
CITY OF POCATELLO
CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION AGENDA

March 10, 2016  ·   9:00 AM
Council Chambers | 911 N 7th Avenue

ROLL CALL

CHILD CARE ADVISORY COMMITTEE UPDATE
Representatives from the Child Care Advisory Committee will discuss the Committee ’s 
goals and projects, as well as Council ’s policies and expectations. 

CDBG ADVISORY COMMITTEE UPDATE
Representatives from the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Committee will 
discuss the Committee ’s goals and projects, as well as Council ’s policies and 
expectations.

(Pertinent information attached.)

AGENDA-ITEM3.PDF

VALLEY PRIDE UPDATE
Representatives from Valley Pride will be present to give their annual update and 
information regarding a beautification project along the berms located on Highway 30.

(Pertinent information attached.) 

AGENDA-ITEM4.PDF

DOUGLASS LANE AREA—PROPOSED USE OF CITY PROPERTY FOR BOY SCOUT 
OUTINGS

Tom Sanford and Dan Deakin, representing the local Boy Scouts Council, will present a 
proposal regarding approximately 18 acres of City owned property located in the 
Douglass Lane area in Power County, north of Simplot.  The proposal is to lease this 

property to the local Boy Scouts Council for improvement and use as a local day camp. 
 The Boy Scouts are working with Water Pollution Control staff and have already 

conducted many improvement projects on the property in preparation of a possible lease. 
 Currently, the property does not have a planned use.

(Pertinent information attached.) 

AGENDA-ITEM5.PDF

PROPOSED NAME CHANGE OF BONNEVILLE PARK—SOUTH 19TH AVENUE
Parks and Recreation staff will be present to review a request received from the Kiwanis 
Club of Pocatello asking that the City consider changing the name of Bonneville Park 
located at Bonneville Street and south 19th Avenue to Kirkpatrick Park in recognition of 
Colonel David Kirkpatrick ’s many years of dedicated service to the Pocatello community.

(Pertinent information attached.)

AGENDA-ITEM6.PDF

ZOO IDAHO SUMMER CONCERT SERIES AND OPEN AIR ART FAIR
Parks and Recreation staff will be present to review a proposal from Randy Johnson of 
Imagine Music Entertainment.  Mr. Johnson is requesting permission to organize, 

promote and provide the Zoo Idaho Summer Concert Series and Open Air Art Fair for the 
City of Pocatello during the summer of 2016, and in future years pending on-going City 
Council approval.  Beginning in 2016, events would be expanded to allow arts and crafts 

and artisan vendors to display and offer their goods for sale, as well as for local 
restaurants to provide food purchase opportunities, in conjunction with the concert events.

(Pertinent information attached.) 

AGENDA-ITEM7.PDF

TITLE 16—SUBDIVISION ORDINANCE AMENDMENT
Planning Staff will be in attendance to review and discuss the comprehensive re-write of 
the City ’s Title 16, Subdivision Ordinance.  This re -write is to update and clarify ordinance 
provisions in compliance with current Idaho subdivision and survey statutes, zoning 
ordinance provisions and development practices.

(Pertinent information attached.) 

AGENDA-ITEM8.PDF

ALAMEDA/JEFFERSON INTERSECTION PROJECT—ROAD SAFETY AUDIT REPORT 
UPDATE

Public Works and Engineering staff will be present to summarize the findings of the Road 
Safety Audit conducted in September 2015 and to seek Council direction on the project.

(Pertinent information attached.) 

AGENDA-ITEM9.PDF

COMPARISON OF CITY EMPLOYEE MEDICAL BENEFIT OPTIONS FOR FISCAL YEAR 
2017

Human Resources staff has accepted bids from Blue Cross of Idaho, Regence, and 
Aetna.  This presentation will include plan design comparisons and rate comparisons 

between the different plans.

(Pertinent information attached.) 

AGENDA-ITEM10.PDF
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PY2015 - CDBG
The CDBG Advisory Committee meets monthly to provide input and recommendations on community 
needs that can be met using Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funding  and reviews overall 
progress in meeting community goals as described in the City’s Consolidated Plan. The Committee is 
composed of 7 members (4 must be from the locally-designated target areas).  Members of the Committee 
are:

Stephanie Heaton (Chair) Roger Frey (Vice Chair)

Brenda Pollard Dorsey Hill

Karl Belzer Shannon Ansley

Sam Perry

The CDBG Advisory Committee is responsible for reviewing the CDBG programs which include the following:

 all HUD-required reporting, such as action plans, CAPERS, and consolidated plans;

 program accomplishments for both the City and its subrecipients;

 project oversight;

 consistency reviews for local agencies seeking other HUD funding;

 oversight of the City’s award system for CDBG funding allocations;

 fair housing education.
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PY2015 - CDBG
The CDBG Advisory Committee has accomplished the following tasks for the current year, which 
ends March 31, 2016:

 Completion of the Action Plan for PY2016 and the Consolidated Annual Performance and 
Evaluation Report (CAPER) for PY2014.

 Oversight of subrecipient projects for Aid For Friends and Family Services Alliance.

 Five rehabs for owner-occupied housing have been completed to date.  Projects include electrical 
upgrades and sewer lines and, where required, lead-based paint stabilization.  NWP is working on 
or has completed 16 rehab projects to date.  Additional CDBG funding-assisted infill houses will be 
occupied and lots for an additional five homes have been purchased for construction in future 
years. 

 The sidewalk reconstruction program has continued, with three larger neighborhood projects 
completed.  One individual sidewalk project will be rebid soon (insufficient bids received last fall) 
and a neighborhood project is ready to go to bid with warmer weather.

The Committee will oversee the following for Program Year 2016, which starts April 1, 2016:

 HUD-required planning and reporting, including a new five-year Consolidated Plan and Analysis of 
Impediments to Fair Housing Choice, the Program Year 2017 CDBG Action Plan and the PY2015 
Consolidated Annual Performance & Evaluation Report.

 PY2016 subrecipient projects for Aid For Friends, Family Services Alliance, Bannock Youth 
Foundation, New Day Products & Resources, and Parks & Rec. 

 Continuing City and NWP projects of housing rehab and infill housing, and the City’s sidewalk 
reconstruction program.  
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PY2015 - CDBG
FAIR HOUSING ACTIVITIES/ACCOMPLISHMENTS

As part of its commitment to affirmatively further fair housing in the City of Pocatello, 
CDBG-AC took the following actions in the past program year.

March/April 2015:  Published fair housing article in Mayor’s newsletter

April 2015:  Issued Fair Housing Proclamation

April 2015:  Co-hosted with Idaho Falls, HUD, Intermountain Fair Housing Council, and 
the Idaho Human Rights Commission full-day workshop, “Basic & Advanced Fair 
Housing”

 June 2015:  Editorial commentary published in the Idaho State Journal, “Pocatello 
Promotes Fair Housing”

September 2015:  Created Fair Housing brochure on disability discrimination

November 2015:  Submitted Idaho State Journal editorial page commentary “Race & 
Color Discrimination in Housing is Illegal”
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PY2015 - CDBG

Staff provides the CDBG-AC with monthly Fair Housing updates on the latest Fair 
Housing guidance and enforcement activities locally and around the nation 
including:

Discrimination testing

Fair Housing lawsuits in Idaho and the U.S.

