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Report Overview
Introduction
Transportation safety and convenience and substantial project costs are major
concerns for residents, elected officials and staff in Fremont County, and all of its
cities (Ashton, Drummond, Island Park, Newdale, Parker, St. Anthony, Teton and
Warm River).
Responding to these statewide concerns, public funds from the Idaho
Transportation Department (ITD) have provided virtually every city and county in
Idaho with the means for developing a transportation plan. Such a plan lays out
future transportation planning projects and policy that will increase safety and
convenience for residents and the traveling public.

Fremont County Transportation Plan
In Fremont County, a Transportation Advisory Committee of over 20 people has
been assembled to study the many elements in transportation planning. The
Fremont County Transportation Plan presents a review of existing and future
scenarios for transportation facilities in the county. Text and exhibits provide an
overview of existing conditions and what the next 20 years is likely to bring to
Fremont County and its cities.
In the final county and city documents, essential capital improvement projects (as
determined by each entity) are included along with estimated costs.

City Transportation Plans
The cities of Ashton, St. Anthony, Parker, Newdale and Teton each have
separate transportation plans.
Ashton and St. Anthony
This report includes the plans for Ashton (Section 3) and St. Anthony (Section 4)
following the county comprehensive plan.
Parker, Newdale and Teton
A separate report will contain the plans for Parker, Newdale and Teton.
Drummond, Warm River and Island Park
The roadways of the cities of Drummond, Warm River and Island Park are
included in this transportation plan. Drummond and Warm River have very small
populations (less than 20 residents each) and Fremont County assists those
cities in maintaining their roadways.
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The roads within the city limits of Island Park are mainly state highways. Those
that are not state highways are private roads or are maintained by Fremont
County, such as Old State Highway (SH) 91, Phillips Loop Road, Sawtell Peak
Road and Box Canyon Road. Public open houses were held in Island Park to
seek public input. The concerns and suggestions of the Island Park residents are
included in the plan. Projects for the area are included in the Fremont County
section of this transportation plan.
Many of the Island Park citizens’ concerns were directed toward plans for US 20.
ITD District 6 has jurisdiction of this portion of US 20 and recently completed an
update to the US 20 Corridor Plan from Ashton to the Montana State Line. This
corridor study included consideration of the Idaho portion of SH 87.
Recommendations from the 2005 update to the US 20 Corridor Plan are included
in the Fremont County portion of the transportation plan.

Recommended Reviews
Although this is a 20-year plan, unanticipated events and attitudes are certain to
change transportation project priorities. With this in mind, it is recommended that
the plans be annually reviewed by the Planning Commission and County Board
of Commissioners or City Council, and amended if necessary. In this way, the
document is always available and timely, whenever limited funding opportunities
are announced.

Highlights of the Transportation Plan
The Fremont County Transportation Plan identifies 20-year transportation issues
throughout Fremont County and prioritizes system projects that will improve
access and safety for residents, businesses and the traveling public.
The following are highlights of the plan:

9 20-year growth analysis
Existing and projected regional, county and city populations and land-use
trends are reviewed.

9 Identification of transportation system roadway deficiencies
Safety concerns, bridge deficiencies, current and future roadway and
intersection levels of service, desirable bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and
alternative transportation (public transit, airport) issues are analyzed for the
planning term (2005-2025).
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9 Decision-making tool
A transportation plan is a decision-making tool for officials, staff and citizens.
It lists project priorities, guiding goals, objectives and policies for everyday
evaluation of transportation issues. If desired, the document can be adopted
as the required
transportation component
of the county’s
comprehensive plan.

9 Public involvement
The 20-member Fremont
County Transportation
Advisory Committee has
determined initial
transportation issues of
concern. Public open
houses were held in
Island Park, South
Fremont County,
St. Anthony and Ashton
to identify additional
transportation issues.
Meetings with the mayors of Newdale, Teton and Parker, and with
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) personnel, county sheriff and city public
works directors are only a few of the interviews conducted to discover
overlooked transportation issues. A project Internet Web site
(http://www.fremontcountytransportation.info/) provides up-to-date project
minutes, events and contacts.

9 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
A CIP is a five-year budgeting plan that lists selected projects and estimated
costs for each. At the conclusion of the county transportation analysis, the
Transportation Advisory Committee and the public recommended, selected
and prioritized projects to be listed in the CIP. This list will be forwarded to the
Board of County Commissioners for review and final approval.
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Fremont County
Project Overview
Introduction
To understand how the
Fremont County
transportation system
functions, an inventory
was conducted of
elements comprising
the existing system.
Understanding the
system as it operates
today was an essential
task of the planning
process for identifying
areas needing
improvement over the
20-year planning
period. This inventory
was based on available data compiled by the Fremont County Road and Bridge
Department and the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD), as well as
supplemental field data and interviews with transportation officials and
transportation providers.
The transportation system in Fremont County is designed to serve the
automobile − the predominant means of transportation. However, it is essential
to examine and improve all modes and means of transportation since each is an
important element of the transportation network. In this section, information is
provided on the following modes and means of transportation:
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9 Roadways

9 Helipads

9 Bridges

9 Bus

9 Pathways

9 Snowmobile trails

9 ATV routes

9 Rail

9 Airports

9 Trucking
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Planned Transportation Projects
Fremont County
Fremont County has a number of transportation projects currently in the planning
stage. Several are funded through Idaho’s Surface Transportation Program
(STP). These include:

9 Salem Road Bridge replacement
9 Reconstruction and realignment of Salem Road in conjunction with the Salem
Road Bridge replacement

9 Fun Farm Bridge replacement
9 Improvements to the Stanford Field Airport near St. Anthony
Another project to replace the Stone Bridge, near Warm River, is awaiting
confirmation of funding.
ITD District 6 has several STP projects planned within Fremont County:

9 US 20, Major Widening, Last Chance to Montana state line (Key No. 08624)
Scheduled for 2007, estimated construction cost – $1,513,000.

9 US 20, Intersection Improvement, Ashton (Key No. 08625) Milepost 360.3 to
361.1, Scheduled for 2009, estimated construction cost – $2,000,000.

9 US 87, Pavement Rehabilitation, Junction US 20 to Montana State line (Key
No. 09388) Line, Milepost 0 to Milepost 9.1, Scheduled for 2007, estimated
construction cost – $1,770,000.

9 US 87, 2 Henry’s Lake Fish Passages, Short span replacement (Key No.
09658) Scheduled for 2006, estimated construction cost – $1,431,000 and
$650,000.

9 US 20, Pavement Rehabilitation, 2 miles north of Ashton (Key No. 10009)
Milepost 360.103 to Milepost 364.966, Scheduled for 2006.
The remaining projects shown in Exhibit 2-1 will be funded by the Fremont
County Road and Bridge Department budget.

Current Transportation Issues
Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act:
A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU)
In August 2005, the federal surface transportation act known as SAFETEA-LU
was signed into law. The SAFETEA-LU authorizes $286.5 billion in spending
during federal fiscal years 2005-09 for numerous surface transportation
programs, such as highways, mass transit, motor carriers, freight, safety and
research. From a national perspective, SAFETEA-LU amounts to an inflation-
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adjusted increase of about 5 percent for highways and 16 percent for transit over
TEA-21 − the previous five-year transportation act that expired nearly two years
ago. Funding increases for SAFETEA-LU come primarily from increased federal
fuel tax revenues. Idaho is slated to receive a 30.32 percent funding increase
over the life of the bill, or approximately $276 million annually (Source: ITD Web
site [http://www.itd.idaho.gov/]).

Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE) Bond
Proposed by Idaho Governor Dirk Kempthorne, GARVEE bonding is a
transportation financing instrument approved for use in Idaho by the 2005
Legislature. The program allows the Idaho Transportation Board to bond for 13
specific projects using up to 20 percent of its federal apportionments for debt
service annually through fiscal 2010 and rising to 30 percent in fiscal 2011.
Under this program, federal highway revenue is pledged for repayment of the
bonds. As required by the legislation authorizing use of GARVEE, a request for
bonding authority must be included as a separate item in ITD’s annual budget
request and is subject to legislative approval.
The Connecting Idaho Vision program conceived by the Governor has a goal of
connecting all of Idaho’s 2,076 miles of multilane, high-performance roadways.
Seven projects were identified that need to be built as soon as possible to meet
Idaho’s connection objectives. In northeastern Idaho, the sole project is the
improvement of US 20 from St. Anthony to Ashton. (Source: ITD Draft 2006 2010 STIP)
As of March 2006, the project on US 20 has been removed from consideration
for state funding.

AUGUST 2006

2-8

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 2 – Fremont Co unty

EXH IB IT 2 -1 – TRAN SPOR TAT ION PROJ ECT PLANN ED

AUGUST 2006

2-9

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 2 – Fremont Co unty

Demographics and Land Use Trends
Introduction
Awareness of the relationship
between the transportation network,
land uses and population
characteristics is essential. Land
uses, population settlement
locations and employment directly
affect the need and location for new
roads, bridges, pathways and public
transportation.
Out of Idaho’s 44 counties, 35 are
rural and have no cities over 20,000
residents. These rural counties
account for about 88 percent of the
state’s land area. In 2003, these
counties were home to 32 percent of
the state’s population, compared to
36 percent in 1990. In both the
1970s and 1990s, Idaho was among
the seven fastest growing states in
the nation. During these decades,
growth in rural Idaho was nearly
double the national growth rate.
Since 2000, the state’s population has continued to grow overall, but between
2000 and 2003, 13 of the 35 rural counties lost population (Source: Profile of
Rural Idaho, Idaho Commerce and Labor, 2005).
The state’s fastest growing rural counties are either in an area with outstanding
natural amenities or within commuting distance of a large population center or
fast-growing county. Teton County, for example, has doubled in population,
which in turn has influenced growth in Fremont County.
Fremont County is growing, but the latest population figures show only a small
gain. However, population numbers alone do not present a complete picture.
Many of these new seasonal visitors and homeowners are not permanent
residents and their numbers are not reflected in population data.

County Population, Demographic and Land Use Trends
Popu lation Trends
Table 2-1 provides an overview of Fremont County’s population from 1990 to
2000. During that 10-year increment, the population was fairly evenly split
between the city residents and unincorporated county residents. Available
current data fails to account for the tremendous seasonal influx in nonpermanent
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residents who own or rent homes in Fremont County. Quantifying this annual
temporary population spurt is difficult at best. However, the impact of these
visitors must be accounted for when analyzing land use and accompanying
roadway networks.
T ab le 2-1 . H ist or ica l Po pu lat ion —F re mo nt C o u nt y a n d C it ie s (1 990 –20 00)
Area

2000
Population

1990
Population

1990-2000
# Change

% Change

Fremont County

10,937

11,819

882

8.06

Unincorporated

5,633

5,862

229

4.07

Cities

5,304

5,957

653

12.31

Ashton

1114

1,129

15

1.35

Drummond

37

15

22

-59.46

Island Park

159

215

56

35.22

Newdale

377

358

19

-5.04

Parker

288

319

31

10.76

3,010

3,342

332

11.03

570

569

1

-0.18

9

10

1

11.11

St. Anthony
Teton
Warm River

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce, Community Profile, 2005

Table 2-2 shows population growth in cities based on the projected county
growth rates. During this 30-year study period, events could occur that will
significantly impact the development and settlement activity in Fremont County.
Therefore, the county population projections assume the following constants:

9 Economic conditions and interest rates will remain favorable to home
ownership

9 No catastrophic physical, economic, social or political events will inhibit
money and resource availability

9 Environmental issues will not restrict development
9 Persons per household will continue to decline, increasing the formation of
new households

9 Spill-over development from Teton County, Jackson and West Yellowstone
will continue.
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Population projections are typically available for counties, but reliable city
projections are more difficult to ascertain. In order to analyze the 2000 to 2030
transportation network for each of the cities, a population was projected,
generally based on the county’s overall growth rate. It is important to note that
annexations might require an adjustment to the actual population data. (See
Table 2-2 and Table 2-3.)
T ab le 2-2 . Cu rr ent and Pro jected Pop u lat io n—
F re mont Co un t y a n d C it ie s (2 000 –20 30)
Area

