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Executive Summary 
In January 2025, transportation and safety agencies hosted a public workshop in Bonners 
Ferry to better understand community safety concerns along the U.S. Highway 95 corridor 
between Ponderay and Canada. 

The purpose of this workshop wasn’t to discover whether or not safety concerns exist. It 
was to understand which concerns matter most to the community, where they occur, and 
how residents experience them. This information helps agencies prioritize resources and 
tailor solutions to local needs.  

While the results of this feedback may not 
be surprising, it is still important. This 
information confirms that community 
concerns match crash data trends and 
agency observations. Public input helps 
verify that agencies are focusing on the 
right issues. 

A total of 272 people participated in the 
workshop with 125 people attending in 
person, an additional 147 experiencing 
the information online and 71 surveys 
were completed as a result of the event. 

Overall, participants from both the in-
person workshop and the online meeting 
expressed high concern about corridor 
safety, with 87% reporting they are very 
concerned. Most respondents drive the 
corridor daily and identified driver 
behavior, roadway design, and traffic growth as the biggest contributors to safety issues. 

Community input is a critical part of transportation planning. This workshop helped 
confirm priorities, identify specific safety locations, and better understand local driving 
conditions. Feedback from this workshop will directly inform future safety planning, 
engineering priorities, and enforcement coordination along the corridor.  



Who Participated? 
 

 

 

 

Most participants live within the corridor communities, especially Bonners Ferry, 
Sandpoint, and Naples. 

Nearly 7 in 10 respondents drive the corridor daily, meaning feedback largely reflects 
regular users with firsthand experience.  

Awareness & Confidence 
Before attending, only 6% of participants said they were very aware of corridor safety 
efforts. After the workshop, a majority of participants reported increased understanding 
and moderate confidence in 
agency coordination. 

This suggests public workshops 
like this play an important role in 
helping residents understand 
ongoing safety work. 

Overall Safety Concern 
Concern levels were consistently high across all user groups, indicating strong public 
interest in safety improvements. 
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Most survey participants expressed concern about safety along the US-95 corridor 
between Ponderay and Canada. 
Eighty-seven percent reported being 
very concerned, and another 10% 

were somewhat concerned, meaning nearly all respondents indicated at least some level 
of concern. 

While this result may seem expected, it is meaningful because it confirms that public 
perception aligns with known safety challenges along the corridor. When community 
feedback matches crash data and agency observations, it reinforces that current safety 
efforts are focused on the right priorities. 

This finding is especially significant because most respondents are frequent corridor users, 
about 70% reported traveling it daily. This suggests the feedback reflects real, repeated 
experience rather than occasional impressions. 

Top Safety Concerns from Citizens 

What this question measured 
This question asked residents to describe any safety challenges they experience along the 
corridor. Responses could relate to roadway design, traffic conditions, enforcement, 
environment, or driver behavior. 

In other words, this section reflects people’s overall sense of risk, not just what other 
drivers are doing. 

Summary of feedback 
Residents most often described unsafe conditions as the result of multiple factors 
happening at the same time, especially driver behavior interacting with roadway 
limitations. 

Most-mentioned concerns:  

• Unsafe passing  
• Speeding  
• Aggressive/reckless driving  
• Lack of passing lanes  
• Dangerous turning movements  
• Traffic congestion  
• Slow drivers causing backups  
• Truck and  commercial vehicle traffic  

of participants reported they are very 
concerned about safety on US-95 87% 
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Less frequent but still meaningful concerns included: 

Visibility issues, wildlife crossings, seasonal weather conditions, road maintenance, and 
distracted drivers.  

Priority Safety Focus Areas 
Participants were asked to rank the factors they felt most affect safety along the corridor, 
focusing on the “3 E’s” of traffic safety: Engineering, Enforcement, and Education. 

Key findings: 

• An overwhelming majority of responses indicated that roadway design and 
engineering are the most critical factors in improving safety. 

• However, the largest volume of qualitative feedback focused on other drivers’ 
behaviors behind the wheel including aggressive or reckless driving, speeding, and 
being distracted. 

What does this mean? 

 While the public clearly values physical improvements to the roadway, their comments 
underscore that driver behavior is often seen as the most visible safety concern. This 
highlights the important role of 
“E”nforcement in addressing 
risky driving and “E”ducation 
in promoting safe behaviors; 
both complementing and 
enhancing the impact of 
engineering improvements. 

