The quantitative equity analysis provides only part of the puzzle. To understand transportation disparities, we 

need to understand the lived experience. The best data for this assessment is from community engagement. This 

data helps define transportation disadvantages, identify areas of safety risk, highlight barriers to access and 

mobility, and establish the existing conditions and context.  

RECOMMENDATIONS AND NEXT STEPS 

This analysis used four publicly available online tools published by government agencies to identify areas of high 

equity need within IRTPO’s jurisdiction (Island County). Maps 1-4 show where these communities are located. 

Then the HIN and SSN was overlayed onto the combined map of high equity need areas to see where safety 

concerns overlap with high equity need. Segments of the HIN and SSN located in areas with a high equity need 

should be the focus of safety improvements.  

Beyond the Comprehensive Safety Action Plan, IRTPO can continue to integrate equity analysis into its decision-

making by using this analysis to assess potential outcomes and influence which projects are selected and 

prioritized. This lays the foundation for a more systemic equity framework that uses equity to make decisions 

throughout the agency. 

Additionally, iterating on an equity analysis can finetune the process over time by adjusting demographic factors 

and indicators as needed to focus on various relevant impacts. Repeating the analysis at regular intervals can 

also help evaluate outcomes over time to monitor improvement and direct ongoing efforts toward equity.  

Finally, it is important to remember that inequities are a result of past discrimination, disinvestment, and 

disenfranchisement. Understanding the history of Whidbey Island and Camano Island relative to racialized 

communities and other key communities can highlight what harms should be redressed. These may not be limited 

to transportation although they will affect one’s mobility. Advancing equity is a continual process; the equity 

analysis is one step in a multidisciplinary, multi-sectoral endeavor.



 

  

APPENDIX A 

Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool (CEJST) 

The tool aggregates data sourced from a variety of Federal agencies into indicators of burden. The indicators are 

grouped into eight categories: climate change, energy, health, housing, legacy pollution, transportation, water and 

wastewater, and workforce development. Each category of burden consists of several indicators which are 

assigned a percentile threshold. The underlying data for each indicator is sourced from a variety of Federal 

agencies like the Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Transportation, US Census, among many 

others.  A community is considered disadvantaged if it is in a census tract that (1) meets the thresholds for at 

least one of the tool’s categories of burden, and (2) is at or above the threshold for an associated socioeconomic 

burden.10 The tool utilizes the census tract boundaries from 2010 because many of the data sources in the tool 

use the 2010 census boundaries. 

 

Table 1: List of indicators included in the CEJST 

Category of burden Threshold Indicator 
 

Communities are identified as disadvantaged if they are in census tracts that… 

1. Transportation 
  
  
  

ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: diesel particulate matter exposure, OR 
 

transportation barriers, OR 
 

traffic proximity and volume, 

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

2. Climate Change 
  
  
  
  

ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: expected agriculture loss rate, OR 
 

expected building loss rate, OR 
 

expected population loss rate, OR 
 

projected wildfire risk 

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

3. Energy 
  
  

ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: energy cost, OR 
 

PM2.5 in the air,  

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

4. Health 
  
  
  
  

ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: asthma, OR 
 

diabetes, OR 
 

heart disease, OR 
 

low life expectancy, 

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

5. Housing 
  

experienced: historic disinvestment, 

OR ARE at or above the 90th percentile of: housing cost, OR 

 

10 Methodology and definitions are described further on the CEJST’s website https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/methodology 

https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/methodology
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Category of burden Threshold Indicator 

  
  
  
  

 
lack of green space, OR 

 
lack of indoor plumbing, OR 

 
lead paint, 

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

6. Legacy pollution 
  
  
  
  
  

have at least one: abandoned mine land, OR 
 

Formerly Used Defense Sites, 

OR ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: proximity to hazardous waste facilities, OR 
 

proximity to Superfund sites, OR 
 

proximity to Risk Management Plan facilities, 

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

7. Water and 
wastewater 
  
  

ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: underground storage tanks and releases, OR 
 

wastewater discharge, 

AND ARE at or above the 65th percentile for: low income 

8. Workforce 
development 
  
  
  
  

ARE at or above the 90th percentile for: linguistic isolation, OR 
 

low median income, OR 
 

poverty, OR 
 

unemployment, 

AND more than 10% of people ages 25 years or older whose high school education is less 
than a high school diploma. 



 

  

APPENDIX B 

USDOT Equitable Transportation Community (ETC) Explorer 

The ETC Explorer assigns every census tract a score for each of the five components of transportation 

disadvantage.11 It normalizes and sums each of the five scores to arrive at an Overall Disadvantage Component 

Score. The value of the score is based on a percentile ranking against all other census tracts in the nation. A 

census tract is considered disadvantaged if it is in the 65th percentile or higher.  

Map 2 in the main body of this memo shows census tracts in Island County by Overall score and Transportation 

Insecurity score. 

 

Table 2: List of indicators in the ETC Explorer 

Component Indicator 

1. Transportation Insecurity Percent of households with no car 
 Average commute time to work 
 Frequency of Transit Services per Sq Mi 
 Jobs within a 45-min Drive 
 Estimated Average Drive Time to Points of Interest (min) 
 Estimated Average Walk Time to Points of Interest (min) 

 Calculated average annual cost of Transportation as percent of household 
income 

 Traffic Fatalities per 100,000 people 

2. Environmental Burden Ozone level in the air 
 Particulate Matter 2.5 (PM2.5) level in the air 
 Diesel particulate matter level in air 
 Air toxics cancer risk 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of known hazardous sites 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of known Toxics Release sites 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of known Treatment and Disposal Facilities 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of known Risk Management Plan Sites 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of non-abandoned Coal Mines 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of non-abandoned Lead Mines 
 Percent of houses built before 1980 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of high volume roads 
 Percent of tract within 1 mile of railways 
 Percent of tract within 5 miles of airports 

 

11 USDOT ETC Explorer Technical Documentation (May 2023) https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2023-
05/5.2.23ETC%20Explorer%20Technical%20DocumentationFinal.pdf 

https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2023-05/5.2.23ETC%20Explorer%20Technical%20DocumentationFinal.pdf
https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/2023-05/5.2.23ETC%20Explorer%20Technical%20DocumentationFinal.pdf
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Component Indicator 
 Percent of tract within 3 miles of ports 
 Percent of tract that intersects with a Watershed containing impaired water(s) 

