
Vulnerable Road 
User Safety 
Assessment



68 pedestrians 
and cyclists 
k illed out of 
the 320 total 
lives lost in 
2022 on Utah 
roads

-UDOT 
2023

Pedestrians
78%

Bicyclists
22%



Background
As part of the Bipartisan 
Infrastructure Law, all states 
are required to complete a 
Vulnerable Road User 
Assessment (published by 
Nov.15, 2023) as part of 
their Highway Safety 
Improvement Program.

Definition
“Vulnerable road users are 
defined in 23 U.S.C. 148(a)(15) 
as a nonmotorist.” 

e.g., pedestrians, cyclists, 
mobility devices  
(NOT MOTORCYCLES)
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Bicycle Involved
Crashes
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Wheelchair, Skater,  
Personal Conveyance 
Involved Crashes
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VRU Fatal and Serious Crashes & Injuries
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High Risk Area Criteria
Define High Risk Areas with 
robust data sets that help 
identify where to focus on 
improvements
Brainstormed 126 possible 
criteria, identified out top 50
• Area based
• Segment based



Quantitative Analysis Recommendations
Required Indicator Suggested Indicators High Risk Areas Other Summary Statistics

•Route type •Volume (AADT) •Shoulder width •Driveways/access
•Speed limit •Bike lane •Number lanes •Pedestrian Island
•Estimated travel speed •Sidewalks •Work zone •Intersection/Distance from Intersection
•Crosswalk •Trail •Vertical curve •Weather
•Mid-block Crosswalk •Transit Stop (Proximity) •Roadway Junction Type •DUI Involved
•Month* •Schools Higher Education •Traffic Control •Speed Involved

•Day of Week* •Schools Pre K to 12 •Right turn involved (Facility) •Drowsy Driving Involved

•Time of Day* •Point of Interest •Left turn involved (Facility) •Distracted Driving Involved
•Non-Motorist Location •Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) •Maneuver •Drugs Suspected
•Hispanic or Latino Origin** •Smart Location Index (SLI) •Speed Differential = estimated speed - speed limit
•Household income** •Non-Motorist Contributing Circumstances
•Non-Motorist Age •Automobile Access**
•Median Age** •BAC
•Race**

Notes:

* Summaries Only

** Found in the SVI or SLI



SVI INDEX
• CDC Created
• 4 types of SVI
• Definition-

• Measures are gathered 
from ACS census tracts

• Most updated - 2020



EPA Smart Location Database (SLD)
• 3 indexes –

• National Walkability Index - characterizes 
every Census block group in the U.S. based 
on its relative walkability. Walkability depends 
upon characteristics of the built environment 
that influence the likelihood of walking being 
used as a mode of travel. Ranged from 1.0 
(least walkable) to 20 (most walkable)

• Accessibility Index - An index of the 
relative accessibility of a block group 
compared to other block groups within the 
same metropolitan region, as measured by 
travel time to working-age population via 
transit. 0-1 range. Values closer to 1 are 
more accessible.

• Smart location Index (SLI) - Ranges in 
value from 0-100, where 0 indicates the least 
location-efficient site in the region, and 100 
indicates the most location-efficient site.

• Measures are gathered from ACS census 
tracts

• Most updated - 2020
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VRU Injury by Functional Classification
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Arterial VRU Injuries with Reported 
Estimated Speed and Posted Speeds
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Non-Motorist Location
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Percentage is for reported non-motorist locations within the right-of-way. The location of 93 fatal and 283 suspected serious injuries were not reported or outside the right-of-way.