Education campaigns ranked 
lower in priority, suggesting 
that messaging alone is 
insufficient, but when 
combined with engineering and enforcement strategies, it can reinforce positive behaviors 
and support long-term safety improvements. 
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Safety Hot Spots 
Community input highlighted specific locations, both specific sites and longer sections, 
along the corridor where safety concerns are most concentrated. These hotspots represent 
areas where multiple participants repeatedly mentioned the same concerns and near-
misses, indicating strong public agreement about priority areas. 

Feedback was organized by the four corridor segments shown below. While concerns were 
raised across the entire length of US-95, responses were not evenly distributed. One 
segment in particular stood out significantly, with roughly two thirds of all location-specific 
feedback pointing to the stretch between Deep Creek Loop and Samuels Road. That 
concentration of concern, combined with the specific locations and issues described, 
paints a clear picture of where community members feel the greatest need for attention. 

 

Canada to US-2 
About 6% of all location-specific feedback referenced this northernmost segment. While it 
carries the lowest traffic volumes on the corridor, the comments received were notably 
detailed and location specific, suggesting strong familiarity with problem areas from the 
residents who did weigh in. 

The Three Mile Junction area generated the most feedback in this segment, with concerns 
focused on the mix of high speed through traffic, multiple commercial approaches, and 
frequent turning movements concentrated in a short stretch. Swift Lane, David Thompson 
Drive, and Tobe Way were each mentioned as specific access points where turning 
conflicts are common. 

US-2 to Deep Creek Loop 
Roughly 16% of location specific feedback referenced this segment, which includes the 
Bonners Ferry community and the stretch of highway running south toward Deep Creek 
Loop. Concerns were spread across several locations rather than concentrating around 
one hot spot. 



The Kootenai River Bridge approaches were cited by more than one respondent. The Three 
Mile Junction area was also mentioned as a busy and complex intersection. Bonners Ferry 
city streets, particularly Ash Street, were noted for driver confusion around lane use. 
Twenty Mile Road and the general Sandpoint to Bonners Ferry stretch were each 
mentioned, and the Bonners Ferry city limits area generated concerns related to speed and 
access. 

Deep Creek Loop to Samuels Road 
About two thirds, roughly 66%, of all location feedback pointed to this segment, making it 
by far the most concerning stretch of the corridor in the eyes of the community. Concerns 
were not limited to one or two spots but extended broadly across this section, with 
respondents describing dangerous conditions at multiple intersections and along extended 
stretches between communities. 

School House Road was the single most mentioned location in the entire survey. A future 
intersection improvement project is currently in design and set for construction 2032. Trail 
Creek Road, directly opposite School House Road at the same four-way intersection, was 
also specifically mentioned, highlighting the complexity of that crossing from multiple 
approaches. 

Elmira Road generated the second highest number of mentions corridor wide, with 
respondents describing dangerous turning conditions and limited sight distance. The 
Naples area, including the narrow bridge and access point challenges, was also heavily 
cited. McArthur Lake drew significant feedback as well, with comments focused on the 
approaches north and south of the bridge rather than the bridge itself. Mountain Meadows 
Road, Kootenai Trail Road, and the general Samuels to McArthur Lake stretch each 
generated multiple mentions, reinforcing that safety concerns in this segment are 
widespread rather than isolated. 

Samuels Road to Ponderay 
Approximately 12% of feedback referenced this southernmost segment of the corridor. 
Pack River Road generated several mentions related to access and turning conflicts, and 
the general Sandpoint to Naples stretch was referenced by a small number of respondents 
describing concerns about the corridor as a whole in this area. 

A small number of comments referred to locations south of Ponderay or outside the official 
workshop corridor boundaries. While those fall outside the scope of this study, they are 
noted here to acknowledge that safety concerns along US-95 do not end at the corridor 
boundaries. 



What’s Working Well? 
While much of the feedback focused on concerns and a desire for improvement, 
participants also identified areas where existing infrastructure or recent projects have 

enhanced safety along the corridor. 
Recognizing what’s working helps agencies 
to understand the benefit of their efforts 
and identify areas where effective 
improvements can be duplicated.  
 

