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Chapter 1 - Introduction

1.1 Purpose

In 2013, the City of Sun Valley received a grant from the Local Rural Highway Investment Program
(LRHIP), administered by the Local Highway Technical Assistance Council (LHTAC), for the development
of a new transportation plan. A prior transportation plan was completed 16 years previously, in 1997.
Significant growth since that time, and seasonally-fluctuating populations due to the resort nature of the
area, necessitate new planning. A new transportation plan is further supported by the City’s 2005
Comprehensive Plan, which calls for an updated transportation plan that establishes 5-year and long-
range transportation-related capital improvement plans. This transportation plan takes a critical look at
the existing transportation network within the City of Sun Valley. The purpose is to evaluate the existing
transportation network within Sun Valley, identify needs within the system, and present a plan to
address those needs.

1.2 Scope

The study began with the collection of existing data, including traffic counts, collision records, and
geometric data. Evaluation of the data led to recommendations for improvements. The Plan also
addresses bicycle and pedestrian movements and pathways, multi-modal transportation (public transit,
trailheads, etc.), and the future transportation system. It takes into account projected growth plus
present and future land uses, and evaluates future problems and solutions. Structured discussions with
city residents and officials led to an understanding of the challenges facing Sun Valley in maintaining and
improving their transportation network. This analysis provided the basis for the proposed
improvements. The Sun Valley Transportation Plan establishes five-year and long-range Capital
Improvement Programs (CIPs) in response to the needs identified.

The Transportation Plan is intended to be a living document that the City of Sun Valley can use to
continually identify and prioritize transportation deficiencies within the City. As part of the development
of this plan, tools were developed to assist City officials in making informed decisions. Pavement
Management and Sign Management programs currently reside in iWorQ, a web-based data
management system created for local government agencies. Through a partnership between LHTAC and
iWorQ, Pavement Management and Sign Management applications are provided at no cost to Idaho
counties and municipalities with populations less than 5,000. The inventories in these programs were
updated as part of the transportation plan to help the City track and maintain their infrastructure.

1.3  Technical Advisory Committee

A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was established for this study. The TAC was formed to extend
participation in the study to other interested parties, and to act as a conduit for local information
regarding the efficiency of the current transportation system. The TAC reviewed study findings and
documentation to ensure that the study is responsive to the actual needs of the City.
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Members of the TAC include:

e Mark Hofman, Community
Development Director, City of Sun
Valley

e Bill Whitesell, Street Superintendent,
City of Sun Valley

e Franz Suhadolnik, City Councilmember,
City of Sun Valley

e Ray Franco, Fire Chief, City of Sun

Tim Silva, General Manger, Sun Valley
Resort

Kurt Nelson, Ketchum District Ranger,
United States Forest Serivce

Jim Keating, Executive Director, Blaine
County Recreation District

Jason Miller, Executive Director,
Mountain Rides

Valley Mark Gilbert, Community
e Reid Black, Fire Code Compliance Representative, Mountain Rides
Officer, City of Sun Valley e Nils Ribi, Community Representative,
e Walt Femling, Police Chief, City of Sun former City Councilmember

Valley

1.3.1 TAC Meetings

Five TAC meetings were held during the development of this study. The first meeting was held on
February 6, 2014 and introduced members of the Technical Advisory Committee and explained the
purpose of the Transportation Plan. The planning process and the role of the TAC were discussed. The
committee was asked to start thinking about information they felt would be important to the study and
to identify problem areas in town. This meeting was also Keller Associates’ opportunity to gather
information from city officials, businesses, and citizens about the nature and qualitative condition of the
transportation system in and around Sun Valley.

The second meeting was held on April 1, 2014, and included a presentation to the TAC and public. The
presentation focused on Sun Valley’s pavement infrastructure. Exhibits showed the current conditions
of path and roadway pavement. A draft Capital Improvement List and a sample prioritization system for
ranking the improvements were presented. The TAC was asked what capital improvement needs should
be considered, and to think about how to prioritize them.

In the third meeting, held on June 9, 2014, Keller Associates presented pavement maintenance
scenarios utilizing various levels of funding. The scenarios illustrated the methodology behind pavement
maintenance. An updated Capital Improvement list, with a rating system incorporating the thoughts and
comments from the second TAC meeting, was presented.

A fourth meeting was held on August 5, 2014 to present additional maintenance scenarios along with
traffic sign inventory findings. The TAC was asked to prioritize capital improvements according to
criteria and weighting factors developed in the previous meetings. An electronic table was distributed
to TAC members with the intent to get additional input to fine tune the CIP list and prioritization of
projects. Comments and suggested changes were to be returned to Keller Associates by August 22.

A final TAC meeting was held on October 7, 2014. During this meeting a draft Transportation Plan was
presented to the TAC. Keller Associates went through key portions of the report and gathered initial
comments from the TAC...

S . A oo,
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Chapter 2 - Demographics

2.1  Sun Valley and Surrounding Area

The City of Sun Valley is located east of Highway 75 and the Big Wood River in Blaine County, Idaho. It is
on the edge of the Sawtooth and Challis National Forests in the Wood River Valley, adjacent to the city
of Ketchum. The City sits at an elevation of 5,750 feet next to Mount Bald (Baldy) and Dollar Mountain.
Baldy is considered to be a world class ski mountain with a resort run by the Sun Valley Company, the
City’s major employer. The Friedman Memorial Airport in Hailey to the south serves the area. Skiing,
hiking, ice skating, trail riding, tennis, fishing, and hunting are area attractions that draw tourists from all
over the world. A lively arts community offers a variety of opportunities as well.

2.2 Population

The populations of Sun Valley and Blaine County from the 2000 Census were 1,427 and 19,123,
respectively. The City population from the 2010 census was 1,406, and the estimated population for
2013 is 1,408. Based on these values, the growth rate in Sun Valley from 2000 to 2010 was
approximately -1.5%. Table 1 lists growth rates for Sun Valley and nearby communities.

Table 1 - Populations of Nearby Communities

Community Population 2000 Population 2010 % Change
Sun Valley 1,427 1,406 -1.5%
Ketchum 3,003 2,689 -10.5%
Hailey 6,200 7,960 28.4%
Bellevue 1,876 2,287 21.9%
Twin Falls 34,469 44,125 28.0%

Historic and forecasted populations for Sun Valley are shown on the following page in Figure 1. Based
on the annual growth dynamic from 1990 to 2010 (2.2% annually), it is anticipated that the Sun Valley
transportation system will be serving 2,283 individuals by 2,034, a 62% increase from 2010 population.
No reason has been identified to expect any significant change in population growth trends, so these
projections are considered realistic long-range projections for Sun Valley.

KELLER Page 3 j >

associates Sun Valley - Transportation Plan MU= ciy of SUN VALLEY
213112

A



DRAFT ocT. 2014

Population

e Recorded Population — e==?.18% Forecast

2500
2283
2000
=
S 1500
(T
2
£ 1000
(-9
500
0
o o o o o o o o (o) o o
< N O N~ [ee] D o - (o] o <
(o)} (o)} (o)} (o)} (e)] (o)} o o o o o
i — i i — i [a\] (o] (@] (g\] o~

Year

Figure 1 - Sun Valley Population

Using data taken from the United States 2010 Census, the following figure was created.
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Figure 2 - Sun Valley Population Age Distribution

As shown in Figure 2, the population of Sun Valley is fairly uniformly distributed across ages 25 to 44.
There is a slightly higher percentage of the population older than 44 years old and a slightly lower
percentage of people that are younger than 25 years old. These numbers put the median age in Sun
Valley at 54 years old. The median age for the population of the State of Idaho is 35 years, and 37 years

for the United States.

-
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2.3 Employment Characteristics

The mean household income for the City of Sun Valley (as reported in the 2008-2012 American
Community Survey by the U.S. Census Bureau) was $69,874, compared to $59,974 for the State of Idaho
and $51,371 for the United States (in 2012 dollars). Using an inflation calculator provided by the U.S.
Bureau of Labor, the current mean household income in Sun Valley is estimated at $70,0897 (2014
dollars). The table below shows the labor force distribution by industry (U.S. Census 2012).

As Table 2 shows, the arts, entertainment, recreation, and accommodation and food services industries
employ nearly 40% of the working population. The major employer in the area is the Sun Valley
Company at the resort and related businesses.

Table 2 - Employment Distribution

Employment Distribution
Industry Percent
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation, and 39.7
Accommodation and Food Services
Finance and Insurance, and Real Estate and 15.6
Rental Leasing
Educational Services, and Health Care and 113
social Assistance
Professional, Scientific, and Management,
Administrative and Waste Management 10.8
Services
Construction 7.5
Wholesale Trade 6
Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting, 4.7
and Mining
Transportation and Warehousing, and 33
Utilities ’
Other Services 1.7
Retail Trade 1.6
Public Administration 1.5
Information 1.2
Manufacturing 1.1
KELLER Page 5 a7 ——
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2.4 Current Land Use

Land use within the city limits of Sun Valley can be broken into three major categories: residential,
commercial, and recreation-public. Table 3 shows the percentage of land use in Sun Valley in each of
those three categories. The majority of the land within the city limits is open space and is used for
recreational purposes. This is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, which calls for open space.

Table 3 - Existing Land Use

Land Use
Residential 25%
Commercial 2%
Recreation-Public 73%

Figure 3 shows the locations of schools, emergency services, hospitals, and major retail, commercial,
and employment nodes within the City. Figure 4, based on land use GIS data obtained from the Blaine
County GIS department, shows the land use within the city limits by area.

—
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Chapter 3 - Existing Transportation System

This chapter details current conditions of the transportation system.

3.1 Street Jurisdiction

Keller Associates worked with City personnel to establish ownership and maintenance jurisdictions of
streets within and around Sun Valley. The City of Sun Valley owns and maintains approximately twenty
(19.8) centerline miles of asphalt streets. Sun Valley also maintains nearly 11 miles of shared-use
asphalt pathways (see section 3.3 for more information on pathways). There are no unpaved streets in
the City’s inventory. The Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) owns and maintains Sun Valley Road
(aka Trail Creek Road), which is designated as SH-75 Spur from SH-75 in Ketchum and northeast through
Sun Valley to the City’s northern city limit. There are also many privately-owned streets within City
limits. Private roads in Sun Valley include the following:

Angani Way
Arapaho Ct.
Arrowwood Dr.
Aspen Ln.

Atelier Condo Dr.
Back Pay Way
Badeyana Dr.
Baldy View Loop
Bannock Ct.
Black Birch Dr.
Bluff Condo Dr.
Boleanna Ln.
Bonne Vie Condo Dr.
Boulder Ct.

Buck Ln.
Bunchberry Dr.
Camp Way
Cayuse Ct.
Chateau Cir
Chateau Ct.
Cheyenne Ct.
Chief Joseph Ct.
Cloud Nine Dr.
Community School Rd.

Cottonwood Condo Dr.
Coyote Ct.

Creekside Ln.

Crown Point Ln.

Crown Ranch Rd.
Dogwood Ct.

Dogwood Ln.

Dollar Meadow Condo Dr.

E Lane Ranch Rd.

East Lake Rd.

Fairway Nine Dr.
Fairway One Condo Dr.
Farnlun Place Rd.
Firewood Ln.

Fox Ln.

Foxtail Dr.

Golf Ln.

Half Dollar Ln.

Harker Ln.

High Country Ln.
Highland Ct.
Highlands Dr.
Horsemans Center Rd.

Huckleberry Ln.

Indian Springs Condo Dr.
Indian Springs Ln.

Inn Entry Ln.

Inn Service Rd.
Kitzbuhler Strasse
Kootenai Ct.

Lane Creek Rd.

Larrys Ln.

Legends Condo Dr.
Lodge Apartments Dr.
Lodge Entry Ln.

Lower Ranch Condo Dr.
Mall Ln.

Meadow Rd.

Mock Orange Dr.
Moritz Rd.

New Villager Condo Dr.
Nez Perce Ct.

Nine Iron Dr.

Ranch Ct.

Ridge Ln.

Rose Ct.

Sage Creek Reservoir Rd.

Sagewillow Rd.

Senabi Ln.

Shoshone Ct.

Snow Creek Condo Dr.
Snowcup Ln.

Summit 1 Condo Dr.
Summit 2 Condo Dr.
Sun Valley Condo Dr.
Sunburst Condo Dr.
Sunflower Ln.
Teheya Ct.

Trail Creek Cabin Rd.
Trail Creek Condo Dr.
Upper Ranch Condo Dr.
Villa Ct.

Villager Condo Dr.

W Lane Ranch Rd.
West Lake Rd.
Weyyakin Dr.
Wildflower Condo Dr.
Wildrose Ln.

Willow Rd.

Woodruff Ct.

