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Traffic Safety Committee Meeting Agenda 
 

City Council Chambers | 50 Natoma Street, Folsom CA  95630 

December 12, 2024 
4:00 PM 

 

 
 
 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

2. ROLL CALL: 
 

S. Bailey, Z. Bosch, J. Brausch, T. Galovich, K. Goddard, C. Wilson, M. Washburn 

 
3. MINUTES 
 

Approval of the Minutes of the October 24, 2024 Meeting. 

 
4. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR/GOOD OF THE ORDER 
 

Discuss any items not on the agenda that a member of the public wishes to bring to the Committee’s 

attention. The Traffic Safety Committee cannot take formal action on the item but can request that 

it be placed on a future agenda for further discussion. 

 
5. ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 

a. Draft Final 2024 Local Roads Safety Plan 

b. Evaluation of improvements on South Lexington Drive to reduce speeding 

c. Bus routes on Mangini Parkway, Rock Creek, And Sycamore Creek Way and how they relate 
to crosswalks and students walking to school safety 

 
6. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 

a. Traffic Safety Committee action item updates 

b. Upcoming Traffic Safety Committee items 
o Request for a stop sign at Dehone Circle and Pleasant Ravine Drive 

o Speed studies on Mangini Parkway, Grand Prairie Road, Alder Creek Parkway, and 

East Bidwell Street 

o All way stop sign request at Stewart Street and Grover Road 

o Crosswalk request at Blacktail Way/Quail Meadow Way and Alder Creek Parkway 

o Request for evaluation of line of sight at Willow Bridge Drive and Iron Point Road 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 
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Traffic Safety Committee Meeting 
 

Meeting Minutes 
 

City Council Chambers | 50 Natoma Street, Folsom CA  95630 

October 24, 2024 
4:00 PM 

 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER 
 

Chair Bailey called the meeting to order at 4:00 p.m. 
 

2. ROLL CALL: 
 

PRESENT: S. Bailey, Z. Bosch, J. Brausch, T. Galovich, K. Goddard, M. McGee 
 

 

ABSENT: M. Washburn 

 
3. MINUTES 
 

Approval of the Minutes of the August 22, 2024, meeting. 

Goddard motioned to accept the minutes. 

Brausch seconded the motion. 

Motion carried with the following vote: 

AYES:  Bailey, Bosch, Brausch, Galovich, Goddard, McGee 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Washburn 

 
4. BUSINESS FROM THE FLOOR/GOOD OF THE ORDER 
 

Public comment made by Mark McClelland regarding Gionata Way. Bosch will follow up with him 
regarding his request. 

 
5. ACTION/DISCUSSION ITEMS 

 

a. Bus routes on Mangini Parkway, Rock Creek, and Sycamore Creek Way and how they relate 
to crosswalks and students walking to school safety 

 

This item was postponed to a future meeting. 

 

b. Request to improve bicycle and pedestrian safety at Oak Avenue Parkway and North Lexington 

Drive 

 

Public comments made by Ken Burns, Erin Howard, Dave Dutra, and Inge-Maija Pawloski. 
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The Traffic Safety Committee recommends that the Public Works Department further evaluate 

the intersection of Oak Avenue Parkway and North Lexington Drive for a potential pedestrian 

scramble and that this be a future agenda item. 

Bosch proposed the motion. 

Brausch seconded the motion. 

Motion carried with the following vote: 

AYES:  Bailey, Bosch, Brausch, Galovich, Goddard, McGee 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Washburn 

 

c. Speeding concern on N. Lexington Drive 

 

Public comments made by Inge-Maija Pawloski and Erin Howard. 

 

The Traffic Safety Committee recommends that the Public Works Department begin with the 

implementation of the items outlined in the staff report. Including education, additional 

enforcement, pavement striping, radar feedback signs, enhanced school zone signs, and 

beginning and ending school zone notifications. They recommend that the intersection of 

Prewett Drive and North Lexington Drive be evaluated for a stop sign ahead. 

 Brausch proposed the motion. 

 Bosch seconded the motion. 

Motion carried with the following vote: 

AYES:  Bailey, Bosch, Brausch, Galovich, Goddard, McGee 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Washburn 

 

d. Crosswalk request near Creekside Manor Folsom on Creekside Drive 

 

The Traffic Safety Committee recommends that the Public Works Department install a 

crosswalk as explained in the recommendations portion of the staff report including the 

Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons. 