Vehicle Maneuver
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Vehicle Type
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VRU Injuries by Poverty 
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VRU Injuries by Poverty 
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VRU Injuries by Census Race
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VRU Injuries by Hispanic or Latino Origin
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Teenage Drivers
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Quantitative Analysis Recommendations
Required Indicator Suggested Indicators High Risk Areas Other Summary Statistics

•Route type •Volume (AADT) •Shoulder width •Driveways/access
•Speed limit •Bike lane •Number lanes •Pedestrian Island
•Estimated travel speed •Sidewalks •Work zone •Intersection/Distance from Intersection
•Crosswalk •Trail •Vertical curve •Weather
•Mid-block Crosswalk •Transit Stop (Proximity) •Roadway Junction Type •DUI Involved
•Month* •Schools Higher Education •Traffic Control •Speed Involved

•Day of Week* •Schools Pre K to 12 •Right turn involved (Facility) •Drowsy Driving Involved

•Time of Day* •Point of Interest •Left turn involved (Facility) •Distracted Driving Involved
•Non-Motorist Location •Social Vulnerability Index (SVI) •Maneuver •Drugs Suspected
•Hispanic or Latino Origin** •Smart Location Index (SLI) •Speed Differential = estimated speed - speed limit
•Household income** •Non-Motorist Contributing Circumstances
•Non-Motorist Age •Automobile Access**
•Median Age** •BAC
•Race**

Notes:

* Summaries Only

** Found in the SVI or SLI





Questions?

Thomas McMurtry
tmcmurtry@avenueconsultants.com



The American Heart Association

Noah Miterko
Government Relations Director
Noah.Miterko@heart.org
385-433-9221



“To be a relentless 

force for a world of 

longer, healthier lives.”

AHA MISSION



3

Research Prevention Non-Profit 
Issues

Quality Health 
Care

Health Equity

AHA Public Policy Agenda
Areas of Focus

Criteria
✔ Strategic Alignment 

with AHA Mission & 
Priorities

✔ Supported by the 
Science and 
Evidence

✔ Health Impact, with 
emphasis on Equity

✔ AHA involvement will 
have an impact – 
likelihood of success



•Research

•Partnerships and programs

•Education and Awareness

•Policy and Advocacy

American Heart Association in Utah



∙ Tobacco Free
∙ Quality Systems of Care
∙ Healthy Eating
∙ Access to Care
∙ Health Equity
∙ Active Living

AHA Issue Areas



6

Advocacy
• State Legislature

• Local Government

• Metropolitan Planning Organizations/Associations of 
Governments

• State Agencies

• Local Health Departments



•We all want and deserve to live in safe, healthy communities. People 
who live in neighborhoods where it is easier and safer to walk around 
are more active and have reduced risk of heart disease and diabetes. 
That is why the American Heart Association enthusiastically supports 
community-led efforts to pass policies that promote active living.

•From investments in bicycle and pedestrian safety projects, to 
comprehensive Complete Streets policies, policy change can create 
more livable and safe neighborhoods for everyone to walk, bike, roll 
and use transit. 

Active Living



•Establishes commitment and vision

•Prioritizes underinvested and underserved communities

•Applies to all projects and phases

•Allows only clear exceptions

•Mandates coordination

•Adopts excellent design guidance

•Requires proactive land-use planning

•Measures progress

•Sets criteria for choosing projects

•Creates a plan for implementation

Healthy Living and Complete Streets

Complete Streets Policy Framework 2023, Smart Growth America

https://smartgrowthamerica.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/02/Complete-Streets-Policy-Framework.pdf


9

THANK YOU
Noah Miterko
Government Relations Director
Noah.Miterko@westernalum.org
385-433-9921

mailto:Noah.Miterko@westernalum.org


Copperton Active Transportation Plan
WFRC Active Transportation Committee|  June 14, 2023
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PROJECT INTRODUCTION

The Copperton Active Transportation Plan 
presents the opportunity to holistically 
address a series of active transportation 
community goals established through the 
General Plan. We see three primary 
objectives for this effort:
• Active transportation connections, 

infrastructure, and promotion within the 
community. 

• Street and pathway connectivity for 
future growth. 

• Regional active transportation 
connections, especially along Bingham 
Highway and to key destinations such as 
the TRAX Red Line in Daybreak.



PROJECT INTRODUCTION

Project Team

• Township + Range
• Alta Planning + Design



PROJECT INTRODUCTION



PROJECT INTRODUCTION

Community Stakeholder Committee
• Focused on Copperton residents and community 

leadership
• Kickoff meeting / walking tour held in April 



PROJECT INTRODUCTION
DRAFT Project goals

1) Infrastructure: Build safe walking, biking, and other active 
transportation infrastructure to better connect the existing Copperton
community and ensure calm, people-oriented environments.