Figure 5 shows roadways in the Sun Valley area and their respective owners (ITD, City, and private).
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3.2 Functional Classification

The Functional Classification System is the process by which streets and highways are grouped into

classes, according to the type of service they are
intended to provide. In simplistic terms,
functional classification reflects a roadway’s
balance between providing land access versus
providing point-to-point mobility. Generally,

roadways fall into one of three broad categories:

arterials, collectors, and local roads.

Historically, urban and rural area functional
classification designations differed from one
another. In 2013, the FHWA changed this policy
so that there is now no difference between
urban and rural classifications. The FHWA
functional classifications are explained below.

e Principal Arterial
- Interstate
- Other Freeways & Expressways
- Other

e  Minor Arterial

e Collector
- Major Collector
- Minor Collector

e Local

el INE R Interstate
+ Highest mobility
+ Low degree of access

Principal and

Minor Arterials
« High mobility
« Lower accessibility

Major and Minor

Collectors
Balance between
mobility and access

Local Roads

LAND ACCESS - Lower mobility

« High degree of access

Arterial: These roads have the highest speeds, with the goal of providing a high level of mobility with
limited access. They are more numerous than interstates and provide a connection between regional

areas. Common characteristics of arterials are:

e Moderate to long distance

e High speed

e High traffic volume (can be multi-lane)
e Link between smaller communities

e Link communities to interstates

Collectors: Collectors gather traffic from local roads and connect them with arterials. They provide the
most balance between access and mobility. In rural areas, collectors are often divided into major and
minor collectors. Common characteristics of collectors include:

e Moderate distance
e Moderate speeds

e Moderate to high traffic volumes
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Local: Local roads primarily provide access to land and individual homes, but with limited mobility.
Common characteristics of local roads include:

e Access to adjacent land
e Shortest distance
e Low speed

e Low volume

The majority of the streets within Sun Valley are local roads serving residential areas. Historically, the
City has classified their main roads as follows:

e Highway
- SH-75
- Sun Valley/Trail Creek Road

e Arterial
- SaddleRd
- Dollar Rd
- Elkhorn Rd

e Collector
- FairwayRd
- Meadowridge Rd
- JuniperRd

A map of this information is shown in Figure 6 on the following page. These historical classifications by
the City do not necessarily match current FHWA-recognized functional classifications. Functional
classifications for Sun Valley roads, as shown in Figure 7, were taken from an ITD-generated GIS
database and represent the official classifications recognized by FHWA and ITD for funding purposes.

Classifications may change depending on the roadways' type of use. Currently Sun Valley/Trail Creek
Road is classified as a Major Collector. It provides access to local roads within Sun Valley and National
Forest land, and is used heavily by both commercial and non-commercial traffic. It becomes a Forest
Service road north of the City limits. State Highway 75 is classified as a Minor Arterial. Though not within
City limits, it is a major route to Sun Valley for out-of-area visitors. The Friedman Memorial Airport lies
adjacent to the west side of SH-75 south of Sun Valley, and is another main means of transportation to
the Sun Valley area.

Saddle, Dollar, and Elkhorn Roads, which provide access to local roads between SH-75 and Sun Valley
Road, could potentially be classified as Major Collectors. Elkhorn Road is the main means of access to
Dollar Mountain amenities and the Elkhorn Village area. It also serves as a de facto SH-75 “bypass
route” when road work and other causes of delay occur on SH-75. Fairway, Meadowridge, and Juniper
Roads, which provide access to many local roads along their rights-of-way, could potentially be classified
as Minor Collectors.

As functional classification plays a part in qualifying for some Federal Aid funding programes, it would be
beneficial for the City of Sun Valley to request a change in the functional classification of the previously
mentioned streets. This process involves submitting an Idaho Functional Classification / Urban Boundary
Change Request Form to ITD. This form requires information about the roadway and justification for the

. ”>“ﬁ ) U e L,
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request. Excerpts from the ITD 2014 Systems Manual regarding Functional Classification updates can be
found in Appendix A.
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3.3 Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

A major component of Sun Valley’s transportation system is a heavily used pathway and trail network.
The City owns and maintains nearly 11 miles of shared-use pathways. They serve pedestrians, bicyclists,
joggers, rollerbladers, and equestrians. There were no traditional concrete sidewalks and no ADA ramps
under the jurisdiction of Sun Valley at the time of this study.

Pathways in Sun Valley are asphalt paths, typically 12 feet wide. Traffic control on pathways is provided
by wooden bollards with plaques. Bollard and
pathway pavement conditions were inventoried;
pathway pavement conditions and maintenance
analysis are discussed in Section 6.1.4. Refer to
Appendix D for a copy of the bollard inventory and
photos.

Pathways are present alongside Dollar, Elkhorn,
Morning Star, Saddle, Sun Valley/Trail Creek, and
Village Way Roads. Pathways are either located
immediately adjacent to streets (Picture 3), separated
by concrete curbing and gutter; or else they are offset
from the street (Picture 2), separated by a swale.
Figure 8 on the following page shows pathway and Picture 1 - Typical Bollard
bollard locations.

Paths immediately adjacent to roads are two-way, which results in cyclists moving in the opposite
direction of adjacent motorist traffic. This is problematic at intersections, where motorists typically do
not expect bike traffic from the direction opposite of motor traffic. This issue is identified in the Blaine
County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan. The Bike/Ped Master Plan recommends that if new adjacent
pathways are constructed, they should be one-way in the direction of adjacent traffic and located on
both sides of the street.

SRR

Picture 2 - Separated Pathway Picture 3 - Adjacent Pathway

> -
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3.4 Intermodal Inventory

Sun Valley is served by several forms of intermodal transportation.

3.4.1 Airport

Approximately 15 miles to the south of Sun Valley is the Friedman Memorial Airport. The Friedman
Memorial Airport is jointly owned by the City of Hailey and Blaine County, and conducts approximately
3,300 Aircraft Traffic Control Tower (ATCT) operations per month.

3.4.2 Public Transit

Mountain Rides Transportation Authority was formed in 2007 after merging three separate local
organizations including Ketchum Area Rapid Transit (KART). It is jointly operated as a public agency by
participating cities and Blaine County. Mountain Rides provides public
transportation in the form of bus, van and car pool, and bike share. Bus services
include free town bus with three year-round and two peak season routes for
Ketchum and Sun Valley. A commuter bus connects Bellevue, Hailey, Ketchum,
and Sun Valley. Van routes run between Twin Falls, Shoshone, Gooding, Jerome,
and Fairfield.

Shelters at bus stops throughout Sun
788-RIDE Valley provide limited protection
e from the elements for transit users,
7 TR which helps encourage public
Picture 4 - BusStop  transportation use. Many shelters

Sian have been constructed or upgraded

in recent years. Sheltered stops include a wooden shelter,

bench, and a bicycle parking rack (Picture 5).

www.mountainrides.org

Passenger data for 2013 obtained from Mountain Rides ~
was used to create Figure 9. Over 377,000 riders used Picture 5 - Bus Stop Shelter
Mountain Rides’ bus and van services in 2013. The month when most rides occur is January.

Total Passengers by Month
70000
60000
¥ 50000 -
% 40000 -
@ 30000 -
& 20000 -
10000 -~
O .
Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec
Month (2013)
Figure 9 - Mountain Rides 2013 Monthly Ridership
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3.4.3 Other Services

Other transportation services are provided by various agencies that serve special needs populations and
operate in an “on demand” mode. School bus service is provided throughout Blaine County. None of
these transit services place a significant burden on the City roadway system.

3.5 Bridges

Bridges with a span of 20 feet or greater are inspected through a national program administered by ITD.
The visual inspection is intended to document surface and underwater structural conditions, as well as
provide a planning-level cost estimate for improvements. From these inspections, a sufficiency rating is
calculated. The sufficiency rating (range of 0 to 100) reflects the structural adequacy and condition,
serviceability and functional obsolescence, compliance with current design standards, and importance
for public use; and determines eligibility for federal funds. Bridge conditions are inspected every 12 to
24 months.

There are four bridges in Sun Valley with a span of 20 feet or greater. These bridges are generally in
good condition, with an average sufficiency rating above 80. Full copies of the inspection reports can be
found in VIAppendix E. The bridge sufficiency ratings and National Bridge Inventory (NBI) ratings are
summarized in Table 4.

Table 4 — 2013 Bridge Ratings

Bridge Key Features Route NBI Rating*  Sufficiency Rating
33310 TRAIL CREEK SILVERWEED WAY RD FO 74.8
33320 TRAIL CREEK DOLLAR RD ND 79.4
33326 TRAIL CREEK OLD DOLLAR RD ND 82.9
33305 TRAIL CREEK BITTERROOT RD ND 84.2

*NBI Rating: FO = Functionally Obsolete, ND = Not Deficient

Based on available inspection reports, one City bridge is functionally obsolete. A functionally obsolete
bridge is one that was built to outdated standards that no longer meet the minimum federal
requirements for a new bridge. These bridges are not automatically rated as structurally deficient, nor
are they inherently unsafe. Functionally obsolete bridges include those that have sub-standard
geometric features such as narrow lanes, narrow shoulders, poor approach alignment or inadequate
vertical under clearance. The classification of functionally obsolete (FO) is also a term used as a priority
status for federal bridge replacement and rehabilitation funding eligibility.
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3.6 Daily Traffic

2013 traffic counts obtained from the City of Sun Valley summarized in Table 5.

Table 5 - 2013 Traffic Volumes (Average Daily Traffic)

Location Fourth of July Labor Day* October (10/25- Christmas Week
(7/4-7/6) (9/1-9/3) 10/28) (12/27-12/28)

Dollar Road 6,694 2,856 2,436 9,556
(East of Sun Valley Road)
Elkhorn Road (South) 3,966 1,612 1,587 4,310
(East of SH 75)
Morningstar Road 1,051 480 357 1,211
(North of Elkhorn Road)
Sun Valley Road 10,089 4,682 3,673 11,538
(South of Bitterroot Road)
From L2 Data provided by City *Volumes abnormally low due to Beaver Creek Fire

For comparison, the 1995 traffic volumes found in the 1997 Transportation Plan are shown in Table 6.

Table 6 - 1995 Traffic Volumes (24 Hour Counts)*

Location Fourth of July Labor Day October Christmas Week
Dollar Road NA 8,100 2,700 9,700
(East of Sun Valley Road)
Elkhorn Road (South) 2,500 4,300 1,600 4,100
(East of SH 75)
Morningstar Road 1,500 1,000 500 1,400

(North of Elkhorn Road)

Sun Valley Road - - - -
(South of Bitterroot Road)

*Data from 1997 Transportation Plan

Overall, traffic volumes in Sun Valley are low (reflective of October volumes); however, peak seasons
and events affect traffic volumes. Traffic is highest during the winter holiday season, coinciding with
winter activities at the resort. During peak seasons, mobility and congestion are affected; intersections
become more congested and mobility suffers.

It should be noted that in late summer 2013, in result of the Beaver Creek Fire, volumes were
significantly lower than expected. Ridership data obtained from Mountain Rides for 2012 was used to
try and extrapolate Labor Day volumes for 2013; however, the data was inconclusive.

Figure 10 on the following page shows the locations of City traffic counts and 2013 Average Annual Daily
Traffic (AADT) data obtained from ITD.
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3.7

Cras

hes

Crash data from 2009 to 2013 was obtained from an ITD database containing comprehensive crash
locations and causes for all of Idaho. This data is typically received from crash reports filed by Idaho
State Patrol, local sheriff’s offices, and municipal police departments. The data was imported into a GIS
program to identify intersections and roadway segments with a high frequency of crashes. Accident-
related injuries are summarized in Table 7 below.

Table 7 - Crash Injury Summary

Severity Description Number of Occurrences
A Injury Accident Serious Injury 2
B Injury Accident Evident Injury 6
C Injury Accident Possible Injury 12
Property Damage Report | Property Damage Only 27

Overall, 47 crashes involving 65 vehicles were reported between 2009 and 2013. These crashes involved
87 people and resulted in 32 injuries. There were no fatalities. Of the 47 crashes, 11 occurred on a
State Highway System road (SH 75 or Sun Valley Road). Of the 47 total crashes, 9 were intersection
related (4 on a State Highway System road).

Crash events and the frequency at which they occurred are shown graphically in Figure 11 below. The
most frequently-occurring crash involved rear-ending.
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Figure 11 - Crash Events
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Contributing circumstances for the crashes are shown graphically in Figure 12.