Fair Housing complaints in Pocatello and Idaho

The latest in guidance related to accessibility for the disabled, families with 
children and discrimination against people because of sexual orientation or gender 
identity.  Topics included:  design & construction, maternity leave discrimination, 
source-of-income protections, support animals, occupancy standards

How other Idaho communities promote and further fair housing through 
participation on the Idaho Fair Housing Forum

Fair Housing is your right.  Use it!
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Housing & Neighborhood 

Revitalization

PY2011 PY2012 PY2013 PY2014 PY2015
(to date)

5 yr. 

Total 

Housing Rehab 25 36 22 25 15 123

Residential Lot Acquisition 2 0 1 2 5 10

Demolition/Clearance 2 1 0 2 0 5

New Residential Units 6 7 4 5 2 24

Sidewalk Projects 2 6* 7** 3*** 2**** 18
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PY2015 - CDBG

*Includes the Greater East Street Infrastructure Project.
**Includes the South 2nd Neighborhood Project
***Includes the HSCC Neighborhood Project
****Includes the College Neighborhood & Fredregill Projects
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PY2015 - CDBG
Here are a few examples of recent projects where CDBG funding has been
used, alone or in conjunction with other funding sources, to make improvements
in our community!  In your travels around the community, take a look at the good
this money does.

1646 & 1648 North Garfield—Two new homes built by Gateway Habitat for Humanity

1500 block of North Hayes—Three new homes (two sold, one under construction)
built by NeighborWorks Pocatello, after platting was completed by Public Works
Engineering Services and CDBG funding was used to relocate a sewer main,
realign streets, and construct sidewalk, curb, and gutter!

473/491 McKinley—New townhouse built by NeighborWorks Pocatello on a lot 
purchased with CDBG  funding.

300 block of Fredregill, north side—Sidewalk is now complete along the whole
block face. This complements a great deal of past infrastructure installation
in this heavily pedestrian neighborhood.

Corner of East Lewis & 6th Avenue—Dangerous sidewalk was removed and new
sidewalk installed, in another area with lots of pedestrian traffic.
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Alameda Jefferson 

Intersection Project

Road Safety Audit Discussion

City Council Study Session

March 10, 2016

Michael Jaglowski, P.E., Public Works Director

Deirdre Castillo, P.E., City Engineer



Purpose of this Meeting

1. Review results of Road Safety Audit Report

2. Obtain Council direction regarding…

A. Improvements listed in RSA (staff 
recommendation)

B. Previously completed alternative designs

C. Do nothing



Project History 

– Purpose and Need

From the original and approved Concept Report (2009):

 The purpose of this project is to improve the safety and 

mobility for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists.

 The need for this project is to:

1. Provide additional capacity for the intersection

2. Implement access management

3. Add pedestrian and bicycle facilities



 Crash rates at the 

Alameda/Jefferson 

intersection and on Hiline

Rd. and Jefferson Ave. are 

30% to 70% higher than 

expected.

 Current Level of Service 

(LOS) is E.

 Future LOS is F for No Build 

Alternative

Project History 

– Purpose and Need



 Over 17 conventional and unconventional alternatives 

were evaluated.

 A public meeting was held in December 2014.

 The public ranked “Safety” as their top concern.

 75% of the respondents indicated that a change 

should be made to this intersection, however, 62% felt 

that a better solution could be found.

Project History 

– Alternatives Evaluation



Project History 

– Alternatives Evaluation

 City staff presented the findings of the public meeting to 

the city council in March 2015.

 Project cost was a concern.  The least expensive 

alternative would require $2.3M to $3.5M additional 

funds.

 The city council directed staff to proceed with a “No 

Build” decision for now and to re-visit the project in the 

future when adequate funding becomes available.

 Environmental Evaluation submitted in June 2015 

incorporating “No Build” decision.



Project History 

– Alternatives Evaluation

 FHWA rejected “No Build” decision on the basis that, 

by doing nothing, safety will continue to be a problem.

 FHWA advised staff to proceed with a Road Safety 

Audit and revise the project “Purpose and Need” to 

focus on safety issues.

 Completion of a safety project would satisfy the 

requirements for federal participation of “early right-of-

way acquisition.” 



Road Safety Audit

 Seven person team from ITD D5, ITD D6, City, 

LHTAC, & FHWA.  Cost to the project and City was 

minimal.

 Field reviews conducted September 28 – 30, 2015.

 Meetings with emergency response staff.

 Presentation held on September 30, 2015.

 Report was finalized December 2015.



Road Safety Audit

 Report lists short term, intermediate term, and long 

term recommendations.

 Improvements can be categorized as:

1) Pedestrian

2) Traffic

3) Signage

4) Right-of-way

5) School Zone



Short Term Recommendations

0 to 6 months

Pedestrian
Signage



Short Term Recommendations

0 to 6 months

Traffic

Traffic



Intermediate Term Recommendations

6 months to 5 years

Pedestrian

Pedestrian and 
Right-of-Way



Intermediate Term Recommendations

6 months to 5 years

Traffic Traffic



Long Term Recommendations

more than 5 years

Pedestrian

Traffic



Long Term Recommendations

more than 5 years

Traffic

School Zone 

Improvements



Decision and Funding – Option A

Road Safety Audit Report

A.1 Complete all recommendations listed in the RSA using the 

entire project budget of $5.5M.  This would require $220k ±

additional match to be paid in FY17.

A.2 Complete all Short Term and most Intermediate Term 

recommendations using only the match already paid.  

Perform engineering in-house.  $1M to $1.4M  ± would be 

available for right-of-way and construction. (staff 

recommendation).

A.3 Same as A.2 which uses only the match already paid 

except that we would modify the consultant scope of work 

to capture the RSA recommendations.  $800k to $1.2M ±

would be available for right-of-way and construction.



Decision and Funding – Option B

Re-visit alternative designs

Move forward with designs previously considered at 

December 2014 public meeting.  The least expensive 

alternative (thru-u turns) would require $2.3M to $3.5M 

additional funds.  Additional City obligation could range 

anywhere from $390k to $4M.



Decision and Funding – Option C

Do Nothing

Do not move forward with either the recommendations 

provided in the Road Safety Audit Report or with any of 

the designs previously considered.  Reimburse the State 

$1M ± ($349k cash + $651k land).



Any Questions?

Council recommendation:

Thank You.
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Road Safety Audit  

Alameda, Pocatello Creek, Hiline and Jefferson 

September 28-30, 2015 

 
Figure 1: RSA Location Map 

Area of 

RSA 

W. Alameda Rd. 

 

 

Jefferson Ave. 

 

Pocatello 

Creek Rd. 

E. Alameda Rd. 

 

Hiline Rd. 

Deon Dr.  