3. Health Vulnerability Asthma prevalence 
 Cancer prevalence 
 High blood pressure prevalence 
 Diabetes prevalence 
 Poor mental health prevalence 

4. Social Vulnerability Percent of population with Income below 200% of poverty level 
 Percent of people age 25+ with less than a high school diploma 
 Percent of people age 16+ unemployed 
 Percent of total housing units that are renter-occupied 

 Percent of occupied houses that spend 30% or more of their income on 
housing with less than 75k income 

 Percent of population uninsured 
 Percent of households with no internet subscription 
 GINI Index 
 Percent of population 65 years or older 
 Percent of population 17 years or younger 
 Percent of population with a disability 
 Percent of population (age 5+) with limited English proficiency 
 Percent of total housing units that are mobile homes 

5. Climate & Disaster Risk Burden Estimated annualized loss due to disasters 
 Increase in number of days over 90deg by mid-century 
 Number of days exceeding 99th percentile of precip by mid-century 
 Percent change in number of days with less than 0.01 inches of precip 
 Percent of tract inundated by 0.5 sea level increase by 2100 
 Average Percent Land classified as Impervious Surface per Tract 

 



 

  

APPENDIX C 

Sandy Williams High Equity Needs Map 

This analysis scores census block groups in Washington based on their degree of equity and environmental 

justice needs for the purpose of identifying and prioritizing investment locations for the Sandy Williams 

Connecting Communities Program. Each block group receives a score based on several factors related to 

vulnerable populations and environmentally burdened communities. These scores are added together to create 

the final score. Original data sources are the U.S. Census 2016-2020 American Community Survey (ACS) and 

the Washington Environmental Health Disparities (EHD) Map. 

Individual scores are calculated for each measure, which then sum up to aggregate scores for vulnerable 

populations and overburdened communities as well as a combined final score. Block Group scores based on 

demographic measures from the ACS data are calculated relative to other Block Groups in similarly sized 

population centers or in tribal areas. If a Block Group’s value for a given demographic measure is at or above the 

80th percentile within its population center size category, it is given 2 points for that factor. If its value is at or 

above the 60th percentile within its population center size category, it is given 1 point. All other Block Groups 

receive 0 points for that factor.12 

Factors used to determine equity needs include: 

• Transportation: those with high transportation costs and no access to a vehicle 

• Health: residents with few healthy food choices and disproportionate health outcomes 

• Economics: those living on low incomes 

• Family and Community: Youth and Seniors; Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) 

Communities; those with limited English skills; people with disabilities 

• Environmental Justice: communities with disproportionate exposure to pollutants, diesel pollution, and 

industrial contaminants 

 

  

 

12 Full map and underling data is available at WSDOT’s ArcGIS Online portal https://gisdata-wsdot.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/wsdot-
active-transportation-sandy-williams-equity-needs/about 

https://gisdata-wsdot.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/wsdot-active-transportation-sandy-williams-equity-needs/about
https://gisdata-wsdot.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/wsdot-active-transportation-sandy-williams-equity-needs/about
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APPENDIX D 

Safety Analyses by Mode  

Maps for both the high injury network and the systemic safety network for each individual mode: pedestrians, 

bicycles, motorcycle, motor vehicles are overlaid onto the equity analysis. 

High Injury Network 

Map 8: Pedestrian High Injury Netowrk 
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Map 9: Bicycle High Injury Network 
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Map 10: Motorcycle High Injury Network 
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Map 11: Motor vehicle High Injury Network 
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Systemic Safety Network 

Map 12: Pedestrian Systemic Safety Network 
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Map 13: Bicycle Systemic Safety Network 
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Map 14: Motorcycle Systemic Safety Network 
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Map 15: Motor Vehicle Systemic Safety Network 
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ISLAND REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANNING 

ORGANIZATION TRANSPORTATION SAFETY POLICY REVIEW 

DATE:  August 12, 2024 

TO:  Island Regional Transportation Planning Organization  

FROM:  DKS Associates 

SUBJECT:  Task 4.1: Policy Review and Recommended Updates Project #24217-000-004 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

Island Regional Transportation Planning Organization is developing a Vision Zero Action Plan which 

will lead to actionable safety programs and projects, helping the County and partner agencies work 

toward eliminating fatalities and serious injuries on its roadway network. 

The Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) program requires an assessment of the region’s existing 

policies, plans, guidelines, and standards to identify opportunities to improve how these processes 

can impact safety. This policy analysis memorandum has identified relevant policies and programs 

in Island County, along with other relevant policies at the municipal level. 

The findings and recommendations from this memo will be incorporated into the IRTPO Vision Zero 

Action Plan via an implementation plan to adopt or revise policies, guidelines, standards, programs, 

and procedures related to roadway safety. 

 TYPES OF POLICIES REVIEWED 

The purpose of this document is to catalog and assess how current policies, plans, and guidelines 

prioritize roadway safety and potential opportunities for improvement. The project team has 

summarized the following documents and identified other plans to be considered in the future to 

help improve safety. 

The consultant, DKS Associates, assessed current policies, plans, guidelines, and standards to 

identify opportunities to improve how agency processes prioritize transportation. Table 1 

highlights the current status of the existing plans related to roadway safety for each jurisdiction. 

The types of plans that are currently in place are: 

Comprehensive Plans: 
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A comprehensive plan is a long-term guiding document for the future growth and development of a 

city or county. It outlines the community's vision for the future and establishes goals, policies, and 

objectives to guide decisions on land use, housing, transportation, economic development, 

environmental protection, and other key aspects of the built environment. 

Local Road Safety Plans: 

A local road safety plan identifies, analyzes, and prioritizes safety improvements on local roadways. 

These plans focus on issues that are specific to the jurisdiction and allow for a more tailored 

approach to taking safety actions. 

Municipal Code/Design Guidelines:  

Municipal code and design guidelines are regulatory tools used to shape the built environment and 

ensure that development aligns with a community's vision for its future. 