Occurrence of Contributing
Circumstances

Improperly Parked
Improper Turn

Physical Impairment
Improper Backing

Failed to Obey Stop Sign
Improper Overtaking
Vision Obstruction
Failed to Maintain Lane
Drove Left of Center

Following Too Close
Exceeded Posted Speed = Total
Overcorrected

Distracted IN or ON Vehicle
Animal(s) in Roadway

Contributing Circumstance

Speed Too Fast For Conditions
Inattention

None Listed

Other

Alcohol Impaired

0 2 4 6 8 10
Number of Occurences

Figure 12 — Crash Contributing Occurrences

The most common contributing circumstance was alcohol impairment. A map showing the locations of
all reported crashes in Sun Valley between 2009 and 2013 can be found in Figure 13. The map is color
coded to injury severity.
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Figure 14 - Crash Locations and Severity
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3.8  Speed Limits

Speed limits throughout the City were recorded and analyzed for consistency. The speed limit in Sun
Valley varies from 15 miles per hour to 35 miles per hour.

Elkhorn Road is 30 mph from the Dollar Road intersection to past the southeastern Morning Star Road
intersection. From the southeastern Morning Star Road intersection the Elkhorn Road speed limit raises
to 35 miles per hour to its intersection with SH 75.

Dollar, Old Dollar, Fairway, Village Way, Morning Star, and Juniper Roads have a posted speed limit of 25
miles per hour. Exceptions to this include the southern segment of Morning Star Rd from Elkhorn Rd to
Independence Creek Road (15 miles per hour) and the portion of Village Way between Bonne Vie Condo
Drive and Legends Condo Drive (20 miles per hour).

—
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Chapter 4 - Regional Comprehensive and Transportation
Planning

Regional comprehensive, transportation, and other planning studies were evaluated to ensure this
Transportation Plan works in conjunction with regional planning documents.

4.1 Comprehensive Plan

A 2014 update to the Sun Valley Comprehensive Plan was underway at the time this report was being
prepared. The prior plan and draft versions of the update support a new City Transportation Plan.
Drafts of the comprehensive plan update indicate that currently there are three prominent areas for
development within Sun Valley: the Sun Valley Resort/Village Core; Sun Valley Gateway; and the Dollar
Mountain, Prospector Hill, and Sun Valley Municipal Complex.

Traffic impact studies are recommended for these developments. An initial study was conducted prior
to the 2008 economic recession; it is typical for studies conducted prior to the recession to be redone to
reflect current economic conditions.

4.2 City Design Policies and Standards

The Comprehensive Plan calls for the development and implementation of design, streetscape and
signage standards to serve pedestrian, bicycle, and vehicular traffic. City Code identifies the most
current edition of the Idaho Standards for Public Works Construction (ISPWC) as the minimum
engineering standards for use within the city.

4.3  Sun Valley Water and Sewer District and Wastewater Facility
Planning

Water and Sewer District improvements requiring road work should be coordinated with street network
capital improvements, with utility work occurring in the year prior to road work when possible.

4.4 Sun Valley Resort

A 2007 Transportation Study carried out by consultants for the Sun Valley Company analyzed how the
build-out of five Land Use Planning Areas (LUPAs) and two residential and commercial developments
would impact transportation conditions in Sun Valley. The LUPAs and developments identified in the
2007 include:

e The Resort/Village Core LUPA #1

e Gun Club/White Clouds LUPA #2

e (Gateway LUPA #3

e Horseman’s Center/Community School LUPA #4

x‘f>“. e A
R =—F city of SUN VALLEY
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e Dollar Mtn./Prospector Hill/Sun Valley Municipal Complex LUPA #5
e Elkhorn Springs Master Plan

e Sunshine Master Plan

The main focus of the 2007 study was the Gun Club LUPA (LUPA #2). The Gun Club LUPA #2 project has
since been completed. The Symphony Hall, part of LUPA #1, has also been completed.

Planning studies conducted prior to the economic recession (circa 2008) reflect pre-recession conditions
and forecasts. These studies should be redone to incorporate post-recession conditions.

4.5 Blaine County Transportation Plan

Capital improvement projects listed in the Blaine County Transportation Plan which are in or near Sun
Valley include Trail Creek Road from the end of pavement to the county line. Base improvements,
widening, and drainage improvements would occur. The affected portion of Trail Creek Road is not in
City Limits.

4.6 Blaine County Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan

The Blaine County Bicycle/Pedestrian Master Plan was being finalized at the time of this report. The
Master Plan recommends capital improvement projects in the Sun Valley area.

—
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Chapter 5 - Future Conditions Evaluation

This chapter discusses future conditions of the transportation system.

5.1 Future Traffic Projections

To identify areas that should be improved in the Capital Improvement Plan, it was necessary to examine
the future roadway conditions in Sun Valley. ITD provided forecasted traffic data for certain roadways in
Sun Valley, which is summarized in Table 8.

Table 8 - Future Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT)

Future AADT
Beginning Road AADT AADT AADT Annual %
Route MP End MP Name From To 2013 2015 2035 Growth Change
SH-75 128.21 128.376 SH-75 River St E sun ';/dalley 12000 12970 22700 2.8% 75.0%
SH-75Spur  0.189 1.488 S”"Q/;”ey Walnut Ave  Hospital Rd 4270 5200 7200  1.6%  38.5%

These traffic projections apply only to roads listed, and do not reflect changes in other local roads.
Traffic volumes on the minor arterial (SH-75) outside of Sun Valley and on the major collector (Sun
Valley Road) through Sun Valley are projected to increase by an average of 75 and 39 percent,
respectively, over 20 years. However, traffic volumes on these roads are still relatively low, and this
increase will not likely result in recurring congestion to Sun Valley facilities. As is currently experienced,
congestion can be expected during special events.

Since the population in Sun Valley is forecasted to increase approximately 62% by 2034, the traffic
volume on local roads is expected to increase proportionally.

5.2 Future Land Use

The Comprehensive Plan identifies three prominent areas for future development within Sun Valley.
Each area is called a Land Use Planning Area (LUPA). These areas are the Sun Valley Resort/Village Core;
Sun Valley Gateway; and the Dollar Mountain, Prospector Hill, and Sun Valley Municipal Complex.

DISCUSSION WITH TAC: STATUS OF COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AND FUTURE LUPAS

5.3 Future Employment

Unless there are significant changes to the demographics of Sun Valley, it is believed that the future
employment distribution will remain similar to the existing employment distribution. Examples of
significant changes could include a new large employment entity or an employment entity leaving the
area. None of these changes is expected to take place in the near future.

A
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Chapter 6 - Asset Management

An asset management plan is a strategic and systematic process for operating, maintaining, upgrading,
and expanding an organization's infrastructure with the goal of maintaining a set standard. In terms of
transportation, pavement is typically the most valuable asset an agency possesses. That being said, one
of the most important programs an agency can implement is a pavement management plan that enables
its leadership to make informed decisions on how to allocate resources to best maintain its assets.

The asset management plan detailed in this document involves Sun Valley’s pavement and signage. As
discussed in Chapter 1, the management program is facilitated through iWorQ, a web-based platform
that provides a mapping application with tools for inventory, data collection, inspection, and data
management. The actual pavement analysis in this report was produced using Transportation Asset
Management Software (TAMS), a program developed by the Utah Local Technical Assistance Program
(LTAP —similar to Idaho’s LHTAC) at Utah State University. TAMS functions essentially the same as the
iWorQ pavement program, but it is used by Keller Associates in conducting pavement analysis because it
offers more in-depth analysis functions.

6.1 Pavement Management

A Pavement Management Program (PMP) consists of the evaluation of existing pavement structures to
determine their condition, predict future deterioration, and determine the type of work required to
maintain or improve pavements cost effectively. To be used effectively, it must be used in conjunction
with good engineering judgment.

6.1.1 Pavement Inventory and Condition Survey

A database containing roadways that Sun Valley owns and maintains was created by Keller personnel
and linked to a GIS map. Data was obtained from the City and from field inspections by Keller
personnel. The street network was broken into 53 management segments, and each segment was given
a unique identification number in the database. The management segments were identified by Sun
Valley Street Department personnel and represent the City’s historical management segments.
Segments are homogenous management units allowing for a comprehensive inventory with respect to
physical features (width, length, surface type). Segments in Sun Valley are generally an entire street
length. Exceptions to this include Elkhorn, Juniper, Prospector and Village Way, which are broken into
sub-segments. The GIS map enables a user to select a road segment and view its associated data.

A pavement condition survey consisting of a visual inspection was conducted in November 2013 by
Keller personnel. Each street segment was inspected to create an inventory. Figure 15 illustrates the
typical inventory information collected for each pavement segment as found in iWorQ.
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Pavement Information

[ History ] [ Save ]

Date| 11/23/2013

[ Notes

J

Pave ID| 111

Road Name

Fairway Loop

From Address| Fairway Rd

To Address| Fairway Rd

Length| 1245

Width| 32

Area (Yd"2)|4,782

Notes

Speed Limit

# of lanes

Road Type| City

Current Rating Information

[ Update Rating ]

Date

1172312014

Fatigue

0:NONE

4

Transverse

4

1:LOW-LOW

Longitudinal

0:NONE

4

Patching

1:LOW-LOW

4

Edge

0:NONE

4

Rutting

0:NONE

v

Roughness

0:NONE

v

Pavement Condition

| View History |

Date

81112014

RSL

Not Rated

Recommended Treatment

Not Rated

Treatment History

Add Treatment

Uploaded Files

Upload File

Date

|

File |
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Figure 15 - Typical iWorQ Pavement Data
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There are several methods to evaluate pavement condition. Distress types observed in Sun Valley were
rated based on the Strategic Highway Research Program (SHRP) Distress Identification Manual published
by Federal Highway Administration (FHWA, which is a leading resource for pavement condition surveys.
This is the rating system utilized by iWorQ and TAMS pavement management software.

The rating system uses a matrix format that scores the severity of the distress against the extent of the
distress. Extent is determined by the amount of road surface area which is affected by the pavement
distress. Low extent means the distress appears in less than 10% of the segment. Medium extent means
the distress appears in 10-30% of the segment. High extent generally means the distress is present in
30% or more of the segment.

Severity refers to how far the cracking has progressed, and is often a function of the crack width. For
example, a low severity crack is less than % in. wide, a medium severity crack is between % and % in.
wide, and a high severity crack is over % in. wide. A copy of the asphalt distress rating sheet (found in
Appendix F) shows the distress types and their corresponding rating matrices. More information on the
various distress types is discussed in Section 6.1.2.

TAMS and iWorQ use the results of the condition survey to assign each road segment a Remaining
Service Life (RSL). RSL is a value between 0 and 20 that predicts the number of years the pavement has
before it reaches the end of its useful life. Based on the RSL and the distress that caused the RSL, a
maintenance action or treatment for each segment is recommended by the software.

6.1.2 Types of Pavement Distress

Below is a discussion of the major types of pavement distresses, including typical causes and repair
options. More in-depth information can be found in the SHRP Pavement Distress Identification Manual.
Pictures in this section are from the SHRP manual.

Fatigue Cracking

Fatigue cracking occurs in areas that are subjected to
repeated traffic loadings, such as in the wheel path.
Such wear usually results in a series of interconnected
cracks that in later stages will resemble a chicken wire or
alligator pattern. Some common causes of fatigue
cracking are loss of base support due to poor drainage,
increased heavy traffic loading, inadequate structural
design, or poor compaction during construction. Due to
the failure of the underlying base layer, repair by crack sealing or seal coating is generally ineffective.
Fatigue cracking can be repaired by excavating localized areas and replacing the base and sub-base.
Large areas of distress require reconstruction of the entire road segment. Improvements to drainage
should also be considered during repair.

—
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Longitudinal Cracking

Longitudinal cracks are parallel to the pavement centerllne Centerllne or Iane cracks are caused by
inadequate bonding during construction. They Y
usually start as hairline cracks, and widen and
erode with age. Longitudinal cracks in the wheel
path indicate they may actually be fatigue cracks
(see above). If caught early when the severity is
low, crack sealing is an excellent repair option.
However, if not addressed early they will continue
to ravel, widen, develop into multiple cracks, and
allow moisture to penetrate and weaken the base
and sub-base.

Transverse Cracking

Transverse cracks are perpendicular to the pavement centerline. They are often regularly spaced and
generally caused by movement due to temperature
changes and hardening of the asphalt with aging. They
usually begin as hairline cracks that are widely spaced
(over 50’ apart). Similar to longitudinal cracks, they will
continue to ravel and widen with age and should be
treated early by crack sealing.

Block Cracking

Block cracks are
interconnected
cracks that divide
the pavement -
into rectangular pieces. Larger blocks are generally classified as
longitudinal and transverse cracking. Closer spacing indicates more
advanced aging caused by shrinking and hardening of the asphalt
over time. Possible causes are usually due to the inability of the
asphalt binder to expand and contract. Low severity cracks can be
repaired by a crack seal. High severity cracks require a mill and overlay for repair.