Randolph Ave. 
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Background:  

At the request of the City of Pocatello (City) and the Idaho Transportation Department, 
District 5 (D-5) on September 28-30, 2015 a Road Safety Audit (RSA) was conducted in 
Pocatello in an area consisting of five adjacent intersections:  West Alameda Rd. and 
Hiline Rd.; Pocatello Creek Rd. and Jefferson Ave.; Pocatello Creek Rd. and Deon Dr.; 
Jefferson Ave. and East Alameda Rd.; and Randolph Ave. and West Alameda Rd.  It 
should be noted, that for the purposes of this report, Alameda has been divided into an 
east and west section as shown on Figure 1.  

 

Figure 2: RSA Process Diagram 

Figure 2 illustrates the process and responsibilities followed on this RSA.  In step 1 of the 
process, the City and D-5 identified the RSA project location.  This site was selected to 
develop a list of safety observations and recommendations that could be addressed in a 
relatively short period of time and/or incorporated into future projects.  Prior to the RSA, an 
effort was made to redesign these intersections to addresses some of the safety and 
congestion issues in the area.  However, due to budget constraints, none of the options 
were considered viable at the time.  As a result, the RSA Team (Team) was tasked with 
developing primarily low cost countermeasures to address the safety issues in this area. 
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The Team did not review or make recommendations related to any of the proposed 
alternatives. The Team based their recommendations on field observations and crash data 
associated with the RSA site.  

As shown in step 2 on Figure 2, the Team was selected by the City and D-5.  All 
participants volunteered their time to participate in the review.  The Team members were 
as follows:  

 Ben Burke – ITD D-6 

 Tara Capson – ITD D-5 

 Melodie Halstead – ITD D-5 

 Chris Chapman – ITD D-5  

 Kevin Kuther– LHTAC 

 Jeff Mansfield – City of Pocatello 

 Lance Johnson – FHWA 

Three meetings were held in conjunction with the RSA.  A start-up meeting (RSA process 
step 3) was held September 28, 2015 with the Team, City, Bannock Transportation 
Planning Organization (BTPO) and D-5 to discuss the purpose, background and crash 
information associated with the audit.  The attendees were as follows:  

 RSA Team 

 Mori Byington – BTPO 

 Corey Krantz – ITD D-5  

 Deirdre Castillo – City of Pocatello 

A subsequent meeting (RSA process step 5) was held on September 29, 2015 with the 
Team, emergency response personnel and the City to discuss roadway and emergency 
response issue.  The attendees were as follows:  

 RSA Team 

 Tom Sanford – Pocatello Fire 

 David Gates – Pocatello Fire 

 Deirdre Castillo – City of Pocatello 

 Tom Kirkman – City of Pocatello (Streets) 

 Mike Neville – City of Pocatello (Streets) 

 Michael Jaglowski – City of Pocatello 

 Jim Peterson – Pocatello PD 

 Scott Marchand – Pocatello PD 

 Paul Manning – Pocatello PD 

A final meeting (RSA process step 6) was held on September 30, 2015 to discuss the 
Team’s observations and recommendations.  The attendees were as follows:  
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 RSA Team  

 Eric Staats – ITD D-5 

 Ed Bala – ITD D-5 

 Brian Poole – ITD D-5 

 Mori Byington – BTPO 

 Logan McDougall – City of Pocatello 

 Craig Cooper – City of Pocatello 

 Michael Jaglowski – City of Pocatello 

 Mayor Brian Blad – City of Pocatello 

This report documents the observations and recommendations discussed in this meeting 
(RSA process step 6).  

Traffic Volumes and Growth Projections: 

As witnessed by the Team, this corridor operates at a high level with some congestion 
especially between 4:30-5:30 p.m.  As discussed at the start up meeting, there is some 
residential and commercial development planned or expected primarily south and east of 
Interstate 15.  No substantial roadway improvements are planned by the City or D-5 in the 
area of the RSA.  

Crash Data Summary (2010-2014): 

The crash data for this audit was collected by ITD’s Office of Highway Safety.  The 
following is a summary of the crash data for years 2010-2014 (see the referenced 
appendix section for additional details): 

 There have been 57 crashes over the five-year period (Appendix A-1). 

 Seventy-five percent of the crashes occurred during the day (Appendix A-2). 

 The top three contributing circumstances are:  following too close (36% of crashes), 
inattention (14% of crashes) and failure to yield (11% of crashes).  Note:  Each 
driver in a crash can have up to three contributing circumstances (Appendix A-2). 

 Eighty-four percent of crashes occurred on dry pavement (Appendix, A-3). 

 The top three crash event types are as follows:  rear-end (42%), side-swipe same 
direction (14%), head-on turning (12%) (Appendix, A-3). 

 Most crashes occurred on Friday (21%), Tuesday (18%), Saturday and Thursday 
(16%). The fewest occurred on Sunday (4%) (Appendix, A-4). 

 Most crashes occurred between 3:00-6:00 p.m. (Appendix A-5). 

 Most crashes involved drivers between the ages of 20-24 (21%) (Appendix A-6). 

 Most of the crashes occurred on Hiline Rd. and Jefferson Ave (Appendix A-7). 

 There were two crashes involving pedestrians.  One in the crosswalk at the 
intersection of Jefferson Ave. and W. Alameda Rd. the other 300’ east of Deon on 
Pocatello Creek Rd.  

 There were no reported crashes involving cyclists.  
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What is Working: 
 
The Team witnessed many things that were performing well on this corridor. These 
included:  

 The traffic signals were actuated and the timing plans seemed to work well. 

 An emergency preemption system was in place at the traffic signals and seemed 
to perform well.  

 Video detection was in use and seemed to perform well.  

 Pavement was in good condition, especially on W. Alameda and Pocatello Cr. 
Rds. 

 The longline pavement markings were in good condition 

 New thermoplastic markings for the left turn-lane on Jefferson Rd. were new and 
effective. 

 Roadway illumination was good, the LEDs in place on Pocatello Creek Rd. were 
particularly effective  

 

Observation and Recommendations: 
 
The RSA team performed a field review of the corridor as shown in step 4, Figure 2. 
Following numerous day-time and night-time trips through the corridor and a review of 
the crash data, the Team developed observations and recommendations that were 
broken down into the following three categories:  

 Short term recommendations:  0-6 months 

 Intermediate term recommendations:  6 months-5 years 

 Long term recommendations: more than 5 years 

Where available, crash reduction factors (CRF) are included in this report for each of 
the Team’s recommendations.  Some safety countermeasures have more than one 
CRF so a range may be provided.  A CRF is a number indicating the percent reduction 
in crashes that would be expected after implementing a countermeasure.  Therefore, a 
CRF of 15 would indicate an expected reduction in crashes by 15%.  The source for this 
information is the Crash Modification Factors Clearinghouse. See 
http://www.cmfclearinghouse.org for the proper application details, definition of terms, 
quality rating and additional information.  

The follow is a summary of the observations and recommendations for each of the 
locations reviewed in this RSA:  
  



Alameda/Pocatello Creek and Hiline/Jefferson RSA Report Page 6 
 

Location: Pocatello Creek Rd. (from Hiline Rd. to approximately ¼ mi. east of 
Deon Dr.) 
 