2000

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

11,819

12,110

13,600

14,591

15,433

16,424

17,108

Ashton

1,129

1,158

1,268

1,358

1,433

1,522

1,586

St. Anthony

3,342

3,429

3,755

4,021

4,242

4,505

4,695

Island Park

215

221

242

259

273

290

302

Teton

569

596

653

699

738

783

816

Parker

322

330

362

387

409

434

452

Newdale

358

373

409

438

462

491

511

Warm River

10

10

11

12

13

13

14

Drummond

15

15

17

18

19

20

21

Fremont County
Cities

Source: Idaho Economics; J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

T ab l e 2-3 . H ist or i ca l a nd P ro je ct e d Po pu l at i on—
F re mont Co un t y a n d Ad jace nt Co un t ies (2 000 –20 30)
County

1990

2000

1990–
2000 %
Change

Projected
2010

2000–
2010 %
Change

Projected
2020

2010–
2020 %
Change

Fremont

10,937

11,819

8.06

13,600

15.3

15,413

13.3

17,108

11.0

3,458

6,113

76.8

7,683

25.7

8,504

4.8

9,269

15.1

Madison

23,823

27,435

15.2

32,767

19.4

38,081

16.2

42,655

12.0

Jefferson

16,589

19,231

15.9

21,624

12.4

24,128

11.6

26,280

8.9

Teton

Projected
2030

2020–
2030 %
Change

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; Idaho Economics, 2005
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Land Ownership
Land use is changing in
Fremont County.
Traditionally an
agricultural region,
northeast Idaho, Montana
and Wyoming are now
nationally touted as
desirable recreational and
scenic destinations in
which to live or visit.
Because Fremont County
lies in this desirable
region, managing private lands is one of the most pressing county issues.
Fortunately, nearly 70 percent of these pristine lands are within state, federal or
local control. The remaining 370,316 acres are private.
Table 2-4 identifies the acreage under public management and private control.
Figure 2-1 shows percentages of total land ownership.
T ab l e 2-4 . L an d Ow ne rs h ip i n A c res —F re m ont C oun t y ( 2 000 )
Type of Land Ownership

Acres
1,194,752

Total
Federal

708,023

Bureau of Land Management

141,969

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation

8,700

National Forest

525,866

National Park Service

31,488

Other

494,378

State

115,827

Endowment

85,659

Fish and Game

18,342

Parks and Recreation

11,826

Private

370,316

County

486

Municipal

100

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce, 2005
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F igu re 2-1. Pe rce ntag es of T ota l La nd Ow nersh ip

Percent of Total Land Ownership
Federal
State
City & County
Private

31.0%

59.3%

0.0%
9.7%

Land Use Trends
County Settlement Patterns
The economy of Fremont
County is in transition and so
are traditional land uses. As in
the rest of the nation,
industries that have historically
been important to rural Idaho
no longer drive the economy.
Over the last 25 years, the
gross value of products from
farming, forestry and mining
has increased by nearly 140
percent, while the rest of the
economy has increased more than 500 percent. The economy is changing in
Fremont County, bringing about changes in land use. Traditionally considered
agricultural, northeast Idaho, Montana and Wyoming are now nationally touted as
desirable recreational and scenic destinations in which to live or visit. Clean air,
quiet lifestyle and lower crime rates are a few reasons that people come to the
area. Seasonal and second homes are proliferating throughout Fremont County.
Now that the desirability of Fremont County has been discovered, managing
private lands and providing an affordable transportation network are some of the
most pressing county issues.
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Land-use Planning Areas
Fremont County recognizes three distinct planning areas (see Exhibit 2-2),
which are utilized for the transportation planning purposes as well:

9 North Fremont Planning Area
9 South Fremont Planning Area
9 Island Park Planning Area
Exhibit 2-3 shows recent Fremont County growth areas.
Based on recent new home construction data obtained from the Fremont County
Planning and Building Department, new homes likely to be constructed between
2000 and 2030 are projected for each five-year increment (see Table 2-5). Then,
based on the actual recent trends of subdivision development, new housing units
are allocated to each of the three county planning areas (see Table 2-6). With
this information, future traffic generation is determined from 2005 to 2030.
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EXHIBIT 2-2. LAND U SE PLANN ING AR EA S
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Ex h ib it 2-3 . Fr emon t Co un t y G r ow th Ar ea s
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T ab l e 2-5 . B u i l d in g Pe r m its a nd C o nst ru ct i o n A ct i vit y— F r e mo nt C ou nt y
2000

2000
to
2005

2010

Pop.

11,794

12,110

13,600

14,591

15,433

16,424

17,108

Housing
units

6,890

7,477

8,052

8,602

9,152

9,652

10,152

Persons
per
household

2.96

2.95

2.88

2.86

2.82

2.81

2.83

Item

Total
new
housing
units

587

2005
to
2010

2010
to
2015

2015

575

2020

2015
to
2020

550

2025

550

2020
to
2025

2030

500

2025
to
2030

500

Total
new
county
housing
units
2005 –
2030

2,675

Sources: Fremont County Planning and Building Department; U.S. Census Building Permits

http://censtats.censu.gov/cgi-bin/bldgprmt/bldgdisp.pl

T ab l e 2-6 . N ew H ous in g U n i t s
Fremont
County
Planning Areas

2005 to 2010
New Housing
Units (%)

2010 to 2015
New Housing
Units (%)

2015 to 2020
New Housing
Units (%)

2020 to 2025
New Housing
Units (%)

2025 to 2030
New Housing
Units (%)

North Fremont

345 (60%)

275 (50%)

275 (50%)

250 (50%)

250 (50%)

South Fremont

86 (15%)

138 (25%)

138 (25%)

125 (25%)

125 (25%)

Island Park

144 (25%)

137 (25%)

137 (25%)

125 (25%)

125 (25%)

575

550

550

500

500

Total
Total added
Housing units
2005 – 2030

2,675

Sources: Fremont County Planning and Building Department; U.S. Census Building Permits

http://censtats.censu.gov/cgi-bin/bldgprmt/bldgdisp.pl
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Traffic Growth Factors
The countywide annual population growth rate is 1.5 percent over the 30-year
planning period. Typically, traffic rates are exceeding population growth,
especially in the city/county interface or impact areas. Contributing factors
include increased motor vehicles per capita (see Table 2-7 and Table 2-8), fuel
prices and home-to-work commuting times. Table 2-9 shows that approximately
84 percent of Fremont County workers drive to work destinations outside the
county:

T ab l e 2-7 . R e g ist ered Mo t o r Ve h ic le s— Fr e mo nt C ou nt y
Type of Vehicle

1980

1990

2001

Cars and pickups

7,096

8,555

9,941

Other

1,209

1,131

1,467

0.77

0.89

0.96

Total vehicles per capita
Source: Idaho Department of Commerce

T ab l e 2-8 . D r i ve r s L ic ens es i n F or ce— Fre m ont C oun t y
1980

1990

2001

6,887

7,407

7,796

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce

T ab l e 2-9 . T op W or k D e st in at ion s f o r W o rk ers ,
1 6 Yea rs an d O ve r —F re mont Co un t y ( 2 000)
Work Destinations

Number

Fremont County

2,648

Madison County

1,669

Bonneville County

277

Jefferson County

136

Gallatin County, Montana

72

Teton County, Wyoming

62

Total County Workers

5,044

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce
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Goals, Objectives and Policies
A goal is a broad statement that should be the basis for guiding future public and
private actions.
An objective is an underlying principle that is the basis for guiding public and
private decision-making.
A policy is a course of action that is adopted as a means for achieving the goals
of the county. (Note: The word “shall” indicates that an action is mandatory, while
“should” is permissive.)

Goal:

9 Provide a safe, well-planned and integrated transportation network that
allows the efficient movement of people and goods and that wisely utilizes
the investment of public funds.
Objectives:

9 Provide a safe and accessible countywide transportation system that, due to
limited public financial resources, must rely on development and
maintenance costs from new development.

9 Develop transportation plans that recognize the importance and value of the
physical environment in Fremont County.

9 Preserve important future roadway connections and corridors from
development.

9 Design a transportation network that considers accessibility for public safety
and emergency service vehicles.

9 Recognize the important economic relationship between land uses and
transportation and implement a land-use plan that supports an affordable
transportation network.

9 Create a countywide transportation partnership with the county’s cities, state
and federal agencies to improve the connectivity of roads and coordination
with other transportation facilities.

9 Promote the development of alternative means of transportation including air
travel, pedestrian/bike pathways and public transportation.
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Roadway policies:

9 Require all roadway improvements to be built to county design standards
and completed prior to the issuance of building permits.

9 Require all property owners and/or developers to provide necessary access
roads, bridges and driveways from all new development to a public road or
highway utilizing county design standards.

9 Protect rights-of-way from unnecessary encroachments and ensure that any
work in the right-of-way does not create hazards and/or added maintenance
costs.

9 All new developments within any city of impact must meet the appropriate
city’s street standards.

9 Consider a county maintenance assessment or bond applied to new
development in order to maintain roads installed by private developers and
reduce the investment of public funds.

9 Limit commercial signage along major routes to avoid motorist distractions
and prevent scenic degradation.
Alternative transportation:
Bus

9 Support the development of public transportation
systems to serve the populated areas of the county.
Pathways

9 Support the development of a pathways/bikeway plan
with designated bike routes that supports cycling for
transportation and recreation, including but not limited
to:
○ Big Springs Loop Road
○ Recreation Bridge on Henry’s Lake Outlet
○ Henry’s Lake Area bike path
○ Henry’s Lake—Meadow Creek Road
○ Ashton to Tetonia, Rails to Trails pathway

9 Support historic pathway access to public lands.
9 Pathways and bikeways should be considered for all new
development.
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Airports

9 Protect the public investment in airports and the safety
of air travelers.

9 Protect airports and possible future expansions by
compatible zoning of adjacent land areas.

9 Work in partnership with adjacent counties and cities to
consider a new local or regional airport.
Funding:

9 Pursue all reasonable funding strategies and develop a capital improvement
plan and implementation strategies that recognize current funding realities
and limitations.
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Fremont County
Transportation System Network
Roadway Network
Roadway Network
Fremont County is a rural
county covering an area of
1,895 square miles. This ranks
it 16th in size out of the 44
Idaho counties. Of the total
square miles in Fremont
County there are:

9 600 square miles of
agricultural land

9 935 square miles of U.S.
Forest Service land

9 496 square miles managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) (some
of which is included in the agricultural land mentioned above in this list)
Within Fremont County borders, there are also 58 square miles of Yellowstone
National Park. The combination of large amounts of public land, numerous parttime residents and fertile farm ground create unique demands on Fremont
County’s roadway network.
In 2005, Fremont County maintains:

9 707 total miles of road
9 360 miles of paved road
9 226 miles of gravel road
9 28 miles of improved earth road
9 93 miles of unimproved road
9 95 bridges
In addition to the road network, the county maintains approximately 2,300 road
signs. There are no traffic signals and 31 railroad crossings on county roads.
Several of the railroad beds have been abandoned by the railroad and the tracks
removed. Some have been converted to trails and others are in the process of
being converted to a trail system.
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North County
The forested northern portion is higher in elevation than the rest of the county,
with several significant lakes and streams. It is crisscrossed with forest and
private roads. Unlike most counties in Idaho, Fremont County has a significant
“summer home” population, which approaches 25 percent of all housing units in
2000. This is due to the many recreational opportunities afforded by the large
amount of public land, the beautiful scenery and the proximity to Yellowstone
National Park.
Large numbers of these summer homes and subdivisions were developed many
years ago along private roads, resulting in a higher-than-normal number of
private and unimproved roads in Fremont County. The population in the north
area of the county increases significantly in the summer with many visitors from
around the region spending weekends, vacations and sometimes the entire
summer in second homes and cabins. This creates a demand on the county to
adopt, improve and maintain roads that are used only a small portion of the year,
something the limited roadway budget cannot support at this time.
South County
The southern portion of the county is largely rural, with agriculture providing the
primary demand on the roadway network. The permanent resident population of
about 12,110 (2005) resides primarily in the southern part of the county. The
largest city is St. Anthony (population 3,375). The second-largest city is Ashton
(population 1,129). There are eight incorporated cities ranging in size from
St. Anthony to Warm River (population 10). In addition, several small population
centers are located throughout the county, such as Marysville, Egin, Pine Haven
and Bill’s Island. The majority of roadways within the county are rural in nature,
with some urban interaction at the fringes of St. Anthony and Ashton − so the
roadways must be capable of supporting both urban and rural/agricultural needs.
County Road and Bridge Operations
The Board of County Commissioners is responsible for all county roadways. The
Commissioners appoint the Road Supervisor for the Road and Bridge
Department. The Road Supervisor manages the road and maintenance crews
and reports to the Commissioners.
The county follows ITD and Local Highway Technical Assistance Council
(LHTAC) standards for road improvements and access policies.