 Brausch proposed the motion. 

 Goddard seconded the motion. 

  Motion carried with the following vote: 

AYES:  Bailey, Bosch, Brausch, Galovich, Goddard, McGee 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Washburn 

 

e. Blind Turns at Garden Terrace Drive and Brooks Circle 

 

Public comments made by Samarveer Singh and Jobanpreet Singh. 

 

The Traffic Safety Committee recommends the addition of red curb striping on both the inside 

and outside radii on the three curves identified in the staff report and signage to go along with 

it. They recommend adjustments to the existing signage for better visibility. They recommend 
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future consideration of a fourth intersection for the same improvements. They would like this 

to be a future agenda item. 

 Bosch proposed the motion. 

 McGee seconded the motion 

  Motion carried with the following vote: 

AYES:  Bailey, Bosch, Brausch, Galovich, Goddard, McGee 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Washburn 

 

f. Crosswalk request on Silent Grove Drive 

 

Public comments made by Arun Thangavel and Vijay Bomma.  

 

The Traffic Safety Committee recommends approval of the three crosswalks identified in the 

staff report and the addition of a fourth crosswalk at the intersection of Sky Garden Way. They 

recommend bollards at the two crosswalks on Silent Grove Drive. They recommend future 

consideration for Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons after speed data is received. 

 Brausch proposed the motion. 

 Goddard seconded the motion. 

   Motion carried with the following vote: 

AYES:  Bailey, Bosch, Brausch, Galovich, Goddard, McGee 

ABSTAIN: None 

ABSENT: Washburn 

 

g. Discussion of the Traffic Safety Committee’s potential desire to be more actively involved in 

project and/or plan review 

 

Discussion. No formal action was made. 

 
6. INFORMATIONAL ITEMS 
 

a. Traffic Safety Committee action item updates 

 

Bosch provided a progress report on the projects identified on the chart provided in the staff 

report. 

 

b. Upcoming Traffic Safety Committee items 
o Request for a stop sign at Dehone Circle and Pleasant Ravine Drive 

 

The Public Works Department has not heard back from the resident who requested that 

this item be presented to the committee. 

 

o Speed studies on Mangini Parkway, Grand Prairie Road, Alder Creek Parkway, and East 

Bidwell Street 
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This will be a future agenda item. The Public Works Department needs to complete 

engineering and traffic surveys on each of these roads over the next couple of months 

and then the item will be brought back to the committee. 

 

o All-way stop sign request at Stewart Street and Grover Road 

 

This will be a future agenda item. The traffic counts and collision history need to be 

completed and compiled. 

 

o Crosswalk request at Blacktail Way/Quail Meadow Way and Alder Creek Parkway 

 

Future agenda item. 

 

o Request for evaluation of line of sight at Willow Bridge Drive and Iron Point Road 

 

Future agenda item due to the high speeds on Iron Point Road and landscaping blocking 

line of sight for the right turn from Willow Bridge Drive onto Iron Point Drive. 

 

o Evaluation of the effectiveness of radar feedback signs on South Lexington Drive 

 

This will be a future agenda item to evaluate the effectiveness of the radar feedback signs 

on South Lexington Drive. 

 

Chair Bailey asked if a special session should be held in December. The committee agreed that a 

special session of the Traffic Safety Committee Meeting will be held on December 12, 2024 to 

provide comments on the draft Local Road Safety Plan. 

 

7. ADJOURNMENT 

 

Meeting adjourned at 6:41 p.m. 



COMMITTEE ITEMS 

Agenda Item No. 5a 

TSC 24-033 

12/12/24 Meeting 

 

 

TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMITTEE 

STAFF REPORT 

 

DATE:  December 12, 2024 

 

TO:  Traffic Safety Committee 

 

FROM: Public Works Department 

 

SUBJECT: DRAFT FINAL 2024 LOCAL ROADS SAFETY PLAN 

 

 

 

BACKGROUND/ANALYSIS 

 

Purpose 

To provide an update on the development of the 2024 Local Roads Safety Plan (LRSP) and 

seek input from the Traffic Safety Committee to finalize the draft plan. 