1. Crosswalk and Sidewalk across Deon Dr. 
Observation:  As shown in Figures 3-5, the crosswalk across Deon is not marked 
and as the sidewalks are configured, pedestrians are directed to cross behind 
vehicles waiting to enter Pocatello Creek Rd. from Deon Dr.  This can make it 
difficult for drivers entering Deon Dr. to see crossing pedestrians. 
Recommendation (intermediate term):  Continue the sidewalk parallel to 
Pocatello Creek Rd. to guide pedestrians to cross near the existing gutter (as 
shown in Figure 5) at this location.  Curb ramps and crosswalk markings should 
be installed as part of this modification.  CRF=65 for installing crosswalks on one 
minor approach. 
 
 

 

Figure 3: Intersection of Deon Dr. and Pocatello Creek Rd. 
 

 

Setback and 

unmarked crosswalk 
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Figure 4: Intersection of Deon Dr. and Pocatello Creek Rd. 
 
 

 
Figure 5: Intersection of Deon Dr. and Pocatello Creek Rd. 
 
 

Unmarked 

crosswalk on 

Deon Dr. 

 

Recommended 

location of 

crosswalk 
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2. Median at Deon Dr.  
Observation:  As shown on Figure 6, there is currently a raised median on 
Pocatello Creek Rd. that restricts the ability of drivers turning left from Deon Dr. 
to use the center turn lane as a refuge in merging with the west bound traffic.  
Recommendation (intermediate term):  Remove the raised median near Deon Dr. 
and extend the two-way left turn lane (TWLTL). 
Recommendation (long term): Restrict Deon Dr. to right-in, right-out.  This may 
necessitate the construction of an alternate connection to Pocatello Creek Rd. to 
facilitate left turn movements.  

 

 
Figure 6: Intersection of Deon Dr. and Pocatello Creek Rd. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Remove raised median 

and extend TWLTL 
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3. Right-turn Lane for Deon Dr.  
Observation:  Vehicles turning right onto Deon Dr. from Pocatello Cr. Rd. cause 
some slowing of east-bound vehicles on Pocatello Cr. Rd. and increase the 
potential for rear end crashes.  
Recommendation (long term):  As shown in Figure 7, construct a right-turn lane 
on Pocatello Cr. Rd., south of Deon Dr. CRF=0.7-3.0 to install a right-turn lane.  

 

 
Figure 7: Intersection of Deon Dr. and Pocatello Creek Rd. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Construct right-

turn lane 
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4. BIGLOTS/Sizzler Entrance 

Observation:  As shown on Figures 8 and 9, the DO NOT ENTER signs at the 
driveway to BIGLOTS/Sizzler’s are faded and are no longer retroreflective.  
Recommendation (short term): Replace the DO NOT ENTER signs on both sides 
of the driveway. 

 

 
Figure 8: BIGLOTS/Sizzler Driveway 
 

 
Figure 9: BIGLOTS/Sizzler Driveway 
 

Replace signs 

 

Replace sign 
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5. BIGLOTS/Sizzler Entrance 
Observation:  As shown on Figures 10 and 11, the sidewalk ends at either end of 
the BIGLOTS/Sizzler driveway, forcing pedestrians to walk through the parking 
lot or travel on Pocatello Cr. Rd. 
Recommendation (intermediate term): For continuity, extend the sidewalks 
through the median at the driveway.  Include curb ramps and crosswalk 
pavement markings.  
 

 
Figure 10: BIGLOTS/Sizzler Driveway 
 

 
Figure 11: BIGLOTS/Sizzler Driveway 
 
 
 

Extend sidewalk 

through median 

Extend sidewalk 

through median 
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6. BIGLOTS/Sizzler Exit 

Observation:  As shown on Figure 12, the exit for the development is a left-turn 
out or a right-turn out. If two vehicles are stopped side-by-side, this can cause a 
sight obstruction for the drivers.  
Recommendation (short term): Restrict the driveway exit to one-lane.  

 

 
Figure 12: BIGLOTS/Sizzler Driveway Exit 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Change to one-lane exit 
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7. Highway Illumination  
Observation:  As shown on Figure 13, portions of the luminaires on this corridor 
have been upgraded to LEDs.  It was evident that they performed very well, as 
compared to the high-pressure sodium (HPS) lights used along other parts of the 
corridor.  
Recommendation (intermediate term):  Continue the practice of providing 
highway illumination and upgrade the remaining HPS luminaries to LEDs. 
CMF=18-28 for providing highway lighting.  

 
 

 

Figure 13: Traffic Signal pole at Pocatello Cr. Rd. and Hiline Rd. 
 
 

8. Narrow Sidewalks  
Observation:  The sidewalks on the corridor were narrow, approximately 4’ in 
some areas.  As shown on Figures 14 and 15, some sections also need to be 
replaced.  
Recommendation (intermediate term):  Widen and/or replace broken or narrow 
sidewalks. 

 
 
 

LED luminaire 
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Figure 14: Sidewalk on South Side of Pocatello Creek Rd.  
 

 
Figure 15: Sidewalk on North Side of Pocatello Creek Rd.  
 

Narrow 

sidewalk 

Narrow, 

broken 

sidewalk 
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9. Crosswalk at NE Corner of Pocatello Creek Rd. and Hiline Rd. 
Observation #1:  As shown in Figure 16, the crosswalk markings are missing 
between the sidewalk and pedestrian refuge islands on the north-east corner. 
Recommendation #1 (short term): Install crosswalk pavement markings. 
Observation #2: Currently there are no pedestrian warning devices. 
Recommendations #2:   

A. Short term:  As shown in Figure 17, install pedestrian crossing warning 
signs. 

B. Intermediate term:  As shown in Figure 18, install a Rectangular Rapid 
Flashing Beacon (RRFB) in advance of this crossing.  Note this device is 
not currently an approved traffic control device, but it has been approved 
for use on the State Highway System by FHWA.  Devices installed off the 
SHS require additional FHWA approval.  See Appendix, A-8 for additional 
information. No CMF, but FHWA reports an increase in yielding by drivers 
between 18-81 percent.  

 

 

Figure 16: Crosswalk at the NE Corner of Pocatello Creek 
Rd. and Hiline Rd.  

 
 

Missing crosswalk 

markings 
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Figure 17: Example of pedestrian crossing warning signs 
 

 
 

Figure 18: Example of RRFB  
 

 
10. Crosswalks  

General observation: As shown in Figure 19, the crosswalk markings have worn 
in the wheel paths. 
General recommendation (short term): Refresh the crosswalk markings and 
change to the continental style (see Figure 20 for an example from Jefferson 
Rd.).  Note that the markings can be placed outside the wheel paths and typically 
have improved visibility and reduced maintenance over the existing style.  
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Figure 19: Crosswalk at Pocatello Creek Rd./Hiline Rd. 
Intersection 
 
 

 

Figure 20: Jefferson Rd./E. Alameda Intersection 
 
 

Worn 

crosswalk 

markings 

 

Continental 

crosswalk 

markings 
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11. Medians 
General observation:  Due to overlays, the medians throughout the area are only 
slightly raised above the paved surface.  They also lack markings or delineation 
making them difficult to see, especially at night. See Figures 21-22 for examples. 
General recommendation (short term):  Delineate the medians with paint, raised 
pavement markers are similar devices.  See example on Figure 22. 
General recommendation (intermediate term):  Raise/reestablish the medians 
throughout the area. 
 