Potholes and Utility Cuts

Potholes are small
bowl shaped
depressions in the
pavement surface
that penetrate all
the way through to
the base course.
Most usually occur

.
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on roads with thin asphalt surfaces, and seldom occur on roads with 4" of asphalt or greater. Generally,
potholes are the end result of fatigue cracking often combined with poor drainage. As fatigue cracking
becomes severe, small chunks of pavement begin to break away - creating the pothole. Utility trenches
that exhibit signs of settlement are also a pavement distress. Poor compaction of the trench backfill is
usually the underlying cause. Potholes and utility trenches can be repaired by patching; however, when
the distress becomes extensive, reconstruction is usually the recommended treatment.

Edge Cracking

Edge cracking is the formation of crescent-shaped cracks near the edge of the road. It is caused by lack
of support of the road edge, and is sometimes due to poorly
drained or weak shoulders. If left untreated, additional cracks
will form until it resembles alligator cracking. The appropriate
treatment for edge cracking depends on its severity and
extent. If caught in the early stages, crack sealing can be very
effective. Once the damage has progressed, an overlay or
reconstruction becomes necessary.

Rutting

Rutting is a surface depression in the wheel path. There are two basic types of rutting: pavement rutting
and subgrade rutting. Pavement rutting is usually the result of
insufficient compaction during construction. If not compacted
enough initially, the pavement will continue to densify under
traffic loads. Subgrade rutting occurs when the subgrade fails
due to settlement or lateral movement. In this case, the
pavement settles into the subgrade ruts causing the surface
depression in the wheel path. The method of repair depends
on the type of rutting. Severe pavement rutting should be
repaired by a mill and overlay. Subgrade rutting can only be
repaired by replacing the entire pavement and failed base.

6.2  Summary of Observed Conditions

Sun Valley maintains a total of 19.8 miles of asphalt roads. There are no unpaved roads under Sun
Valley's jurisdiction.

Chip seals carried out in 2012 and 2013 covered approximately 64% of the street network. Underlying
distresses were hidden under the sealcoats and were not apparent during the fall 2013 visual survey. To
determine the underlying conditions of the roads covered with chip seal, 2012 pavement ratings and
input from the Street Superintendent and City Engineer were used to determine current pavement
conditions. Based on the determined conditions, further field inspections, and additional input from city
personnel and the TAC, treatments and maintenance actions were recommended.

Road work has primarily consisted of crack and chip sealing, occasional overlays, and Cement Asphalt
Base Stabilization (CRABS). Recycled Asphalt Base Stabilization is a reconstructive technique where

-
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existing pavement and a certain depth of base material are pulverized. The pulverized material is mixed
together and laid down as a new base. The oils from the asphalt mixed with the existing base creates a
very stable base upon which a new asphalt mat is laid. Concrete is added to the pulverized mix along
with water prior to laying and grading the mix as new base material. The addition of cement creates a
much more stable base upon which to pave an asphalt mat.

Based on the determined conditions, Sun Valley’s roads are in overall fair condition, with a network
average remaining service life of 9.5 years. A map color-coded to pavement condition is found on the
following page (Figure 16).

6.2.1 Pavement Management Philosophy

As discussed in Section 6.1.1 the pavement management software determines RSL and recommends a
treatment based on the distresses present in a particular roadway segment. The critical challenge in
managing a pavement network is timing routine and preventative maintenance, rehabilitation, and
reconstruction to achieve the highest level of service and longest useful life at the lowest cost.

Most new asphalt pavements will deteriorate to a “Good” condition category after about 8 years (RSL =
12). This corresponds to a drop in the service life of the pavement of 33% and is the optimal time to
apply preventative maintenance. After 12 years (RSL=8), most asphalt pavements will deteriorate to a
“Fair” condition rating. This corresponds to a 60% drop in pavement life and is the optimal time to
consider rehabilitation treatment. If no rehabilitation is undertaken at this point, the street will likely
deteriorate to the “Poor” category within another three years (RSL=5). Cost comparisons show that
reconstruction strategies cost three to five times more than rehabilitation strategies. The cost of
preventative maintenance is about one-third the cost of rehabilitation strategies, or one-sixth the cost
of reconstruction.

RSL
Excellent =

40% Drop in Quality Spending 51 on

presenvation here,.

) ¥ 75% of Life
Fair = —_——

~eliminates or delays
spending $6 to 310

Poor - on rehabilitation or

40% Drop in Quality -~ reconstruction here.
Very Poor -
1206 of Lif
Failed T T i r
0 5 10 15 20

The graphic above is a generic pavement performance chart from FHWA which illustrates the idea
behind pavement maintenance. By performing preventative maintenance early on in a pavement’s life
or once it has been restored to a like-new condition, the useful service life can be cost-effectively
extended.

—

= = s/ ¥ g gy
St cityof SUN VALLEY

KELLER Page 34 j <

associates Sun Valley - Transportation Plan
213112



Condition
Excellent (19-20)
Very Good (13-18)
Good (10-12)
Fair (7-9)
Poor (0-6)

= State Highways

— Not Inventoried

-

i.___iSun Valley City Limits

2

Figure 16 - Pavement Condition Map
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6.2.2 Conditions Analysis

It is generally accepted that a good road network has the following characteristics:

e Average RSL of road network is 10 years or greater
o Less than 3% of the system has O - 3 years RSL
e A bell-shaped distribution with the mean falling at or about 12 years RSL

The average RSL for the City of Sun Valley’s street network is approximately 9.5 years. Figure 17 shows
the current RSL distribution for Sun Valley’s street network in terms of percent of surface area of the
network.

2014 RSL Distribution

(Network Average RSL = 9.5)
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Figure 17 - 2014 RSL Distribution

Table 9 displays the same information along with corresponding subjective ratings of poor, fair, good,
very good and excellent.

Table 9 - Subjective Condition Ratings of Street Network

Rating Poor Fair Good Very Good Excellent
RSL (Years) 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-20
% of Network 0% 6% 13% 32% 23% 26% 0% 0%
Total % 19% 32% 23% 26% 0%

Nineteen percent of the street network in Sun Valley is considered to be in poor condition.
Approximately 32 percent is rated as in fair condition, while 49% of the network is considered to be in
good and very good condition. None of the system is in excellent condition.

This distribution puts the current overall condition of Sun Valley’s roads in “fair” condition.
Approximately six percent of the network is currently at 3 years or less RSL. If no maintenance is to
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occur in the next five years (year 2019), then over 60 percent of the entire street network would be
rated to be in poor condition.

6.2.3 Maintenance Scenario Analyses

Sun Valley has spent various amounts on pavement preservation over the years. Sun Valley’s Annual
Road and Street Financial reports from 2004 through 2013 were used to determine annual maintenance
funding. Prior to 2010, street maintenance funds were procured through bonds. In 2010, when a bond
did not pass, funding for street maintenance dropped significantly. Table 10 on the following page
summarizes the Annual Road and Street Financial reports.

The data from the reports was used to develop maintenance scenarios to aid in understanding the
pavement conditions in Sun Valley. The maintenance scenarios that were analyzed include:

e Scenariol
- 2004-2019 Average Annual Budget
= $850k annual budget
= Based on funding procured through bonds
- 2014 Blaine County Road Bond
* In 2013 a bond went to vote and would have provided Sun Valley with $650k for
two years

e Scenario 2
- “Current” budget
= $195k annually
= Based on 2010-2013 average annual budget
e 5135k to roads and $60k to pathways, annually

e Scenario3
- Modified “current” budget
*  Entire $195k budget to roads

e Scenario4
- Ideal Maintenance Scenario (no established funding level)

Each maintenance scenario assumes that no maintenance will occur in 2014. Funding for 2014 was
applied to pathway projects, including the Sinclair Path retaining wall upgrades and Trail Creek
rehabilitation. The latter project is a joint project with Blaine County. Due to lack of maintenance in
2014, the average network remaining service life was predicted to deteriorate by one year to
approximately 8 years RSL. All maintenance scenarios assume that the listed budget is allocated to
streets only, not shared-use pathways. A separate analysis was conducted for pathways (Section 6.3 ).
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Table 10 - 2004-2013 Annual Road and Street Financial Reports Summary

Fiscal Year
Line Description 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Roads (rebuilt, redesign, or 2" S S $ S S S $ S $
30 | Overlay upgrade) 488,384 636,717 70,782 1,055,359 1,006,938 718,217 - S - | 61,886 -
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
31 | Bridges, culverts and storm drainage | 248,286 341,300 - - 42,155 - - 3,800 400 -
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
Total | 736,670 978,017 1,055,359 1,049,093 718,217 - 3,800 62,286 -
$ $ $ $ $ $ $
35 | Chip Sealing or Seal Coating 57,247 - 141,196 88,885 11,314 79,053 80,785 22,365 111,481 375,960
$ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $ $
36 | Patching - 12,177 1,125 11,356 8,702 8,954 14,333 24,054 11,427 -
S $ $ S S S $ $ $ S
38 | Grading/Blading - - 2,297 - 6,536 38,892 60,819 5,189 - -
S $ $ S S S $ $ $
Total | 57,247 12,177 144,618 100,241 26,552 126,899 155,937 51,608 122,909
$ $ S S S S $ $ $ S
Yearly Total | 793,917 990,194 215,400 1,155,600 1,075,645 845,116 155,937 55,408 185,195 375,960
S 2010 through 2013 S
2004 through 2009 Average: 845,979 Average 193,125
Budget used for optimizationand | $ S
projections: | 850,000 195,000
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6.2.3.1 Pre-2010 Bond Years Funding Analysis

This analysis assumes annual funding of $850k based on the average annual funding for years 2004
through 2009, when funding was procured through bonds. Treatment types for this scenario include
routine maintenance (chip sealing), and rehabilitation in the form of thin overlays or CRABS. The
allocations for each maintenance action per RSL category are listed in Table 11.

Table 11 — Pre-2010 Scenario Maintenance Allocations

Percent of annual maintenance by RSL Category

Maintenance | % System Cost 0 1-3 | 4-6 | 79 | 10-12 | 13-15 | 16-18 | 19-20
Single Chip Seal 20% S 169,284 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 30% | 35% | 35% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 11% S 225,007 | 0% | 0% | 10% | 50% | 40% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 5.0% S 451,424 | 5% | 35% | 65% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Crack Seal 20% S 36,678 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 25% 35% 40%
Single Chip Seal 5% S 42,321 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 40% | 50% 10% 0%
Thin Overlay 5% S 102,276 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 50% | 50% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 7.0% S 663,734 | 20% | 80% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Crack Seal 40% S 73,356 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 25% 40% 35%
Single Chip Seal 20% S 169,284 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% | 10% | 50% 40% 0%
Thin Overlay 2% S 40,910 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 50% | 50% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 2% S 180,570 | 20% | 40% | 40% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

This scenario is a 3-step maintenance plan. The first step applies to years 2015 and 2016:

e 20% (in terms of surface area) of the street network would receive a chip seal

e 11% of the network would receive a thin overlay

e 5% of the street network would be rebuilt using CRABS

The second step applies to year 2017 and 2018:

e 20% of the network would get crack sealing

e 5% of the network would receive a chip seal

e 5% of the network would receive a thin overlay
e 7% of the network would be rebuilt using CRABS

The third and final step applies to year 2019:

e 40% of the network would receive a crack seal

e 20% would receive a chip seal

e 2% would receive thin overlays
o 2% would be rebuilt using CRABS
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The RSL distribution of the network over time is shown in Figure 18. By 2015, the RSL distribution of the
network would improve to 9 years RSL.

2020 RSL Distribution with 2004-2009
Bond Funding Average
(5850k)

2020

Percent of System
o
)

O T T T T T T T T 1
0 1-3 46 79 10-12 13-15 16-18 19-20 AVG

RSL Category (years)

Figure 18 - 2020 RSL Distribution ($850k)

After maintenance is performed in 2019, the average RSL would be 18 years. This is a very high level of
service for Sun Valley. At this point, maintenance would be limited to routine and preventative
maintenance such as crack and chip sealing.

6.2.3.2 2014 Blaine County Road Bond

This analysis is based on a Blaine County road bond that went to vote in 2014. The bond (which did not
pass) would have provided the City with $650k each year for 2015 and 2016 (added to the $135k
“current” budget for an annual total of $785k. This scenario was analyzed to give decision makers an
idea of the level of funding necessary for road maintenance. Treatment types for this scenario include
routine maintenance (chip sealing), rehabilitation in the form of thin and thick overlays, and CRABS. The
allocations for each maintenance action, per RSL category, are listed in Table 12.