Budget
The budget for the Fremont County Road and Bridge Department includes
provisions for road grading, chip sealing, patching, snow removal, sign
replacement, equipment and bridge replacement and rehabilitation. This
comprises about 40 percent of the total budget, which in 2004 was $2,270,700.
Employee salaries and benefits total about 41 percent of the overall budget. In
2004, just over 10 percent of the budget was allocated for capital improvements,
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the vast majority of which was spent on heavy equipment and other vehicles
($210,000). The remaining 8 percent was dedicated to special bridge and special
road funds. These are matching funds for federal and state grants for large
bridge replacement and road reconstruction projects.
F igu re 2-2. Ro ad an d Br idg e 200 4 Bu dge t— Ma jor It ems
$118,590,
5.4%
$55,842, 2.6%

$581,893,
26.6%

$230,028,
10.5%

$318,698,
14.6%

$881,525,
40.3%

Salaries ('A' budget)
Capital ('C' budget)

Benefits ('D' budget)
Special, Bridge

Expenses ('B' budget)
Special, Road

F igu re 2-3. Ro ad an d Br idg e 200 4 Bu dge t— Ma jor Exp en se Comp on ent s
$16,218, 1.8%
$12,245, 1.4%

$18,008, 2.0%
$24,920, 2.8%
$28,290, 3.2%

$284,913,
32.3%

$30,000, 3.4%
$117,170,
13.3%

$134,801,
15.3%
$214,959,
24.4%
Total Expenses = $881,524
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F igu re 2-4. Ro ad an d Br idg e 200 4 Bu dge t— Ma jor Cap ita l Ex pen d it ure s

$4,385, 1.9%

$19,363, 8.4%

$12,437, 5.4%

$2,584, 1.1%

$191,260,
83.1%

Total Capital
Expenditures = $230,028

Vehicles

Communications

Heavy Equipment

Buildings

Other

Funding Sources
Over the past three years, funding sources have been between:

9 50 percent and 65 percent from the state (fuel tax)
9 30 percent and 40 percent from local tax sources
9 5 percent federal
The state and federal funding has been reasonably steady, while the local
sources have varied in amount from year to year. Since 2000, the total Road and
Bridge budget has increased less than 3 percent per year.
F igu re 2-5. Ro ad an d Br idg e Reve n u e So ur ces , 200 0-2 004
$2,431,178

$2,500,000

$2,439,863
$2,157,594

$2,060,623
$2,000,000
$1,653,120
$1,500,000
$1,000,000
$500,000
$0
2000

2001
Local
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Federal funds are available for larger construction projects through a competitive
application process. Fremont County has successfully augmented their budget
with these sources in the past and intends to continue pursuing these and other
grants in the future.

Fuel and Oil Price Trends
A recent significant stress on the Road and Bridge budget has been rapidly
increasing fuel and oil prices. The costs of road oil, tires and fuel make up over
50 percent of the Road and Bridge expense budget (50.8 percent or $448,000 in
the 2004 budget). The 2005 budget (which was developed in 2004) projected a
44 percent increase in fuel costs. Recent skyrocketing fuel prices have made this
increase inadequate for the real costs being incurred.
F igu re 2-6. Ro ad an d Br idg e F ue l Pr ice Tre nd s

Vehicle Fuel Price
$250,000
$194,150

$200,000
$150,000

$134,801

$100,000
$50,000
$0
2004

Projected 2005
Vehicle Fuel

F igu re 2-7. Ro ad an d Br idg e O il Pr ice T ren ds

Oil Price Trends
$600,000
$500,000
$400,000

$431,980
$309,992

$486,211
$406,360

$341,875

$300,000
$200,000
$100,000

$33,187

$53,620

$46,220

$28,552

$79,110

$0
2000

2001

2002
Chip sealing
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Functional Classification System
Description
A roadway network is typically comprised of a hierarchy of roadways that are
defined by their respective functional classification. Generally, roadways serve
two primary functions—access and mobility—and the degree to which the
roadway serves these functions define its functional classification.
Fremont County presently has a functional classification map that is maintained
and published by the Idaho Transportation Department. The functional
classification map is updated and republished every five years. However,
modifications to the map can be requested at any time by highway jurisdictions
depending on land use changes and/or traffic use fluctuations on the roadways.
Functional classification maps are an important part of the highway system for
state and federal funding requests, as generally only roads rated major collector
or above are eligible for these funds.
Nationally, road networks are constituted as follows:

9 Principal arterial system—2 to 4%
9 Minor arterial system—7 to 10%
9 Collector roads—20 to 25%
9 Local roads—65 to 75%
Roadway Functional Types
The road map in Exhibit 2-4 shows the existing and proposed functional
classifications for roads in Fremont County. Below is additional information about
each of the functional classification categories.
Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials

9 Principal arterials carry longer-distance major traffic flows between population
centers and important activity locations, including statewide or interstate
travel. Minor arterials also provide direct transportation links between cities
and major traffic generators.

9 US 20 is the only principal arterial in Fremont County. This is the main northsouth route through Fremont County and leads into the State of Montana.
State Highway (SH) 87 near the northern border and SH 33 along the
southern border are the only minor arterials in the Fremont County roadway
network. All three are maintained by the ITD.

9 ITD generally requires a minimum right-of-way width of 120 feet for principal
arterials and 80 to 100 feet for minor arterials.
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9 Arterial design speeds in Fremont County range from 30 mph (through urban
areas) to 70 mph (through rural areas). Design speeds are typically 5 mph
higher than posted speeds.
Major Collectors and Minor Collectors

9 Collectors link local streets with the arterial street system and provide
“intracounty” and “intracity” travel corridors.

9 Travel speeds and volumes are generally more moderate than arterials and
the travel distances shorter.

9 Collector design speeds range from 35 to 55 mph.
9 The major collectors in Fremont County are:
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○
○

Egin-Hamer Road
Red Road
Salem Highway (1900 E)
600 N between Parker and Red Road
Old Yellowstone Highway through St. Anthony
Teton Road (2400 E)
SH 32 and SH 47
1000 N between US 20 and SH 32
Mesa Falls Scenic Byway
1400 N (Marysville Road) between SH 47 and the forest service boundary
Yale-Kilgore Road
South Big Springs Loop Road
Henry’s Lake Road to Red Rock Pass

9 The minor collectors in Fremont County are:
○
○
○
○
○
○

2600 E between US 20 and 400 N
2750 E between 400 N and Newdale
400 N between 2600 E and 2750 E
1000 N (Squirrel Road) between SH 32 and 4725 E
4725 E and 4700 E between 1000 N and SH 32 and 4800 E
Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road (1200N) between SH 32

Several roads are also listed as collectors within the forest boundary (such as
Hatchery Butte Road and Fish Creek Road), but these are not maintained by
Fremont County.

Local Roads
9 The primary function of local roads is to provide access to adjacent
residential and business land uses.

9 Local roads are generally low-speed, two-lane roads that carry relatively low
traffic volumes.

9 The local road standards listed in the Fremont County Development Code,
Appendix B, indicate a minimum right-of-way width of 60 feet for local roads.

9 Design speeds for local roads range from 20 to 55 mph.
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Recommended Changes to the Fremont County Roadway
Functional Classification System
The recommended changes to the Fremont County Functional Classification
System are to change the following to “collector”:

9 Sand Creek Road from Old Yellowstone Hwy to 1200 N, 1200 N to Arcadia
Road, Arcadia Road from 1200 N to 1500 N, 1500 N from Arcadia to 3000 E,
3000 E to 1425 N, 1425 N from 3000 E to 3125 E, 3125 E to 1300 N, 1300 N
from 3125 E to US 20

9 Hog Hollow Road / 500 N from 2400 E to Hwy 32
9 Egin-Hamer Road (400 N from 900 E to 1600 E)

Traffic Volumes and Patterns
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes provided by the Fremont County
Road and Bridge Department and ITD are shown in Exhibit 2-5 (existing) and
Exhibit 2-6 (future 2025). Volume data are collected periodically for all county
roads. These data provide an excellent history of roadway use, or “level of
service.” Table 2-10 describes the various levels of use (sometimes shown as
LOS). Major collector road segments evaluated for current and future levels of
service are shown in Table 2-11.
Generally, traffic volumes in the county are low enough that existing facilities
perform well and are expected to operate at an acceptable LOS for the
foreseeable future, as demonstrated by the level of service calculations that are
included in the table. The calculations do not include peak recreational volumes
that occur during summer holiday weekends that may create traffic operational
problems for short periods.
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E x h ib it 2-5 . A nn ua l A ve ra ge D a i l y T r aff ic ( A A D T) an d L e ve l s o f S er vi c e ( LO S –
Ex is t in g (2 005)
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E x h ib it 2-6 . A nn ua l A ve ra ge D a i l y T r aff ic ( A A D T) an d L e ve l s o f S er vi c e ( LO S) –
F ut ure (202 5)
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Operational Measures
Roadway Levels of Service (LOS)
Traffic flow is typically measured by LOS (Table 2-10). LOS is an assessment of
traffic-flow characteristics and mobility. Each segment of a roadway can be rated
from A to F to reflect traffic conditions at the given demand or service volume. A
level of service rating of "A" means essentially uninterrupted flow, while a rating
of F indicates a breakdown of traffic flow with excessive delay. In rural areas, the
LOS is measured by the percentage of time spent following other vehicles and
average travel speed. The percentage of time spent following represents the
degree of freedom to maneuver and the convenience of travel. Average travel
speed reflects driver mobility.
The following are optimal conditions for a two-lane rural highway:

9 Capacity of under 3,200 passenger cars per hour (total of both directions)
9 Lane width of 12 feet or greater
9 Clear shoulders, 6 feet or greater
9 No “no passing” zones
9 Only cars (no trucks) in the traffic stream
9 A 50/50 directional split of traffic
9 No impediments to through traffic
9 Level terrain
For rural roadways, a higher level of service is generally expected than for urban
roadways. A rating of B or higher is desirable on rural roads, while low levels of
service (C or even D) are acceptable on urban roadways.
The only roadway segment that was determined to have a level of service of C or
less was Bridge Street (Business 20) at the US 20 interchange. The principal
roadways within the urban areas of St. Anthony and Ashton operate at LOS B.
Table 2-11 shows current (2005) and projected (2025) levels of service for major
collectors in Fremont County.
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T ab l e 2-1 0. D e scr i pt io ns f or R ur a l R o adw a y L e ve l s o f S er vi c e
LOS

Description

Time Spent
Following
(%)

Average
Travel Speed
(mph)

<35%

>55

A

Free flow. This rating represents the highest quality of service;
speeds are controlled by driver’s desires.

B

Reasonably free flow. Drivers are delayed up to 50% of the
time in groups. The need for passing to maintain speed
becomes significant.

35–50%

50–55

C

Stable traffic flow. Drivers are delayed up to 65% of the time in
platoons with a larger group. Unrestricted passing demand
exceeds passing capacity. Congestion is due to turning traffic.