Background 

The LRSP is a comprehensive effort to enhance safety across the local road network by 

identifying and addressing high-risk locations. The plan is developed through a data-driven 

approach, incorporating crash data analysis, roadway assessments, and stakeholder 

engagement. 

Key objectives include: 

• Identifying priority locations for safety interventions. 

• Developing actionable strategies to reduce crash frequency and severity. 

• Aligning with state and federal grant opportunities to secure funding for 

improvements. 

The LRSP draft includes a preliminary list of priority intersections and road segments 

identified through an analysis of crash data and traffic conditions. City staff is now seeking 

input from the Traffic Safety Committee to refine this list. 



Key Steps in the LRSP Development 

1. Data Collection: Compiled crash data, traffic volumes, and roadway 

characteristics. 

2. Network Screening: Applied a data-driven approach to identify high-risk 

locations. 

3. Stakeholder Engagement: Collaborated with community members and traffic 

safety experts. 

REQUEST FOR TRAFFIC SAFETY COMMITTEE COMMENTS 

City Staff is requesting that the Traffic Safety Committee: 

1. Review the LRSP draft and provide comments on the identified priority locations 

and proposed countermeasures. 

2. Suggest additional locations or strategies for consideration in the final plan. 

3. Endorse the LRSP for presentation to the City Council, following incorporation of 

Committee feedback. 

The finalized LRSP will serve as a roadmap for improving road safety and securing funding 

for targeted projects. 

RECOMMENDATION 

City staff recommends the Traffic Safety Committee: 

• Review and provide feedback on the LRSP draft. 

• Recommend changes or additions to the list of priority locations. 

• Approve the draft plan for refinement and subsequent presentation to the City 

Council. 
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STATUTORY NOTICE 

23 U.S.C. § 409: US Code - Section 409: Discovery and admission as evidence of certain reports and 
surveys 

Notwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data compiled or 
collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating, or planning the safety enhancement of potential 
accident sites, hazardous roadway conditions, or railway- highway crossings, pursuant to sections 130, 
144, and 148 of this title or for the purpose of developing any highway safety construction improvement 
project which may be implemented utilizing Federal-aid highway funds shall not be subject to discovery 
or admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for other purposes in any 
action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location mentioned or addressed in such reports, 
surveys, schedules, lists, or data.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
The City of Folsom Local Roadway Safety Plan has several notable purposes. The first is to identify 
traffic safety improvements based on a review of crash data and input from City staff, stakeholders, 
and the community. This project also provides the City with a foundation for a decision-making 
framework so that it can identify, prioritize, and implement proven safety countermeasures from the 
City’s toolbox in the following years. This report can also serve as an ongoing resource as City staff 
identify and pursue funding through various programs to implement the identified safety 
improvements. 

This Local Roadway Safety Plan summarizes the existing safety context for the City of Folsom based 
on crash records obtained from the California Highway Patrol (CHP) Statewide Integrated Traffic 
Records System (SWITRS) database. This data has been used to identify Citywide safety trends, high-
crash locations, and locations with unusual crash patterns or high-crash severities. The analysis was 
conducted using a network screening process for the City-maintained roadway system using crash 
records spanning a four-year period from January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2023. Section 3 of 
the report describes the analysis techniques that were used and why these methods were chosen. 

1.1. Background 
The City of Folsom is located in northern California and is in northeast Sacramento County (see 
Figure 1).  Situated east of Sacramento, Folsom residents live within 25 miles of California’s capitol.  
Folsom is home to over 84,000 residents (as of July 1, 2023).  There are two high schools serving 
Folsom residents: Folsom High School and Vista del Lago High School.  Major retail destinations 
within the City include the Palladio outdoor mall, Folsom Premium Outlets, the Folsom Central 
Business District, and the Folsom Historic District.  Folsom is home to many jobs, with the largest 
employers being Intel, California ISO, and Micron.   

