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Introduction

The Transportation Safety for Underserved Communities Resource Document reflects the
Metropolitan Planning Organization of Johnson County’s (MPOJC) long-standing commitment to
creating a transportation system that is safe and accessible for everyone in the lowa City
metropolitan area. Drawing from the MPOJC Future Forward 2050 Long-Range Transportation
Plan (LRTP), MPOJC has adopted equity as a guiding principle, defined as a commitment to
“provide mobility and access for all people and neighborhoods.”

This document affirms the agency’s dedication to improving safety in alignment with the United
States Department of Transportation (USDOT) Safe Streets and Roads for All (SS4A) program
and to identifying and addressing disproportionate safety risks faced by underserved
communities in Johnson County. Recognizing that past and present transportation decisions
can create uneven safety outcomes, this document supports MPOJC's commitment to ensure
that the needs and perspectives of populations that may have historically experienced higher
crash risks, fewer travel options, or barriers to participation receive equitable consideration in
how safety problems are defined, analyzed, and solved.

Equity in SS4A and Limitations of APP

SS4A Equity Requirements

In the SS4A program created by the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), the Secretary
of Transportation must consider several factors in awarding grants, including equity, specifically
whether a project “ensures, or will ensure, equitable investment in the safety needs of
underserved communities in preventing transportation-related fatalities and injuries.”

The SS4A program uses Areas of Persistent Poverty (APP) measurement as the definition of
underserved communities. According to the Infrastructure Investment and Jobs Act (IIJA), an
APP is defined as:

e Any county (or equivalent) where, during the 30-year period ending on the date of
enactment, 20% or more of the population continually lived in poverty, measured by the
1990 census, 2000 census, and the most recent Small Area Income and Poverty
Estimate; and

e Any census tract with a poverty rate of not less than 20% using 2014-2018 American
Community Survey (ACS) 5-year data; and

e Any U.S. territory or possession.

According to the Census, the poverty rate is only calculated for individuals in which poverty
status can be determined, such as people living within households. The calculation excludes
individuals who are institutionalized (e.g., living in nursing homes, correctional facilities, or
hospitals), those living in group quarters (e.g., dormitories or military facilities), and children
under the age of 15 years living in a household who are unrelated to the householder.
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Using the USDOT’s SS4A Underserved Communities Tool' and accompanying guidance,
MPOJC examined its service area to identify these APP-defined underserved communities.

Using the 2018 ACS data embedded in the online tool, there are 16 census tracts within
MPOJC’s service area that are designated as APPs.
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Figure 1. MPOJC Areas of Persistent Poverty, Source: SS4A Underserved Communities Tool

The MPOJC updated the APP calculation using more recent Census data. The map below
shows MPOJC’s High Injury Network map overlayed with the 10 APPs communities using the
2023 ACS data. According to this data, over 20% of the population in these census tracts live
below the poverty level. The 10 APP census tracts include:

e 19103000200 e 19103000401 ¢ 19103000502

1 SS4A Underserved Communities Tool
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https://usdot.maps.arcgis.com/apps/dashboards/9806be8527b14f93be311f0fb57d336e
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e 19103000600 e 19103001602 e 19103002300
e 19103001100 e 19103001801
e 19103001601 ¢ 19103002100

The map shows that a large percentage of the HIN overlaps with APP census tracts, particularly
in downtown lowa City and around the University of lowa.
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Figure 2. MPOJC Areas of Persistent Poverty & High Injury Network Map

The SS4A’'s APP-based approach has several advantages. Counties and areas with sizable low-
income populations for an extended period reflect deep-rooted economic challenges and
historical disinvestment. Additionally, the APP measure is applicable in both rural and urban
settings, making it particularly valuable for large jurisdictions with diverse population densities
and land uses. It also standardizes the evaluation of SS4A projects and their impact on low-
income communities nationwide.




i, S
MPC.
A

However, there are also limitations. For an area like MPOJC, with a relatively high proportion of
student population, the APP measure may not accurately represent where low-income
households needing additional support are concentrated in the community. For example, even
though students living in dormitories are excluded from the poverty calculation, there are many
students living in apartments and houses that would be included. Census tracts with a higher
rate of non-dormitory student residents may be designated as an APP due to the student
population’s lower income. While some students may be living in poverty, student populations
typically rely more heavily on financial aid and other types of support provided by the university
and parents or guardians, which may not be accurately reflected in Census data. Additionally,

students do not represent long-term impoverished households. Typically, they are transitory
residents residing in the neighborhood only while in college.