50–65%

45–50

D

Approaching unstable traffic flow. Passing becomes extremely
difficult. Passing demand is high, but passing capacity
approaches zero. Turning vehicles cause a wave in the traffic
stream.

65–80%

40–45

E

Unstable flow. Passing becomes nearly impossible and
platooning becomes intense. Interruptions encountered are due
to turning or slow vehicles.

>80%

<40

F

Forced or heavily congested flow. Volumes are lower than
capacity and speeds are highly variable.

–

–

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2000)
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T ab le 2-1 1. Cu rr ent (2 004) an d Pr o jec ted (2 025 ) Le ve ls of Se rvic e f or Ma jor C o llect or s— Fremo nt Co un t y
Average
Annual Daily
Traffic 2005

Time Spent
Following
2005

Time Spent
Following
2025

LOS
2005

LOS
2025

314

8%

9%

A

A

236

7%

8%

A

A

600

942

11%

14%

A

A

1800 E

600

942

12%

15%

A

A

1800 E

2000 E

80

126

6%

7%

A

A

400 N

2200 E

2300 E

200

314

8%

9%

A

A

400 N

2300 E

2400 E

1700

2,670

25%

35%

A

A

500 N

1800 E

1900 E

660

1,036

12%

16%

A

A

600 N

1800 E

1900 E

250

393

6%

7%

A

A

1000 N

US 20

SH-32

320

448

26%

27%

A

A

1000 N

SH-32

4500 E

120

168

30%

31%

A

A

1000 N

4500 E

50

63

25%

25%

A

A

1000 N

4725 E

4725 E
End of
pavement

30

42

32%

37%

A

A

1200 N

US 20

SH-32

170

238

7%

8%

A

A

1200 N

SH-32

3800 N

270

378

9%

10%

A

A

1200 N

3800N

4100 N

150

210

7%

8%

A

A

1200N

4100 N

4400 N

80

112

6%

6%

A

A

1300 N

3125 E

3400 E

350

490

10%

12%

A

A

1300 N

3400 E

US 20

450

630

11%

13%

A

A

1400 N

SH-47

4200 E

460

644

11%

13%

A

A

1400 N

4200 E

300

420

9%

11%

A

A

1400 N

4500 E

4500 E
End of
pavement

180

252

7%

8%

A

A

1600 E

300 N

400 N

600

942

12%

15%

A

A

1800 E

400 N

500 N

600

942

12%

15%

A

A

1900 E

County line

200 N

1,100

1,727

17%

23%

A

A

Begin
Road/Location

End
Road/Location

200 N

2000 E

2200 E

200

200 N

2200 E

2600 E

150

300 N

1500 E

1600 E

400 N

1600 E

400 N

Name
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Average
Annual Daily
Traffic 2005

Time Spent
Following
2005

Time Spent
Following
2025

LOS
2005

LOS
2025

1523

16%

21%

A

A

150

236

7%

8%

A

A

US 20

540

848

12%

16%

A

A

Begin
Road/Location

End
Road/Location

1900 E

400 N

500 N

970

2600 E

200 N

400 N

2600 E

400 N

Name

rd

Average
Annual Daily
Traffic 2025

2750 E

3 St Newdale

400 N

250

393

8%

10%

A

A

4700 E
Henry’s Lake
Rd

SH-32

1100 N

80

112

6%

6%

A

A

SH-87

Lake access

320

378

9%

12%

A

A

Hog Hollow Rd
N. Big Springs
Loop

100 N

3rd St. Newdale

350

490

10%

12%

A

A

US 20

770

909

20%

22%

A

A

Red Rd

600 N
Jenkins Well
Rd

Big Springs
Jenkins Well
Road

90

141

6%

7%

A

A

90

106

6%

6%

A

A

170

201

11%

11%

A

A

1500

1770

30%

34%

A

A

Red Rd
Red Rock Rd
S. Big Springs
Loop

State line

County line
Henry’s Lake
Access

US 20

Big Springs

Yale-Kilgore Rd

County line

3600 E

500

590

15%

17%

A

A

Yale-Kilgore Rd

3600 E

Old alignment

510

602

15%

16%

A

A

Yale-Kilgore Rd

Old Alignment

Cowbell

490

578

15%

16%

A

A

Yale-Kilgore Rd

Cowbell

McCreas

800

944

19%

21%

A

A

Yale-Kilgore Rd

McCreas

Buttermilk

1300

1534

26%

28%

A

A

Yale-Kilgore Rd

Buttermilk

US 20

1300

1534

26%

29%

A

A

Yellowstone SH

450 N

US 20

1500

2355

23%

32%

A

A

Sources: Fremont County Road and Bridge Department; Idaho Transportation Department; J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.
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Intersection Levels of Service
Traffic flow is typically measured by level of service at intersections. Two-way
stop-controlled and all-way stop-controlled intersections measure level of service
by the stopped delay at the intersection (Table 2 12).
T ab l e 2-1 2. L e ve l of S e r vi c e at S t o p- c on t ro l l ed I nt e rs ect i ons
LOS

Description

A

Less than 10 second delay

B

More than 10 and less than 15 seconds of delay

C

More than 15, but less than 25 seconds of delay

D

More than 25 seconds and less than 35 seconds of delay

E

More than 35 seconds, but less than 50 seconds of delay

F

More than 50 seconds of delay

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2000)

At two-way stop-controlled intersections, drivers on the controlled approaches
are required to select gaps in the major street flow before crossing the road or
turning. The capacity of the controlled legs is based on the following factors:

9 Distribution of gaps in the major street traffic stream
9 Driver judgment in selecting a gap through which to execute the desired
maneuver

9 Follow-up time required by each driver in a queue
The LOS is based on reserved capacity instead of vehicle delay although the
letter designations are approximately equivalent.
The selected intersections in Fremont County are unsignalized and perform well
from a capacity standpoint (Table 2-13).
T ab l e 2-1 3. C u rr ent L e ve l s of S e r vi c e at S e le ct F remo nt C o un t y I n t er se ct io ns
Northbound
Intersection

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

Buttermilk / Yale-Kilgore

9.6

A

Old Kilgore / Yale-Kilgore

9.1

A

Southbound
Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

1400 N / 4050 E
SH-47 / 3600 E

11.2

B

9.9

A

800 N / 2900 E

9.1

A

9.3

A

Eastbound
Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

Delay
Sec/Veh

LOS

9.4

A

9.2

A

9.9

A

500 N / 2400 E
350 N / 1900 E
AUGUST 2006
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Northbound
Intersection

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

Southbound
Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

200 N / 1900 E
Red Rock / Henry’s Lake
Road

8.9

Eastbound

Westbound

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

Delay
Sec/Veh

LOS

10.4

B

10.3

B

8.9

A

8.8

A

A

600 N / 1900 E
Source: J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Crash Locations—Road Segments and Intersections
The Fremont County Road and Bridge Department and the ITD maintain records
of vehicular collisions within the county. Crash rates are based on traffic volumes
and the number of vehicular crashes. Therefore, crash rates reflect drivers’
exposure to danger on specific segments of the roadway or intersection.
Table 2-14 summarizes locations where more than two crashes occurred within
the county from 2000 to 2004. Exhibit 2-7, Exhibit 2-8 and Exhibit 2-9 identify
the geographic locations of collisions for dry conditions, wet conditions and
US 20, respectively.
Road segments and intersections were also reviewed with respect to the severity
of the accidents, which is an indication of a less forgiving road or roadside
conditions that are more severe (that is, leading to a higher rate of injury or
fatality) than the average roadway with similar conditions. Higher than expected
crash severity was found on the following locations in Fremont County:

9 1900 E (Salem-Parker SH) − 200 N to 600 N
9 2400 E (Teton SH) at 400 N
9 400 N (Egin-Hamer Road) at 1800 E
9 500 N at 1900 E (Salem-Parker SH)
9 Sand Creek Road north of River Road (north of St. Anthony)
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T ab l e 2-1 4. F re m ont C o un t y A cc i de nts ( 20 00– 200 4)
Location

Intersection or Segment

Accidents

Injuries

1200 N

1/2 mile east and west of
4500 E

3

8

1800 E

Morning View

2

1

1900 E

200 N

7

7

1900 E

0.6 to 0.75 mile north of
200 N

3

1900 E

300 N to 350 N

7

1

1900 E

400 N

2

2

1900 E

500 N

3

2

1900 E

0.5 mile south of 500 N

2

1900 E

600 N

7

15

2400 E

200 N to 300 N

2

1

2400 E

300 N

2

2400 E

400 N

4

12

2600 E

US 20

3

2

2750 E

100 N to 200 N

2

1

300 N

0.8 mile west of US 20

2

2

400 N

1800 E

3

6

400 N

1900 E

2

1

400 N

2800 E

2

500 N

1900 E

6

8

500 N

2100 E to 2200 E

3

2

600 N

2100 E to 2200 E

3

2

Mesa Falls
Road

0.5 mile east of Marysville
Road

2

2

Sand
Creek
Road

1 mile north of US 20

2

3

Sand
Creek
Road

1 to 2 miles north of River
Road

2

3

YaleKilgore
Road

1 to 2 miles west of US 20

5

3

YaleKilgore
Road

3 to 4 miles west of US 20

3

1

Fatalities

Comments

1

1

11 injuries in two
accidents

1

4

Fatalities in one
accident
Most accidents in
wet conditions

Source: Idaho Transportation Department
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Ex h ib it 2-8 . C ras h Dat a (Wet Co nd it io ns) (2 001 -20 03)
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Bridges
The Fremont County Road and
Bridge Department is responsible
for 95 bridges that have a span
greater than 20 feet. A licensed
engineer inspects these county
bridges at least once every two
years. Each bridge is assigned a
sufficiency rating based on the
information gathered during the
inspection. Table 2-15 describes
the three sufficiency categories.
T ab l e 2-1 5. B r i dg e Su f f ic ie nc y C at eg or i es
Rating

Description

Less than 30

Places the bridge in a critical category for replacement.

Between 30 and 50

The bridge is considered eligible for replacement funding.

Between 50 and 75

The bridge is considered eligible for rehabilitation funding.

Only one of Fremont County’s bridges is in ITD’s “critical category for
replacement”. Three are in ITD’s “eligible for replacement funding” category and
30 are in ITD’s “eligible for rehabilitation funding” category.
Exhibit 2-10 shows the location of bridges and their sufficiency ratings.
Three bridges in Fremont County have been funded for replacement through the
STIP (Statewide Transportation Improvement Program) funding process:

9 Salem Bridge (Bridge # 20995)
Located on Salem Road and a major crossing of the Henry’s Fork of the
Snake River, this bridge has recently been awarded environmental approval
for construction to begin. The design is complete and construction should
begin in the 2006 season.

9 Fun Farm Bridge (Bridge # 31840)
Located between Chester and St. Anthony and also crossing the Henry’s
Fork of the Snake River, this bridge has received funding to be reconstructed
as a single-lane structure. The project is currently on hold pending a decision
from ITD regarding reconstruction of the bridge as a single-lane or two-lane
structure.

9 Stone Bridge (Bridge # 32190)
Located northeast of Ashton near Warm River and also crossing the Henry’s
Fork of the Snake River, this bridge is under application for funding. The
existing structure is single-lane. In anticipation of future growth in the
immediate area, studies are ongoing to support the reconstruction of this
bridge as a two-lane structure.
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T ab le 2-1 6. Stat e- in sp ect ed C ou nt y B r id ge s an d T he ir Suff ic ie nc y R a t ing s
Bridge
No.