Folsom has an extensive transportation network that ranges from local access via neighborhood 
streets and collectors, to regional access via highways through the City.  U.S Highway 50 (US-50) 
runs east-west through the southern half of the City and connects Folsom to rest of Sacramento 
County to the west and El Dorado County to the east.  East Bidwell Street is a major arterial that runs 
east-west through Folsom, connecting the Folsom Central Business District to the rest of Folsom, 
and continues to the new development on the south side of US-50.  Due to its location and broad 
connectivity, East Bidwell Street corridor is often congested during peak periods of travel, resulting 
in vehicle queues and delay onto adjacent City streets.  Other major arterial roadways in Folsom 
providing connectivity include Blue Ravine Road, Oak Avenue Parkway, Folsom Boulevard, and Iron 
Point Road. Additionally, major development on the south side of US-50 within Folsom is expected 
to increase multi-modal traffic. Major roadways in this area include East Bidwell Street, Alder Creek 
Parkway, Mangini Parkway, Prairie City Road, and White Rock Road.  

For public transportation, Sacramento Regional Transit (SacRT) operates light rail service along 
Folsom Boulevard corridor from the Folsom Historic District to the Folsom Premium Outlets. The 
light rail line continues into downtown Sacramento.  SacRT also operates local bus routes within 
Folsom.   
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Figure 1 – Location of Folsom 
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1.2. Commute Patterns 
Based on the US Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) data from 2023, the City of 
Folsom has the following commute trends: 

1.2.1. Commute Modes 

Mode of Travel % 

Biking 0.4% 

Taxicab, motorcycle, or Other 0.6% 

Public Transit  1.3% 

Walking 1.3% 

Auto Passenger (carpool) 6.4% 

Worked from home 25.8% 

Private auto 64.1% 
Source: US Census Bureau ACS 5-year 2018-2022 

The majority of the working population in Folsom drive to work alone.  An additional 25.8% of the 
working population work from home and 6.4% of the working population carpool.  Therefore, less 
than 4% of the working population will use alternative modes of transportation to driving a car (both 
alone and carpool). 

1.2.2. Commute Travel Time 

Commute Time to Work % 

Less than 10 minutes 13.6% 

10 to 14 minutes 14.8% 

15 to 19 minutes 12.9% 

20 to 24 minutes 15.4% 

25 to 29 minutes 7.2% 

30 to 34 minutes 12.4% 

35 to 44 minutes 8.5% 

45 to 59 minutes 7.8% 

More than 60 minutes 7.3% 
Source: US Census Bureau ACS 5-year 2018-2022 

As shown above, the mean travel time to work for Folsom residents is 26.1 minutes, with over 63% 
of residents having a commute travel time of less than 30 minutes. 
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This report is organized into the following sections:  

 Section 1 presents an introduction to the technical memorandum. 
 Section 2 presents the data sources used in the analysis. 
 Section 3 describes the guiding materials and analysis techniques for the data analysis. 
 Section 4 provides a summary of safety trends. 
 Section 5 provides an overview of the public engagement process and community 

feedback 
 Section 6 includes potential engineering and non-infrastructure countermeasures. 
 Section 7 lists the project locations identified and the recommended countermeasures. 
 Section 8 describes how the safety plan can be implemented and monitored. 
 Section 9 describes next steps for the safety plan. 
 Appendices 
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2. DATA SOURCES 
The following data was obtained from the City for use in crash data analysis. 

2.1. Roadway Network 
The crash analysis, which is described in detail in Section 3 (Data Analysis), used California 
Department of Transportation’s (Caltrans’) roadway classification system. The roadway network 
classification was assigned to each corridor roadway segment as either a major arterial, minor 
arterial, collector, or local road to develop crash rates specific to the functional design and capacity. 
Comparative statistics were stratified by roadway classification (i.e., only major arterials are 
compared to major arterials). 

2.2. Intersections 
Intersections throughout the City were grouped by control type as either signalized or non-signalized. 
The safety analysis is similarly stratified with similar control types (i.e., signalized intersections are 
only compared to signalized intersections). Note that intersection crashes include those which 
reportedly occurred within a 250-foot radius of the intersection; all other crashes are considered to 
be segment crashes in the safety data analysis.  

2.3. Crashes 
Crash data for the four-year period from January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2023 was used for 
the network screening analysis. Using data for the past four-year period is sufficient in identifying 
potential trends in crashes by location and type, while not being outdated as to have data that would 
include long-term technology and cultural/environmental changes. Crash data from two different 
datasets was used to provide a comprehensive analysis of the City’s safety trends. 