Limits of APP for Transportation Safety

Despite its strengths, APP has fundamental limitations when used as the sole or primary
framework for identifying transportation vulnerability and prioritizing safety equity in a specific
metropolitan region:

w9

1. Binary Designation: APP classifies tracts as either “in” or “out” based on poverty
thresholds

a. APP disregards neighborhoods with high vulnerability that may not meet the APP
threshold, but still experience compounded disadvantage

b. APP tracts are treated equally despite varying levels of disadvantage or poverty
in each tract

c. APP considers poverty at the census tract level, which can obscure smaller
geographic areas within census tracts that contain disadvantaged communities

d. The reliance on the 30-year history of poverty sets a fixed and high threshold for
identifying underserved populations

2. Poverty Centric: APP focuses on income poverty and excludes transportation-specific

vulnerability
a. APP does not measure or consider the presence or absence of safety
infrastructure

b. Differences in vulnerability among older adults and children are not a
consideration in APP

c. Two APP tracts with identical poverty rates may have vastly different crash rates,
sidewalk coverage, or transit access

d. Anon-APP neighborhood with middle-class income but terrible pedestrian
infrastructure and high crash risk (e.g., a suburban commercial corridor with wide
lanes, no crossings, fast speeds) can present a safety disparity that a strict APP
analysis does not reveal.

e. APP does not distinguish between users of infrastructure and residents living in
proximity to infrastructure.

SS4A regulations and guidance do explicitly permit grant applicants to supplement APP with
local data and analysis. The official USDOT SS4A FAQs state, “Additionally, applicants can
include their own data to describe their community context, safety problems, and how their
project will benefit their community.”
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According to this guidance, MPOJC can clearly identify High-Vulnerability Areas that go beyond
just APP tracts. Additionally, the SS4A Safety Action Plan can demonstrate that local analysis
supports a broader focus on equity targeting. Safety resources can then be allocated to all high-

vulnerability areas, regardless of their APP status, while ensuring full compliance with federal
equity expectations under SS4A.

In this document, strategies and tactics are recommended related to incorporating supplemental
data, local knowledge, and community input to identify additional underserved communities that
align with MPOJC’s equity principles, going beyond the formal APP definition.

MPOJC Equity Principles and LRTP Equity

Factors
MPOJC's Future Forward 2050 LRTP established equity as a guiding principle, emphasizing:

¢ Inclusive and representative engagement with diverse communities

¢ Removal of barriers to transportation access and safety

e Fair distribution of transportation benefits and burdens

o Proactive attention to communities historically underserved by transportation investment

MPOJC’s 2050 LRTP specifies equity factors that should be used when making transportation-
related decisions in Johnson County including the following:

e Families with Children

e Household Income

o Percentage Non-White Population

e Percentage Limited English Proficiency (LEP) Population

While there are no thresholds included in the LRTP for these factors that would indicate when
an equity concern exists, these metrics have been included in this document to guide equity-
related decisions throughout the SS4A planning process.

The LRTP acknowledges that households within auto-dependent communities, like rural and
suburban neighborhoods, often allocate over half of their income towards transportation
expenses. Alternatively, households in urban settings within closer proximity to everyday
destinations such as jobs and schools typically spend as little as 9% of their income on
transportation costs. Land use patterns influence the efficiency of the county’s transportation
system.

These decisions impact the daily lives of residents, their spending patterns, and the overall
economy. MPOJC has recommended that higher residential density zoning practices be
prioritized along transit routes and in areas surrounding employment centers to allow more
people to have greater access to transit and everyday destinations, especially for low-income
populations and those without access to vehicles.
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A Framework for Equitable Transportation
Safety

Though the SS4A program provides critical guidance around APP and underserved
communities, MPOJC’s commitment to advancing equity—as articulated in the Future Forward
2050 Long-Range Transportation Plan—calls for a more comprehensive understanding of
vulnerability. This framework expands beyond APP to introduce ‘transportation vulnerability’ as a
multidimensional concept that captures the combined effects of unsafe conditions, social
disadvantage, and limited adaptive capacity in specific communities and corridors. By
integrating quantitative vulnerability indicators with qualitative community knowledge and
disparity analysis, MPOJC can design and prioritize safety interventions that are both
data-driven and deeply responsive to local need.