Active Transportation Plans (ATP): 

An ATP is a blueprint for a community's active transportation future. It's a strategic document that 

lays out a vision, goals, and a detailed roadmap for creating a network of safe, accessible, and 

enjoyable walking, biking, rolling, and micro mobility infrastructure. 

Table 1 illustrates which jurisdictions have documents dedicated to the following transportation 

and planning elements: a comprehensive plan, a local road safety plan, municipal code/design 

guidelines, and an active transportation plan.  

TABLE 1. INVENTORY SUMMARY OF RELEVANT POLICIES AND PLANS THAT INCLUDE SAFETY 

Jurisdiction 
Has policies related 

to safety in 
Comprehensive Plan 

Has a Local Road 
Safety Plan 

Has Municipal 
Code/Design 

Guidelines that include 
a safety component 

Has an Active 
Transportation Plan 

Island County 
   

 

Coupeville 
 

 
 

 

Langley 
 

 
 

 

Oak Harbor 
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EXISTING POLICIES AND PLANS 

 

 DOCUMENT NAME STATUS 

IRTPO   

1 Regional Transportation Plan Adopted 2019 

2 IRTPO Unified Planning Work Program Adopted 2023 

ISLAND COUNTY   

3 Comprehensive Plan Completed 2016, update scheduled for 2025 

4 Local Road Safety Plan Completed March 2023 

5 Design Guidelines/Speed Limit Policy 2024 Version 

6 Non Motorized Trails Plan Completed 2018 

COUPEVILLE   

7 Comprehensive Plan Completed 2023 

8 Code of Ordinances 2023 Version 

LANGLEY   

9 Comprehensive Plan Completed 2018, amended in 2020, update 
scheduled for 2025 

10 Municipal Code/Complete Streets/Speed 
Limit Policy 

2022 Version 

OAK HARBOR   

11 Comprehensive Plan Completed 2022 

12 Capital Improvements Plan Completed 2022 

13 Active Transportation Plan Completed 2024 

14 Street Design Standards 2023 Version 

15 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space Plan Completed 2019 

16 Impact Fee Ordinance Completed 2022 
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IRTPO 

1. IRTPO REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLAN (ISLAND ACCESS 2040) 

Source: 

Island County Washington Website (IRTPO Page): 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3447/2019-Regional-Transportation-Plan-

pdf 

Status: (Adopted) 

Adopted 2019 

Description: 

“Island Access 2040 is the regional transportation plan (RTP) for the Island Region. It works in 

concert with local and state plans, each of which has a role to play in keeping people, goods, and 

services moving.” (Page 1 of the RTP) 

“The role of the regional transportation plan is to ensure on-going coordination and collaboration 

among all of the local and state agencies working to provide safe, efficient, reliable travel 

throughout the region. This regional coordination enables Coupeville, Langley, Oak Harbor, Island 

County, Island Transit, the Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT), Naval Air 

Station Whidbey Island (NASWI), and many other partners internal and external to the region to 

make day-to-day decisions and investments that meet their own needs, but which also work 

together over time to accomplish mutual goals, address system needs across the region, and 

support convenient travel for all. The forum for that on-going regional coordination is Island 

Regional Transportation Planning Organization, or IRTPO. Island Access 2040 is a product of 

IRTPO’s regional transportation planning program.” (Page 1) 

The RTP acts as a facilitator between state and local agencies, allowing each agency to make 

decisions that are in line with their own comprehensive plans and contribute to mutual goals across 

the region. IRTPO is an organization whose purpose is to coordinate between agencies and the 

Island Access 2040 document is part of its work. 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

The document does not arrange its material into goals, but it does have a focus on safety and 

includes safety within each recommendation and also as one of its measures of success. 

Included throughout the document are goals and objectives related to safety: 

● Safe Multimodal Mobility section: “Creating a safe environment for all travelers requires a 

combination of strategies that minimize conflicts between modes of travel.” (Page 26) 

● Recommended Actions section: 

○ Complete a Regional Multimodal Safety Plan 

● System Safety section 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3447/2019-Regional-Transportation-Plan-pdf
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3447/2019-Regional-Transportation-Plan-pdf
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What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

● Separate Chapter dedicated to roadway safety which includes the following subchapters: 

○ Link to Island County Crash Statistics Dashboard 

○ Crash statistics, trends, rates, and metrics 

○ Establish commitment goal based on the IRTPO safety goal 

○ Summary of high crash locations 

○ Summary of projects enhancing safety (recommended, funded, under construction) 

○ Tracking safety metrics at locations where projects have been constructed  

2. IRTPO UNIFIED PLANNING WORK PROGRAM (2024-2025) 

Source: 

Island County Washington Website (IRTPO web page): 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3563/2024--2025-Unified-Planning-Work-

Plan-pdf 

Status: (Adopted) 

Adopted 2023 

Description: 

“The purpose of RTPOs is to coordinate transportation planning among regional jurisdictions and 

develop a regional transportation plan aimed at solving transportation issues of mutual interest and 

concern.” (Page 2 of the Work Program) 

The Work Program is the guiding document which lays out the responsibilities of the IRTPO and the 

work that it intends to accomplish during its term (2024-2025). 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

Element 2: Multimodal Planning: 

● Work Activity 7: Manage the Safe Streets for All grant for the region. 