The City’s crossroads crash database was used in this LRSP update. The City’s crash database 
includes crashes of all severity including property damage only (PDO) crashes. In total, the City’s 
crossroads database recorded 2,076 crashes on the City’s transportation network from January 1, 
2020 to December 31, 2023. The City’s crash database was used to generate figures regarding crash 
types and contributing factors. However, due to limited geospatial information in the City’s dataset, 
crash data from TIMS was used to generate crash maps and for geospatial analysis. 

The Transportation Injury Mapping System (TIMS), maintained by the Safe Transportation Research 
and Education Center (SafeTREC) at UC Berkeley, maps all injury crashes in California using data 
obtained through SWITRS. This dataset includes injury crashes but does not include property 
damage only (PDO) crashes. The latest provisional data available from SWITRS was used in the 
geospatial analysis (ending in December 2023) as it typically takes CHP 12-18 months to upload and 
process the crash data. The crash data from TIMS was used for crash mapping, network screening, 
and location specific analysis. The TIMS crash dataset included 575 injury crashes. 

2.4. Annual Average Daily Traffic 
Traffic volume data was collected from multiple sources provided by the City. Primarily, ADT data 
was from an Engineering & Traffic Survey conducted by TJKM in 20191. Other sources of ADT data 

 
1 Engineering & Traffic Survey, TJKM, November 18, 2019 
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included the City’s traffic camera system along East Bidwell Street. This data included average daily 
traffic (ADT) values for roadway segments throughout the City for use in development of crash rates.  
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3. DATA ANALYSIS 
Using a network screening process, locations within the City that would most likely benefit from 
safety enhancements were identified. The outcome of this analysis helps inform the identification 
and prioritization of engineering and non-infrastructure safety countermeasures that are most likely 
to improve roadway safety in the City of Folsom. This method was selected because it is well 
established and condusive to large-scale safety analyses, such as citywide safety assessments.The 
network screening process ranks intersections and roadway segments by the number of crashes 
that occurred at each location over the analysis period, and then identifies areas that had more of a 
given type of crashes than would be expected for that type of location. Analysis methods such as the 
critical crash rate and equivalent property damage only were also used to determine crash frequency 
and severity at each location. Using historic crash data, crash risk factors for the entire City were 
explored. The following sections describe the data analysis process. 

3.1. Guiding Materials 

3.1.1. Local Roadway Safety Manual  
The Local Roadway Safety Manual: A Manual for California’s Local Road Owners (Version 1.6, April 
2022) purpose is to encourage local agencies to pursue a proactive approach to identifying and 
analyzing safety issues, while preparing to compete for project funding opportunities. A proactive 
approach is defined as analyzing the safety of the entire roadway network by through either a one-
time, network wide analysis, or by routine analyses of the roadway network.2 

These methods are focused on identifying systemic issues that can be addressed through 
countermeasures that are applied more universally than just applying spot treatments every time 
there is a crash. This process aims to match the identified issues with potential countermeasures. 
Each countermeasure comes with a Crash Modification Factor (CMF), a multiplicative factor used 
to compute the number of expected crashes after the implementation of a given countermeasure. 
The CMFs are used to calculate benefit/cost ratios. 

3.1.2. Highway Safety Manual 
The first edition of the Highway Safety Manual (HSM) was published by the American Association of 
State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO) in 2010. The HSM presents numerous methods 
for quantitively estimating the frequency and severity of crashes at a variety of road and intersection 
types.3 This four-part manual is divided into Parts: A) Introduction, Human Factors, and 
Fundamentals, B) Roadway Safety Management Process, C) Predictive Method, D) Crash 
Modification Factors.  

Chapter 4 of Part B of the HSM discusses the Network Screening process. The Network Screening 
Process is a tool for an agency to analyze their entire network and identify/rank locations that (based 
on the implementation of a countermeasure) are most likely to least likely to realize a reduction in 
the frequency of crashes.  

The HSM identifies five steps in this process: 4 

 
2 Local Roadway Safety Manual (Version 1.3) 2016. Page 5. 
3 AASHTO, Highway Safety Manual, 2010, Washington D.C., http://www.highwaysafetymanual.org/Pages/About.aspx 
4 AASHTO. Highway Safety Manual. 2010. Washington, DC. Page 4-2. 
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1. Establish Focus: Identify the purpose or intended outcome of the network screening 
analysis. This decision will influence data needs, the selection of performance measures 
and the screening method that can be applied. 