Route

Water Feature

Location

Rating

31840

Fun Farm Road

Henry’s Fork Snake River

0.9 S. 2.5 W, Chester

17.8

31885

2400 East

St. Anthony Canal

1.2 N. 0.2 E, St. Anthony

40.6

20995

STC 6770;
Salem road

Henry’s Fork Snake River

2.1 S. 1.0 W, Parker

42.8

32005

400 North

Farmers Friend Canal

1.3 S. 0.5 E, St. Anthony

42.9

21080

Ashton road

Henry’s Fork Snake River;
Ashton

2.7 W, Ashton

50.6

32060

475 North

St. Anthony Canal

0.1 S 0.4 E, Parker

57.9

20990

STC 6770

Consolidated Farmers Canal

4.0 S. 1.0 W, Parker

58.8

21065

Newdale road

Crosscut Canal

4.0 N 0.7 W, Newdale

60.5

21000

STC 6770

Independent Canal

0.9 S. 1.0 W. Parker

60.7

32120

1400 North

Marysville Canal

3.4 E, Marysville

60.8

32190

Fish Creek

Henry’s Fork Snake River

0.4 S, 0.8 W, Warm River

61.7

31945

2000 East

Consolidated Farmers Canal

3.2 S 3.7 W, St. Anthony

62.2

32055

100 North

Enterprise Canal

1.0 N 0.3 E, Newdale

64.0

31960

2500 East

Farmers Friend Canal

0.4 S 1.1 E, St. Anthony

64.7

32125

1500 North

Robinson Creek

0.3 S 3.3 E, Warm River

65.2

31925

500 North Road

St. Anthony Canal

0.1 S 2.6 W, Parker

65.3

32130

STC 6807

Big Springs; Island Park Bridge

4.8 E, Macks Inn

65.4

21070

Newdale Road

Falls River Canal

4.0 N 1.5 W, Newdale

65.8

31825

2500 East

Falls River Canal

1.4 S 2.2 E, St. Anthony

66.6

31895

400 North

Twin Groves Canal

0.4 S 0.7 E, St. Anthony

67.4

32075

2950 East

Falls River

1.4 N 0.2 E, Chester

67.7

31950

500 North Road

Egin Canal

1.0 E, Parker

67.9

31990

400 North

Independent Canal

1.1 S 1.4 W, Parker

68.8

31995

1500 East

St. Anthony Canal

0.8 N 1.0 W, Egin

68.8

32035

2100 East

St. Anthony Canal

1.1 N 1.0 E, Parker

69.4

21010

STC 6770

Egin Canal

0.6 S 1.0 W, Parker

70.8

21115

Drummond road

Conant Creek

1.8 N 3.8 W, Drummond

70.9

31970

STC 6760

St. Anthony Canal

1.1 N 1.0 W, Parker

71.4

32145

2800 East

Enterprise Canal

2.9 S. 0.2 W, Chester

72.4

31920

4000 East

Marysville Canal

0.5 S. 3.0 E, Marysville

72.4

31975

County road

Crosscut Canal

0.7 S 3.2 E, St. Anthony

72.8

32245

700 North

Falls River Overflow

1.5 N 3.7 E, St. Anthony

73.6
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Water Feature

Location

Rating

32110

800 North

S. Branch Falls River Canal

0.1 N 1.7 E, Chester

74.3

32240

Fun Farm

N. Branch Falls River Canal

1.4 N 3.5 E, St. Anthony

74.7

32210

Sand Creek

St. Anthony Canal

0.9 N 1.4 E, St. Anthony

75.5

32100

2200 East

Salem Union Canal

1.4 S 1.7 W, St. Anthony

76.9

31935

S. Main Street

Egin Canal

S Main St., Parker

77.3

32215

STC 6803

Salem Union Canal

6.5 N, Sugar City

77.6

32195

1900 East

Consolidated Farmers Canal

3.3 S 4.4 W, St. Anthony

77.9

21005

STC 6770

St. Anthony Union Canal

1.6 S 1.0 W, Parker

78.2

31875

2000 East

Independent Canal

0.8 S, Parker

78.7

31915

1600 East

Independent Canal

1.2 S, Egin

79.2

31880

2100 East

Independent Canal

0.4 S 1.0 E, Parker

79.3

31855

4075 East

Marysville Canal

0.1 N 3.7 E, Marysville

79.4

31985

2100 East

St. Anthony Canal

1.1 N, Parker

79.4

32150

2900 East

Falls River Canal

0.3 S 0.1 W, Chester

81.9

32070

800 North

Falls River

0.3 N 2.6 E, Chester

82.2

32010

600 North

St. Anthony Canal

1.0 N 1.5 W, Parker

82.2

21050

STC 6774

Twin Groves Canal

0.7 S 0.2 E, St. Anthony

82.3

31861

900 North

Squirrel Creek

0.7 N 0.2 E, Drummond

82.5

31820

1600 East

Egin Canal

0.3 S, Egin

82.6

20940

STC 6760; Egin Rd

Egin Canal

0.6 S 2.0 W, Parker

82.6

32115

800 North

Enterprise Canal

0.2 N 2.0 E, Chester

83.9

32000

1700 East Road

Egin Canal

0.8 N 1.0 E, Egin

84.5

31870

700 North

St. Anthony Canal

1.0 N 0.8 W, St. Anthony

85.8

32165

100 North

Teton Canal

0.9 N 1.2 E, Teton

86.0

32031

400 North

St. Anthony Canal

0.4 N 2.1 W, Egin

86.3

32016

3000 East

Crosscut Canal

0.1 N 0.8 W, Chester

86.9

32205

2600 East

Wilford Canal

3.3 S 2.2 E, St. Anthony

90.0

32181

STC6807; Big
Springs

Henry’s Lake Outlet

0.9 W 2.4 E, Macks Inn

90.0

32080

West 7000 North

Egin Canal

0.6 S. 0.1 E. Egin

90.7

32065

800 North

Falls River Canal

0.2 N 2.6 E, Chester

90.7

32155

2900 East

S. Branch Falls River Canal

0.7 S 0.1 W, Chester

90.8

32050

500 North Road

St. Anthony Canal

2.0 W, Parker

91.0

32020

100 North

Consolidated Farmers Canal

4.3 S 4.9 W, St. Anthony

91.0

31905

1500 East

N. Branch Independent Canal

0.1 S 1.0 W, Egin

91.0
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Water Feature

Location

Rating

21035

STC 6774;
Teton road

S. Fork Teton River

0.5 N, Teton

91.3

31845

Sand Creek

Farmers Friend Canal

0.3 N 2.0 E, St. Anthony

91.8

21016

STC 6770

St. Anthony/Egin Canal

0.6 N 1.8 W, St. Anthony

91.9

32160

100 North

Teton Canal

0.8 N 1.0 E, Teton

92.4

21105

Ashton-Flagg
Ranch

Falls River

9.2 N, Drummond

92.4

31956

1400 North

Marysville Canal

8.4 E, Marysville

92.8

32095

3000 East

S. Branch Falls River Canal

0.3 S 0.9 E, Chester

92.9

31891

County road

St. Anthony Union Canal

0.9 W, St. Anthony

92.9

32200

300 North

S. Branch Wilford Canal

3.3 S 0.8 E, St. Anthony

93.5

31865

Sand Creek

Independent Canal

0.1 S 1.0 W, St. Anthony

93.7

31900

2200 East

Independent Canal

1.5 S 2.0 W, Parker

93.9

32040

1600 East

St. Anthony Canal

0.7 N, Egin

94.2

32085

2700 East

Crosscut Canal

0.3 S 3.4 E, St. Anthony

94.7

31850

400 North

Crosscut Canal

1.7 S, 3.2 E, St. Anthony

96.0

31930

300 North

St. Anthony Canal

0.6 S. 2.5 W. Egin

96.2

21075

Ashton road

Henry’s Fork Snake River; Fritz

1.1 S 4.0 W, Ashton

96.3

31980

3100 East

Crosscut Canal

1.9 S 1.8 W, Chester

96.7

20936

STC 6760

Egin Canal

0.4 N 0.9 E, Egin

96.9

32091

500 North Road

S. Branch Falls River

0.3 S 3.6 E, St. Anthony

97.0

32026

1700 East Road

St. Anthony Canal

1.2 N 1.1 E, Egin

97.0

32208

2300 East Road

S. Branch Wilford Canal

1.0 W. WILFORD

97.0

21040

STC 6774; Teton
road

N. Fork Teton River

0.7 N, Teton

97.5

21101

STC 6805

Henry’s Fork Snake River;
McCrea

2.4 S 3.2 W, Macks Inn

97.8

32140

800 North

Enterprise Canal

0.1 N 2.3 E, Chester

97.9

31911

County road

Falls River

1.6 S 2.8 E, Ashton

98.0

21055

STC 6774

Salem Union Canal

In St. Anthony

98.4

21060

350 N 2750 E

Teton River

3.6 N, Newdale

98.8

21110

Drummond road

Farmers Own Canal

9.3 N, Drummond

98.9

31940

CCC Camp road

Falls River

0.2 S 8.4 E, Marysville

99.8

Source: Idaho Transportation Department

AUGUST 2006

2-48

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fremont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 2 – F re m o n t Co unt y

Future Bridge Projects
There are five additional bridges within the county that have sufficiency ratings
below 60. Four of these are shorter span bridges that would be more efficiently
reconstructed with local funds or LHTAC Investment funding. The fifth is a large
span bridge that would be a candidate for bridge replacement funding.

9 32 x 24-foot bridge on 2400 E (1/4 mile north of St. Anthony over the
St. Anthony Canal)
This concrete bridge is 45 years old. The sufficiency rating is 40.6. The
super-structure is in poor condition, with cracking, spalling and exposed,
rusting rebar. The abutment walls are also in poor condition. The state has
estimated a replacement cost of $199,500, including $13,000 for roadway
improvements.

9 31 x 24.5-foot bridge on 400 N (1/2 mile south of St. Anthony over the
Farmers Friend Canal)
This concrete bridge is 44 years old. The sufficiency rating is 42.9. The
beams and abutment walls are in fair condition, but have cracks, spalled
concrete and exposed, rusting rebar. The state has estimated a replacement
cost of $171,000, including $17,000 for roadway improvements.

9 47 x 26-foot bridge on 500 N (east of Parker over the St. Anthony Canal)
This concrete bridge is 45 years old. The sufficiency rating is 57.9. The
sub-structure is in fair condition, with some cracking and staining. The
abutment walls have some cracking and some exposed rebar. The state has
estimated an improvement cost of $321,000, including $21,000 for roadway
improvements.

9 34 x 24-foot bridge on 100 N (4 miles south of Parker over the
Consolidated Farmers Canal)
This concrete bridge is 53 years old. The sufficiency rating is 58.8. The deck
and sub-structure are in fair condition, with some cracking. The guardrail has
been damaged on three of the four corners and needs to be repaired or
replaced. The state has estimated an improvement cost of $227,000,
including $23,000 for roadway improvements.