● Work Products 6: Safe Streets for All Action Plan 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Expand data collection and analysis program to include more safety-related items. 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3563/2024--2025-Unified-Planning-Work-Plan-pdf
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/3563/2024--2025-Unified-Planning-Work-Plan-pdf
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ISLAND COUNTY  

3. ISLAND COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (2016-2036) 

Source: 

Island County Washington Website: 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/270/Full-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF?bidId= 

Status: (Completed) 

2016 Comprehensive Plan is complete; however, a new plan is intended to be completed in 2025. 

Description: 

“The Island County Comprehensive Plan is the document that provides the broad policy basis for 

Island County’s land use planning program and sets the framework to guide land use decisions 

within the county. The Plan identifies ways that the County’s land use planning efforts will 

implement state and regional requirements, including the Growth Management Act (GMA) and 

administrative codes. Equally important, the Plan acts to coordinate actions with local jurisdictions, 

service providers, and state and federal agencies that may have a stake in Island County’s land use 

policies and implementing regulations and actions. In addition to its legislative and coordination 

roles, the Island County Comprehensive Plan also reflects community values and aspirations about 

the County’s future. The Plan aims to organize County actions and programs that define 

relationships between land use goals and policies and community livability, economic vitality, 

provision of needed public facilities, and environmental stewardship.” (page 5 of Island County 

2036) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

Vision Statement: 

● I.III.I A. Open Space: When traveling through Island County one will see forests, farmlands 

with crops and livestock, and open space that provides for varied wildlife and flora as well 

as hiking and biking trails, beach access, and other open spaces for recreation. 

● I.III.I B. Transportation: A safe transportation system will continue to be improved to first 

meet the needs of county residents as well as visitors and tourists. Two-lane roads that 

offer views of forests, farms, fields, snow-capped mountains, and water characterize the 

transportation system in the rural area. 

Transportation Element: 

● The Transportation Element also discusses roadway mobility and accessibility needs, 

identifies improvements necessary to enhance safety, bicycle and pedestrian travel, and 

public transit. 

● Goal 1: Provide a safe, comfortable and reliable transportation system that provides 

adequate mobility for people, goods and services; 

○ 1.2: Implement measures to reduce the number and severity of collisions;  

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/270/Full-Comprehensive-Plan-PDF?bidId=


 

 
IRTPO CSAP – TRANSPORTATION SAFETY POLICY REVIEW 8  

 

 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Add multimodal level of service (MMLOS) standards for non-motorized modes of transportation. 

Incorporate Vision Zero into the plan and into decision-making processes. 

4. ISLAND COUNTY LOCAL ROAD SAFETY PLAN 

Source: 

Word document provided by the client  

Status: (Completed) 

Completed March 2023 

Description: 

“This plan is intended to be a data driven strategy, identifying prioritized projects and solutions. 

Proposed projects selected should focus on reducing or eliminating crash trends and their 

contributing critical high-risk factors…. [This Plan] identifies selected risk factors present in fatal 

and serious injury collisions for Island County and compares them with the data of the surrounding 

west coast counties. This data was used to assist with selecting the three (3) proposed traffic 

safety improvement projects.” (Page 2 of Island County Road Safety Plan) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

Projects identified:  

● Project 1: Non-standard Guardrail Replacement – Camano Island  

○ Collision Type: Fixed Object 

○ Requested funding: $890,000 

○ Description: “Island County has guardrail in two (2) locations that has become non-

standard over time. In some cases, the materials or installation method are out of 

date. In others, roadway resurfacing has resulted in a higher pavement profile, and 

the height of the rail is no longer compliant; these installations have already fully 

utilized the designed height adjustment allocation. Project 1 proposes to address 

collision severity associated with collision type, Fixed Object.” (Page 3) 

● Project 2: Non-Compliant Regulatory and Warning Sign Replacement – County-wide 

○ Collision Circumstance: Speed/Light Condition/Roadway Junction/Disregard of Traffic 

Signs or Signals 

○ Requested funding: $417,000 

○ Description: ‘Per the 2009 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) “all 

signs shall be retroreflective or illuminated to show the same shape and similar color 

both day and night.”’ (Page 4) 

● Project 3: Main Street and East Harbor Road Compact Roundabout – Freeland 

○ Collision Type: Intersection Related 

○ Requested funding: $940,000 

○ Description: “The proposed Main Street and East Harbor Road Compact Roundabout 

will increase intersection safety by providing channelized, curved approaches 
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reducing vehicle speed, entry yield control that gives right-of way to circulating 

traffic, and counterclockwise flow around a central island that minimizes conflict 

points. These implementations can reduce serious injury and fatal collisions by up to 

90%. The completion of this proposed project will provide decreased conflict points, 

upgraded pedestrian facilities, and improved levels of service. Intersection continuity 

is an added benefit with the recently funded Main Street and Harbor Road compact 

roundabout located approximately 700 ft to the east.” (Page 5) 

“Island County employs a variety of data collection and analysis when identifying and prioritizing 

safety improvements to our roadways. As part of the Island County Transportation Improvement 

Plan development, staff annually reviews all collision data for both intersections and road 

segments, calculates sight distance limitations, realignment needs, and recorded concerns among 

community members. In addition, criteria used to evaluate locations, such as Average Daily Traffic 

counts, is best updated concurrently. These processes provide the opportunity for safety 

improvements some of which include intersection improvements, shoulder widening, and road 

realignments; over $7 million dollars in local funds have been approved for safety improvement for 

the years 2023-2028.  

The Island County 2023 Local Road Safety Plan shows how specific risk criteria and safety 

improvements are used to identify and prioritize roads with the greatest opportunity to mitigate 

risk and continue the goal to reduce collision rates.” (Page 6) 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

This document focuses on the three projects it identifies as opposed to broader policy changes to 

address road safety in general. While these projects are a critical part of a road safety plan, as well 

as part of WSDOT’s ‘Call for Projects’, there should be a section dedicated to general strategies or 

policies that proactively address road safety in areas not addressed by the listed projects.  

5. ISLAND COUNTY DESIGN GUIDELINES/SPEED LIMIT POLICY 

Source: 

Municode Library Website: 

https://library.municode.com/wa/island_county/codes/code_of_ordinances 

Status: (Adopted) 

2024 Version 

Description: 

County Code of Ordinances 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

TITLE XII - ROADS AND BRIDGES 

Chapter 12.01 - Road Construction Policy 

12.01.010 - Justification for spending county road funds—Construction. 

https://library.municode.com/wa/island_county/codes/code_of_ordinances
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The following are considered the justifiable reasons for building roads: 

A. To accommodate existing traffic; 

B. To control and handle traffic for greater speed, service, convenience, and safety, 

directing traffic along specific routes; 

… 

12.01.040 - Fund allocation and distribution. 