The framework consists of these core components:
1. Transportation Vulnerability — A conceptual model rooted in MPOJC’s equity principles

2. Quantitative Identification of Vulnerable Communities — A screening approach using
a Transportation Vulnerability Index (TVI)

3. Quantitative and Qualitative Identification of Disparities — Methods to uncover
unequal safety outcomes and infrastructure investment

4. Addressing Disparities Beyond SS4A Minimums — Policy, investment, and
engagement strategies aligned with MPOJC equity commitments

Transportation Vulnerability: What it Means

In this framework, transportation vulnerability refers to the elevated risk of traffic crash-related
injury and death experienced by certain communities and places because of how three
dimensions come together: exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity.

e Exposure measures how likely people are to encounter unsafe conditions as they travel.
It shows up in places where people walk or bike along higher-speed, high-volume roads;
where intersections are complex, infrequently spaced, or have a history of serious
crashes; and where sidewalks, crossings, or bikeways are missing, discontinuous, or in
poor condition. Neighborhoods and corridors with more severe crashes, higher speeds,
and more gaps in basic walking, biking, and transit infrastructure are treated as having
higher exposure to transportation risk.

o Sensitivity reflects who lives in a place and how significantly they are likely to be
affected by the same level of risk. It tends to be higher where there are more families
with children or older adults; more low-income households and renters; higher
percentages of limited English proficiency residents; and more people with disabilities,
carless households, single-head-of-household families, or large student populations.
When these groups are concentrated in areas that also have challenging streets, even
“ordinary” traffic environments can produce disproportionate harm.
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o Adaptive capacity describes how many realistic options people have to stay safe and

recover when something goes wrong. It is stronger in places that offer frequent, reliable
transit and connected, comfortable walking and biking networks; provide short,
affordable trips to jobs, schools, groceries, parks, and health care without needing a car;
and have active community organizations and residents who regularly participate in
planning and can influence project decisions. Even with similar exposure and sensitivity,
neighborhoods with better transportation options, easier access to essential services,
and stronger local voice are considered to have higher adaptive capacity—and therefore

lower overall vulnerability—than places where residents have few choices and limited
influence.

Defining transportation vulnerability through these three dimensions operationalizes MPOJC’s
equity principles by helping to:

o Identify communities where infrastructure, crash risk, and demographic factors converge
to create compounded disadvantage

e Center community knowledge by pairing quantitative analysis with direct engagement of
residents and local organizations

e Align investment so that safety resources flow proportionally to areas of highest
vulnerability

e Measure equity outcomes by tracking whether crash reduction, infrastructure
improvement, and service expansion reach vulnerable populations and places

Quantitative Identification: Using a Transportation
Vulnerability Index (TVI)

To apply this concept consistently, MPOJC can develop a Transportation Vulnerability Index
(TVI) that combines multiple indicators of exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity into a
single screening tool.

In practice, the TVI would:

e Draw on the kinds of data already summarized in this resource document, including
serious crash patterns, street design and speed conditions, poverty and income, MPOJC
LRTP equity factors (families with children, non-White residents, limited English
proficiency residents), disability, vehicle access, and access to transit and key
destinations.

o Express each indicator on a common scale (for example, 0—1 where higher values mean
more concern) so that very different measures can be compared and combined.

e Group those indicator scores into three-dimension scores for each neighborhood or
corridor:

e an Exposure score (how risky the transportation environment is),
o a Sensitivity score (who is at risk), and

e an Adaptive Capacity score (how many options and supports people have).
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e Combine the three dimension scores into one vulnerability value for each area, with

higher overall values indicating places where high risk, high sensitivity, and low adaptive
capacity overlap.