9 278 x 24-foot bridge over the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River (2.7 miles
west of Ashton)
This concrete bridge is 53 years old. The sufficiency rating is 50.6. This
bridge is currently not deficient, but could become so over the next 10 years.
In 2003, the state estimated a replacement cost of $1,362,000 including
$83,000 for roadway improvements. The cost will likely increase to between
$3,000,000 and $3,500,000 by the time the bridge needs replacing.
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Drainage
Drainage is an important part of road construction and maintenance. The
following drainage issues are related to roadways:

9 Drained base and sub-grade to prevent reduced pavement section strength
and failure

9 Drainage parallel to the roadway to avoid localized flooding of the road
surface

9 Adequate cross-drainage to minimize the risk of roadway fill failure and
prevent flooding of adjacent upstream lands

9 Erosion protection to prevent loss of lateral support and degradation of water
quality

Access Management
Description
Roadways function for both mobility of the public and accessibility to adjacent
properties. Both functions are essential, but roadways are designed with different
emphasis on each function.
An arterial is designed to carry more traffic at higher speeds. Mobility is
paramount, while the roadway’s access function is minimized. This emphasis
necessitates a design for higher speeds and restriction of access along the
arterial.
On the other hand, access is the primary function of local roads. A local road is
more important for providing access than for providing mobility. Travel speeds
are low and accesses are permitted.
Collectors provide the bridge between local roads and arterials. A collector road
should allow controlled access under specific conditions. Speeds on collectors
should be from 35 to 50 mph, depending on the surrounding land uses. A rural
collector road should be continuous between arterials, collectors, traffic
generators and towns/cities to provide intracounty travel corridors.
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Access Spacing
Short spacing between private access drives complicates the driving task.
Drivers must watch for ingress and egress traffic at several points simultaneously
while maintaining lateral and longitudinal control of the vehicle and monitoring
vehicles ahead, behind and in adjacent lanes. Longer spacing between accesses
simplifies the driving task by reducing the amount of information that drivers must
process and react to and increasing the time between conflict points.
Access control is an essential part of good land-use and transportation planning.
It can be implemented through two primary approaches on local road systems:

9 An access or right-of-way permit system
9 Planning, zoning and subdivision processes
ITD and the LHTAC have similar approach policies for collector and arterial
roadways. Table 2-17 summarizes ITD’s access spacing requirements. The
LHTAC standard approach policy does the following:

9 Encourages joint use approaches
9 Provides for a minimum separation of 300 feet for private approaches
9 Provides a maximum of two approaches per property tract or business
frontage

9 Provides geometric requirements that include the following:
○
○
○
○

Sight distance
Minimum and maximum width
Grade
Approach alignment

Fremont County should consider adopting a policy for driveway access spacing
as part of land development standards. The policy will progressively improve the
roadway network by ensuring that roadways can fulfill their intended function.
Access standards can be adopted for arterial, collector and local roads. The
rural portion of the guidelines shown in Table 2-17 could be adopted for collector
and arterial roadways. Access requirements that would be suitable for local
roadways include:

9 Encouraging joint use of approaches
9 Requiring developments to utilize frontage roads rather than allowing multiple
lots to front on existing county roads

9 Requiring a minimum of 105 feet between approaches, except in cul-de-sacs
9 Limiting the number of approaches per parcel per length of frontage
Table 2-20 on page 2-60 outlines spacing guidelines for driveways in rural areas.
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T ab l e 2-1 7. S u m ma r y o f ITD ’s A c ces s S pac i ng R eq u ir e men t s
Access
Type

Functional
Classification

Intersection
Spacing

Type

Approach
Spacing

Signal
Spacing

I

Rural Minor and Major
Collector

At-Grade

0.25 mile

300 feet

0.5 mile

II

Rural Minor Arterial

At-Grade

0.25 mile

500 feet

0.5 mile

Urban Collector and
Minor Arterial

At-Grade

660 feet

150 feet

0.25 mile

Rural Principal Arterial

At-Grade/
Interchange

0.5 mile

1,000 feet

0.5 mile

Urban Principal Arterial

At Grade/
Interchange

0.25 mile

300 feet

0.5 mile

Rural Principal Arterial
(Multiple-Lane)

At Grade/
Interchange

1 mile

N/A

0.25 mile

Urban Principal Arterial
(Multiple-Lane)

At Grade/
Interchange

1 mile

N/A

0.25 mile

Rural Interstate

Interchange

3 miles

N/A

N/A

Urban Interstate

Interchange

1 mile

N/A

N/A

III

IV

V

Source: Idaho Transportation Department

Design Standards
The following text shows the recommended changes to Fremont County’s
roadway design standards. It is recommended that these revised standards be
adopted into the existing Fremont County Development Code.

Purpose
The purpose of this section is to provide standards for the construction or
reconstruction of roadways. These standards are for roadways in low traffic
volume rural areas and for low to medium density residential and light
commercial areas.

Large-Scale Development
A large-scale development study will be required for any development that
generates sufficient traffic to necessitate additional construction requirements.
Any requirement of these development standards may be altered as a result of a
large-scale development study. Generally, this would be any development
generating an additional 400 vehicles or more per day, but may be less in certain
circumstances. Any alterations to these design standards shall be at the direction
and discretion of Fremont County.
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Right-of-Way
Roadway right-of-way shall be as required in Table 2-18. An additional 10 feet of
right-of-way width is required in the “north county design standards area” (See
Exhibit 2-11) to allow for storage of plowed snow. See Figure 2-8 and Figure
2-9 for typical sections of county roadways.
T ab le 2-1 8. R ig ht- of-w a y Sta nda rd W idths
Minimum Width of Public
Right-of-way (feet)

Type of Roadway
Arterials

80 - 100

Collectors

70

Collectors in high fill areas and North County

80

Local roads and streets

60

Local Roads and streets in high fill areas and North County

70 (or 5 feet beyond toe of slope)

Subdivision streets*

60

* Subdivisions in city impact areas shall follow current right-of-way widths of the closest city.

Utilities will be granted the following easements within the public right-of-way:

9 Dry utilities will be granted a 5-foot easement adjacent to and within the
right-of-way lines. Conditions of this utility easement:
○ The following will be considered a “dry” utility—electricity, gas,
communications and other utilities that do not transport water.
○ Power and gas utilities are not to be placed within the same 5-foot utility
easement.

9 Wet utilities will be granted a 3-foot easement adjacent to the edge of
traveled way. Conditions of this utility easement:
○ The following will be considered a “wet” utility—water, sanitary sewer,
storm sewer and steam.
○ Water and sewer utilities are not to be placed within the same 3-foot utility
easement. Potable water and sewer lines must maintain a minimum
separation of 10 feet.
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E x h ib it 2-1 1 . D es i gn S t a nd ar ds A rea s
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F igu re 2-8. T yp ic a l Ro ad Se ct ion
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F i gu re 2-9. T yp i c a l R o ad Se ct ion —N o rth C o un t y a n d E xt r eme F i l l

Cul-de-sacs and Dead-end Streets
Cul-de-sacs shall have a minimum right-of-way of a 60-foot radius with additional
highway right-of-way as needed to accommodate unusual cut and fill sections.
Cul-de-sacs of a temporary nature may be allowed, providing each public
right-of-way is shown on the plans or plat and approved by the county. All
cul-de-sacs shall be paved whether temporary or permanent. If buses are
expected to use the cul-de-sac, the minimum public right-of-way shall be a
70-foot radius. A standard cul-de-sac layout is shown below in Figure 2-10.
The maximum length of a road to end in a cul-de-sac shall be 880 feet or as
directed by the county.
Dead-end streets shall be prohibited except where temporarily permitted by a
subdivision phasing plan or to provide for future connections between
developments. A temporary cul-de-sac shall be provided when a temporary
dead-end street serves four or more lots. The temporary cul-de-sac shall be
constructed in accordance with the standards detailed above.
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F igu re 2-10 . St an dard C u l- de-sa c La yo u t
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Roadway Design Criteria
Table 2-19 is intended to show the minimum and maximum values for various
parameters used in design criteria for the three classes of streets and highways
to be designed. Modification by the county on an individual project-by-project
basis may be accomplished by following appropriate procedures.
T ab l e 2-1 9. R o adw a y D e s ig n P ar a met e rs
Arterial

Collector

Local Roads and
Streets

Minimum

0.5%

0.5%

0.5%

Maximum

6.0%

6.0^

10.0%***

7°

11.5°

25°

370 - 1330 feet

370 - 835 feet

200-370 feet

35 – 60 mph

35 – 50 mph

25 – 35 mph

80 - 90°

80 - 90°

70 - 90°

Design Parameter
Vertical Grades*

Horizontal Curvature
Minimum Radius**
Design Speed
Angles of Intersection
Grade at Intersection

3% over a minimum of 50 feet
First 10 feet of intersecting road must be at -3%

*

Roadways constructed using curb and gutter sections may have a minimum grade of 0.35%.

**

Radius measured to centerline of roadway. No superelevation allowed at 25 mph or slower. Maximum superelevation rate =
4% for 35 mph. Maximum superelevation rate = 6% for 45 mph to 60 mph. Lower value relates to lower speed in given range.
Higher value relates to higher speed in given range.

***

May be increased to 15% with special attention to maintenance consequences.

Roadways shall be constructed with applicable characteristics shown in the
attached typical sections. Indicated pavement structure shall be considered a
minimum.
The minimum centerline radius of any curve shall be 200 feet.
Vertical geometry, passing sight distances and stopping sight distances shall be
in accordance with the latest AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways
and Streets.
Site triangles on approaches and intersection from a stop condition shall be
unobstructed along both directions of the road in accordance with AASHTO
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.
Clear zone distances shall be in accordance with the most recent edition of the
AASHTO Roadside Design Guide.
Distances between approaches and from intersections vary depending on the
classification of each road as shown in Table 2-20. Approaches on cul-de-sacs,
dead ends and other non-through streets shall be a minimum of 12 feet apart.
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T ab l e 2-2 0. N o n-s i gna l iz ed A c ce ss Sp ac in g G u id e l in es f or D r ivew a ys
Functional
Classification

Minimum Spacing between Approaches and from Intersections
Minimum Use
(Private Driveway)

Minor Generator
(Cul-de-sac)

Major Generator or
Business Approach

Principal Arterial

225

360

450

Minor Arterial

160

240

320

Collector

140

210

250

Local

105

175

210

Note: The road classification of different county roads may change from time to time. This will depend on growth and needs of the
county. The official classification will be the status of the road as it is classified on the 2010 Rural Functional Classification
Map, Fremont County, Idaho. The official county map is the base map maintained on the county records. This map is
updated to the state on a regular basis.

Mailbox turnouts shall be in accordance with the LHTAC document, The
Location, Support and Mounting of Mailboxes.
All new construction within city limits and impact areas shall be required to follow
the Department of Justice document, ADA Standards for Accessible Design, for
all publicly accessible areas. This is applicable, but not limited to, the
construction of public sidewalks, parking facilities and building construction.

Impact Areas
Construction within any designated impact area shall be in accordance with the
nearest city standards. Said nearest city planning and zoning board shall have
the jurisdiction to review any construction plans within designated impact areas.

Drainage
All drainage facilities shall be approved by the county in conjunction with the
roadway plans. The design shall be based on current Idaho DEQ and ITD
standards for stormwater design or procedures set forth by the County. The
design storm shall be a 10-year, six-hour event. The conveyance of storm water
and associated runoff shall include winter and spring runoff needs. Any disruption
of the normal drainage pattern of the area to be developed must have special
consideration to accommodate future drainage. The ITD Erosion and Sediment
Control Manual provides guidance for projects subject to erosion.
Roadway surfaces shall be crowned to slope away from the roadway centerline
at a grade of 2 percent. Shallow, parabolic drainage and snow storage areas
shall be provided along all roadways. These drainage ways shall be reseeded
upon completion of any construction.
All necessary drainage easements for accommodating drainage structures shall
be shown and recorded on the plans or the plat as a part of the approved plans
or plat. Drainage easements necessary for draining storm water across private
property shall be shown on the plans or plat and recorded with the county by a
letter from the applicant describing the areas containing the easements such as
lot lines, blocks, etc.
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When a curb and gutter roadway section is proposed, a complete storm sewer
system must be designed and constructed under the review of a registered
professional engineer. Storm water disposal and maintenance thereof may be
the responsibility of the developer or a homeowner’s association.

Pavement Marking and Signing
The developer shall install stop signs at all intersections with arterial streets. The
developer shall also install all other signs required for safe traffic and pedestrian
movement in the development. Signs shall be in accordance with the latest
edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).
The county shall determine pavement marking requirements subject to MUTCD
requirements on a case-by-case basis. Should centerline markings or other
pavement markings be required, they shall be constructed by the applicant in
accordance with the MUTCD, latest edition. The spacing, location and width of
markings will be determined on a case-by-case basis by the county. Paint quality
shall be the same as that used by the Idaho Transportation Department for their
pavement markings.

Culverts and Bridges
All culverts and bridges shall be designed by a professional engineer. Bridges
and culverts are subject to the stream corridor and floodplain requirements.
All bridges and culverts on natural waterways shall be designed to pass a
100-year flood without damage to the bridge or its approaches, without diverting
flood waters onto neighboring properties and without increasing the level of the
base flood downstream.
The developer may be required to install a bridge rather than a culvert on any
natural waterway where such action is required by the advice of the Idaho Fish
and Game Department to protect the fishery.
Culverts not included in this section shall conform to drainage standards.
All culverts and bridges shall be designed to support a minimum gross vehicle
load of 40,000 pounds.
There shall be a minimum 50-foot tangent approach to all bridges.