A.Between maintenance and construction. It will be the policy of the county to give 

maintenance first claim to road funds until the following are accomplished: 

1.The county's investment is protected; 

2.The safety of the motoring public is protected; 

3.All traffic is permitted to move uninhibited, with as little discomfort, inconvenience, 

and cost as is consistent with good management. 

When the foregoing three (3) items have been accomplished, all expenditures for 

maintenance will be kept to a minimum so that as much money as possible is 

available for permanent improvement. Normally, not over fifty (50) percent of the 

annual budget should be allowed for maintenance. Unusual conditions due to 

snowfall, floods, or unusual traffic concentrations may justify exceeding fifty (50) 

percent. 

…  

TITLE X - VEHICLES AND TRAFFIC 

Chapter 10.01 - Speed Limits 

10.01.010 - General speed limits. 

The maximum speed upon all roads and highways in Island County shall be fifty (50) miles 

per hour except as provided to the contrary in this chapter. 

(Ord., October 3, 1955, vol. 11, p. 117) 

The maximum speed on all roads in recorded plats, excepting those for which a specific 

provision to the contrary is made in this Code, and excepting those roads designated as 

arterials pursuant to section 12.01.003.A., shall be twenty-five (25) miles per hour. 

(Ord. E-72-7, October 16, 1972, vol. 14, p. 147) 

10.01.020 - School zones. 

The maximum speed in a school zone shall be twenty (20) miles per hour. 

(Ord., October 3, 1955, vol. 11, p. 117) 

… 

Chapter 10.07 - Golf Cart Zones 

10.07.010 - Intent. 
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This chapter is adopted to address incidental use of golf carts on the roadway of public 

roads as may be permitted by the Board of County Commissioners under RCW 46.08.175. Golf 

carts are not designed or manufactured to be used on public roads and Island County in no way 

advocates their operation on roads. The county, regulating such operations, is merely addressing 

safety issues. Adoption of this chapter is not to be relied upon as a determination that operation of 

golf carts on roads is safe or advisable even if done in accordance with this chapter. All persons 

who operate or ride in golf carts on roads do so at their own risk and peril, and must be observant 

of, and attentive to the safety of themselves and others, including their passengers, other 

motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians. This chapter shall not be construed to create any special 

relationship between Island County and any person or class of persons, nor to protect any person 

or class of persons. Island County has no liability under any theory of law for permitting golf carts 

to be operated on roads under the provisions of this chapter. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, Island County, after considering the speed, volume and 

character of motor vehicle traffic using public roads, may review and approve the use of golf carts 

on public roads under the conditions and limitations hereinafter prescribed. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

There seems to be an over-focus on vehicular traffic and very little to no focus on pedestrians or 

any other non-motorized user safety. Sections dedicated to the safety of non-motorized users and 

the emphasis on their safety in motor vehicle sections are recommended.  

6. ISLAND COUNTY NON-MOTORIZED TRAIL PLAN 

Source: 

Island County Website (Public Works Department, Parks and Trails Documents web page):  

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/723/Parks-and-Trails-Documents  

Status: (Completed) 

Completed in 2018 

Description: 

“The 2018 Island County Non-Motorized Trails Plan provides a comprehensive framework for future 

investment in facilities that support all forms of non-motorized transportation and recreation in the 

County. The plan identifies specific projects and programs that can be considered by the Board of 

Island County Commissioners as opportunities become available.  

The 2018 Non-Motorized Trails Plan addresses two different but related infrastructure systems. The 

first is the non-motorized trail network comprising on- and off-street routes and sites for such 

activities as walking, running, hiking, road and mountain bicycling, horseback riding. The second is 

the network of waterfront sites that provides public access to Island County’s shoreline for 

activities such as walking, running, beach combing, picnicking, fishing and swimming, but also for 

those pursuing water-based activities, such as sea kayaking and stand-up paddleboarding. The 

waterfront sites provide important destinations within the overall non-motorized network that are 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/723/Parks-and-Trails-Documents
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highly desirable to Island County residents and visitors, as well as access to miles of publicly 

owned tidelands and the waters of Puget Sound.” (Page 7 of Island County Non-Motorized Trails 

Plan) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

The document has the following goals on pages 10-11: 

● Develop a comprehensive, high-quality nonmotorized transportation system in Island 

County 

● Develop an expanded, high-quality recreational trails system in Island County  

● Encourage public use and enjoyment of non-motorized transportation facilities and 

recreational trails 

● Endeavor to allocate sufficient local resources, including staff support and funding, for 

implementing the recommendations of this plan over the next five to twenty years 

This document separates its recommendations into 2 sections: On-Road Network and Off-Road 

Network:  

“This section presents the recommended non-motorized network and projects developed through 

the planning process. These recommendations are conceptual in nature and require additional 

analysis to determine their ultimate feasibility. The recommended projects identified in the plan are 

not prioritized. Instead, the plan offers a menu of potential projects to be analyzed using a priority 

array methodology, similar to that currently used by the County for road projects. Non-motorized 

projects will be evaluated against each other in any given year and recommendations will be made 

to the Board of Island County Commissioners based on the outcome of that process.” (Page 25) 
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The trail plan also acknowledges that most bike users are interested in biking but are concerned 

about their safety: 

 

(Page 25) 

The document’s “Reference Tools” section acknowledges the past challenges of prioritizing non-

motorized users. It also has many examples of different types of road facilities, sidewalks, 

interaction types, etc. as well as the documents they are referencing to better server those users:  

“Non-motorized transportation infrastructure in rural areas is often limited due to:  

• Prior emphasis on motor vehicle-focused design standards 

 • High cost to develop facilities spanning long distances  

• Lack of perceived demand  

• Topological and/or environmental constraints 

Island County faces many of these challenges. Utilization of the current toolbox of rural non-

motorized facilities, both on-road and separated trails, can, over time, result in a safe, accessible, 

and comfortable multimodal network in the County. 