Table 12 - Blaine Co. Road Bond Scenario Allocations

Percent of annual maintenance by RSL category
Maintenance | % System Cost 0 1-3 | 46 | 7-9 | 10-12 | 13-15 | 16-18 | 19-20

Single Chip Seal 20% S 169,284 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 30% | 40% | 30% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 5% S 102,276 | 0% | 0% | 50% | 50% | 0% 0% 0% 0%
Thick Overlay 6% $ 63,650 | 0% | 0% | 50% | 50% | 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 5% S 451,425 | 10% | 20% | 70% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
. Years2017,2018amd209
Crack Seal 5% S 9,170 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 60% 40%
Single Chip Seal 15% S 126,963 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 20% | 30% | 50% 0% 0%

-
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The first step applies to years 2015 and 2016:

e 20% of the network would receive a chip seal
e 5% would receive a thin overlay

e 6% would receive a thick (structural) overlay
e 5% would be rebuilt using CRABS

The second step applies to years 2017 through 2019:

e 5% of the network would be crack sealed each year

e 15% of the network would be chip sealed each year

The network RSL distribution for 2020 is shown in Figure 19.

2020 RSL Distribution with
Blaine Co. Bond
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RSL Category (years)

Figure 19 - 2020 RSL Distribution (Blaine Co. Bond)

After maintenance is performed in 2019, the average RSL would be 13 years. Though the system
average RSL has increased, there is still a large amount of the network in poor condition (RSL 0-6 years).

6.2.3.3 “Current” Budget ($135k)

The average annual budget for both street and path maintenance for 2010 through 2013 is $195k.
Approximately $S60k of the $195k went to pathway maintenance; this scenario is based on a street
budget of $135k. It is also a two-step plan as summarized in Table 13.
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Table 13 - Current Budget Scenario ($135k) Maintenance Allocations

Percent of annual maintenance by RSL category
Maintenance % System Cost 0 1-3 |46 | 79 | 10-12 | 13-15 | 16-18 | 19-20

Single Chip Seal 16% S 135,427 0% 0% | 0% | 15% | 45% 40% 0% 0%
Yearly Total: | $§ 135,427

Crack Seal 6% S 11,003 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 45% 45% 10%
Single Chip Seal 4% S 33,857 0% 0% | 0% | 15% | 45% 40% 0% 0%
CRABS 1.0% S 90,285 | 100% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Yearly Total: | $§ 135,145
The first step applies to years 2015 through 2017:

e  16% of the network would be chip sealed each year
The second step applies to years 2019 through years 2024:

o 6% of the network is crack sealed
e 4% of the network is chip sealed
e 1% of the network is reconstructed with CRABS

Network RSL distribution is shown in Figure 20.

2020 RSL Distribution with Current
Budget

AVG RSL 8.4
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Figure 20 - 2020 Current Budget RSL Distribution

By 2020, the average RSL would be approximately 8 years. In terms of average RSL, there is no change.
However, a substantial amount of the network is projected to be in the poor category. It is clear that
utilizing the current level of funding does not allow for real improvement in the street network.
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The projection for this scenario was extended to 2025 utilizing the second step maintenance allocations
(Figure 21).

2025 RSL Distribution with Current

Budget
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Figure 21 - 2025 RSL Distribution ($135k)

The average RSL of Sun Valley’s streets would be 8.5 years. Again, there would be no change in average
RSL, but at this point roads in Sun Valley would be in extremely poor condition or very good condition.
Roads in poor condition would require reconstructive efforts.

6.2.3.4 Modified “Current” Budget ($195k)

The previous scenario was modified such that the assumed $60k for pathway maintenance was
allocated to road maintenance, to bring total road maintenance funding to $195k annually. This is a 3-
step plan; refer to Table 14.

Table 14 - Maintenance Allocations ($195k)

Percent of annual maintenance by RSL category
Maintenance | % System Cost 0 1-3 | 4-6 | 7-9 | 10-12 | 13-15 | 16-18 | 19-20

Crack Seal 14% S 25,675 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Single Chip Seal 20% S 169,284 0% 0% | 0% | 15% | 45% 40% 0% 0%
Yearly Total: | $ 194,959

Crack Seal 11% S 20,173 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 45% 45% 10%

Single Chip Seal 10% S 84,642 0% 0% | 0% | 45% | 15% 40% 0% 0%

CRABS 1.0% S 90,285 | 100% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Yearly Total: | $ 195,100

Crack Seal 11% S 20,173 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 45% | 45% 10%
Single Chip Seal 10% S 84,642 | 0% | 0% | 0% | 0% 15% | 40% | 45% 0%
CRABS 1.0% S 90,285 | 100% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Yearly Total: | $ 195,100
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The first step applies to years 2015 and 2016:

e 14% of the network would be crack sealed

e 20% of the network would be chip sealed
The second step applies to years 2017 and 2018:

e 11% of network would be crack sealed
e 10% chip sealed
e 1% reconstructed using CRABS

The third step applies to years 2019 and beyond:
e Same allocations as 2™ step but applied to different RSL categories

The RSL distribution in 2020 is shown in Figure 22.

2020 RSL Distribution with $195K Budget
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Figure 22 - 2020 RSL Distribution ($195k)

In five years, the percent of the network in the poor category is somewhat less than that in the previous
scenario. Distribution for 2025 is shown in Figure 23 on the following page.
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2025 RSL Distribution with $195K

Budget
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Figure 23 - 2025 Distribution ($195k)

This distribution is also slightly better than that of the previous scenario, but still over 40% of roads
would need to be reconstructed. This helps illustrate the need for additional funding for street

maintenance.
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014

6.2.3.5 Ideal Maintenance Level Funding Scenario

This scenario analyzes the cost to achieve ideal street network characteristics. This is a multi-step plan.
It should be noted that 2015 funding has been appropriated to chip sealing Elkhorn Road in its entirety.
This represents approximately 24% of the street network.

Table 15 - Ideal Maintenance Level Funding Allocations

Percent of annual maintenance by RSL category

Maintenance

% System

Cost

Single Chip Seal| 24% |S 203,141 0% 0% | 0% [33%| 34% 33% 0% 0%
Yearly Total:| $ 203,141
- a2y
Crack Seal 20% |$ 36,678 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 10%
Single Chip Seal| 15% |S 126,963| 0% 0% | 0% |33%| 34% 33% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 10% |S 204,552| 0% 0% |70%|30%| 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 5.0% |$ 451,424 0% | 100% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Yearly Total:| $ 819,617
- 8
Crack Seal 20% |S 36,678 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Single Chip Seal| 20% |S 169,284| 0% 0% | 0% |20%| 50% 30% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 5% S 102,276] 0% 0% |70%|30%| 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 5.0% |$ 451,424 75% | 25% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Yearly Total:| $ 759,662
I T T
Crack Seal 20% |$ 36,678 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Single Chip Seal| 20% |S 169,284 0% 0% | 0% | 0% | 50% | 50% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 2% S 40,910 0% 0% |60%|40%| 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 5.0% |$ 451,424/ 100% | 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
arly Total:| $ 698,296
Crack Seal 20% |S 36,678 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Single Chip Seal| 15% |S 126,963| 0% 0% | 0% | 0% | 40% | 50% | 10% 0%
CRABS 3.0% |$ 180,570] 25% | 25% |50% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
$

Yearly Total: 344,211
Crack Seal 20% |S 36,678 0% 0% | 0% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Single Chip Seal| 20% |$S 84,642 0% 0% | 0% | 0% | 30% 70% 0% 0%
Yearly Total:| $ 121,320
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The first step of the multi-step plan is as outlined:

e $665k average annual funding for 1** five years
e 3300k average annual funding for 2™ five years

e S480k average annual funding for all 10 years

The RSL distribution for 2020 utilizing this funding level is shown in Figure 24.

2020 RSL Distribution with Ideal
Maintenance Level Funding
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Figure 24 - 2020 RSL Distribution (Ideal Budget)

At this point, 3.3 million dollars would have been spent, the overall condition of roads in Sun Valley
would be very good, and funding could be lowered. The RSL distribution for 2025 is shown in Figure 25.

2025 RSL Distribution with Ideal
Maintenance Level Funding
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Figure 25 - 2025 RSL Distribution (Ideal Budget)
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The RSL distribution at this point is better than the minimum recommendations, with a high level of
service and minimal amounts of the network in poor condition.

6.2.3.6 Maintenance Analysis Summary

The current average budget ($135k) would involve an expenditure of $675k over 5 years, and maintain
an average RSL of 8 years with over 30% of the network in poor condition by 2020. To achieve ideal
characteristics in the street network, $3.6 million would be needed over 5 years; this expenditure would
provide a system average RSL of 15 years with minimal amounts of the network in poor condition.
Figure 26 plots the ideal and current budget expenditures over time.

No Constraints & Current Budget Over Time
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Figure 26 - Current Funding vs. Ideal Funding over Time
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Figure 27 - Current Budget RSL vs. Ideal Budget RSL over Time

To put it in perspective, after 5 years of the current budget, $3.7 million in a single year would be
required to increase the system-average RSL from 8 to 16 years (Figure 27). The total cost to achieve

—

= % A
Y=+ city of SUN VALLEY

KELLER Page 48 } <,

associates Sun Valley - Transportation Plan
213112



DRAFT ocT. 2014

ideal characteristics becomes $4.7 million after 6 years, and will continue to increase as time progress
and improvements are delayed.
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6.3 Pathway Management

Pavement condition of the shared-use pathways in Sun Valley was surveyed in fall of 2013. The pathway
network average RSL is 14 years. Pathway pavement overall is in good condition, except for the Trail
Creek Path. A retaining wall on the Sinclair Path is in need of improvements as well.

Maintenance for pathways includes crack sealing, slurry seals, and CRABS. The same analysis techniques
used for roads were used for pathways. See Table 16; an annual average budget of $60k was assumed.

Table 16 - Pathway Maintenance Allocations

Percent of annual maintenance by RSL category

Maintenance | % System Cost 0 1-3 4-6 7-9 | 10-12 | 13-15 | 16-18 | 19-20
Crack Seal 20% S 3,491 | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Slurry Seal 15% S 26,180 | 0% 0% 10% | 25% | 35% 0% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 2% S 13,264 | 0% 0% 100% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 2% S 20,944 | 0% | 100% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Yearly Total: | § 63,878

Crack Seal 20% S 3,491 | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Slurry Seal 15% S 26,180 | 0% 0% 10% | 25% | 35% 30% 0% 0%
Thin Overlay 2% S 13,264 | 0% 0% 100% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 1.5% $ 15,708 | 0% | 100% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Yearly Total: | $ 58,642

Crack Seal 20% S 3,491 | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
Slurry Seal 20% S 34,906 | 0% 0% 0% | 10% | 25% 35% 30% 0%
Thin Overlay 2% S 13,264 | 0% 0% 100% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%
CRABS 1% S 10,472 | 35% | 35% | 30% | 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Yearly Total: | § 62,133

It should be noted that the amount of CRABS allocated over the maintenance scenario is not realistic.
An annual expenditure of $10k to $20k won’t fund much in the way of reconstruction as is outlined in
the scenario. However, these monies could be saved and applied to a larger project in the future.

The RSL distribution for 2015 is shown in Figure 28 on the following page. This distribution assumes that
the Trail Creek Path was reconstructed the prior year (2014, as is planned) and is in excellent condition.
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Pathways 2015 RSL Distribution
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Figure 28 - Pathways 2015 RSL Distribution

After the maintenance outlined in this scenario is performed, the RSL distribution is forecasted to
resemble that shown in Figure 29.

Pathways 2020 RSL Distribution
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Figure 29 - Pathways 2020 RSL Distribution

In summary, a total of $625k is needed over 10 years with $315k total required for the first five years of
the plan. The plan’s yearly average budget for pathways is approximately $62k.

This maintenance plan would raise the average RSL of pathways from 12 to 16 years by 2025. Figure 30
on the following page shows the pathway pavement condition as of fall 2013.
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Figure 30 - 2013 Pathway Pavement Conditions
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6.4  Sign Management

A sign management system is a tool to cost-effectively inventory, preserve, and improve the street sign
network. Such a system provides:

e A complete physical inventory of the sign network
e Condition survey

e A needs assessment process

e Compliance with MUTCD requirements

Sun Valley has historically used an “as needed” approach to sign management. City, police and
emergency personnel take note of sign installations in poor condition and pass that information to city
personnel to fix the problem.

As part of this Transportation Plan, an iWorQ sign inventory was created. It allows for a detailed
inventory of the City’s sign network including condition and treatment methods. It also utilizes GIS in the
form of an electronic map that provides a visual tool in maintaining the City’s sign network.