Snowplowing Priority Map
As part of the transportation planning process, Fremont County chose to create a
map to show the priority in which roads will be plowed during the winter. The
county roads are divided into 3 priority groups and a forth group which will not be
plowed at all during the winter. The snowplowing priority roads are shown in
Exhibit 2-13.
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Exhibit 2-13
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Asset Management
As part of the transportation planning process, Fremont County has undertaken a
comprehensive asset management process for the Road and Bridge
Department. In order to provide the county with a summary of the existing
geographic information, a pavement management inventory was completed. The
pavement management inventory will be added to the Fremont County
geographic information system (GIS) mapping. A traffic sign and culvert inventory
was also conducted. These elements provide the first step toward completing an
overall asset management system for the county’s transportation components.
The following is a summary of completed and recommended asset inventory
needs.

Pavement Management
With planning, good management practices and utilization of pavement
management software, Fremont County hopes to achieve an average of 10 to 12
years of remaining service life for paved roads.
Pavement Management System
Limited financial resources have created an urgent need to manage roadway
inventories objectively. A pavement management system helps maintain an
accurate inventory of streets, tracks pavement deterioration, diagnoses the
cause of deterioration and evaluates design solutions. The system allows
objective determination of strategies for maintaining and, in some instances,
even improving and extending the performance life of roadways. By using
effective maintenance and rehabilitation methods, county roadways can provide
higher levels of service for longer periods of time, resulting in direct, immediate
savings to both the county and motoring public.
Preventative Maintenance Work
The cornerstone of pavement management is preventative maintenance.
Maintenance treatments are used for several reasons: to seal cracks in the
pavement, patch failed sections of asphalt and arrest oxidation aging that
embrittles asphalt surfaces. Inspecting each roadway, making timely repairs and
resurfacing the pavement can prolong the life of roads.
The key to preventative maintenance is identifying and performing the
appropriate work at the appropriate time. Timely action prevents the pavement
from advancing to a more expensive level of repair. Avoiding the next level of
repair minimizes disruptions to roadway users once repairs are eventually
performed. Most importantly, timely work is relatively inexpensive, improves the
service condition, reduces the deterioration rate and extends the serviceable life
of roadways.
Figure 2-11 shows Fremont County’s remaining service life distribution for paved
roads based on the 2005 inventory.
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F igu re 2-11 . R ema in in g Se r vic e L ife D ist r ib ut ion f or Pa ve d R oad s

Percentage of Roadways

Remaining Service Life Distribution
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Pavement management includes the following steps:

9 Inventorying all road assets
9 Assessing roadway conditions at least every 3 years
9 Establishing condition levels for each asset
9 Setting the annual budget to maintain each asset at or above the established
condition levels
Pavement Inventory and Analysis
As part of the transportation planning process, the county’s paved roads were
inventoried and assessed. An average remaining service life (RSL) for the
county’s paved roads was determined to be 10.82 years. This average RSL falls
within the target range of 10 to 12 years. This indicates that the county’s paved
roads are in good condition but could be managed more efficiently. Typically, this
distribution would form a pyramid, with the highest percentage of roads falling in
the 10–12 RSL category. The current distribution indicates a significant number
of roadways in the 4–9 year RSL range. As these roads deteriorate, significant
costs associated with rehabilitation should be expected in the near future to bring
these roads back to an optimal RSL. For the roadways within the 7–9 year RSL,
preventive maintenance strategies could add substantial life if implemented as
soon as possible (2006). A pavement management plan projects future RSL
scenarios based on the available budget and the costs associated with various
maintenance strategies. This program will help the county determine the most
efficient use of maintenance strategies. The plan presents three different
pavement management strategies for the county to consider.
The pavement management program will need to be updated with each year’s
maintenance activities. These maintenance activities (crack seals, chip seals,
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triple chip seals, etc.) should be tracked for each road segment in the asset
management software. Any changes to the pavement inventory should be
entered in to the program with subsequent analysis conducted to determine the
most cost-effective pavement management strategy.

Signs
The county’s road signs were inventoried during development of the
transportation plan. This inventory and location information was entered into the
asset management software. Inclusion of these data will allow Fremont County to
develop maintenance, replacement and upgrade strategies for signs. To maintain
sign conditions and meet mandated sign upgrade requirements, the county
should develop an annual sign budget for continual upgrade and replacement of
signs.

Culverts
The county’s culverts were inventoried during development of the transportation
plan. This inventory and location information was entered into the asset
management software. Inclusion of these data will allow Fremont County to
develop maintenance, replacement and upgrade strategies for culverts and
improve planning for road improvement projects by addressing culvert needs.

Right-of-way Assessment
Fremont County was formed in 1893 from areas that were once Bingham County
and Oneida County. Fremont County hosts a number of federal, state, county,
municipal and private roads. Many county-maintained roads follow section lines.
Others were cut to accommodate terrain or for the convenience of farming or
development.
As part of the 2005 Transportation Plan, the status of county-owned rights-of-way
is to be assessed. An understanding of right-of-way ownership, location and
width will help the county better coordinate maintenance and construction
activities. The ultimate desire is to reduce claims against the county for
improperly encroaching on the land of others during construction and
maintenance activities.
Ultimately, the county would like to be able to answer the following questions:

9 Which county-maintained roads have a known, deeded right-of-way and
width?

9 Which county-maintained roads do not have a known, deeded right-of-way
and width?

9 Which roads in the county should be county-owned and maintained, but may
not be (private roads)?

9 Which roads have inadequate right-of-way?
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This document will address right-of-way assessment as follows:

9 Develop a “Right-of-way Standards” document. See Access Management
and Roadway Standards.

9 Overlay the digital county road map with the known deeded right-of-way
parcel map and identify remaining areas needing research.

9 Coordinate research efforts for deeds of unmapped rights-of-way and
easements.

9 Using coordinate geometry, enter deeds of unmapped rights-of-way and
easements.
Assessment
Although not within the budget of this project to bring complete resolution to
right-of-way issues, an assessment was conducted as follows:

9 Current Maps
A map of roads currently maintained by the county was developed by the
County Roads Department using Global Positioning System (GPS)
technology. The GPS data was brought into a Geographic Information
System (GIS), cleanly aligned and properly segmented. For many of the
roads mapped in the field an assumed right-of-way width was recorded.

9 County Research
Research was conducted by the county to determine which roads had a
right-of-way dedicated to the county. The results of this preliminary research
was documented and color-coded on a GIS map.

9 Additional Research
Since Fremont County was formed from both Bingham and Oneida Counties,
each county was contacted to determine if they had records that applied to
the Fremont County area.

9 Title Company
An interview with a local title company was conducted to help establish
additional understanding of county right-of-way.
Findings

9 Current Maps
Analysis on the existing county road map reveals the statistics in Table 2-21.
These statistics reflect the magnitude of right-of-way research needing to be
done.
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T ab l e 2-2 1. E x is t in g C o un t y R i g ht - of-w a y S t at i st ic s
Approximate
Total Miles

Description
County-maintained Roads (Does not include roads within city limits, or
state or federal roads.

722

Segments with assumed prescriptive right-of-way widths; no research
has been done to verify ownership or width.

642 – 89%

Segments with no assumed right-of-way width.

45 – 6%

Known Right-of-way (county research of all known records that identifies
recorded right-of-way)

35 – 5%

Source: Gateway Mapping, Inc.

9 County Research
Research efforts were conducted by Fremont County of records found within
county archives. The research effort identified deeded right-of-way parcels
representing approximately 35 miles of roads or less than 5 percent.
Additional research produced two ordinances as shown to the right. It is
difficult to know from existing information which roads comply with these
ordinances.

9 Additional Research
In interviews with representatives from
Oneida and Bingham Counties, both
claim that any information they might
have had pertaining to Fremont
County was sent to the county at its
formation. If they did have records,
they would be copies of what had
already been sent. The Idaho State
Archives confirms that when a new
county was created, copies of
pertinent documents were made and
sent to the new county. Originals
remained at the original county. It is
believed the research conducted by
Fremont County is from the only
known records available from the
source counties.

9 Title Company

State Ordinance 40-2312
WIDTH OF HIGHWAYS. All highways,
except bridges and those located
within cities, shall be not less than fifty
(50) feet wide, except those of a lesser
width presently existing and may be as
wide as required for proper
construction and maintenance. Bridges
located outside incorporated cities shall
be the same width to and across the
river, creek, or stream as the highway
leading to it. Revised in 1988.
County Ordinance 89-2
An ordinance establishing that all
county roads dedicated and accepted
hereafter, shall be not less than sixty
feet in width.
Be it ordained and established by the
Board of County Commissioners of
Fremont County, Idaho, as follows:
All roads dedicated and accepted
hereafter, as county roads, shall be not
less than sixty feet in width.
Passed this 8th day of May, 1989.

To supplement the research efforts, a
representative from a local title
company was interviewed. Kathy
Lords of Alliance Title is a resident of Fremont County and has 20 years of
experience with deed and title issues within the county. In her experience,
she has found very few deeds relating to county road right-of-way and does
not believe it would be time well spent to conduct a search for such records.
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She offered the following possibilities to help resolve the right-of-way
concerns.
1. Retain a researcher to review all available documents associated with
land adjacent to existing county roads. Researchers would charge up to
$100 per parcel. It is likely this would be a costly approach that would
only confirm what is already supposed, that the needed information
probably does not exist.
2. Establish a county ordinance that declares a prescriptive use easement
for roads. A list of road segments and an accompanying map would be
used to communicate the ordinance graphically to the public. This
approach would address the right-of-way issue in a countywide manner,
but would likely invite significant administrative and legal concerns.
3. Address each segment of road at the time of need. Implement the
“Right-of-Way Standards” document. This document provides procedural
information for the official identification and documentation of a
right-of-way. Prior to performing maintenance on a road, these
procedures would be followed and a right-of-way resolution reached. This
would be the slowest approach to identifying right-of-way, but would be
the most cost efficient by focusing on specific needs as they arise.
Recommendation
Based on the findings from the research described above, the following steps are
recommended to Fremont County to identify and establish right-of way widths
and locations for all roads under Fremont County jurisdiction.
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1.

Identify parcels that have defined road right-of-way. This information may
be shown on subdivision plats, state highway or federally funded
construction projects and private deeds. It is believed that the available
information from these sources has already been obtained and entered into
the Fremont County GIS system. A review of known state- or federallyfunded road project plans and subdivision plats could be conducted to
assure this has been completed.

2.

Research historical documents for record of “highways opened” according
to Idaho Code (IC) 50-311 or “validation” of highways or public rights-ofway by Fremont County according to IC 40-203A. It is believed that the
available information from these sources has also been obtained and
entered onto the Fremont County GIS mapping system.

3.

Research whether there are any RS-2477 rights-of-way over public lands.
RS-2477 rights-of-way are those that have been specifically granted
through public lands to local governments. IC 40-204A outlines the
procedure for seeking an acknowledgement of a specific RS-2477 road.
The validation procedures of IC 40-203A should be followed to add a
federal land right-of-way to the county roadway system.
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4.

Catalogue all other roadways for evidence of accepted right-of-way. This
would involve a field investigation of each county roadway and
documentation of evidence of right-of-way width and the location of the
roadway centerline. Types of acceptable evidence include fence lines, utility
lines that appear to be placed on or near the right-of way, section line
monuments, right-of-way monuments, edge of cultivation and other physical
evidence of an accepted roadway width. This step will likely require a
dedicated, knowledgeable, full-time worker for a full summer.

5.

Map the findings of the road right-of-way width evidence into the county
GIS system and create a preliminary map of the existing road right-of-way.

6.

County commissioners and other county officials then review the
right-of-way width evidence and propose a right-of-way width for each road
segment to create a proposed official highway system map, as allowed by
IC 40-202.

7.

The proposed highway system map should be published and made
available to the public for review.

8.

Public hearings should be held to seek public input on the proposed
highway system map. It usually requires more than one public hearing as
the map often must be revised due to information received at the initial
public hearing.