 

Figure 21: NE Corner of Pocatello Creek Rd. and Hiline Rd.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Median is low and 

lacks delineation 
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Figure 22: Pocatello Creek Rd. west of Randolph Ave.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Median is low and lacks 

delineation 
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12. Traffic Signs 
General observation: As shown in Figure 23, some of the traffic signs have lost 
their retroreflectivity, making them very difficult to see at night.  Also, the 
FAIRGROUNDS sign shown on Figure 24 is not an MUTCD compliant sign. 
General recommendation (short term):  Replace the ground mounted and 
overhead signs that are not MUTCD compliant and those that are not adequately 
retroreflective.  

 

 
Figure 23: Overhead guide sign at the Poleline Rd./Hiline 
Intersection 
 

 
Figure 24: Fairgrounds sign, north of Deon St.  

Poor retroreflectivity on 

overhead guide sign 

 

Non-MUTCD 

compliant sign 
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13. ADA 
General observation: As shown in Figures 25 and 26, some of the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) intersection features on the corridor are not compliant 
or present, such as curb ramps, truncated domes and ADA accessible pedestrian 
push buttons. 
General recommendation (intermediate term):  Provide ADA compliant features 
in the area. 
 

 
Figure 25: NE Corner of Pocatello Creek Rd. and Hiline Rd.  
 

 
Figure 26: SE Corner of Pocatello Creek Rd. and Jefferson Ave.  
 
 
 

Lack of ADA 

features at 

intersection 

 

Lack of ADA 

features at 

intersection 
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14. Pedestrian Signal Heads 
General observation: As shown in Figure 27, there are pedestrian signal heads 
present; however, they do not have the countdown feature.  
General recommendation (intermediate term):  Upgrade the pedestrian signal 
heads with the countdown feature.  See Figure 28 for an example.  Note:  the 
countdown feature is required according to the MUTCD when the existing 
equipment is upgraded and/or replaced, there is no compliance date. CMF=55-
70 for vehicle/pedestrian crashes.  

 

 
Figure 27: Example of the Countdown Pedestrian Signal Head 
 

 
Figure 28: Example of the Countdown Pedestrian Signal Head 
 

Old style ped 

head 
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15. Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT) 
General Observation:  There are PRT bus stops in the travel lanes on the 
corridor.  This causes vehicles to queue behind the bus or maneuver around the 
buses.  
General Recommendation (intermediate term): Construct bus turn-out lanes so 
traffic does not queue as the buses load and unload passengers. See Figure 55 
for an example.  

 
 
Location: Hiline Rd. (from Pocatello Creek Rd. to approximately ¼ mile north)  

 
1. Sidewalks on East Side of Road 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 29-31, the sidewalks do not continue from 
Pocatello Creek Rd. onto the east side of Hiline Rd.  This forces pedestrians to 
walk through the parking lot of the commercial development to the east or along 
Hiline Rd. on the narrow shoulder.  
Recommendation (intermediate): As shown in Figure 32, extend the sidewalks 
north of Pocatello Cr. Rd. and tie them into the existing sidewalks in front of the 
Health and Welfare office. 
 

 
Figure 29: Hiline Rd. 
 

End of sidewalk north of 

Pole Line Rd.  
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Figure 30: Hiline Rd. 
 

 
Figure 31: Hiline Rd. 
 

Pedestrian walking 

north on Hiline Rd. 

 

Sidewalk in front of 

Health and Welfare Office 
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Figure 32: Hiline Rd. North of Pocatello Creek Rd. 

 
2. Access Spacing 
Observation:  As shown on Figure 33, there are five existing business approaches on 
Hiline Rd.  Due to crashes in this area; some of these should be modified.  
Recommendation (intermediate/long term):  Modify business access as follows: 

 As shown in Figures 33-34, access #1 should be closed, there is access 
provided at access #2 and from Pocatello Cr. Rd.   

 As shown in Figures 33 and 36, access #4 should be closed or restricted to right-
in right-out by constructing a raised median (proper color of markings is yellow). 
There is an unrestricted approach to this site from Access #3.  

 As shown in Figures 33 and 37, access #5 should be restricted.  An intermediate 
term solution is to construct a raised median, which will restrict the movement 
from the Common Cents store to right-in right-out.  A long term solution is to 
close the access.  As shown in Figure 38, this may necessitate providing a 
connection between the Common Cents store and the business to the north. 

Construct 

sidewalk 
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CRFs vary based on changes in driveway density.  See the CMF Clearinghouse 
for the appropriate formula and application details.  

 

 

Figure 33: Hiline Rd. Access Points 
 

Access #1: 

Close 

Access #2: 

Retain 

Access #3: 

Retain 

 

Access #4: Close 

or Restrict 

 

 

 

Access #5:  Close 

or Restrict 

 

 

Proposed 

raised median 
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Figure 34: Hiline Rd.-Southbound 
 

 
Figure 35: Hiline Rd.-Southbound 
 

Access #1: Close 

Access #3: Retain 
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Figure 36: Hiline Rd.-Southbound 
 
 

 

Figure 37: Hiline Rd.-Southbound 
 
 

Access #4: Close or 

Restrict 

Access #5: 

Close or 

Restrict 
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Figure 38: Hiline Rd. 
 
3. Lengthen Right Turn Lane and Replace Signs 
Observation:  As shown on Figure 39, the right turn lane from Pocatello Cr. Rd. extends 
north on Hiline Rd.; however, it ends abruptly without a proper taper.  The LANE ENDS 
MERGE LEFT warning sign is not accurate, the lane continues to the Health and 
Welfare approach.  The LANE ENDS MERGE LEFT sign is followed by two RIGHT 
LANE MUST TURN RIGHT signs.  
Recommendation (short term):  As shown in Figure 40, replace the existing warning 
sign with THRU TRAFFIC MERGE LEFT 
Recommendation (intermediate term):  Widen and extend the right turn lane to the 
Health and Welfare approach.  
 

Provide 

connection 

between 

businesses 
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Figure 39: Hiline Rd-Northbound  
 

 

Figure 40: Hiline Rd-Northbound (showing proper warning sign) 
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sign 
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4. Remove Non-Compliant Signs and Install Driveway Markings 
Observation:  As shown on Figure 41, some of the existing signs are not compliant with 
the MUTCD.  Also, the area lacks markings showing drivers where they should not stop.  
Recommendation (short term):  Replace the PLEASE DO NOT BLOCK THE 
DRIVEWAY sign with a DO NOT BLOCK DRIVEWAY sign, remove the THANK YOU 
sign and augment the signing with markings.  See Figure 42 for a list of marking 
options. CRF=7-15 for installing signs that conform to the MUTCD. 
 