The following section provides design guidance on non-motorized facilities that are suitable for 

rural road networks typical of Island County. This guidance is presented for consideration and 

potential integration into Island County Public Works’ design standards. The design guidelines are 

conceptual and require further assessment when advanced to detailed design. These guidelines are 

consistent with current Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance and recommendations, 

most notably the Small Town and Rural Design Multimodal Networks guide (FHWA, 2016). Other 
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relevant guidance for more urban contexts such as Freeland, Clinton, and parts of Camano Island 

can be found in the following guidelines:  

• 2018 American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Guide 

for the Development of Bicycle Facilities.” (Page 83) 

In general, the prioritization of non-motorized vehicles generally means improving their safety. 

Increasing comfort and protection from motorized vehicles are seen as key, and the document lays 

out recommended projects, tools, and a plan for implementation. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Information on trip lengths in Island County should be included in order to assess the share of trips 

that may easily switch modes from driving to walking or biking. The destinations of those trips 

would also help to inform the trail priority network. 

COUPEVILLE  

7. TOWN OF COUPEVILLE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (2023-2045) 

Source: 

City of Coupeville Website: https://townofcoupeville.org/comprehensive-plan-update/ 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed in 2023 

Description: 

“This Comprehensive Plan guides the future growth, character, and development of the Town of 

Coupeville for the planning period 2024-2045. The purpose of a comprehensive plan is to bring 

together everything that a community needs to chart its course for the future.” (Page 5 of the 

Comprehensive Plan) 

This planning document provides the vision for the Town of Coupeville and guides future growth 

and development. In particular, the transportation element of the Comprehensive Plan provides a 

guide for making transportation decisions to address both short- and long-term needs. 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

Under the Comprehensive Plan, it outlines the following goals: 

● Housing Element: H-1.6 C Provide safe and accessible connections between housing, 

commercial areas, and civic amenities through features like paved walkways, curb ramps, 

and traffic calming. 

● Parks and Recreation: PR-5.1 Evaluate and upgrade existing parks, facilities, and programs 

to improve safety and accessibility for all users. 

https://townofcoupeville.org/comprehensive-plan-update/
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● Transportation Element: T-1.6 Evaluate the safety and efficiency of the transportation 

system across all modes on an ongoing basis so that it continues to adequately serve the 

Town’s residents and businesses. 

● T‐4.1 Prioritize essential maintenance, preservation, and safety improvements of the 

existing transportation system.  

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Add multimodal level of service (MMLOS) standards for transit and non-motorized modes of 

transportation in the next update. Incorporate Vision Zero into the plan and into decision-making 

processes. 

8. TOWN OF COUPEVILLE CODE OF ORDINANCES 

Source: 

Municode Library Website (Coupeville, Washington web page): 

https://library.municode.com/wa/coupeville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16DERE_CH16.

12DEST 

Status: (Completed) 

2023 Version 

Description: 

“The purpose of this chapter is to establish general dimensional, design and use standards for 

development within the Town of Coupeville, thereby reflecting the intent of the Coupeville 

comprehensive plan. The comprehensive plan supports new development which is compatible with 

existing neighborhoods, promotes enhancement of unique neighborhood characteristics, and 

encourages community design standards that are in keeping with a small town atmosphere.” 

(16.12.010 - Purpose) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

16.12.090 - Sight distance standards. 

● The following standards are established in order to maintain good visibility at controlled and 

uncontrolled intersections. 

○ Visibility at Intersections. On corner lots in residential and industrial districts, no 

fence, wall, hedge or other planting or structure that will impede visibility between a 

height of two feet six inches and eight feet above the centerline grades of the 

intersecting streets shall be erected, painted, placed or maintained, and no vehicle 

so impeding visibility shall be parked within the triangular area formed by the right-

of-way lines at such corner lots and a straight line joining said right-of-way lines at 

points which are twenty (20) feet distant from the intersection of the right-of-way 

lines and measured along such lines. If the relation of the surface of the lot to the 

streets is such that visibility is already obscured, nothing shall be done to increase 

the impediment to visibility within the vertical and horizontal limits set forth above. 

https://library.municode.com/wa/coupeville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16DERE_CH16.12DEST
https://library.municode.com/wa/coupeville/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT16DERE_CH16.12DEST
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10.08.020 - Washington State Highway 20 speed limit. 

● On Washington State Highway 20, within the Town limits of Coupeville, the speed limit shall 

be forty-five (45) miles per hour. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Add a Complete Streets section to the Code of Ordinances.  
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LANGLEY 

9. CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN  

Source: 

https://www.langleywa.org/departments/community_planning_and_building_department/Compreh

ensive_Plan.php 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed in 2018, minor amendments added in 2020. Updates to be completed by June 2025. 

Description: 

“The plan guides future growth and development in the city while conserving Langley's essential 

character, not only in the city limits, but also in the Joint Planning Area. This plan embodies the 

community's goals to guide how the City will develop over the next 20 years.” (Page 2 of the 

Comprehensive Plan) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

The following safety-related goals are outlined in the Comprehensive Plan: 

● Goal T-1 Multi-Modal Transportation Network- “Strive for a multi-modal network that safely 

and conveniently accommodates multiple functions including travel, social interaction and 

commerce, to provide for more vibrant neighborhoods and more livable communities.” 

● Goal T-5 Vehicle Access - “Restrict the number of direct vehicle accesses onto collector 

streets to enhance both traffic flow and safety.” 

● Goal H-3-Pedestrian Orientation - “Encourage new subdivisions and neighborhoods that are 

designed to be pedestrian oriented and maintain a development pattern consistent with 

promoting a sense of community and safety” 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Establish multimodal level of service (MMLOS) standards for transit and non-motorized modes of 

transportation. Incorporate Vision Zero into the plan and into decision-making processes. 

10. CITY MUNICIPAL CODE/COMPLETE STREETS/SPEED LIMIT POLICY 

Source: 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Langley/ 

Status: (Completed) 

2022 Version 

Description: 

This governing document describes the laws that are enacted and enforced by the City. 

https://www.langleywa.org/departments/community_planning_and_building_department/Comprehensive_Plan.php
https://www.langleywa.org/departments/community_planning_and_building_department/Comprehensive_Plan.php
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Langley/
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How does this document prioritize safety? 