Key improvements noted by the 
community: 

• Existing passing lanes- drivers appreciate places where opportunities exist for safe 
passing and expressed a desire for additional lanes.  

• Existing turn lanes- drivers recognize the value of refuge provided by turning lanes, 
especially for left turning movements to allow through-traffic to flow more freely.  

• McArthur Lake improvements- drivers 
noted the benefit and increased efficiency 
of the new bridge at McArthur Lake, both 
for drivers and for the safe crossing of 
wildlife.  

• Roadway/roadside maintenance: tree removal, vegetation clearing, pothole repair 
and general upkeep is noticed and valued by highway users.  

Public Input on 
Safety Strategies  
Workshop participants were 
asked to rank 10 safety 
strategy focus areas in order 
of most to least importance 
with regard to it’s impact on 
improving safety. This section captures those perspectives on strategic actions within 
engineering, education and enforcement.  

“The curve at McArthur Lake is 
greatly improved. I also like the 
wildlife corridor there” 

Safety Focus Area Ranked Importance Averaged 
Score 

Driver behavior High 3/10 
Intersections/turning  High 4/10 
Roadway design/maintenance High 4/10 
Law enforcement Medium 5/10 
Commercial Traffic Medium 5/10 
Winter driving Medium 5/10 
Lighting/visibility Medium 5/10 
Wildlife issues Low 6/10 
Public awareness campaigns Low 8/10 
Pedestrian/cyclist safety Low 8/10 

 



In this table, 1 represents the highest, or most important, perceived level of impact on 
safety, and 10 represents the least.   

The results reveal a clear pattern: the community prioritizes strategies that directly 
influence driver behaviors and reduce vehicle conflicts on the roadway while still 
recognizing the importance of enforcement and education efforts.  

Additional safety ideas from the public 
After ranking the 10 focus areas, participants were asked for any additional strategy focus 
areas that should also be considered.  

While many responses reinforced the original focus areas, several new themes emerged 
that were not explicitly included in the ranking question including: 

• Signage and driver information systems: Participants emphasized the importance 
of clear, visible signs that communicate roadway rules and safety enhancement 
behaviors such as turning on headlights or advising of upcoming condition changes.  

• Roadside distraction and visibility management: Some participants raised 
concerns for roadway-adjacent distractions such as large signs that draw attention 
away from driving. There was also a call for tree and vegetation removal for better 
visibility at intersections and approaches.  

• Width improvements: Some respondents pointed to narrow shoulders and bridges 
as a source of potential safety concerns and requested evaluation for widening to 
allow more space for vehicles and traffic volumes.  

• Vehicle conditions and safety compliance. A small number of responses 
mentioned concerns about poorly maintained vehicles, unsafe loads, and other 
mechanical issues that create hazards for other drivers.  

• Highway access and development: A few comments highlighted potential safety 
considerations associated with increasing urban development, access points to the 
highway and turning movements for traffic.    

Observed Driver Behaviors Contributing to Safety 
Concerns 
Participants were asked what driver behaviors they most often observe that make the 
corridor feel most unsafe or uncomfortable. Responses focused overwhelmingly on risky 
driving behavior and decisions with several clear patterns emerging.  



Aggressive and reckless driving were the most frequently mentioned behaviors. Many noted 
drivers attempting to pass slower vehicles, or multiple vehicles at once, in locations with 

short passing opportunities 
or limited visibility due to 
hills, curves, or within no-
passing zones.  

This suggests impatience 
and risk-taking play a major 
role in the corridor’s 
perceived safety issues.  

Participants also described 
a range of inattentive 
behaviors including 
distracted driving 
(especially cell phone use), 

failure to signal, failure to yield and a lack of awareness about safe vehicle operation that 
increase risks for all drivers.  

The large number of references specifically to speeding, and also to slow moving vehicles, 
suggest increased safety risks due to the varying speeds between vehicles traveling the 
corridor. Large differences in speed increase frustration between drivers and create 
conditions that encourage risky passing attempts.  

Workshop Effectiveness: Understanding Safety Issues and 
Agency Collaboration 
Participants were asked to rate how 
effective the workshop was in 
improving their understanding of 
transportation safety challenges and how multiple agencies coordinate to address them. 