2. Identify Network and Establish Reference Populations: Specify the types of sites or 
facilities being screened (i.e., segments, intersections, geometrics) and identify groupings of 
similar sites or facilities.  
 

3. Select Performance Measures: There are a variety of performance measures available to 
evaluate the potential to reduce crash frequency at a site. In this step, the performance 
measure is selected as a function of the screening focus and the data and analytical tools 
available. 

4. Select Screening Method: There are three principal screening methods described in this 
chapter (i.e., ranking, sliding window, peak searching). Each method has advantages and 
disadvantages; the most appropriate method for a given situation should be selected. 

5. Screen and Evaluate Results: The final step in the process is to conduct the screening and 
analysis and evaluate the results.  

The HSM provides several statistical methods for screening roadway networks to identify high risk 
locations based on overall crash histories. In addition to flat crash quantities, the method used in 
this study is referred to as Critical Crash Rate (CCR). 

3.2. Analysis Techniques 

3.2.1. Crash Analysis 
The initial steps of the crash analysis involved establishing sub-populations of roadway segments 
and intersections that have similar characteristics. For this study, intersections were grouped by 
their control type (Signalized and Unsignalized) and segments by their roadway category (Major 
Arterial, Minor Arterial, Collector, Other). Individual crash rates were calculated for each sub-
population. The population level crash rates were then used to assess whether a specific location 
has more or fewer crashes than expected. These sub-populations were also used to determine 
typical crash patterns to help identify locations where unusual numbers of specific crash types are 
identified.  

3.2.2. Network Screening Analysis 
The network screening process ranks intersections and roadway segments by the number of crashes 
that occurred at each location over the analysis period, and then identifies areas that had more of a 
given type of crashes than would be expected for that type of location. These crash type factors were 
1) crash injury (fatal injuries, major injuries, other visible injuries, complaint of pain) 2) crash type 
(broadside, rear-end, sideswipe, head-on, hit object, overturned, bicycle, pedestrian, other), 3) 
environmental factors (lighting, wet roads), and 4) driver behavior (impaired and aggressive driving). 
With these additional factors, the locations were further analyzed and assigned a new rank.  

From the results of the network screening analyses, a short-list of locations was chosen based on 
crash activity, crash severity, crash patterns, location type, and area of the City to provide a variety 
of locations covering a wide cross section of safety challenges and improvement opportunities. The 
intent is to populate the safety countermeasure toolbox with mitigation measures that will be 
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applicable to most of the crash activity in the City. Twenty-five locations have been selected for 
mitigation analysis and project sheets with site-specific improvements were developed. Section 8 
presents the priority locations and the listed improvements, which are found in greater detail in 
Appendix E. 

The results of the network screening analysis are shown in Appendix A and Appendix B. Appendix A 
presents all of the intersections with three or more crashes, and Appendix B presents the roadway 
segments with three or more crashes. The appendices are color-coded to highlight crash trends and 
emphasis areas for further study and countermeasure development.   

3.3. Critical Crash Rate (CCR) Analysis 
The Highway Safety Manual (HSM), developed by AASHTO, describes the CCR method, which 
provides a statistical review of locations to determine where risk is higher than that experienced by 
other similar locations. It is also the first step in analyzing for patterns that may suggest systemic 
issues that can be addressed at that location, and proactively at others to prevent new safety 
challenges from emerging.  

The CCR analysis compares the observed crash rate to the expected crash rate at a particular 
location based on facility type and traffic volume using a locally calculated average crash rate for the 
specific type of intersection or roadway segment being analyzed. Based on traffic volumes and a 
weighted Citywide crash rate for each facility type, a critical crash rate threshold is established at 
the 95% confidence level to determine locations with higher crash rates that are unlikely to be 
random. The threshold is calculated for each location individually based on its traffic volume and 
the crash profile of similar facilities. A CCR differential value of greater than zero reflects a location 
that has a higher crash rate than facilities with similar volumes, while a negative CCR differential 
value signifies a below-average crash rate. It should be noted that the CCR does not reflect the 
severity of the crashes occurring at the location, but rather the number of crashes for the given 
volume.  

Figure 2 presents the intersections and roadway segments according to their crash rate.  