6.4.1 Inventory and Condition Survey

Keller Associates personnel inventoried traffic sign installations in Sun Valley from June 17" through 20"
2014. A support (sign post) was rated as follows:

e Acceptable if it was vertical and not bent, if the material of the support was in good condition, if
the positioning of the support was correct, and if the support was secured safely.

e Repair was listed if the sign support was leaning diagonally, and/or if the support was not safely
fastened into the ground. This rating only applied if the support was not bent beyond repair,
and if the material of the support (especially at the base) was not deteriorated.

e Replace if it was not positioned correctly, the condition of the material was considerably
deteriorated, it was bent beyond repair, or the base attachment was irreparable.

The MUTCD sets forth guidelines and standards for proper sign visibility, condition, and positioning in
rural and urban locations. A traffic sign was rated as follows:

o Excellent if it appeared to be brand new or without any indication of chips, cracks, rust, bends,
or fading.

e Good if it appeared to be in its original excellent condition, with the exception of occasional
minor chips, cracks, rust, bends, and/or fading.

e Fairif chips, cracks, rust, bends, and/ or fading were apparent throughout the face of the sign,
but not to the point where the sign was difficult to read or understand.

e Poor if the text, numbers, or objects on the sign were defaced to the point that the sign was
slightly difficult to read due to its distressed condition.

e Replace if the text, numbers, or object on the sign were defaced to the point that it was difficult

to read.
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These criteria coincide with MUTCD guidelines for cleanliness and visibility. The condition survey did not
evaluate the signs’ compliance with MUTCD retroreflectivity standards, which are explained in Section

6.4.2.

The findings of the inventory and condition survey are summarized in Table 17 and Table 18.

Table 17 - Traffic Sign Support Data Summary

Table 18 - Traffic Sign Data Summary

Supports - 247 Signs - 326
‘ Total ‘ % Inventory ‘ Total ‘ % Inventory

Support Condition Sign Condition

Acceptable 233 94% Excellent 65 20%

Repair 6 3% Good 178 55%

Replace 8 3% Fair 61 19%

Support Type Poor 11 3%

2x2 Steel 21 9% Missing 0 0%

Bridge Structure 2 1% Replace 11 3%

4x4 or 4x6 Wood 171 69% MUTCD Type

6x6 or 6x8 Wood 53 21% Regulatory 151 41%

Telephone Pole 0 0% Warning 98 5%
Guide 69 51%
School 8 3%

Refer to Figure 31 and Figure 32 on the following pages for maps showing post and sign locations, color-

coded to condition.
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6.4.2 MUTCD Retroreflectivity Requirements

New standards developed by the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) require that
public agencies adopt a Sign Management Plan to ensure signs meet new minimum retroreflectivity
requirements for traffic signs on public roads. Agencies must implement a sign management program by
June 14, 2014. This date applies to regulatory and warning signs only. However, agencies are expected
to replace guide signs (including street name signs) and other types of signs as resources become
available.

The MUTCD outlines two basic assessment methods and three management methods of compliance:

e Measured Retroreflectivity - Assessment
e Nighttime Visual Inspection - Assessment
e Expected Sign Life - Management

e Blanket Replacement - Management

e Control Sign - Management

e Other Methods

Retroreflectivity can be measured with a retroreflectometer. A retroreflectometer can be costly to
obtain, with a basic cost of $9,000 ranging up to $15,000 when equipped with additional features such
as GPS and bar code readers.

With the visual nighttime inspection method, the retroreflectivity of an existing sign is assessed by a
trained inspector conducting a visual inspection from a moving vehicle during nighttime conditions.

With the expected sign life method, individual signs are replaced before they reach the end of their
expected service life. The expected service life is based on the time required for the retroreflective
material to degrade to the minimum level. The sign life can be based on several different sources of
information such as sign sheeting warranties, the performance of control signs, or actual field
measurements.

Blanket replacement is similar to the expected sign life method except that all signs, grouped in a
corridor or area, are replaced at specific intervals. This eliminates the need to assess retroreflectivity or
track the life on an individual sign. The replacement interval is based on the expected sign life.

With the control sign method, replacement of signs is based on the performance of a sample of control
signs. The control sign might be located in a service yard or be located with a grouping of signs for a
particular area. The control sign is monitored to determine the end of retroreflective life. All field signs
represented by the control sign must be replaced before the control sign reaches minimum
retroreflective levels.

Other methods developed based on engineering studies can be used.

Refer to Appendix G for a FHWA-published document with additional information on maintaining
retroreflectivity.
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6.4.3 Observed Conditions and Recommendations

Sun Valley has over 245 sign installations to maintain. Itis
recommended that an annual spring inspection of Sun
Valley's sign installations be conducted. Some signs within
the City are slightly overgrown by brush or trees. This issue
was identified in the sign condition survey. Preventing sign
overgrowth is an important maintenance task that can
easily be overlooked. If ignored for too long, the signs will
become less and less visible. The overgrowth should be
identified and trimmed back during the annual sign
inspection. See Picture 6 below for an example of
overgrown vegetation obscuring sign visibility.

Street name signs within Sun Valley are consistent;
however, most do not appear to meet retroreflectivity Picture 6 - Obscured Bike/Ped Sign
guidelines established by the MUTCD. The following is an excerpt from the 2009 MUTCD, page 162:

Standard:

14 The Street Name sign shall be retroreflective or illuminated to show the same shape and similar
color both day and night. The color of the legend (and border, if used) shall contrast with the
background color of the sign.

Option:

15 The border may be omitted from a Street Name sign.

Most street name signs in Sun Valley lack retroreflectivity (this was highly apparent to the naked eye,
though retroreflectivity was not measured). Several sign installations appear to have mounted solar
powered illumination (Picture 7). The functionality and effectiveness of these illumination devices was
not evaluated as part of this study.

It is recommended that Sun Valley replace street name signs with retroreflective D3-1 signs (Picture 8)
identified in the MUTCD, or add acceptable illumination devices to the street name signs that currently
lack them.

Picture 8 - D3-1 Street Name Sign

Picture 7 - llluminated Street Name Sign

-
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The MUTCD provides guidance on coloration of street name signs (Section 2D.43, page 163). The
following is an excerpt:

An alternative background color other than the normal guide sign color of green may be used for Street
Name (D3-1 or D3-1a) signs where the highway agency determines this is necessary to assist road users
in determining jurisdictional authority for roads.

Standard:

17 Alternative background colors shall not be used for Advance Street Name (D3-2) signs (see Section
2D.44).

18 The only acceptable alternative background colors for Street Name (D3-1 or D3-1a) signs shall be
blue, brown, or white. Regardless of whether green, blue, or brown is used as the background color for
Street Name (D3-1 or D3-1a) signs, the legend (and border, if used) shall be white. For Street Name
signs that use a white background, the legend (and border, if used) shall be black.

As provided in the MUTCD excerpt above, Sun Valley may use brown background street name signs that
would be similar to current signage. This is an option if the City chooses to replace current street name
signs. It is recommended that private roads and developments be required to match City signage
requirements.

Recent changes to the MUTCD provide text size requirements for street name signs (MUTCD Section
2D.43). Requirements are based on the speed limit of the road the sign serves, as shown in Table 19.

Table 19 - MUTCD Street Name Sign Text Size Requirements

Street Speed Limit Upper-case Minimum Height Lower-case Minimum Height
(mph) (inches) (inches)
25 or less 4 3
2510 40 6 45
40 or greater 8 6

Existing signs are not required to be replaced because of noncompliance with the new text size
requirements; however, new signs and signs at the end of their service life must have the new letter
sizes.

The sign inventory also found several “SLOW — CHILDREN AT PLAY” signs placed throughout Sun Valley
(Picture 9 and Picture 10, following page). These signs should be removed. These signs are found in
some municipalities and are intended to promote safety; however, they are not recognized by the
MUTCD or Idaho Transportation Department. In fact, several states ban the use of such signs altogether.
There are many reasons why such signs should not be permitted. A few reasons include (Source:
Wisconsin DOT):

e “SLOW CHILDREN AT PLAY” signs are typically designed to look like warning signs (yellow
background, black legend)
- Warning signs warn drivers of hazards at specific locations (curve, pedestrian crossing,
etc.) but Slow Children signs do not specify a location

e Ifinstalled in one area but not another, drivers may be led to believe that there are no children
in areas without signs, thus making children more vulnerable
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e Parents and guardians are given a false feeling of security.
- No level of signage can protect a child should they be hit by a car

e “CHILDREN AT PLAY” signs do not reduce traffic speeds or make drivers more observant

e Nearly 30% of tort cases filed against roadway agencies pertain to signs
- Signs not conformant with the MUTCD increase an agency’s liability should a child be hit

Picture 9 - Sign on Mayleaf Street Picture 10 - Sign at Parker Gulch and Morning Star
Intersection

There are alternatives for these signs. Playground signs can be used if near a playground or park.
Pedestrian crossing signs should be used where children frequently cross the road to warn motorists.

There are several pedestrian crosswalks in Sun Valley. Signage at the crossings is somewhat
inconsistent. All crosswalk signage should coincide with MUTCD guidelines:

e The crosswalk itself should have W11-2 signs supplemented with a W16-7P plaque (arrow
pointing to crosswalk — Picture 11) :

e Warning signs should be placed in advance of the crosswalk
with a supplemental plaque.

e Supplemental plagues may state the distance to the crossing
(W16-2P) or state “AHEAD” (W16-9P).
- See following Picture 12 and Picture 13.

Picture 11 - W11-2 with W16-7P
Plaque

-
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Picture 12 - W16-9P Plaque Picture 13 - W16-2P Plaque

e Pedestrian crossing signs and supplemental plagues may be either traditional yellow or
fluorescent yellow/green.

Pedestrian-actuated flashing beacons are located at the crosswalk at 300 Dollar Road at the Sun Valley
Pavilion (Picture 14). The beacons and signage should be upgraded to current MUTCD standards:

e Flashing beacons should be replaced with Rectangular Rapid Flashing Beacons (RRFBs) and
incorporated into typical crosswalk signage per new MUTCD guidelines (Picture 15)

e Instructional signs for pedestrians to operate flashing beacons should be replaced with R10-25
signs (Picture 16)

Picture 14 - Existing Beacons

/2 3\

P USH Picture 15 - Typical RRFB Setup

BUTTON TO
TURN ON
WARNING

LIGHTS

3 e/

Picture 16 - R10-25 Instructional
Plaque

-
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6.4.4 Pathway Bollard Inventory

Bollards were mapped using a GPS device, assigned a unique ID, and photographed. Each bollard had its
physical condition observed. Sun Valley has 62 bollards along its shared-used pathways. Bollards are
wooden posts with sign plaques inlaid. Sign plaques are 8 inch squares.

Picture 17 — Bollard with Regulatory Stop Sign Picture 18 - Bollard with Warning Signs

Exceptions to the typical bollards included post-mounted stop signs at the Syringa and Morning Star
intersection (Picture 19), and a wall-mounted sign at either entrance to the SH-75 underpass of the
Elkhorn Road A Path (Picture 20).

A 7€# 'i
KEEP )
“
@ | RIGHT
Picture 19 - Post-mounted Path Sign Picture 20 - Wall-mounted Path Sign

For bicycle and shared-used pathways, the MUTCD requires that no portion of a sign or its support be
placed less than two feet laterally from the near edge of the path. It also requires the minimum height
of a sign, measured vertically from the bottom of the sign to the elevation of the near edge of path
surface, must be four feet.

Bollards in Sun Valley were found to be mostly in compliance with these requirements with a few
exceptions. Figure 33 on the following page shows bollard locations, color-coded to MUTCD offset
compliance. Bollard inventory data and photos can be found in Appendix D.

> -
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Chapter 7 - Recommendations

This chapter identifies and details specific projects. These recommended projects are based on the
existing and forecasted transportation system conditions, the specific goals and objectives of the City of
Sun Valley, and compatibility with the comprehensive plan and other planning documents.

TO DISCUSS MORE IN TAC MEETING 5

7.1 Capital Improvements

After all the facts and figures were collected, analyzed, and evaluated, existing conditions were
presented to the TAC. Armed with an understanding of the information gathered on Sun Valley’s
infrastructure, the TAC proposed, discussed, contemplated, and prioritized a list of projects as Capital
Improvements to be completed within 5 years or as long-range goals. The recommended projects
presented below represent the highest priority transportation projects for Sun Valley.

7.1.1 Dollar Mountain Lodge and Elkhorn Road Improvements

Long term fix needed. Buses have difficulty turning out onto Elkhorn; police are required to physically
exit vehicles and direct traffic, which can be dangerous. There is a potential need for turning lanes and
widening the section of road to facilitate merging traffic. This project could be combined with City Hall
Intersection improvements.