The TVl is intended as a screening tool, not a precise formula. It provides a structured way to
compare neighborhoods and corridors, highlight where vulnerability is most concentrated, and
explain why certain areas rise to the top for further analysis, community engagement, and SS4A
safety investments, without needing to present detailed equations or maps in this resource
document.

A simplified example of TVI in use:

For illustration, imagine MPOJC is comparing two corridors: Corridor A (near downtown lowa
City) and Corridor B (in a newer suburban area). Staff look at a few basic indicators for each
corridor—crashes per mile, share of low-income households, and transit frequency—and
translate them into simple 0—1 scores, where higher scores indicate greater concern.

o Step 1 - Indicator scores

e Corridor A has many serious crashes (high crash score), many low-income
households (high sensitivity score), and frequent transit (low concern for access).

e Corridor B has fewer crashes (low crash score), fewer low-income households
(low sensitivity score), and infrequent transit (higher concern for access).

e Step 2 - Dimension scores

e Exposure: Corridor A’s high crash score leads to a higher Exposure score than
Corridor B.

e Sensitivity: Corridor A's many low-income households lead to a higher Sensitivity
score than Corridor B.

e Adaptive capacity: Corridor A’'s good transit leads to a lower Adaptive Capacity
concern score (better capacity), while Corridor B’s weak transit leads to a higher
concern score (worse capacity).

e Step 3 — Overall vulnerability
When the three scores are considered together:

o Corridor A has high Exposure, high Sensitivity, and better Adaptive Capacity.
e While Corridor B has low Exposure, low Sensitivity, and worse Adaptive Capacity.

o Even though Corridor B has weaker transit, the combination of higher crash risk
and more disadvantaged residents in Corridor A makes its overall vulnerability
clearly higher.

e MPOJC would treat Corridor A as a higher-priority location for SS4A analysis,
engagement, and safety projects.

In future iterations of the action plan, MPOJC can expand beyond this simplified illustration by
adding more indicators within each dimension—such as sidewalk completeness, LEP
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populations, disability, and access to key destinations—to produce more nuanced scores, while
keeping the basic vulnerability framework and scoring mechanism the same.

Supplementary Vulnerability Profiles

The overall TVI score provides a single way to compare neighborhoods and corridors, but
MPOJC’s decisions will often need more focused lenses. To support this, MPOJC can
develop supplementary vulnerability profiles that look at specific users and locations in more
detail, using the same three dimensions of exposure, sensitivity, and adaptive capacity.

e Vulnerable user profile
For people walking, biking, using mobility devices, or riding transit, MPOJC can look
specifically at where serious crashes involving these users are concentrated, where
sidewalks and bikeways are missing or uncomfortable, and where transit stops are hard
to reach safely. Combined with information about where low-income residents, people
with disabilities, and limited English proficiency people live and travel, this profile
highlights locations where vulnerable road users face the highest risk and the fewest
safe options.

e Corridor profile
For major roadways, MPOJC can create a corridor-level profile that combines crash
patterns, speeds, lane configurations, and turning movements (exposure) with who lives
along or near the corridor (sensitivity) and what alternatives exist (adaptive capacity).
This helps identify specific segments where risk and sensitivity are high but adaptive
capacity is low, signaling corridors that may warrant early safety design work or more
intensive community engagement.

¢ Youth and senior profile
Because children and older adults are especially sensitive to transportation risk, MPOJC
can develop a profile focused on block groups and corridors with high concentrations of
grade-school youth and older adults. When these populations are present in areas with
high speeds, complex intersections, or incomplete sidewalks and crossings, the profile
can flag locations where Safe Routes to School efforts, senior safety improvements, or
targeted speed management may be most urgent.

These supplementary profiles do not replace the TVI. The profiles would sit alongside TVI,
allowing MPOJC to zoom in on particular users or corridors when shaping strategies and project
lists.