 

Figure 41: Hiline Rd-Southbound 
 

 
____________________________________________________ 
Figure 42: MUTCD Figure 3B-18, Options for Do Not Block 
Intersection Markings 

Non-Compliant 

signs 
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5. Remove Non-Applicable Pavement Markings 
Observation: As shown in Figure 43, non-applicable pavement markings exist between 
the right-turn lane and the through lane.  
Recommendation (short term): Remove or cover the non-applicable pavement markings 
with a sealcoat or other material.  
 

 

Figure 43: Hiline Rd-Southbound 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Non-applicable 

dotted marking 
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6. Staggered STOP Lines  
Observation:  Drivers eastbound on W. Alameda turning left on Hiline Rd. were 
observed encroaching into the travel lanes for south bound traffic on Hiline Rd.   
Recommendation (short term):  As shown in Figure 44, add staggered stop bars on the 
left turn lane on Hiline Rd. Note: the proper color for these markings is white.  
 
7. Dotted line extension markings 
Observation:  Due to the skewed nature of the intersection, drivers northbound on Hiline 
Rd. often were confused as to how to stay in their lane and need additional guidance. 
Recommendation (short term):  As shown in Figure 44, install dotted line markings to 
extend the center line and edge line. The proper color for these markings is as shown.  
 

 
Figure 44: W. Alameda/Pocatello Creek Rd. and Jefferson/Hiline 
Rd. Intersection 
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staggered 

stop lines 

Lane line 
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Location: West Alameda (from Hiline Rd. to approximately ¼ mile west) 
 
1. Signal Visibility 
Observation:  East bound drivers do not have adequate sight distance of the traffic 
signal.  It appears that at one time there was a warning flasher above the traffic signal 
warning sign.  Based on the MUTCD, the existing warning sign is too low for an urban 
location (7’ is the minimum).  
Recommendation (short term):  Raise the traffic signal warning sign to 7’, and as shown 
in Figure 45, install a yellow beacons and a sign plaque, BE PREPARED TO STOP 
WHEN FLASHING.  The beacons should be tied to the traffic signal at Hiline Rd. and 
activated when the circular yellow and red are displayed for east-bound traffic.  
 

 
 

 

Figure 45: W. Alameda, west of Randolph Ave. 
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2. Overgrown Vegetation 
Observation:  As shown in Figures 46 and 47, due to vegetation growing over the 
sidewalk and roadway, east-bound drivers have restricted sight distance of vehicles on 
Randolph Ave.  The vegetation also encroaches on the sidewalk.  The shadow of the 
vegetation also obscures vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists crossing Randolph Ave. 
Recommendation (short term): Trim the vegetation near the sidewalk and roadway.  
 

 

Figure 46: W. Alameda, west of Randolph Ave. 
 

 

Figure 47: W. Alameda, west of Randolph Ave. 
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3. No Left-Turn Sign at Randolph Ave.  
Observation:  As witnessed by many tire marks on the median on W. Alameda, some 
drivers are not seeing or complying with the raised median.  
Recommendation (short term):  Install a sign under the STOP prohibiting left turn 
movements.  See Figure 48 for an example.  Note:  a prior general recommendation 
indicated the median needed to be delineated and raised.  
 
4. Crosswalk Markings  
Observation:  As shown on Figure 48, pedestrians are crossing at Randolph Ave., but 
there are no crosswalk markings.  
Recommendation (short term):  Install crosswalk markings. CRF=65 for installing a 
crosswalk on one minor approach. 
 

 

Figure 48: Randolph Ave. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Install 

crosswalk 
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5. No Left Turn Sign at Maverick  
Observation:  As witnessed by tire marks on the median on W. Alameda, some drivers 
are not seeing or complying with the raised median.  
Recommendation (short term): As shown in Figure 49, install a STOP sign and a No 
Left Turn sign at the Maverick convenience store approach. It should be noted that to 
conform to the MUTCD, the existing markings (arrows and stop line) should be white.  
 

 

Figure 49: Maverick Convenience Store approach on W. Alameda 
 
 
Location: Jefferson Ave. (from Pocatello Creek Rd. to approximately ¼ mile 
south) 
 

1. Prohibit Left Turns Onto or From E. Alameda 
Observation:  One of the most prevalent crash locations investigated was at the 
intersection of E. Alameda.  It appears most of the crashes were intersection related 
and caused by drivers traveling south on Jefferson Ave. and turning left onto E. 
Alameda Rd.  Part of the issue was observed to be vehicles queueing behind left 
turning vehicles and drivers making turns without adequate gaps.  A similar issue was 
witnessed with drivers making left turns from E. Alameda Rd. onto Jefferson Ave. and 
heading south.  
Recommendation (intermediate term):  As shown in Figure 50, prohibit left turns at the 
intersection by installing a raised median on Jefferson Ave.  Note: the appropriate color 
is yellow. Install a NO LEFT TURN sign and remove the left turn lane on E. Alameda 
Rd. CRF=18 for installing a median on the minor approach for an unsignalized three-leg 
intersection.  
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MUTCD indicates 

white markings 
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2. Shift Lanes to the West 
Observation:  Due to the skewed nature of the intersection with W. Alameda/Pocatello 
Cr. Rd., drivers traveling north find it difficult to understand the destination of the lanes.  
Recommendation (intermediate term):  As shown in Figure 50, by installing the raised 
median at E. Alameda allows the removal of the south-bound left turn lane.  This area 
can then be used to shift the north-bound lanes to the west, to more closely align them 
with those on the north side of the intersection.  
 

 

Figure 50: Hiline Rd-Southbound 
 
 
3. Signal Heads and Overhead Street Name Signs 
Observation:  As noted in the previous item, the skewed nature of the intersection 
creates confusion among drivers as to the destination of the lanes.  
Recommendation (short term):  Replace the solid green signal indications with arrows 
that are skewed to reflect the orientation of the travel lanes.  As shown in Figure 51, 
install street name signs under the overhead and post mounted directional signs. 
Recommendation (long term): Realign the approaching roadways to remove the skewed 
intersection. This could include the use of an alternative intersection design; for 
examples and descriptions see: http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/Intersection/alter_design/. 
Any realignment or redesign should address the traffic patterns and access issues in 
the surrounding area.  

Install raised median 

Shift left 

turn and 

thru lanes 

west 

 

Remove left 

turn lanes 

 

http://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/Intersection/alter_design/
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Figure 51: Hiline Rd. Northbound 
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4. Retroreflective Backplates 
Observation:  As witnessed there were numerous rear end crashes at the intersection. 
Improved visibly of the traffic signal is a potential solution.  
Recommendation (short term):  Install retroreflective backplates on traffic signal heads 
as shown in Figure 52. CRF=15 for adding a 3-inch yellow retroreflective band of 
sheeting to signal backplates.   
 

 

 

Figure 52: Hiline Rd-Southbound, example of retroreflective 
boarders on traffic signal backplates 
 
 

5. Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT) 
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Observation:  As shown in Figures 53-54, there is a PRT bus stop in the travel 
lane on Jefferson Ave.  This causes vehicles to queue through the intersection of 
Jefferson Ave. and Pocatello Creek Rd./W. Alameda Rd. 
Recommendation:  Relocate the bus stop on Jefferson Ave. (short term) or as 
shown in Figure 55, construct a bus turn-out lane (intermediate term) so traffic 
does not queue as the buses load and unload passengers.  