2) Sense of place and history: Respect and enhance the sense of place 
and community history within Copperton’s public spaces.

3) Bingham Highway: Reduce the barrier that Bingham Highway poses 
to active transportation and enhance its role as Copperton’s Main 
Street.

4) Surrounding open space: Create connections, mining and 
development buffers, and recreational spaces in the open land around 
Copperton.

5) Destination connections: Link Copperton to nearby regional 
destinations by walking, biking, rolling, and other methods of active 
transportation.

6) Community capital: Build strong relationships, collaboration, and 
community empowerment in Copperton among residents and with 
other stakeholders.



PROJECT INTRODUCTION

Ultimately, the project will provide:
• A vision for improving active transportation in 

Copperton.
• A network of planned improvements.
• A prioritized list of projects that the range of 

stakeholders can begin implementing.



CONNECTIVITY ORDINANCE

Connectivity Ordinance recap 

• December – January worked with team to develop a connectivity 
ordinance for Copperton.

• Included:
• Vision for community street and trail connections
• Standards for areas both within existing Copperton boundaries – largely constrained and/or 

designated as open space in the General Plan – and for potential annexation areas.
• Implications for community design – ordinance included standards for lot frontage, open 

spaces, and trails.

• Connectivity ordinance applied to property largely owned by Rio 
Tinto – ordinance presented to Rio Tinto.



CONNECTIVITY ORDINANCE



CONNECTIVITY ORDINANCE

Connectivity 
index

Block length

Community 
edge

Trail 
networks



ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK



ACTIVE TRANSPORTATION NETWORK



REGIONAL CONNECTIONS



NEXT STEPS

• Community BBQ scheduled for July 17 to introduce
project and Draft Goals, obtain initial feedback

• Interactive map



Questions?



Thank you!



AT Funding
Active Transportation 

Committee
14 June 2023



Construction Funding Sources

● State - UDOT Active Transportation Funding Matrix
○ Active Transportation Investment Fund (ATIF)
○ Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) Active funds
○ Transit Transportation Investment Fund (TTIF) First-/Last-Mile funds
○ UDOT Region Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)
○ Safe Sidewalk Fund
○ Recreational Trails Program (RTP)
○ Outdoor Recreation Grants

● Federal (MPO administered included)
○ Surface Transportation Program (STP)
○ Carbon Reduction Program (CRP)
○ Congestion Mitigation / Air Quality (CMAQ)
○ Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP)
○ Various discretionary grants (such as RAISE)

● Local
○ City “3rd/4th quarter” local sales tax funds
○ County “3rd/4th quarter” local sales tax funds (MAG programs for Utah County)

https://docs.google.com/document/d/1XVgzRj00oxWAEF5o17UpVCFlqKOdA2Eru-HXs59P8mY/edit?usp=sharing
https://projectprioritization.udot.utah.gov/nominations
https://projectprioritization.udot.utah.gov/nominations
https://recreation.utah.gov/grants/recreational-trails-program/
https://recreation.utah.gov/utah-outdoor-recreation-grant/
https://wfrc.org/Programs/WFRCFundingProgramsPacket2022.pdf
https://wfrc.org/Programs/WFRCFundingProgramsPacket2022.pdf
https://wfrc.org/Programs/WFRCFundingProgramsPacket2022.pdf
https://wfrc.org/Programs/WFRCFundingProgramsPacket2022.pdf
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.pdf
https://www.transportation.gov/RAISEgrants
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Federal Eligibility Matrix

https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/bicycle_pedestrian/funding/funding_opportunities.pdf


Planning Funding Sources

● MPO
○ MAG Technical Assistance to Governments Program (TAG)
○ WFRC Transportation and Land Use Connection Program (TLC)

(funded by Salt Lake County, UDOT, UTA, WFRC)
● State

○ Technical Planning Assistance (TPA)
● Other

○ National Park Service Rivers, Trails, and Conservation Assistance Program (RTCA)
○ Bike Utah 1,000 Miles Program
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