How Vulnerability Results can be Expressed

To make the TVI and these profiles useful to decision-makers and community members,
MPOJC can present the results in several accessible formats:

o Simple maps and overlays
Vulnerability scores can be shown on a map by block group or corridor, with separate
views for Exposure, Sensitivity, and Adaptive Capacity. Additional layers can show where
High-Vulnerability Areas overlap (or do not overlap) with APP tracts, where the
High-Injury Network runs through vulnerable communities, and where transit service
gaps coincide with higher concentrations of sensitive populations.
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An interactive, web-based view can allow users to zoom to specific neighborhoods, click
on corridors, and see basic information about vulnerability scores, key indicators, and
relevant demographic context. This supports both internal analysis and community
conversations.

e Equity profile summaries
For each High-Vulnerability Area or priority corridor, MPOJC can prepare a short ‘equity
profile’ that summarizes:

e The area’s Exposure, Sensitivity, and Adaptive Capacity scores,
e Recent crash history and patterns, and
o Key community characteristics and concerns identified through engagement.

Together, these components turn the TVI from a technical exercise into a practical set of

tools that help MPOJC and its partners see where vulnerabilities are concentrated, explain why;,
and connect those insights directly to SS4A strategies, project selection, and ongoing
monitoring.

Quantitative and Qualitative Identification of
Disparities

Once vulnerability is measured, the next step is to identify where outcomes and conditions are
meaningfully different between high- and low-vulnerability areas, and between different
population groups. In this framework, a transportation safety disparity exists when differences in
outcomes or conditions are:

e Unjust — Not explained by legitimate differences in need or preference

e Measurable — Documented through data or systematic qualitative evidence
o Persistent — Visible across multiple years or planning cycles

o Harmful — Linked to worse safety, reduced access, or lower quality of life

MPOJC will use both numbers and narratives to understand disparities, with the TVI providing a
common way to compare areas.

Outcome Disparities: Who is being Hurt, Where, and How

MPOJC will use crash and injury data to see whether serious harm is concentrated in
high-vulnerability places or among specific groups.

Key questions include:
o By geography

o Do High-Vulnerability Areas experience higher rates of fatal and serious-injury
(KSI) crashes per resident or per mile than lower-vulnerability areas?

10
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¢ Are High-Injury Network segments disproportionately located in or near

high-vulnerability neighborhoods?

o Do APP tracts and other locally defined vulnerable areas show different fatal and
serious-injury crash patterns than non-APP areas?

e By mode

e Are pedestrians and bicyclists in high-vulnerability areas more likely to be
involved in fatal or serious-injury crashes than the regional average?

e Are transit-involved crashes or fatal or serious-injury motor-vehicle crashes
concentrated on particular routes or corridors serving vulnerable communities?

e By population group (where data allow)

e Are people of color, older adults, children, people with disabilities, or other key
groups over-represented in serious crashes relative to their share of the
population?

e Are children and older adults in high-vulnerability areas facing higher fatal and
serious injury rates than peers elsewhere?

MPOJC should pay particular attention when fatal and serious-injury crash rates in
High-Vulnerability Areas are significantly higher than would be expected given traffic volumes or
population and treat those situations as strong evidence of a disparity that requires focused
intervention.

Beyond how often crashes happen, MPOJC should also examine how severe crashes are and
under what conditions they occur, for example:

e Whether the share of crashes resulting in death or serious injury is higher in
high-vulnerability areas

e Whether people biking and walking are overrepresented in fatal and serious-injury
crashes in these areas

o Whether certain times of day, days of the week, or lighting conditions (for example,
night-time crashes where lighting is poor) are especially problematic in vulnerable
neighborhoods

Infrastructure and Service Disparities: Who has Safer Options

Outcome disparities often reflect underlying differences in infrastructure and services. It is
recommended that MPOJC compare the condition and performance of the transportation
network in high versus low-vulnerability areas.

Examples of what could be examined include:
e Walking and biking conditions

e How many miles of continuous sidewalk and protected or low-stress bicycle
facilities are available per resident in high-vulnerability areas compared with
other areas?

11
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¢ Are intersections in these areas more or less likely to have ADA-compliant curb
ramps, safer crossings, and adequate lighting?

 Speed management and street design

e Are lower speed limits, traffic calming features, and Complete Streets designs
being implemented as frequently in high-vulnerability neighborhoods as
elsewhere?

e Are school zones, playgrounds, and other child-focused areas in vulnerable
communities adequately protected with lower speeds and safety treatments?

o Transit access and quality?

o Do high-vulnerability areas receive transit service that is as frequent, reliable,
and available in evenings and on weekends as service in lower-vulnerability
areas?