  

 

Figure 53: Jefferson Ave./E. Alameda Rd. Intersection  
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Figure 54: Jefferson Ave./E. Alameda Rd. Intersection  
 

 

Figure 55: Example of PRT Bus Turn-Out 
 
6. Vegetation  
Observation:  As shown in Figures 56-57, the vegetation along the fence on the east 
side of the road obscures the flashing yellow beacon and a number of traffic signs. 
Recommendation (short term):  Trim or remove vegetation obscuring the traffic control 
devices.  
 

Bus turn-out lane 
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Figure 56: Obscured beacon and School Crossing sign 

 

 

Figure 57: Obscured School Crossing Assembly north-bound on 
Jefferson Ave. 
 
 
7. School Crossing Sign 
Observation:  The school crossing sign is based on outdated standard.  
Recommendation (short term):  As shown in Figure 58, replace the existing school 
crossing signs with those that compliant with the MUTCD. 
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Figure 58: Outdated School Crossing sign south-bound on 
Jefferson Ave. 
 
8. Existing Crosswalk  
Observation:  As shown in Figures 59-60, the existing crosswalk is skewed, does not 
have a curb cut on the west side of the road and does not lead to an opening in the 
school fence.  The existing opening in the fence does not line up with the crosswalk. 
Recommendation (short term):  Mark the crosswalk at approximately 90-degrees to the 
curb, provide a curb cut on the west side of the road and relocate the opening in the 
fence so it is near the crosswalk. 
 

 

Figure 59: Crosswalk on Jefferson Ave. at elementary school 
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Figure 60: Jefferson Ave. at elementary school 
 
9. Eliminate Curb cuts without Sidewalks 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 61, the existing curb cuts near the elementary school 
appear to have been installed for a crosswalk that was relocated to the south.  
Recommendation (short term):  To encourage use of the marked crosswalk; remove the 
unnecessary curb cuts. 
 

 

Figure 61: Jefferson Ave., west side near Maverick 
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Observation:  As shown in Figures 62-64, some of the signs along this roadway are 
mounted less than 7’ (the MUTCD standard in an urban environment) and obstruct the 
sidewalk. 
Recommendation (short term):  Raise signs to at least 7’, relocate them so they do not 
obstruct the sidewalk and remove unneeded sign supports.  
 

 

Figure 62: Jefferson Ave. north-bound 
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Figure 63: Jefferson Ave. north-bound 

 

Figure 64: Jefferson Ave. north-bound 
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11. Relocate Fire Hydrant and Concrete Vault 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 65, a fire hydrant and lid for a concrete vault are 
obstructing the side walk. 
Recommendation (long term):  Relocate the fire hydrant and concrete vault.  

Figure 65: Jefferson Ave. east side of the road 
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12. City Lot Access 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 66, there is two access points to the city property 
which are being illegally used by drivers. 
Recommendation (long term):  Physically close both access points.  
 

 

Figure 66: Jefferson Ave. and E. Alameda 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Access points to 

city property 
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13. School Zone 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 67, according to the signing the school zone is in 
effect every day year round from 7:00 AM to 5:30 PM, including holidays, weekends, 
and summer vacations when children may not be present.  
Recommendation (long term):  Remove the time of day designation on the sign and 
replace it with a flashing beacon and a WHEN FLASHING plaque.  The beacon should 
only be activated when children are present. 
 

 
 

 

Figure 67: Jefferson Ave. and E. Alameda 
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Location: E. Alameda Rd. (from Jefferson Ave. to approximately 500’ east) 
 
1. Crosswalks without Curb Cuts 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 68, the crosswalk north of the Tendoy elementary 
school is properly marked, signed and patrolled by adult crossing guards; however, 
there are no curb cuts on either side.  
Recommendation (long term):  Make curb cuts on both sides of the roadway for the 
sidewalk. 
 

 

Figure 68: E. Alameda Ave. north of the Tendoy Elementary 
school 
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2. City Lot Access 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 69, there are two access points to the city property, 
which are being illegally used by drivers. 
Recommendation (short term):  Physically close both access points.  
 

 
Figure 69: E. Alameda north of the Tendoy elementary school 
 
3. School Loading and Unloading Zone 
Observation:  As shown in Figure 70, the entrance to the Tendoy school parking lot and 
the loading/unloading zone is within 20’ of Jefferson Ave.  This causes some stacking 
on Jefferson Ave. as vehicles turn into the parking area.  
Recommendation (long term):   As shown in Figure 71, close E. Alameda and Jefferson 
Ave. and create a cul-de-sac. This would allow the City lot to be used as a 
loading/unloading zone.  
 
 
 
 
 

Access points to 

City property 
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Figure 70: E. Alameda north of the Tendoy Elementary school 
 

 

Figure 71: E. Alameda north of the Tendoy Elementary school 
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Next Steps

1

Identify project

2

Select RSA team

3

Conduct 
start-up meeting

4

Perform field 
reviews

5

Conduct
analysis and

prepare report

6

Present  
findings to Project

Owner

7

Prepare formal
response

8

Incorporate findings

Responsibilities

RSA Team
Design Team / Project Owner

As outlined above, this report documents and concludes the work of the RSA Team.  
The next step in the RSA process is a formal response from the D-5 and the City to the 
Team.  It is recommended that this be a coordinated response.  The response should 
address each recommendation described in this report.  The response can be sent to 
Lance Johnson, via email (lance.johnson@dot.gov) for distribution to the other Team 
members. 

The Team hopes that D-5 and the City find the observations and recommendations 
helpful in addressing the safety issues at this location. 

 

 

mailto:lance.johnson@dot.gov
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Appendix, A-1 

 

Appendix, A-2
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Appendix, A-3 
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Appendix, A-4

 
 
 

Appendix, A-5 
 

Intersection Statistical Data 

 
 

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

Midnight to 2:59 AM

3:00 AM to 5:59 AM

6:00 AM to 8:59 AM

9:00 AM to 11:59 AM

Noon to 2:59 PM

3:00 PM to 5:59 PM

6:00 PM to 8:59 PM

9:00 PM to 11:59 PM

% Crashes by Time of Day 



Alameda/Pocatello Creek and Hiline/Jefferson RSA Report Page 58 
 

 
 
 

Appendix, A-6 
 

Intersection Statistical Data 
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Appendix, A-7 
(Crash data map from LHTAC) 
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Appendix, A-8 
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Greg Laragan, P.E 

Highways Operations 

Engineer Idaho 

Transportation 

Department P.O. Box 

7129 

Boise, ID  83707-1129 

 
Dear Mr. Laragan: 

Thank you for your letter of November 10 requesting approval to use Rectangular Rapid 

Flashing Beacons (RRFB) on a blanket basis at uncontrolled crosswalks on roadways 

under the jurisdiction of the Idaho Transportation Department.  Your request is made 

under the provisions of Section 1A.l0 of the 2009 edition of the Manual on Uniform 

Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and our Interim Approval memorandum IA-11 dated 

July 16, 2008. 