The top three roadway segments with the highest CCR differential values were: 

• E Bidwell St, between Orchard Dr and Wales Dr, with a total of 3 crashes and a local critical 
crash rate differential of 0.35.  

• E Natoma St, between Briggs Ranch Dr and Hancock Dr, with a total of 3 crashes and a local 
critical crash rate differential of 0.26. 

• Prairie City Rd, between US 50 and the road 2800’ North of White Rock Rd, which has a total 
of 5 crashes and a local critical crash rate differential of 0.21.  

The top three intersections with the highest CCR differential values were: 

• Iron Point Rd and Dry Creek Rd, with 3 crashes and a local critical crash rate differential of 
0.78. 

• Iron Point Rd and Pique Loop, with a total of 5 crashes and a local critical crash rate 
differential of 0.20. 

• Natoma St and Scott St, with a total of 5 crashes and a local critical crash rate differential of 
0.13 
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Critical Crash Rate Formula 

 𝑅𝑅𝑐𝑐,𝑖𝑖 = 𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎 + �𝑃𝑃 ×� 𝑅𝑅𝑎𝑎
𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖

 � + � 1
�2×(𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑀𝑖𝑖)�

� 

Where, 
Rc,i = Critical crash rate for intersection i 
Ra = Weighted average crash rate for reference population 
P = P-value for corresponding confidence level 
MEVi = Million entering vehicles for intersection i 

Source: Highway Safety Manual  

Data Needs  

CCR is calculated using:  
 Daily Entering Volume (DEV) for intersections, or Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) for roadway 

segments 
 Intersection control types to separate them into like populations 
 Roadway functional classification to separate them into like populations 
 Crash records in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) or tabular form including 

coordinates or linear measures 
Strengths  
 Reduces low volume exaggeration  
 Considers variance  
 Establishes comparison threshold  

Weaknesses 
 Does not account for regression to the mean bias 
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Figure 2 – Citywide Critical Crash Rate Map (2020-2023) 



   

Folsom LRSP Draft _12.03.2024.docx City of Folsom 
 December 2024 

Page 12 

3.4. Equivalent Property Damage Only (EPDO) 
The Equivalent Property Damage Only (EPDO) method is described in the Highway Safety Manual 
(HSM). This method assigns weighting factors to crashes based on injury level (fatal, severe injury, 
other visible injury, complaint of pain) to develop a property damage only score. An EPDO score 
allows for a fair comparison of crash severity across years or study periods, as this normalized unit 
takes into account inflation and cost escalation. For example, the cost to society for all injury 
crashes increased by 12.7% between the 2020 edition of the Local Roadway Safety Manual and the 
2022 edition. Using the EPDO methodology normalizes the data and accounts for the increase in 
cost from inflation. In this analysis, the injury crash costs were calculated for each location (based 
on the latest Caltrans injury costs). This value is then divided by the injury cost for a property damage 
only crash. The resulting number is the equivalent number of property damage only crashes at each 
site. This value allows all locations to be compared based on injury crash costs (HSM, Chapter 4).  
 

EPDO Formula: 

𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸𝐸 =
(𝑁𝑁𝐹𝐹 + 𝑁𝑁𝑆𝑆) ∗ 2,843,000 + (𝑁𝑁𝑂𝑂 ∗ 159,900) + (𝑁𝑁𝐶𝐶 ∗ 90,900)

14,900
 

Where, 

EPDO = Equivalent Property Damage Only (in units of crashes) 

NF = Number of fatal crashes 

NS = Number of severe injury crashes 

NO = Number of other visible injury crashes 

NC = Number of complaint of pain crashes 

The cost to society for each crash type along roadway segments is as follows: 

• Fatal: $2,843,000 
• Severe: $2,843,000 
• Other Visible Injury: $159,900 
• Complaint of Pain: $90,900 
• Property Damage Only: $14,900 

Source: Highway Safety Manual  

 

Locations with fatal and severe injury crashes will have a higher EPDO value compared to locations 
with less severe injury crashes. 

Figure 3 presents the EPDO value of intersections and roadway segments in the City. 
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The top three intersections with the highest EPDO values are: 

• The intersection with the highest EPDO value was Willow Creek Dr and Oak Avenue Pkwy, 
with an EPDO value of 573 (3 Crashes total: 1 Fatal Crash, 2 Severe Injury crashes). 