¢ Are stops and stations accessible, comfortable, and safe to reach on foot or with
mobility devices?

e Other access options?®

o Where relevant, do residents of high-vulnerability areas have similar access to
shared mobility options such as bike share or ride share?

By comparing these types of measures across vulnerability levels, MPOJC can see whether
people in high-vulnerability neighborhoods face systematically worse conditions or fewer safe
choices, even before a crash occurs.

Investment Disparities: Examining the Distribution of Investment

It is further recommended that MPOJC examine how past and planned investments align with
vulnerability.

Two main lenses may be used:
e Historical investment

e How much transportation capital spending—especially safety-oriented funding—
has gone into High-Vulnerability Areas over the last 5—10 years compared with
lower-vulnerability areas?

2 Public transportation within the MPOJC service area includes fixed-route bus and paratransit service in
lowa City and Coralville. lowa City currently offers free transit service, while Coralville fares range from
$0.50 to $1.00. There are several routes that extend into University Heights and North Liberty. Johnson
County’s SEATS program provides on-demand paratransit for seniors, people with disabilities, and others
with difficulties using fixed-route service. However, all residents of Johnson County, outside the city limits
of lowa City, Coralville, North Liberty and University Heights are automatically eligible to ride SEATS.

3 Within the MPOJC area, there is no formal bike share system. However, non-traditional bike share
opportunities are available through the lowa City Bike Library. App-based ride share services, like Uber
and Lyft, operate throughout the area. Additionally, some employers do offer commuter ride share
programs, including the University of lowa.

12
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o Within that spending, how much has supported safety, walking and biking, and
transit versus capacity expansions or other project types?

e On a per-resident basis, are high-vulnerability areas receiving at least their
proportional share of safety investment?

e Future pipeline

e Inthe Future Forward 2050 LRTP and the Transportation Improvement Program
(TIP), what share of planned safety and transit investments are located in or
directly serve High-Vulnerability Areas?

e Are these areas represented by a pipeline of ready-to-implement projects, or are
they noticeably underrepresented?

If, for example, 40% of the region’s population lives in High-Vulnerability Areas, but those areas
receive substantially less than 40% of safety-related investment, MPOJC would treat that as

a strong indicator of an investment disparity that needs to be addressed in future programming
decisions.

Qualitative Identification: Lived Experience and Institutional Evidence

Numbers alone do not capture the full picture of disparity in a region. MPOJC can therefore pair
quantitative analysis with qualitative evidence, especially from people directly experiencing the
system.

This can include:
e Community input and lived experience

o Safety surveys in both vulnerable and non-vulnerable areas that ask where
people feel unsafe, where they have seen or experienced crashes, and what
makes walking, biking, using mobility devices, or accessing transit difficult.

e Focus groups with residents, workers, and service providers in high-vulnerability
areas to explore crash experiences, near misses, and everyday barriers.

o Accessibility and “disability justice” audits led by people with disabilities or
organizations that serve them to document gaps that may not appear in standard
inventories.

¢ Youth-focused activities, such as mapping exercises where students show which
routes and locations feel unsafe on their way to school or activities.

o Interviews with community-based organizations in vulnerable areas to capture
long-standing concerns and patterns they have observed over time.

+ Institutional and health evidence

o Review of past plans and records to see whether particular neighborhoods were
historically excluded from projects or engagement or saw repeated deferral of
needed improvements.

13
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e Health and emergency response data (where available) showing whether

crash-related injuries, emergency department visits, or response times are worse
in certain communities.

o Data from schools and major employers about how people travel, where crashes
or close calls are happening, and what barriers exist to safe active or transit
travel.

¢ Information on enforcement patterns (for example, where traffic enforcement is
concentrated and whether it aligns with safety needs or contributes to inequitable
burdens).

These qualitative sources will help MPOJC understand why disparities exist, how they are
experienced, and which solutions communities consider most urgent and acceptable.