Your request is approved for the use of RRFB, under the technical terms of the Interim 

Approval, at crossing locations on roadways under the jurisdiction of the Idaho 

Transportation Department that may be determined to be appropriate based on an 

engineering study.  Please develop and periodically update a list of all locations where 

RRFB are installed on State highways in Idaho.  Your specific approval has been 

numbered "IA-11-86- RRFB- Idaho DOT."  Please reference this number in any 

future correspondence. 

Thank you for your interest in improving pedestrian safety.  If we can be of further 

assistance on this matter, please feel free to contact Mr. Scott Wainwright of our MUTCD 

Team by e-mail at scott.wainwright@dot.gov or by telephone at 202-366-0857. 

 

 
Sincerely 

yours, 
 

 

 
 

Director, Office of Transportation Operations 

 

 

mailto:scott.wainwright@dot.gov




City Council Study Session 

March 10, 2016

MEDICAL BENEFITS 
OPTIONS 
FY 2017



AGENDA
• Process update

• Employee meetings update

• Blue Cross of Idaho – rates

• Comparison to Aetna and Regence

• Mercer Marketplace Rates

• Additional benefits of Mercer Marketplace



Process Update

• We explored Mercer Marketplace last year

• October 2015 – given direction to pursue for FY17

• December 2015 – presented Marketplace option

• January 2016 – Mercer presented at study session

• February 2016 – Employee meetings

• March 10, 2016 – Presentation today

• March 17, 2016 – Decision of medical carrier

• April 2016 – Finance needs contribution decisions



Employee Meetings Update
• 15+ meetings

• Concerns

• Questions

• Employee impact



Blue Cross of Idaho

• Proposed rate increase = 11.82%

• Cost to City (without fire) = $5,914,012.56

• Add estimated fire rates of $1,014,720.12

• Total cost to City = $6,928.732.68

• Anticipated increase to City of 6.93% ($479,854)

• Was 6.06% increase with fire employees added to BCI



Compare Aetna and Regence

Rates Current BCI Renewal BCI Aetna Regence

Employee Only $535.90 $599.24 $588.03 $588.90

Employee +1 $1,125.50 $1,258.53 $1,234.98 $1,236.85

Family $1,335.89 $1,493.79 $1,465.76 $1,468.00

Total % change 11.82% 9.7% 9.9%

• We asked Aetna and Regence to quote our 
current plan outside the Mercer Marketplace



Mercer Marketplace Plan Designs

$800 plan $1,500 plan $2,500 plan $4,500 plan BCI plan

DEDUCTIBLE
Single
Family

$800
$1,600

$1,500
$3,000

$2,500
$5,000

$4,500
$9,000

$2,000
$4,000

OOP MAX
Single
Family

$2,400
$4,800

$3,000
$6,000

$4,500
$9,000

$6,550
$13,100

$4,000
$8,000

Office Visit copay
$40/$55

coinsurance  
after ded.

coinsurance
after ded.

coinsurance 
after ded.

copay
$20

Coinsurance
In-network 20% 20% 30% 30% 20%

Rx $10/30%/45% 80% 70% 70% $10/$30

QUOTED
rates per 

month

1 pty - $661
2 pty - $1,388
Fam - $1,647

1 pty - $620
2 pty – $1,302
Fam - $1,546

1 pty - $537
2 pty - $1,128
Fam - $1,339

1 pty - $480
2 pty - $1,007
Fam - $1,196

1 pty - $599
2 pty - $1,259
Fam - $1,494



Estimated Rates to Employees
based on current contribution rates
rates are per month

$800 plan $1,500 plan $2,500 plan $4,500 plan

Employee Only $156.03 $115.03 $32.23 $0

Employee + 1 $350.06 $264.06 $90.26 $77.51

Family $441.77 $340.77 $133.92 $95.64

cost savings 
to City as well

$2,000 plan

Employee Only $32.15

Employee + 1 $90.04

Family $133.59

Current Rates to Employees
rates are per month



Employee #1

EMPLOYEE #1

Individual
1 generic Rx (antacid) $10

1 doctor visit $100

$800 $1,500 $2,500 $4,500 BCI renewal

Annual Premium $1,859 $1,373 $387 $0 $432

Monthly Rx and 
office visits

Total

J - $10
F - $10
M - $10
A - $10
M - $110
J - $10
J - $10
A - $10
S - $10
O - $10
N - $10
D -$10
$220

J - $2
F - $2
M - $2
A - $2
M - $102
J - $2
J - $2
A - $2
S - $2
O - $2
N - $2
D -$2
$124

J - $3
F - $3
M - $3
A - $3
M - $103
J - $3
J - $3
A - $3
S - $3
O - $3
N - $3
D -$3
$136

J - $3
F - $3
M - $3
A - $3
M - $103
J - $3
J - $3
A - $3
S - $3
O - $3
N - $3
D -$3
$136

J - $10
F - $10
M - $10
A - $10
M - $30
J - $10
J - $10
A - $10
S - $10
O - $10
N - $10
D -$10
$140

Total Annual Cost $2,140 $1,334 $523 $136 $572

MAXIMUM Cost $4,259 $4,373 $5,023 $6,550 $4,572



Employee #2

EMPLOYEE #2

Family
1 person receiving cancer treatment

1 cancer Rx $8,000
24 doctor visits $100

$800 $1,500 $2,500 $4,500 BCI 
renewal

Annual Premium $5,273 $4,061 $1,598 $571 $1,793

Monthly Rx and 
office visits

Total

J - $190
F - $190
M - $190
A - $190
M - $190
J - $190
J - $190
A - $190
S - $190
O - $190
N - $190
D -$190
$2,280

J - $1,800
F - $1,200
M - $100
A - $0
M - $0
J - $0
J - $0
A - $100
S - $0
O - $0
N - $100
D -$100
$3,400

J - $2,600
F - $1,900
M - $100
A - $0
M - $0
J - $0
J - $0
A - $100
S - $0
O - $0
N - $100
D -$100
$4,900

J - $2,600
F - $2,600
M - $1,450
A - $0
M - $0
J - $0
J - $0
A - $100
S - $0
O - $0
N - $100
D -$100
$6,950

J - $50
F - $50
M - $300
A - $50
M - $50
J - $50
J - $50
A - $350
S - $50
O - $50
N - $50
D -$50
$1,150

Total Annual Cost $7,553 $7,461 $6,498 $7,521 $2,943

MAXIMUM Cost $10,200 $10,061 10,598 $13,671 $9,793



Options to Offset Costs
• Utilize HRA VEBA account

• Up to $2,100 annually (if participating in Wellness)

• Elect to set aside dollars in the FSA

• Up to $2,550 ($98.08 per pay period)

• Access to full $2,550 at start of FY2017

• Utilize voluntary insurance policies

• ie: accident policy = $25/month

• Less than the $32.23/month for $2,500 plan

• Help cover deductible/out of pocket maximum



Additional Benefits to 
Mercer Marketplace
• Cost control

• Tech platform

• Give employees a choice

• One stop shop

• Decision making tools