7.1.2 Dollar and Sun Valley Road (SH-75 Spur) Intersection Improvements

Major bottlenecks occur during special events. Left turn lanes and signals would help facilitate event-
traffic. Such a project would require widening of the current intersection to facilitate additional lanes.
Sun Valley should coordinate with ITD District 4 to develop a traffic and intersection study needed to
accomplish the intersection improvements.

7.1.3 Elkhorn/Dollar/Fairway/City Hall Intersection Improvements

The geometry of the intersection is not optimal. 3 accidents have occurred since 2009, two of which
were reported as property damage only, and one as an A (Serious) Injury. A Level of Service analysis and
further study is recommended to determine the best solution and design.

7.1.4 Traffic Sign Upgrades

Y s

Replacement of signs rated “fair”, “poor”, or “replace” is recommended. Supports rated as “repair” or
“replace” should be addressed. MUTCD requires Sign Management Plan implementation by June 14,
2014. There are various methods of compliance.

7.1.5 Elkhorn and State Highway 75 Intersection Improvements

Poor drainage results in many potholes and poor pavement condition. "Bird Baths" are caused by
pooling in the roadway. This is also a main means of travel to the Elkhorn area in Sun Valley. Itis
recommended that the City work with ITD in identifying possible solutions to issues at the intersection.
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7.1.6 Encroachment, ROW, and Sight Distance Policy Statement

In certain areas, street drainage can be difficult to maintain due to encroaching landscaping into City
right of way. Sight distance was also a concern raised by the TAC. It may be useful to enact policies to
address encroachment, rights of way, and sight distances. It is recommended that the City Council work
to adopt such policies.

7.1.7 Trail Creek Bike/Ped Path Extension

The separated pathway along Trail Creek Road ends just south of the Boundary Creek Campground, a
popular riding destination. This project would continue the separated paved path from the current end
all the way to the Boundary Creek Campground.

7.1.8 Community School Crosswalk

Many children cross Dollar Road to the bus shelter located at the Community School Road intersection.
The number of those who use public transportation is consistently growing and non-school pedestrians
are also increasingly utilizing the crosswalk. Signage at the intersection should be brought to current
MUTCD requirements and upgraded with pedestrian-actuated RRFBs to promote safety of children and
other pedestrians.

7.1.9 Storm Water Master Plan

Perform a study of storm water drainage facilities; ROW encroachment by private landscaping is an issue
that should be addressed. The study should identify solutions and recommendations to problematic
areas. The recommendations of such a study should be incorporated into Capital Improvements.

7.1.10 Pedestrian Crossing Improvements

It is recommended that crosswalks in Sun Valley be upgraded with rectangular rapid flashing beacons
(RRFBs) in compliance with MUTCD guidelines. All pedestrian crossings should have their signs updated
as outlined in section 6.4.3 . Upgrading pedestrian crossings would help with unifying signage in Sun
Valley.

7.1.11 Way Finding Study

Signage throughout City is inconsistent and there are unnecessary or improper signs. A regional way
finding study could be conducted to determine sign placement and unity upgrades needed to ensure
signage within Sun Valley is consistent and up to current MUTCD and State requirements.

7.1.12 Speed Limit Study

Due to the curving nature of roads in the hilly and mountainous terrain of Sun Valley, slower speed
limits may be warranted on certain roadways. The TAC identified that slower speeds may be beneficial
on certain areas of Elkhorn and Morning Star Roads. It is recommended that a speed limit studies be
conducted on roads of concern and the recommendations of those studies be followed.

x‘f>“. e A
R city of SUN VALLEY

KELLER Page 65 j

associates Sun Valley - Transportation Plan
213112



DRAFT ocT. 2014

7.2 Routine Annual Roadway Maintenance

This section outlines the annual routine pavement maintenance recommended for Sun Valley.

7.2.1 Crack Sealing and Patching

Crack sealing and patching are routine maintenance actions that help prolong the life and quality of
pavement. Crack sealing should always be conducted prior to a chip seal to ensure a good seal of open
cracks.

7.2.2 Chip Seal Cycle

The pavement maintenance plan outlines the maintenance recommendations for Sun Valley. The
program incorporates a multi-year chip seal cycle. Under the program, the entire street network would
ideally receive a chip seal within five years. Roads should be overlaid or reconstructed prior to receiving
a chip seal if not in fair condition or higher (RSL 7-20). As mentioned in the prior section, cracks in the
roads should be sealed before applying a chip seal. For residential streets, % inch chips should be
considered to make the pavement surfaces smoother and friendlier to neighborhood activities. On
major roadways a % inch chip is sufficient.

TO DISCUSS IN TAC MEETING 5

7.3 Road Rehabilitation and Reconstruction

This section recommends roadways identified by the TAC as being priorities for major rehabilitation
above and beyond routine maintenance. Rehabilitation for these roads includes asphalt overlays,
reconstruction, and CRABS.

7.3.1 Juniper Road Rehabilitation

Encroaching landscaping interferes with drainage which causes pavement edge cracking and
deterioration. Reconstruction or CRABS and drainage improvements are necessary.

7.3.2 Independence Creek Road Reconstruction and Fire Improvements

Independence Creek Road is in poor condition. Condition surveys revealed extensive transverse,
longitudinal, edge, and alligator cracking. Severe rutting is also present. CRABS or reconstruction is
necessary. Drainage and shoulder improvements are recommended to facilitate proper drainage. The
street is not up to city fire standards. Fire trucks are not able to turnaround. It is recommended the
road be reconstructed in compliance with current City, State and Federal specifications regarding design
and fire codes.

7.3.3 Elkhorn Road Rehabilitation

Elkhorn Road (Segment D) around the Village area is currently in fair condition but in need of
rehabilitation. It serves as a primary road for Sun Valley and was given a high priority in regards to road
projects. Transverse, longitudinal, and edge cracking are present as well as minor rutting. The
recommended treatment is a thin overlay or CRABS with drainage improvements. Drainage
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improvement options should be studied in the Storm Water Master Plan. The road is still a fair candidate
for a chip seal which would help preserve its condition for a few more years; all segments (A-E) of
Elkhorn Road are scheduled for chip seal in 2015.

7.3.4 Prospector Road

Prospector Road is in poor condition. Extensive fatigue (alligator) and other cracking are present; such
could be indicative of a poor base structure. The condition requires reconstruction or CRABS
rehabilitation to correct deficiencies.

7.3.5 Other Road Rehab and Reconstruction Projects

Table 20 represents additional roads requiring major rehabilitation or construction that were identified
in the pavement survey and input from the TAC and city personnel. These projects are coordinated with
the Pavement Management Plan and timing coincides with a geographic zones. Refer to Section 7.5.2 .

Street

Table 20 - Road Rehab and Reconstruction Projects

Maintenance Action

Snowbrush Ln

Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.)

Bitterroot Road

Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Baldy View Lane

Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in)

Blue Grouse Road

Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in)

Defiance St

Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in)

Fairway Loop

Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.)

Fireweed Dr

Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Hardrock Ln

Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.)

Horseshoe Rd

Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in)

Independence Creek Rd

CRABS

Keystone St

Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

May Leaf St

Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Parker Gulch Rd

Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.)

Proctor Mountain Rd

Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in)

Saddle Ln

Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Silverweed Way CRABS

Skyline Dr CRABS

Skyline Spur Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Thistle St CRABS

Wedeln Ln Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Juniper Rd A Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Blue Bell St Cold Patch

Lupine St Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Juniper Rd B Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.)

Juniper Rd C No Maintenance

Big Wells Rd Crack Seal
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1.4 Prioritization

To help Sun Valley prioritize the CIP list, a criterion weighting system was developed based on
transportation needs and goals outlined by the TAC. There are ten rating criteria, each given a
weighting factor and scoring criterion. The weighting factor is a value of 1 to 5 which is multiplied by a
project’s score, a value from zero to ten. The product of the weighting factor and project score is the
final priority score.

The rating criteria are as follows:
Safety: Is there an imminent threat to the safety of the citizens or property?

Maintenance and Surface Condition: Is the project or action needed to maintain existing operations or
service levels? Ordinary maintenance is not included as part of this criterion. This criterion is related
maintaining a current service level through improvement of a capital asset. Maintaining a level of
service indicates an ability to stay abreast of growth. Improvements may be major expenditures that
would prevent damage to critical property or disruption of service to the community.

Economic Impact: What are the economic effects of the project or action? Does it benefit the
economy? Does the project or action enhance the City of Sun Valley as a resort community? This
criterion is intended to focus on projects that will provide a better visitor experience. What effects
would it have in terms of development? Facilitate or hinder future development? What effect on
existing development?

Traffic Considerations (Volume, Road Use, Access, etc.): What is the reported traffic volume for the
road/path in consideration? What is the functional classification and primary use of the road/path in

consideration? What are the effects of the project or action in terms of access?

Multi-Jurisdictional Opportunity: What is the potential for multi-jurisdictional cooperation for the
project or action? What are the potential effects on funding and costs by working with another agency?

Recreational Value: What effects on recreation will the project or action cause?
Regulation: Does a local, state, or federal law or regulation require the project or action?

Difficulty of Project: What administrative and managerial challenges does the project or action entail,
and to what degree?

Planned Activity: Is the project or action a goal, objective, or action item identified in the
Comprehensive Plan, Council Priorities, or Transportation Plan?

Cost: What is an estimated cost for the project or action?

The weighting and scoring system for criteria is shown in Table 21.
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Table 21 - CIP Prioritization System

Criterion
Rating Criterion Weighting Scoring Criteria
Factor
0-10; 0 for minimal safety concerns to 10 for high
Safety 5 safety concerns based on relative crash experience
and conflicts between pedestrian and bicycle modes
Maintenance & Surface Condition 5 1-10; RSL 20 =0, RSL 6 or below =10
. 1-10; minimal impact - 1-3, moderate impact - 4-6,
Economic Impact 4 o
high impact - 7-10
. . . 0-10; 1-3 for low traffic volumes (0-100 ADT), 4-7 for
;La;lijizn:fcir::)‘ons (Volume, 4 moderate traffic volumes (100-500 ADT), 8-10 for
! high traffic volumes (500-1500+ ADT)
Multi-Jurisdictional Opportunity 3 0-10; O = only City, 5 = 2 agencies, 10 = many (3+)
agencies
. 1-10, 1-3 for low recreational use, 4-7 for mid
Recreational Value 3 . . .
recreational use, and 8-10 for high recreational use
Regulation 3 0-10; not required - 0, other - 5, required - 10
Difficulty of Project 2 0-10; 0 - most difficult, 10 - easy
. 0-10; 0 - none, 1-3 - minimal, 4-6 - moderate, 7-10 -
Planned Activity 2 .
high
0-10; 1 per $200,000; 0 = over S2 million, 10 = low
Cost 1

cost

After the various projects had been identified, Keller Associates developed an initial project ranking
based on engineering analysis and known goals of Sun Valley. This prioritization was presented to the
TAC and discussed during the fourth TAC meeting. Following the meeting, adjustments were made by
Keller personnel and then distributed to TAC members for further revision. A three-week deadline was
set for revisions. Comments and revisions from TAC members were incorporated into the final project

prioritization.

Projects are presented in their final prioritization in the following section, 7.5 .
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7.5 Capital Improvement and Maintenance Plans

This section presents the prioritized Capital Improvement Plan and Pavement Management Plan. These
plans represent the culmination of this study.

7.5.1 Capital Improvement Plan

Table 22 shows the final ranking of capital improvement projects and planning level cost estimates.

Table 22 - Capital Improvement List

Rank Capital Improvements Priority Score | Cost Estimate
1 Dollar Mountain Lodge / Elkhorn Road Improvements 204 | S 100,000
2 Dollar and Sun Valley Road Intersection Improvements 198 | S 200,000
3 Elkhorn/Dollar/Fairway; City Hall Intersection Improvements 175 | S 400,000
4 | Traffic Sign Upgrades 173 | S 15,000
5 Elkhorn and SH-75 Intersection Improvements 168 | S 50,000
6 Policy Statements - ROW, Sight Distance, and "Elkhorn Bypass

Route" 168 | S -
Trail Creek Bike/Ped Path Extension 154 | S 280,000
8 Community School Crosswalk 154 | S 10,000
9 Bus Stop Shelters and Signage 151 | $ 50,000
10 | Storm Water Master Plan 149 | S 40,000
11 | Pedestrian Crossing Upgrades 138 | $ 5,000
12 | Wayfinding Study 136 | S 30,000
13 | Speed Limit Study 126 | S 10,000
Routine Annual Roadway Maintenance
14 | Crack Sealing and Patching NA
15 | Chip Seal Cycle NA
Road Rehabilitation and Reconstruction
16 | Juniper Road 127 | S 650,000
17 | Independence Creek Road 127 | S 260,000
18 | Elkhorn Rd D 144 | S 46,000
19 | Prospector Road 119 | S 200,000

TO FURTHER DISCUSS SECTION WITH TAC / BREAKOUT OF PROJECTS, PRESENTATION IN REPORT, ETC.