How Disparities can be Presented and Used

To make disparities clear and actionable, MPOJC can summarize disparities in ways that are
easy to interpret and directly tied to decisions, such as:

o Side-by-side comparisons (for example, simple tables or graphics) showing fatal and
serious-injury rates, infrastructure conditions, transit service, and investment levels in
High-Vulnerability versus Low-Vulnerability Areas.

« Narrative equity assessments that describe the most important disparities, their likely
root causes, and how they relate to the vulnerability framework.

o Community profiles for each High-Vulnerability Area that bring together TVI scores,
crash and infrastructure findings, and key messages from local residents and
organizations.

 Equity impact statements attached to project selection and prioritization processes,
explaining how proposed strategies and projects will reduce identified disparities—or, if
not, why they are still being advanced and what complementary actions are needed.

The quantitative and qualitative identification of disparities is essential for MPOJC'’s vulnerability
framework. This approach ensures that the framework is not merely a mapping exercise.
Instead, it serves as a practical guide for focusing attention. It also helps in designing solutions
and monitoring progress. This way, we can assess whether SS4A and other safety investments
are effectively closing gaps over time.

Addressing Disparities Beyond SS4A Minimums

Once vulnerability and disparities are identified, MPOJC and its partners can use this
information to set goals, prioritize projects, design with communities, and track progress in ways
that go beyond the minimum expectations of SS4A.

Equity-Centered Safety Goals

MPOJC can anchor its SS4A work in a small set of clear, equity-centered goals that guide
day-to-day decisions. For example, the region could commit to reducing serious and fatal crash
rates in High-Vulnerability Areas faster than the regional average, with the long-term aim of

14
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eliminating disparities in transportation safety by a specified year. Supporting goals might
include:

o Ensuring that High-Vulnerability Areas receive at least a proportional share of
MPOJC-controlled safety investment, based on their share of the regional population.

o Making sure that all schools, child-serving facilities, senior centers, and medical facilities
in High-Vulnerability Areas are connected by safe walking and bicycling infrastructure,
including continuous sidewalks and protected crossings.

e Providing all-day, frequent transit access from High-Vulnerability Areas to major job
centers and essential services.

o Embedding meaningful, sustained, and compensated engagement of residents and
community organizations from vulnerable areas in all stages of planning, design, and
implementation.

These goals make it clear that success is measured not only in overall crash reduction, but
in who benefits and where.

Using Vulnerability to Prioritize Projects

The TVI can then help MPOJC sequence and select projects so that limited resources are
directed where they can do the most to close gaps.

In broad terms, MPOJC can:

e Treat projects in High-Vulnerability Areas, especially on High-Injury Network segments
and where vulnerable road users are most at risk, as top-tier priorities for SS4A and
related safety funding.

e Give strong consideration to projects that directly address documented disparities—such
as corridors where pedestrian or bicyclist fatal and serious injury crash rates are
particularly high for children, older adults, or people with disabilities.

e Reserve space in the program for region-wide or lower-vulnerability projects, while
making sure they do not displace investments urgently needed in High-Vulnerability
Areas.

When MPOJC scores projects using multiple criteria (for example, crash reduction potential,
community benefit, cost-effectiveness, climate outcomes, and equity), the equity portion of the
score can explicitly consider:

o The vulnerability level of the project location (based on TVI results).
o Whether the project responds to a disparity identified in the analysis.

o The extent to which it improves safety for pedestrians, bicyclists, transit riders, and
people with disabilities.

o Whether the project has been clearly identified and endorsed by residents or community
organizations in the area.
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MPOJC can also adopt a geographic equity allocation target, such as ensuring that

High-Vulnerability Areas receive at least their population-proportional share of safety funding
each year.

Designing and Implementing with Communities

Addressing disparities means not only where projects go, but also how they are developed and
delivered. For projects in High-Vulnerability Areas, MPOJC can commit to a consistent approach
that:

o Engages early and often. Before design work begins, staff meet with residents, youth,
elders, people with disabilities, and local organizations to understand how people
experience the corridor today, where they feel unsafe, and what outcomes they want to
see.

o Builds and tests designs with the community. Draft concepts are brought back for
feedback, refined through design workshops or walk-throughs, and adjusted to reflect
what residents say will work for them, with particular attention to accessibility needs.

o Closes the loop after construction. Once a project is built, MPOJC and local partners
check back with residents to see whether the changes are working as intended, invite
feedback on remaining issues, and make small adjustments where needed.

o Compensates and supports participation. Residents and community organizations in
vulnerable areas are offered stipends, childcare, translation, and other supports so they
can participate without bearing additional burdens, and community-based groups are
treated as partners rather than just consultees.