Overall, the response was encouraging. Nearly three-quarters of respondents (73%) said 
the workshop was very or somewhat effective in building their understanding. Specifically, 
28% rated it very effective and 45% rated it somewhat effective. Another 15% were neutral, 
while a smaller number found it somewhat or very ineffective (6% and 4%, respectively). A 
handful of respondents indicated they did not attend the workshop or view the materials 
online. 
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73% of participants felt the workshop 
was very or somewhat effective. 



These results suggest the workshop format, presenting information across engineering, 
enforcement, and education, resonated with the community. For those who came in with 
limited awareness of ongoing safety efforts (the majority, as noted earlier), the workshop 
appears to have meaningfully filled that gap. 

At the same time, the roughly 10% who found the workshop ineffective, combined with 
written feedback about wanting more concrete project information and better facilitation, 
points to opportunities to strengthen future events. Those suggestions are captured in the 
workshop improvement section of this report. 

Agency Confidence Following the Workshop 
Participants were also asked how confident they felt after attending the workshop that 

agencies have coordinated plans 
in place to improve safety along 
the corridor. 

Responses were cautiously 
optimistic. Roughly six in ten 
respondents (62%) indicated they 
were very or somewhat confident 
in agency coordination, with 14% 
reporting they were very confident 
and 48% somewhat confident. 

Another 20% were neutral, and about one in five respondents expressed some degree of 
lacking confidence, split between slightly unconfident (9%) and not confident at all (9%). 

While the majority response leans positive, the notable share of neutral and unconfident 
respondents is worth acknowledging. It suggests that for a meaningful portion of the 
community, seeing coordinated action and tangible follow-through will matter more than 
the workshop itself in building long-term trust. This makes the agency commitments 
section of this report especially important.   

What Would Make Future Workshops Even Better? 
Participants were asked what changes would make future community workshops more 
useful. Many people said they enjoyed the event and appreciated the chance to share their 
thoughts, but several helpful suggestions also came through. 

Very 
Confident

14%

Somewhat 
Confident

48%Neutral
20%

Slightly 
Unconfident

9%

Not 
Confident 

At All
9%

Confidence



Participants were asked what changes would make future community workshops more 
useful. While feedback about the overall format was positive, several constructive themes 
came through. 

The most common request was for more information about specific projects and plans. It 
is worth clarifying that the ITIP projects shown at the workshop represent the full picture of 
formally programmed construction projects on this corridor over the next seven years.  

Smaller scale improvements handled by ITD operations crews can happen separately on 
shorter timelines, and may be added to the schedule as they are identified and resources 
become available. 

Several participants suggested that future workshops include a formal presentation from 
agency representatives rather than a purely open house format. That feedback is noted and 
will be considered in planning future engagement events. 

Some participants suggested making future workshops more focused on smaller sections 
of the corridor, so that residents most directly affected by a specific stretch could provide 
more targeted feedback. A few suggested 
inviting community members who have 
been personally impacted by crashes, 
feeling that firsthand accounts would add 
urgency to the conversation. 

The interactive map where participants could place sticky notes to identify problem 
locations was a highlight for many. A small number of people noted that facilitators should 
do a better job listening and responding directly to questions rather than redirecting to 
materials already on display.  

How Does the Community Stay Informed? 
Getting the right information to the right people is only possible if agencies 
know where their community is already looking. The survey asked 
participants how they currently stay informed about transportation projects, 
road conditions, and construction activity, and what the best way would be 
to reach them for future public involvement opportunities. 

Social media was the most common answer, mentioned by nearly half of all 
respondents. Email updates came in a close second, with about the same 
number of people indicating they rely on those for news and updates. Local 

news, including newspapers and community pages like 9B News on 

— "I was hoping for more possible 
project plans but I think you're 
gathering info and public feedback 

    



Facebook, was also frequently mentioned. Smaller numbers of respondents pointed to 
Idaho 511, official agency websites, and Nixle alerts through law enforcement. 

When asked about the best way to reach them for future involvement opportunities, social 
media and email updates were again the top two preferences, each selected by roughly 
half of respondents. About a third preferred ads or stories in the local newspaper, and 
postcards or mailers were preferred by about one in five. 

The message for agencies is clear. Reaching this community effectively means showing up 
on social media and maintaining an active email list. Print and mail still have a role and will 
not be overlooked, particularly for residents who may not be online, but digital channels 
should be the primary focus for future outreach efforts.  