7.5.2 Pavement Management Plan
TO FURTHER DISCUSS IN TAC MEETING 5

The road network is broken into five geographic zones (Figure 34). All roads in a particular zone would
be treated in a given year (Table 23).
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Table 23 - Pavement Management Plan

STREET RSL | TREATMENT ZONE | YEAR
Arrowleaf Rd 14 | Crack Seal 4| 2019
Baldy View Ln 4 | Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) 11| 2016
Big Wells Rd 8 | Crack Seal 2| 2017
Bitterroot Rd 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 1| 2016
Blue Bell St 8 | Cold Patch 51| 2020
Blue Grouse Rd 6 | Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) 3| 2018
Camas Loop 12 | Crack Seal 4 | 2019
Dandelion 12 | Single Chip Seal 4 | 2019
Defiance St 4 | Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) 4 | 2019
Diamond Back Rd 14 | Crack Seal 1| 2016
Dollar Rd 10 | Single Chip Seal 1| 2016
Elkhorn Rd A 14 | Crack Seal 4 | 2019
Elkhorn Rd B 18 | Crack Seal 4| 2019
Elkhorn Rd C 10 | Single Chip Seal 4 | 2019
Elkhorn Rd D 8 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 3| 2018
Elkhorn Rd E 10 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 3| 2018
Fairway Loop 6 | Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) 2| 2017
Fairway Rd 12 | Single Chip Seal 2| 2017
Fireweed Dr 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 4 | 2019
Grey Eagle Dr 14 | Crack Seal 4 | 2019
Hardrock Ln 6 | Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) 2| 2017
Horseshoe Rd 6 | Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) 3| 2018
Independence Creek Rd 4 | CRABS 4 | 2019
Juniper Rd A 8 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 5| 2020
Juniper Rd B 8 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 5| 2020
Juniper Rd C 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 5| 2020
Keystone St 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 4| 2019
Lupine St 8 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 5| 2020
May Leaf St 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 5| 2020
Meadowridge Rd 14 | Crack Seal 4 | 2019
Monarch Ln 14 | Crack Seal 1| 2016
Morning Star Rd 10 | Single Chip Seal 4 | 2019
Old Dollar Rd 14 | Crack Seal 1| 2016
Paintbrush Rd 14 | Crack Seal 4 | 2019
Parker Gulch Rd 6 | Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) 4 | 2019
Proctor Mountain Rd 6 | Rotomill & Overlay (<2 in) 2| 2017
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STREET RSL | TREATMENT ZONE | YEAR
Prospector Rd A 2 | Base/Pavement Replacement 2| 2017
Prospector Rd B 4 | Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) 2| 2017
Saddle Ln 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 3| 2018
Saddle Rd 10 | Single Chip Seal 1| 2016
Sage Ln 10 | Cold Patch 5| 2020
Silver Queen Dr 14 | Crack Seal 4 | 2019
Silverweed Way 4 | CRABS 1| 2016
Skyline Dr 5 | CRABS 3| 2018
Skyline Spur 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 3| 2018
Snowbrush Ln 6 | Rotomill & Thick Overlay (3 in.) 11| 2016
Sun Peak Dr 14 | Crack Seal 1| 2016
Sunrise Dr 14 | Crack Seal 5| 2020
Syringa Dr 8 | Single Chip Seal 4 | 2019
Thistle St 4 | CRABS 5| 2020
Village Way N 12 | Single Chip Seal 3| 2018
Village Way S 12 | Single Chip Seal 3| 2018
Wedeln Ln 6 | Thin Hot Mix Overlay (<2 in.) 2| 2017
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Figure 34 - Pavement Management Zones
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Chapter 8 - Funding

Many sources of project funding are available to Sun Valley. These funding opportunities vary by type of
project, project size, and local match. Available funding sources are detailed below.

Local Funding

e |daho Users Revenue Fund
e Vehicle Registration Fees

e Impact Fees
State and Federal Funding

e Local Rural Highway Investment Program (LRHIP)

e Surface Transportation Program (STP)

e lLocal Highway Safety Improvement Program (LHSIP)

e Federal Bridge Program

e Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP)

e Community Choices for Idaho (CC4l)

e Safe Routes to School (SR2S)

e Recreational Trails

e Congestion Mitigation & Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ)
e Scenic Byways

e Enhancement Program

8.1 Local Funding

The most prevalent forms of funding for local (county and city) roadway needs are as follows:

8.1.1 Idaho Users Revenue Fund

This is the primary source for ongoing roadway maintenance and rehabilitation. The funds are collected
by the state in the form of motor fuel taxes and license fees. It is distributed annually to all
governmental units responsible for roadway maintenance based on a formula that considers population
and number of roadway miles in the jurisdiction.

8.1.2 Vehicle Registration Fees

The Idaho Code allows counties to raise revenue by increasing vehicle-licensing fees. Section 49-207 of
the Idaho Code states that “the voters of any county may authorize the board of county commissioners
to adopt an ordinance by majority vote of the board of county commissioners to implement and collect
motor vehicle registration fee not to exceed two (2) times the amount established in section 49-402".
Section 49-402 stipulates state licensing fees for all vehicles less than 8,000 pounds gross vehicle weight.
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8.1.3 Impact Fees

The number of county and city jurisdictions that are imposing impact fees on development is increasing.
To do so, it is necessary to determine the ultimate (build-out) improvement needs, the proportion
related to new development, and a fee schedule based on a rational connection between development-
induced needs and fees. This can be an important source of revenue. However, rarely does this source
of revenue pay for the full cost of constructing the roadway system, and fees are usually not applicable
for maintenance functions. Furthermore it is only effective in areas experiencing sustained growth.
Consequently, it may not be a viable option for Sun Valley at this time.

8.1.4 Property Taxes

Property taxes are the primary means by which local governments raise money to provide services. They
are also perhaps the most politically unpopular method. It is increasingly clear that all forms of funding
(state and local) will need to be increased as roadway needs continue to grow.

8.2 State and Federal Funding

Much of the information on state and federal funding presented below is available on the Local Highway
Technical Assistance Council’s (LHTAC's) website. State and federal funding programs are being updated
constantly, so check their website at http://www.lhtac.org for the latest information.

8.2.1 Local Rural Highway Investment Program (LRHIP)

The Local Rural Highway Investment Program (LRHIP) is financed through an exchange of STP-Rural
funds by LHTAC with the Idaho Transportation Department at $0.61 per $1.00 up to a maximum of $2.8
million in state funds. The program has four categories of grants: Transportation Planning Grants
(550,000 max), Sign Grants ($30,000 max), Construction Grants ($100,000 max), and Federal-Aid Match
Grants ($100,000 max). Through these grants, the program provides funding for road paving, drainage
structure replacement, signage upgrades, transportation planning, reconstructing roadways, and most
other types of construction on any public road. Matching funds are encouraged but not required. If the
project is $50,000 or more, the work must be contracted out or used exclusively for the purchase of
materials.

Each September LHTAC makes the application available to all Local Highway Jurisdictions NOT located
within a city of over 5,000 in population. The applications are typically due by early December. The
applications are ranked by the members of the LHTAC board and the results made available after the
March Council meeting each year. Effective July 2012, all jurisdictions who are awarded a construction
grant are put on a one-year hiatus from applying for construction grants. This allows LHTAC to award
these grants to more jurisdictions throughout the state.

LHTAC reserves $200,000 of this fund annually to help with emergency type projects. Up to $100,000

can be applied for to help with an emergency. If you have an emergency and you need additional
information on the LRHIP Program, visit the LHTAC website at www.lhtac.org.

8.2.2 Surface Transportation Program (STP)

S . A oo,
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Surface Transportation Program (STP) Local Rural funds are allocated for projects in rural areas, and in
cities with populations below 5,000. They may be used for new construction, reconstruction or
rehabilitation of roadways functionally classified with FHWA as rural major collectors or arterials with a
small percentage allowed for minor collectors. STP funds can also be used for activities such as
transportation planning and corridor studies. The local match requirement is 7.34 percent. The Idaho
Transportation Board has designated approximately $10 million annually for the Program. The funds are
awarded through the Local Federal-aid Incentive Program administered by LHTAC.

Eligible projects are identified, prioritized, and requested by the Local Highway Jurisdictions through a
formal biennial project application process November through February. Project proposals are reviewed
and ranked by LHTAC and a prioritized list of projects, based on funding, is then presented to the Idaho
Transportation Board, for inclusion in the draft Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)
inJune.

8.2.3 Local Highway Safety Improvement Program (LHSIP)

Beginning in 2014, the Idaho Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP) has approximately $4 million
available for the Local Highway Safety Improvement Program (LHSIP). This money is the Local Highway
Jurisdictions’ (LHJ) portion of the state’s Highway Safety Improvement funds. Funds are for projects to
improve the safety at single site locations or for utilizing a systemic approach in multiple locations. The
local or state match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Funds are distributed based on ITD District and an analysis of highway miles, vehicle-miles traveled, and
5-year crash data (specifically fatalities and serious injury crashes). Eligible jurisdictions are notified in
writing by LHTAC staff and receive applications and project identification instructions. Projects are
ranked according to individual cost-benefit ratios. Projects are funded first based on their cost-benefit
ratio within their ITD District, and then by their overall cost-benefit ratio throughout the state.

Final project selection is by the Idaho Transportation Board.

8.2.4 Federal Bridge Program

The bridge program provides funds for the replacement or rehabilitation of bridges. LHTAC continues to
take applications for Bridge Replacement Projects on the local highway system. In order to qualify for
Bridge Replacement funds, it must meet all four of the following criteria:

e Must be in the National Bridge Inventory (NBI) Database, which requires that the bridge be
longer than 20 feet and that it must be on a public road.

e The bridge must have a sufficiency rating of less than 50. This is the number shown on the
Annual Bridge Inspection Reports.

e The bridge must be classified as either structurally deficient or functional obsolete or both.

o If the sufficiency rating is less than 75, bridge funds may be used for rehabilitation.
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The Idaho Transportation Board makes 35 percent of the Bridge funds available to use on local (non-
state highway) bridges. Presently, there is approximately $5 million in the "On-System" Program and
$3.8 million in the "Off-System" Program with a 7.34 percent local match.

8.2.5 Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP)

The Federal Lands Access Program (FLAP) was created by the “Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
Century Act” (MAP-21) to improve access to federal lands. The program is administered by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA), Western Federal Lands Highway division. It is directed towards public
highways, roads, bridges, trails, and transit systems that are under state, county, town, township, tribal,
municipal, or local government jurisdiction or maintenance, and provide access to federal lands.

The goal of the Access Program is to improve transportation facilities that provide access to, are
adjacent to, or are located within Federal lands. The Access Program supplements State and local
resources for public roads, transit systems, and other transportation facilities, with an emphasis on high-
use recreation sites and economic generators. The program is designed to provide flexibility for a wide
range of transportation projects.

See their website for the most current eligible project types and program status:

http://www.wfl.fhwa.dot.gov/programs/flap/

8.2.6 Community Choices for Idaho (CC4l)

The Idaho Transportation Department's Division of Transportation Performance (ITD-TP) administers a
variety of programs funded through the Federal Highways Administration (FHWA), including the
Transportation Alternatives Program (TAP), which is used to fund Community Choices for Idaho (CC4l).
The purpose of CC4l is to advance ITD's strategic goals of Mobility, Safety, and Economic Opportunity
while maximizing the use of federal funds. The program will (1) provide an annual mechanism to solicit
locally identified projects and deliver a process to identify potential funding and leveraging of federal
funding opportunities, and (2) enhance ITD's ability to leverage funding sources for sponsored projects,
including the Transportation Alternatives Program funding source.

CCA4l is to serve as an umbrella mechanism for administering many of the traditional state and federal
Transportation Alternatives Program funding programs administered by ITD, including Safe Routes to
School, Idaho ADA Compliance Program, Recreational Trails, Scenic Byways, Congestion Mitigation & Air
Quality Improvement, and the Enhancement Program. Many of these programs are currently unfunded;
but if they become funded, they will be included in the CC4l funding program. As this program is newly
created and still transforming, check the ITD website for up-to-date details about program eligibility and
requirements: http://itd.idaho.gov/transportation-performance/cci/
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Appendix A Excerpts from the 2014 ITD Systems Manual
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Appendix B Pavement Condition Inventory
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Appendix C Traffic Sign Inventory
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Appendix D Pathway Bollard Inventory
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Appendix E ITD Bridge Inspection Reports
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Appendix F  Asphalt Distress Rating Sheet
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Appendix G FHWA Maintaining Retroreflectivity Handout
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Appendix H Traffic Sign Photos
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