By following this pattern, projects in vulnerable areas are not only located equitably, but shaped
and refined with the people most affected by them.

Pairing Infrastructure with Non-Infrastructure Strategies

Infrastructure alone cannot fully resolve the disparities highlighted by the vulnerability and crash
analyses. MPOJC can therefore pair physical changes with programs and policies that address
behavior, enforcement, and recovery, particularly in High-Vulnerability Areas. Examples include:

o Context-appropriate speed management and enforcement that focuses on the most
dangerous driving behaviors while avoiding disproportionate impacts on already
burdened communities.

o« Community-led education and outreach that reflect local cultures and languages, and
that emphasize drivers’ responsibility to protect vulnerable road users.

o Partnerships with health and social service providers to support crash survivors in
vulnerable communities with trauma-informed care and recovery resources.

e Support for community-initiated policy changes—such as lower speed limits,
school-zone protections, or enforcement reforms—so that residents help shape the
broader rules that govern their streets.

These strategies help ensure that investments in vulnerable areas tackle the full set of factors
that produce inequitable safety outcomes.
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Monitoring, Accountability, and Continuous Improvement

Finally, MPOJC can use the TVI and disparity analysis as the backbone of an ongoing equity
monitoring system for transportation safety.

Key elements include:

o Asmall set of equity-focused indicators, such as fatal and serious injury crash rates in
High-Vulnerability Areas, the ratio of these crash rates between high- and
low-vulnerability areas, miles of safe walking and biking facilities in vulnerable
neighborhoods, the share of safety funding going to those areas, and measures of
community engagement and satisfaction.

e An annual equity review, in which MPOJC updates TVI scores and vulnerability
designations, tracks changes in safety outcomes and conditions by vulnerability level,
assesses progress toward equity goals, and publishes a clear, public-facing summary of
findings.

e A commitment to adjust course when goals are not being met—for example, by
revisiting project selection, shifting more funding to the highest-vulnerability areas,
strengthening engagement, or pursuing policy changes that communities identify as
necessary.

These strategies work together to ensure the vulnerability framework is more than just a
description of disparities. It serves to change those disparities. This framework guides how
MPOJC sets its goals and allocates resources. It also influences how projects are designed and
delivered. Additionally, it helps the organization hold itself accountable over time.

Transportation Safety Workshop Summary

As part of the on-going SS4A Safety
Action Plan development process,
MPOJC held a transportation safety
workshop on Tuesday, January 27,
2026, from 12 PM to 2PM at Dream
City (611 Southgate Ave, lowa City,
IA 52240). The workshop brought
together stakeholders that focus on
equity concerns and serve
vulnerable populations in the
region.

In addition to learning about the
USDOT’s SS4A funding program
and MPOJC’s Safety Action Plan,
attendees provided considerations
for how their clients navigate the area’s transportation system. While safety was the primary
topic of conversation, the conversation naturally flowed into discussion of access and
connectivity.

Figure 3. Transportation Safety Workshop
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Throughout the discussion, attendees provided their unique perspectives on how the
transportation system within MPOJC boundaries affects various populations, including equity-
focused groups. While the discussion strayed from safety to issues around access and cost,
several key themes appeared. Participants were concerned about:

Safety for people walking and biking (people that don’t drive)
Need for better transit connectivity and efficiency throughout metro

Separation of users and need for infrastructure (bike and scooters, pedestrians,
motorists)

Safety at night/dark conditions
Translation of traffic safety information for Limited English Proficiency populations

Better visibility at intersections

The insights gathered during this workshop informed the development of the transportation
vulnerability framework described in this document. Maintaining ongoing partnerships and
collaborative efforts with these stakeholders will remain important as the SS4A Safety Action
Plan is implemented to promote the prioritization of projects that are responsive to the
community’s priorities and address safety and access concerns equitably across Johnson
County.

18