Preferred ways to share information 
Knowing how people want to be reached is just as valuable as knowing where they already 
look for information. The survey asked respondents to identify the best way for agencies to 
reach them about future public involvement opportunities related to transportation and 
safety in their community. 

The responses reinforced what the previous question suggested. Social media and email 
updates were the clear front runners, with roughly half of all respondents selecting those 
methods. Local newspaper ads and stories came in third, preferred by about one in three 
respondents. Postcards and mailers were the least preferred option, chosen by about one 
in five, though that still represents a meaningful portion of the community worth reaching 
through traditional channels. 

Together, these two questions paint a useful picture for agencies. The community is 
reachable, engaged, and willing to stay informed. Meeting them where they already are, 
primarily online, will be key to keeping that connection strong as safety work along the 
corridor moves forward. 

Final Thoughts 
The last question of the survey gave participants an open space to share anything else they 
wanted agencies to know. Responses were optional and varied widely, but a few clear 
themes came through. 

Gratitude was the most common response. Many people simply said thank you, noting that 
the workshop was well run and that staff were approachable and easy to talk to. While 
positive feedback is encouraging, it also reflects something more practical. People showed 



up because they care about this corridor, and they appreciated being given an opportunity 
to be heard. 

Several respondents used their final comments to push for longer term infrastructure 
solutions, particularly a continuous four lane highway from Granite Hill to Canada. 
Concerns about future roadside development and highway access points also came up, as 
did questions about what potential future widening could mean for properties and owners 
located close to the highway. 

A handful of comments were more direct about the stakes. One participant noted they had 
never lived somewhere with so many accidents and deaths on a single road and urged 
agencies to take the feedback seriously. That kind of comment is a useful reminder that for 
many corridor users this is not an abstract planning exercise, but a daily reality. 

What This Means: Agency Commitments & Next Steps 
Community input is most powerful when it confirms what agencies suspect and fills in the 
details they cannot get from data alone. The safety challenges community members 
described, aggressive driving, unsafe passing, lack of turning and passing lanes, dangerous 
intersections, are consistent with what agencies already observe through crash data, field 
experience, and ongoing planning efforts. That alignment is actually a good thing. It means 
the community and the agencies responsible for this corridor are looking at the same 
problems and largely agree on where attention is needed most. 

What this feedback does provide is something equally valuable. It puts real voices and 
specific locations behind the data. It tells agencies not just that a problem exists, but 
where people feel it most, how it affects their daily lives, and what they believe would make 
the biggest difference. That kind of detail helps move from general awareness to targeted 
action.  

An interesting pattern emerged when looking across several questions. When asked which 
of the Three E's, engineering, enforcement, and education, had the biggest impact on 
safety, most respondents pointed to engineering and roadway design. Yet when asked to 
describe the safety challenges they actually experience on the corridor every day, an 
overwhelming majority of responses focused on driver behavior. Speeding, aggressive 
passing, tailgating, distracted driving, and general disregard for traffic laws dominated the 
open-ended responses. The strategy rankings told a similar story, with driver behavior 
finishing as the top priority by a wide margin. 

These findings are not as contradictory as they might seem. Most drivers naturally connect 
physical road conditions to their sense of safety, and roadway design does play a 



significant role in reducing crash risk. What the data also tells us, though, is that physical 
improvements can only go so far when unsafe driving behavior is at the root of many of the 
problems people described. 

It is worth noting that education ranked last in perceived impact among the Three E's, with 
only 7% of respondents identifying it as the most important factor. That is a common 
response. Most people do not instinctively think of safety campaigns or driver education as 
a solution when they are frustrated by the behaviors they see on the road every day. 
However, education is consistently one of the most effective tools available for producing 
lasting change in driver behavior. 

Enforcement produces more instant results, but those tend to be short lived. Drivers who 
modify their behavior in response to a visible patrol presence often revert once that 
presence is gone. Road improvements reduce risk but cannot change the decisions a driver 
makes in the moment. Education addresses the root of the problem. When drivers 
understand why a behavior is dangerous, they are more likely to change it in a meaningful 
and lasting way, creating safe driving habits rather than simply reacting to consequences. 
That kind of durable behavior change is difficult to achieve quickly, but it produces the 
most significant long-term improvements to corridor safety. 