One of the intended purposes listed as part of the general provisions is to “fulfill the objectives of 

comprehensive planning policies of Langley in promoting the health, safety and welfare of the 

general public, as well as fulfilling the city’s responsibilities as trustees of the environment as 

provided by law.” (Section 15.01.005) 

The Transportation section of the City’s municipal codes contains the following ordinances related 

to safety: 

● 15.01.465 Complete streets: “The city of Langley will plan for, design and construct all new 

transportation projects to provide appropriate accommodation for bicyclists, pedestrians, 

transit users and persons of all abilities in comprehensive and connected network”  

● 10.08.010 Designated Speed limits: “Except as otherwise posted, the speed limit upon all 

streets within the city shall not be more than 25 miles per hour” 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Add design standards for streets and roadways that emphasize safety for all users. Develop an 

Active Transportation plan. Identify capital improvements to address deficiencies in pedestrian and 

bicycle travel. Review transit stops and accessibility for both internal and regional travel, including 

multimodal level of service standards within the Code.   
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OAK HARBOR 

11. CITY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN (2022-2036) 

Source: 

https://www.oakharbor.gov/ImageRepository/Document?documentId=1273 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed in 2022 

Description: 

“Oak Harbor’s Comprehensive Plan is the city’s foundational policy document that will guide growth 

and development for the next twenty years and beyond… This Plan seeks to preserve and improve 

upon the City’s many assets, while striving for the change that the community desires - and 

steering it toward its long term Vision.” (Page 9 of the Plan) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

One of the land use element goals is to “encourage land use patterns that promote health and 

safety” which entails promoting land use changes that provide services closer to where people live 

and promoting interconnectedness between streets, parks, schools, trails, open spaces, and natural 

preserves. Part of the overarching guiding principles includes upgrading existing structures and 

facilities to make them safe and extend their life and usefulness. 

Goal #1 of the transportation element is to “improve safety for all road users in Oak Harbor 

through thoughtful planning and street designs that accommodate all modes.” (Page 96) 

The policies under each goal outline specific actions to achieve it. The first policy under the #1 goal 

is tied to the State of Washington traffic safety efforts to eliminate traffic deaths and serious injury 

crashes by 2030 by using education, enforcement, engineering, emergency medical services, and 

leadership / policy. (Page 113) 

One of the key priorities for transportation in the region outlined in this Plan is safety. The Plan 

intends to provide for and improve the safety and security of transportation users and the 

transportation system. 

Policies in the Plan outline specific actions to achieve safety for all users of the transportation 

network, including the following: 

1. Vision Zero 

2. Prioritize historical high crash locations 

3. Keep roadways operating in safe condition 

4. Design street improvements to enhance the safe and efficient movement of pedestrians and 

bicycle traffic. Incorporate traffic calming measures where appropriate 

5. Design new streets or redesign streets to reduce lane widths to accommodate vehicles that 

use the street most frequently 

https://www.oakharbor.gov/ImageRepository/Document?documentId=1273
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6. Coordinate with emergency services to ensure adequate and timely access as the 

transportation network is built 

“The City is working to make Oak Harbor more bicycle-friendly by investing in bike facilities such as 

bike lanes and multiuse trails that support local and regional connections.” (Page 102) 

Existing bicycle and pedestrian facilities are mapped to identify gaps in the networks and 

systematically build a more bicycle-friendly and walkable community. It is recommended that 

efficient connections be established by encouraging a street system design in a rectangular grid 

pattern. 

The City has started to invest in developing safer connections by improving sidewalks and 

crosswalks, which also involves adding flashing beacons at crosswalks and bike lanes. Sidewalks 

are built to provide both comfort and safe travel space whenever possible, and a buffer is 

recommended where speed limits exceed 25 MPH. The City has also started to address the gaps in 

the bicycle facilities by adding elements such as bike lanes and multi-use trails that support local 

and regional connections. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

No improvements identified. Ensure the safety emphasis in the current comprehensive plan is 

maintained in the next update. 

12.  CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN (2023 - 2028) 

Source: 

https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1492/CIP-2023-2028-PDF 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed December 2022 

Description: 

This planning document “identifies capital projects being proposed by the City during the [six-year] 

planning term. The CIP provides a planning schedule and provides options for financing the plan. 

The CIP provides a link between the various City department projects and the annual budget.” 

(Page 1 of the CIP) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

The list of capital projects was developed with a focus on the City’s goal to provide a safe, 

balanced, and efficient multimodal transportation system that is consistent with the City’s overall 

vision and adequately serves anticipated growth. 

The prioritized projects are broken down by roadway and intersection improvement projects, 

pedestrian priority network projects, and bicycle priority network projects. Most of the roadway and 

intersection improvement projects also entail improving bicycle and pedestrian conditions.  

https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1492/CIP-2023-2028-PDF
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What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Continue to update the CIP and ensure safety improvement projects are prioritized in the program. 

13. ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION PLAN 

Source: 

https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1793/Revised-Draft-Active-Transportation-

Plan-PDF?bidId= 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed April 2024 

Description: 

This planning document is intended to serve as “a comprehensive strategy to enhance quality of 

life, increase sustainability, support local economies, and improve mobility and safety.” (Page 3 of 

the Plan) 

“The Plan provides a roadmap for creating a robust network of safe and accessible pedestrian and 

bicycle facilities. The Plan recommends specific projects and policies to achieve its goals and vision, 

aiming to make Oak Harbor a more vibrant, healthy, and sustainable city.” (Page 3) 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

The Plan vision is centered on four main goals: mobility, health, safety, and equity. The safety goal 

is driven by Vision Zero; the Plan intends to eliminate fatalities and severe injuries for pedestrians 

and bicyclists by redesigning streets, educating road users, and implementing proven safety 

countermeasures. 

Three network analyses were conducted to evaluate the connectivity and comfort of the City’s 

existing bike and pedestrian networks, including a sidewalk gap analysis, a pedestrian crossing 

stress analysis, and a bicycle level of traffic stress analysis. 