• Greenback Ln and Folsom Blvd/Folsom Auburn Rd, with an EPDO value of 304 (11 Crashes 
total: 2 severe injury crashes, 2 other visible injury, 7 complaint of pain). 

• E Bidwell St and Orchard Dr, with an EPDO value of 219 (4 Crashes total: 1 severe injury 
crash, 2 other visible injury, 1 complaint of pain). 

The top three roadway segments with the highest EPDO values are: 

• The roadway segment with the highest EPDO value was Prairie City Rd between US 50 and 
the road 2800’ North of White Rock Rd, with an EPDO value of 358 (5 Crashes total: 1 severe 
injury crash, 2 other visible injury, 1 complaint of pain).  

• Folsom Lake Crossing between Gun Range Rd and Folsom Dam Rd, with an EPDO value of 
377 (3 Crashes total:1 Fatal Crash, 1 severe injury crash, and 1 complaint of pain) 

• Folsom Lake Crossing between Gun Range Rd and Folsom Auburn Rd, with an EPDO value 
of 193 (3 Crashes total: 1 severe injury crash, 1 other visible injury, and 1 complaint of pain) 
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Figure 3 – Citywide Intersection Roadway Segment EPDO Map 
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4. SAFETY TRENDS 
The following sections contain the results of the safety data analysis process which include 
evaluation of the City of Folsom’s fatal and severe injury (K+SI) crashes compared against the 
statewide K+SI crashes. Other evaluations included are crashes by cause, pedestrian and bicycle 
crashes, and primary collision factor. This is a general comparison of the Citywide level to the 
statewide to gauge the general trends within the City. 

4.1. Severity Level 
Knowing the impacts of the crash (the injuries or type of damage which occurred) is a key part of 
assessing the environment and safety factors around the site of the crash. The National Safety 
Council developed the “KABCO” injury scale, which is frequently used by law enforcement for 
classifying injuries. The KABCO scale is referenced below: 

 K – Fatal  
 A – Severe injury  
 B – Other Visible Injury  
 C – Complaint of Pain 
  O – No injury (property damage only)  

Table 1 presents crash severity by facility type—intersections and roadway segments. Eighty 
percent (80%) of crashes occurred at intersections. The remaining 20% of crashes occurred along 
roadway segments. This trend is typical for urban areas with high traffic volumes and more densely 
spaced intersections.   

Table 1 – Crashes by Severity (2020-2023) 

Severity 
 Intersection Roadway Segment Total 

Crashes % Crashes % Crashes % 

Fatal 8 <1% 5 1% 13 1% 

Severe Injury 31 2% 23 5% 54 3% 

Other Visible 
Injury 172 10% 70 17% 242 12% 

Complaint of Pain 408 25% 102 24% 551 25% 

Property Damage 
Only 1,034 63% 223 53% 1,257 61 

Total 1,653 80% 423 20% 2,076 100% 

Source: Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (2020 – 2023). 
 

One percent (1%) of crashes recorded in the study period were fatal, and 3% resulted in severe 
injuries. Crashes resulting in the various severity levels are presented in Figure 4 and Figure 5. 
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Figure 4 – Crashes by Severity (Fatal and Severe) 

  
Source: Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (2020 – 2023). 

 

Figure 5 – Crashes by Severity (Other Injury, Complaint of Pain, & Property Damage Only) 

  
Source: Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System (2020 – 2023). 
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Figure 6 on the following page illustrates the injury crashes throughout the City, and Figure 7 
presents the same crash data in a heat map format. Figure 8 illustrates the fatal and severe injury 
crashes. 

The top three roadway segments with the highest number of crashes are: 
• Greenback Rd (Folsom Blvd to Scott St) – 5 Crashes 
• Prairie City Rd (US 50 to the road 2800’ North of White Rock Rd) – 9 Crashes 
• Folsom Lake Crossing (Folsom-Auburn Rd to Gun Range Rd) – 4 crashes 

The top three intersections with the highest number of crashes are: 
• Iron Point Rd and E Bidwell St – 12 Crashes 
• Iron Point Rd and Prairie City Rd – 12 Crashes 
• Greenback Lane and Folsom Blvd/Folsom Auburn Rd– 11 Crashes 
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Figure 6 – Injury Crash Map (2020-2023) 
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