Each agency involved in this workshop plays a different role in that equation, and each has 
taken this feedback and identified specific ways to act on it. The following sections outline 
what ITD, ISP, and OHS heard from the community and what they are committing to do with 
it. 

Idaho Transportation Department 
ITD's role in corridor safety spans daily maintenance, seasonal operations, and long-range 
project planning. Much of this work happens quietly in the background, and one goal of this 
workshop was to help the community understand the full scope of what is already 
happening on their behalf. 

Work Already Underway 
ITD's local operations crews recently replaced delineators and reflectors along the corridor 
to improve nighttime visibility and painted new turn arrows at the McArthur Lake Road 
intersection. This spring and summer crews have planned significant vegetation and 
hazard tree removal from Bonners Ferry, south to Naples, and will smooth the settled 
bridge approach transitions at McArthur Lake to address the bumps drivers have noticed. 

As they do every year, ITD crews will also repaint highway lane lines across the corridor this 
spring and summer, covering hundreds of lane miles across the district. This annual re-



striping endeavor also applies a thin layer of engineered reflective glass beads over every 
painted line, designed to maximize visibility both day and night and to hold up as long as 
possible against the wear of traffic and snowplow blades.  

Ideas Sparked by Community Feedback 
Several improvements are now being evaluated as a direct result of workshop feedback. 
ITD is exploring access changes at Samuels Road, including a possible right-in, right-out 
configuration at one of the store’s approaches to reduce left turn conflicts.  

Targeted signage is being considered in shaded corridor sections encouraging headlights 
on for safety, and keep right signage is being evaluated where passing lanes exist. ITD also 
has two mobile speed feedback trailers available and will coordinate with ISP on strategic 
deployment locations along the corridor. 

Projects in the Pipeline 
ITD has several larger projects already programmed for this corridor through the Idaho 
Transportation Investment Program, or ITIP, which is the agency’s seven-year planning 
process for scheduling major safety and preservation work statewide. 

 



School House Road deserves specific mention. It was the single most cited safety hotspot 
in community feedback, and an intersection improvement project is already programmed 
there for 2032. That alignment between community concern and agency planning is exactly 
what this workshop was designed to identify and confirm. 

Staying Connected 
ITD commits to keeping this community informed about ongoing work along the corridor 
through proactive updates via news stories, emails and social media posts throughout the 
year. 

Idaho State Police 
ISP plays a critical role in corridor safety through traffic enforcement, crash response, and 
public safety presence along US-95. Troopers are often the most visible reminder to drivers 
that the rules of the road are being watched and enforced, and their work directly 
addresses the driver behavior concerns that dominated community feedback from this 
workshop. 

Feedback in Action 
Agency leaders with the state police found the workshop feedback genuinely valuable, 
particularly the specific locations and behaviors community members identified. That 
information has already been shared directly with resident troopers, sergeants, and 
supervisors for their review, and it is informing how ISP thinks about where and how to 
deploy resources along the corridor. 

Sergeants are actively working to organize targeted enforcement emphasis patrols focused 
on the specific locations, behaviors, and time periods identified through community 
feedback. Rather than general presence patrols, these efforts will be more deliberate, 
targeting the intersections, passing zones, and stretches of highway that community 
members flagged most often, during the peak travel times and seasons when risk is 
highest. 

Inter-Agency Partnerships 
One of the most meaningful outcomes of this workshop was the show of support from 
other law enforcement agencies across the entire corridor. Representatives from local and 
county law enforcement agencies stretching from Ponderay to the Canadian border 
attended the workshop, signaling broad agreement that safety on this corridor is a shared 
priority that no single agency can address alone. 



ISP recognizes that staffing and resource limitations are a reality for every agency involved. 
No single department can maintain a continuous presence across the full length of the 
corridor. But by sharing the location and behavior specific intelligence gathered through 
this workshop, ISP and its partner agencies can coordinate more strategically, filling gaps in 
coverage and presenting a more consistent and visible enforcement presence across the 
corridor as a whole. 

Idaho Office of Highway Safety 
The Office of Highway Safety plays a key role in reducing crashes and saving lives through 
education, outreach, and data-driven safety campaigns. While OHS does not build roads or 
make traffic stops, the work they do to inform and educate drivers directly supports the 
efforts of every other agency at the table. 