The proposed pedestrian and bicycle projects focus on closing gaps in the existing networks and 

providing connectivity to key destinations. These projects aim to improve pedestrian/bicyclist 

safety and comfort by reducing the level of traffic stress. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Consider implementing a monitoring system and update the plan on a regular basis (that is no 

longer than 10 years from the plan publishing date).  

https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1793/Revised-Draft-Active-Transportation-Plan-PDF?bidId=
https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/1793/Revised-Draft-Active-Transportation-Plan-PDF?bidId=
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14. STREET DESIGN STANDARDS 

Source: 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/OakHarbor/html/OakHarbor11/OakHarbor1117.html 

Status: (Completed) 

Current through December 5, 2023 

Description: 

The Oak Harbor street design standards describe the required cross-sectional widths of various 

roadways by their functional classifications. Additionally, the standards put forth requirements for 

block layout as well as connectivity requirements. 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

The standards include sidewalk, landscape buffer, and bike lane width requirements for 8 different 

roadway classifications. Sidewalks are required for 5 of the 8 roadway types, while bike lanes are 

required for 4. However, roadways within the North Whidbey Enterprise Area are not required to 

have sidewalks or bike lanes on any road type. The North Whidbey Enterprise Area is 

approximately 1.5 square miles, located generally north of NE 16th Ave, west of SR 20, east of N 

Heller Rd, and south of W Ault Field Rd. The area is largely undeveloped. 

The standards include connectivity requirements for non-motorized users: 

“Streets, sidewalks, pedestrian or bike paths shall be linked within and between neighborhoods to 

create a continuous and interconnected network of roads and pathways.” 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Update street cross section requirements to include more roadway types, require more sidewalks, 

and require more bike lanes, bike paths, or two-way cycle tracks. Require sidewalks and bike lanes 

within the North Whidbey Enterprise Area. 

15. PARKS, RECREATION, AND OPEN SPACE PLAN (2019-2024) 

Source: 

https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/480/Parks-Recreation-and-Open-Space-Plan-

PDF?bidId= 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed in June 2019 

Description: 

This planning document is an element of the City’s Comprehensive Plan that outlines guiding 

principles to tie the natural environment with the urban environment with care and precision.  

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/OakHarbor/html/OakHarbor11/OakHarbor1117.html
https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/480/Parks-Recreation-and-Open-Space-Plan-PDF?bidId=
https://www.oakharbor.gov/DocumentCenter/View/480/Parks-Recreation-and-Open-Space-Plan-PDF?bidId=
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How does this document prioritize safety? 

Guiding principles related to safety include: 

● “Existing facilities should be upgraded to meet health and safety standards to ensure the 

longevity of its service.” (Page 5 of the Plan) 

● “Provide safe and convenient trails for walking and bicycling between parks, neighborhoods 

and major activity centers throughout the City, and to other recreation sites on North 

Whidbey.” (Page 6) 

The level of service for parks and trails is determined by whether parks and recreation facilities are 

in proximity to residents, and whether all areas of the City have ease of access to these facilities. 

The LOS rating considers barriers to walkability and safety such as highways, major roadways, and 

lack of street connections. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

The document mostly focuses on safety within the scope of parks themselves, rather than the 

equally-important issues of safety, convenience, and comfort when reaching such places by all 

transportation modes. Consider additional content related to safe and convenient access to and 

from the park for those walking, biking, or driving. 

16. IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE 

Source: 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/OakHarbor/html/OakHarbor03/OakHarbor0363.html 

Status: (Completed) 

Completed in July 2023 

Description: 

This chapter of the municipal code describes the implementation of impact fees for parks, 

recreation, and transportation. It also covers fee credits, deferral, payment, exemptions, appeals, 

and refunds. 

How does this document prioritize safety? 

This chapter establishes standards requiring that new growth and development pay a proportionate 

share of the cost of park, recreation and transportation facilities needed to serve new growth and 

development. Fees are compiled in a separate Master Fee Schedule. The purpose of this chapter 

also includes implementing the City comprehensive plan, the park and recreation facilities plan, 

and transportation improvements. 

What are the potential improvements that could be made to this document to help 

prioritize safety? 

Transportation fees are not explicitly directed towards increasing traffic capacity in this code, rather 

they are generally required to pay for transportation “facilities” and “improvements”. Safety should 

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/OakHarbor/html/OakHarbor03/OakHarbor0363.html
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be explicitly mentioned as a transportation improvement, and safety projects as transportation 

facilities.  
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR POLICIES, PLANS, PROCEDURES,  STANDARDS, AND UPDATES 

Policies 

● Modify Traffic Impact Study guidelines to require safety evaluations and establish provisions 

for private developers to mitigate for safety deficiencies in addition to capacity/mobility. 

● Modify land use and zoning code to encourage mixed-use development and align pedestrian 

and bicycle generators with roadways that are designed to accommodate those modes. 

● Establish access management policy that aligns with national best practices for access 

control, spacing, and design. 

● Work with agency leadership to establish policies against risky behaviors while driving for 

business purposes (e.g., no cell phone use, don’t drive impaired or drowsy, drive the speed 

limit, etc.). 

● Create Safe Routes to School plans for all jurisdictions. 

● Establish Complete Streets policies for Island County and the Town of Coupeville. 

Procedures 

● Ensure safety is considered in one or more criteria for prioritizing transportation projects of 

all types. 

● Ensure equity is considered in one or more criteria for prioritizing transportation projects of 

all types. 

● Establish a Neighborhood Traffic Management program to receive, evaluate, and prioritize 

requests for traffic calming. 

● Ensure at least one staff person is knowledgeable in safety analyses and best practices, 

including the Safe System Approach, the Highway Safety Manual, and FHWA’s Proven 

Safety Countermeasures. 

● Ensure at least one staff person is regularly monitoring safety grant funding opportunities 

and is knowledgeable in grant writing. 

Standards 

● Modify roadway design standards to provide sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and/or multi-use 

paths on all roadways. 

● Modify roadway design standards to require “daylighting” (e.g., removing visual 

obstructions like vegetation, utilities, street furniture, and on-street parking) near 

intersections, driveways, and mid-block crossings. 

● Develop standard design details and specifications for safety enhancements such as bicycle 

signals, Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons, curb extensions, pedestrian refuge islands, 

bike boxes, bike green conflict pavement markings, etc. 
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