What We Heard 
Workshop participants had a lot to say about driver behavior, and much of that feedback 
points directly to OHS's area of focus. Requests for better driver education, concerns 
about inexperienced drivers, and frustration with risky behavior on the corridor all 
underscore the importance of public awareness and safety education campaigns as part of 
the solution. 

In addition to the written survey feedback, several community members approached OHS 
staff directly during the workshop with a concern that does not show up in the survey data 
but is worth addressing here. Residents raised questions about how driving safety 
information, including driver education opportunities, reaches young people who are 
homeschooled.  

Unlike traditional school students, homeschooled students in Idaho are not part of a 
centralized system with consistent curriculum requirements or easy points of contact for 
agencies trying to share safety information. 

OHS acknowledges this as a real gap. While there is no simple fix, they are committed to 
exploring options for identifying and connecting with homeschool communities in the 
corridor region to make sure young drivers have access to the same safety education 
resources as their peers.  

If you are part of a local homeschool group and would like to connect with OHS about 
driver education resources, please reach out at ohsweb@itd.idaho.gov. 

mailto:ohsweb@itd.idaho.gov


Looking Ahead 
Targeted Social Media Safety Campaigns 
One of the clearest takeaways from the survey is that this community is active on social 
media. Nearly half of all respondents said social media is how they stay informed, and half 
identified it as their preferred channel for future outreach. OHS plans to put that knowledge 
to work directly. 

Rather than simply posting safety content and hoping the right people see it, OHS can use 
paid social media advertising to push targeted safety education content directly to users in 
this specific geographic area. Corridor residents do not need to follow an agency page or 
stumble across a post to receive important safety information. It will be served to them 
directly through their algorithm feed. This is a cost effective and modern approach to driver 
education that meets people where they already are. 

Crash Data Transparency & Accurate Information  
Misinformation about crash statistics can spread quickly in close knit communities, and a 
few workshop participants noted that word of mouth does not always reflect the full 
picture. OHS wants to make sure residents have direct access to accurate, up-to-date data 
for the corridor. 

The official Idaho Crash Dashboard is a free, publicly available online tool that provides 
real crash statistics and reporting for roads across Idaho, including the US-95 corridor. 
Residents can use it to stay informed about what is actually happening on the roads they 
travel every day rather than relying on secondhand accounts.  

Moving Forward Together 
Public input is most valuable when agencies listen carefully, and that was the primary 
purpose of this workshop. The feedback collected here has confirmed priorities that were 
already on the radar, surfaced specific locations and behaviors that will help focus existing 
resources more effectively, and opened conversations within each agency about creative 
approaches to improving safety within the means available. 

https://itd.aashtowaresafety.net/itd-safety-dashboards#/


Not every concern raised can be solved quickly, and some may not 
have a straightforward solution at all. Resources across all three 
agencies are finite, and the work of improving a corridor like US-95 
happens incrementally over time. What this community can count on 
is that the input shared here was taken seriously, that it has already 
influenced how each agency thinks about this corridor, and that ITD, 
ISP, and OHS remain committed to doing the most they can with the 

resources they have. 

This workshop was a 
starting point for an 
ongoing conversation 
that we look forward to 
continuing over time. 

The project webpage will serve as 
the central location for updates 
and future involvement opportunities as work along the corridor 
progresses. 

  

https://itd.idaho.gov/project/sh-52-snake-river-bridge-2-2/


Appendices 
Appendix A: Summary Snapshot 

  



 

Appendix B: Excel Public Outreach Summary Tracker 
Public feedback collected through workshop surveys was compiled in a multi-tab 
spreadsheet to document responses and identify common themes. 

The primary worksheet includes a column for each survey question. All written comments 
and responses were transcribed and logged to ensure each piece of feedback was 
captured and considered. 

Additional worksheets break out individual questions and group responses by common 
themes. These tabs include tabulations used to summarize feedback trends and support 
the key findings presented in this report. 

Due to the size and format of the dataset, the full survey data tracker is provided 
electronically at https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/US-95-Corridor-
Safety-Workshop-Feedback-Summary-Tracker-Public.xlsx 

 

https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/US-95-Corridor-Safety-Workshop-Feedback-Summary-Tracker-Public.xlsx
https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/04/US-95-Corridor-Safety-Workshop-Feedback-Summary-Tracker-Public.xlsx


Appendix C: Workshop Display Boards 
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