9.

The proposed highway system map should be made available to the public
at least 30 days before the public hearing. There should also be notice in
the local paper, following the same criteria as the abandonment and
validation process in IC 40-203.

10.

This public hearing and highway map revision procedure may need to be
repeated until the county commissioners are prepared to adopt the
proposed Official Highway Map. The map is still open for modification when
needed and should be updated whenever a subdivision with a public road is
filed or a road is otherwise added to the county system.
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Other Modes and Means of Transportation
Alternatives to motor vehicles whether for cost savings, convenience, recreation,
or exercise are a growing component of the transportation infrastructure.
Exhibit 2-12 depicts the various existing modes and means of transportation in
Fremont County and/or its cities.

Pathways and Trails
The U.S. Department of Transportation acknowledges that “ongoing investment
in the nation’s transportation infrastructure is still more likely to overlook…than
integrate bicyclists.” In response, the U.S. Department of Transportation
encourages transportation agencies “to make accommodation of bicycling and
walking a routine part of planning, design, construction, operations and
maintenance activities.”
Bicycle / Pedestrian Trails
Although no Fremont County pathway network now exists there is interested
discussion by many folks about possible pathway links. These bike/pedestrian
trails could eventually traverse the county, connecting its cities while providing
healthy recreation and supporting local economic development. St. Anthony’s
beautiful Henry’s Fork Greenway Trail and the State of Idaho Parks and
Recreation assistance with Ashton’s Rails-to-Trails projects are exciting and only
the beginning of what could someday become an elaborate pathway system
connecting Jackson to Yellowstone Park.
Current and proposed local pedestrian
and bike pathways include:

9 Henry’s Fork Greenway Trail in
St. Anthony

9 Rails to Trails from Ashton to
Tetonia

9 Big Springs Loop Road
9 Recreation Bridge on Henry’s Lake
Outlet

9 Henry’s Lake Area bike path
9 Henry’s Lake − Meadow Creek Road
ATV / Snowmobile Trails
ATV trails are located on Forest Service lands and primarily use the old Union
Pacific Railroad right-of-way that runs north-south on the eastern side of the
county.
The Forest Service’s extensive snowmobile trail system is an economic
development amenity for the county and cities.
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Scenic Byways
Within Fremont County there are three byways:

9 Mesa Falls Scenic Byway
In 2005-2006, the local Mesa Falls Scenic Byway committee wrote a Corridor
Management Plan (funded by the state of Idaho) to improve access and
interest in the byway.

9 Teton Scenic Byway
The Teton Scenic Byway extends along SH 32 from Ashton to Tetonia, then
connects with SH 33 to Victor, where it turns to SH 31 to complete the loop
between Victor and Swan Valley.

9 Fort Henry Historic Byway
This byway begins in Island Park and follows the Yale-Kilgore Road into
Clark County, where it follows A2 to Red Road. The Byway then enters
Fremont County again to follow Red Road and the Salem Highway to US 20.

Rail
The Eastern Idaho Railroad (EIRR),
made up of 270 mainline miles, is one
of the largest single short line spin-offs
in the country (Figure 2-12). It has an
annual capacity of approximately
35,000 car loads and carries
passengers as well as a wide variety
of products. The EIRR is administered
out of Twin Falls, Idaho and provides
freight service to the southeastern
section of Fremont County. (Source:
http://www.watcocompanies.com/
Railroads/eirr/)

F igu re 2-12 Eas ter n Ida ho
R a i l ro ad R o ute

Public Transportation
In September 2005, CART and
Targhee Regional Public Transit
Services merged. It is anticipated that
this collaboration will expand the
limited public transit service to the
Cities of St. Anthony and Ashton.
Additional transportation services may
be available in Fremont County if
demand warrants.
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School Bus (School District No. 215)
Existing school bus routes extending from Teton to Henry’s Lake are shown on
Exhibit 2-12. This large road network demonstrates the large manpower and
cost requirements incurred by the county while maintaining bus routes in the
winter.

Airports
Fremont County has two operating
airports:

9 Stanford Field Airport in
St. Anthony
Stanford Field was originally built
by Leland W. "Jinks" Stanford and his wife
Margaret, both pilots and lifelong residents of the
area. Jinks and his wife started flying in the 1930s
and were, in fact, taught to fly by the same
instructor at about the same time. During World
War II, Jinks trained new pilots.
After the war, he and his wife
started building the "Airport" and
main hangar. In the 1980s, Merrill
"Mutt" Rose, the Mayor of
St. Anthony, designated the airport
as "Stanford Field" in memory of
Leland W. "Jinks" and Margaret
Stanford. (Source:
http://www.stanthonychamber.com
/virtualtour/
airport.htm)

H e nr y’s L ak e A ir po rt

9 Henry’s Lake Airport in Island Park
Both airports are designated general aviation airports providing service to small
single engine aircraft. Neither of the airports is designated in the federal National
Plan of Integrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). As such, they do not qualify for
federal funding. Table 2-22 provides facility data about these airports.
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T ab l e 2-2 2. F ac i l it y D at a a bo ut R e g io na l A ir po rt s
Item

Description

Stanford Field Airport, St. Anthony
Identifier

U12

Location

1 mile SE of St. Anthony

Airport use

Open to the public
Aircraft based on the field: 18 (12 single-engine
airplanes, 1 helicopter, 5 ultralights)
Aircraft operations: average 61/week
78% transient general aviation, 19% local general
aviation, 3% air taxi

Control

Unattended
No control tower

Runway

Dimensions: 4,500 by 50 feet
Asphalt surface
Medium-intensity edge lighting
Runway edge markings
No runway end identifier lights

Parking

Parking tiedowns

Henry’s Lake Airport, Island Park
Identifier

U53

Location

3 miles SE of Island Park business district

Airport use

Open to the public
Aircraft operations: average 54/week
89% transient general aviation, 11% air taxi

Control

Unattended
No control tower

Runway

Dimensions: 4,600 by 170 feet
Turf surface
Runway edge markings
No winter maintenance
Livestock and big game animals have access during
fall, winter and spring

Parking

Parking tiedowns

Source: http://airnav.com/airport
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Helipads
Emergency Medical Service (EMS) personnel manage helicopter operations for
emergency needs at the following designated helipad locations:

9 Southwest corner of Yale-Kilgore Road and US 20
9 Stanford Field Airport, St. Anthony
9 Ashton Stake Center and Elementary School parking lots
They have indicated a need for future helipads at the following locations:

9 US 20 across from Valivue Truck Stop near Henry’s Lake
9 Behind the ITD shed in Ashton
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E x h ib it 2-1 2 . M ode s o f T ran spo rt a t io n – F re m ont C o un t y
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Emergency Medical Service (EMS)
Fremont County EMS lacks routes other than the highways and major county
roads. Mary Lou Davis and Bryan Parker of the EMS have indicated the following
areas of concern:

9 The county could use more street signs (especially in St. Anthony, where no
streets are marked between Main and 4th S). The lack of signs makes it
difficult to respond to emergencies.

9 The Salem Highway/1900 E roadway from the Madison County line north
(100 N to 500 N) is rough and narrow and needs to be rebuilt.

9 The four-way stop at 500 N and 1900 E could use rumble strips. Vehicles are
neglecting to stop.

9 The intersection of US 20 and 200 N has experienced multiple accidents
9 500 N (Lower Parker Road) at 2075 E makes a dangerous turn. This could be
widened and signage improved.

9 350 N near 500 N (Hog Hollow Road) and 2750 E at “Monkey Rock” are tight
and narrow. Could use speed reduction and signage.
Fremont County has no designated Hazardous Materials Route.

Project Alternative Analysis
The projects described on the following pages were identified through an
extensive public involvement process that included:

9 Four Public Open Houses held in Ashton, Island Park and St. Anthony
9 Four Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings and a project kickoff meeting with county and city elected officials and department supervisors

9 Interviews with
○
○
○
○

Fremont County Sheriff and police officers in Ashton and St. Anthony
Fremont County Commissioners and Ashton & St. Anthony mayors
St. Anthony and Ashton public works supervisors
emergency medical service personnel

9 Meetings with Fremont County Road and Bridge Department personnel
9 An engineering review of traffic, accident and pavement condition data by the
project engineers
Not all projects that were suggested through this process have been included in
these lists. Many of the suggestions pertained to the state highways within
Fremont County (SH 32, SH 33, SH 47, SH 87 and, in particular, US 20).
Changes and improvements to state highways are not within the jurisdiction of
Fremont County. Therefore, they are not included in this section as proposed
projects. The suggestions related to the state highways are listed separately and
will be forwarded to ITD District 6 for their consideration.
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Some of the recommendations, such as improving Sawtelle Road, are already
planned for completion by the Fremont County Road and Bridge Department and
will be under way by the time this plan is adopted (Summer 2006). Other
suggestions were considered infeasible at this time, but will be documented and
reconsidered in the event circumstances change and the suggestion becomes
more viable.
The proposed projects are divided into three planning periods − one to five years
(short-term), six to 10 years (mid-range) and 11 to 20 years (long-range).

Pair Wise Comparison
The Pair Wise Comparison method of ranking projects through public
involvement was used to prioritize projects for Fremont County, the City of
Ashton and the City of St. Anthony. This process:

9 Compares criteria and develop criteria weights
9 Compares projects for each criteria
9 Develops weighted values for each project on each criteria
9 Sums weighted results for each project
At the third TAC workshop, members selected five criteria from a list of 10
examples that they felt accurately reflected the goals and objectives of the study.
Criteria

9 Cost (Including right-of-way)
Considers the overall cost of the project and the amount of local funds
(matching funds) required to complete the project.

9 Safety
Evaluates the impact the project will have on overall safety conditions of the
targeted project area. Also evaluates potential secondary safety benefits to
other areas as a result of its implementation. Safety issues include: roadway
width, shoulders, speed and volume of accidents.

9 Local Access and Circulation
Evaluates how the project serves the residents and how the project provides
access to appropriate / desired areas of the county and/or city. Also
evaluates whether the project has a negative effect on existing functional
roadways.

9 Maintenance
Evaluates the associated annual cost of maintaining a completed project for
the design life (20 years) of the project.

9 Constructability / Feasibility
Evaluates ease of construction and impacts that construction will have on
traffic and surrounding infrastructure. Also considers whether the project has
a realistic chance of being constructed within the next 20 fiscal years.
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Using a list of suggested projects gathered from open house public comment and
key-person interviews, TAC members also compiled a list of the top priority
transportation projects in the county and cities. This list was added to and refined
by a second round of key-person interviews.
TAC members were then sent all the materials to rank the projects utilizing the
Pair Wise method, including detailed descriptions of each project with cost
estimates. TAC members were randomly assigned a criterion to base their
comparison on (five TAC members for each criterion). Those TAC members that
had a special relationship with the city of Ashton and/or St. Anthony were also
asked to compare projects in their respective city, for all five criteria.
Figure 2-13 is an example of a completed Fremont County Pair Wise chart.
F igu re 2-13 . Co mp let ed F re mont Co un t y Pa ir W ise C ha rt
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Portion of Instructions Provided (via email) to the TAC to Assist in Completing the
Fremont County Pair Wise Project Comparison
Attached to this email is everything you will need to quickly and easily complete the Fremont
County Pair Wise Project Comparison. Attached to this message are:

•

Complete Pair Wise Comparison Excel Spreadsheet (XLS)

•

Detailed project descriptions and cost estimates (DOC)

First, open and print the Project Description document. You will refer to this information
during the Pair Wise Comparison process.
Next, open the Fremont County spreadsheet. Each TAC member has been randomly
assigned one of the five criteria selected at the October workshop to consider when evaluating
the projects. Your criterion is described at the top of the spreadsheet.
You must compare projects using the scale in the upper left hand corner of each page.

•

There is no need to compare the same project; i.e. Monkey Rock Parking Area
vs. Monkey Rock Parking Area. Therefore, where identical projects meet on the
spreadsheet, the box has been Blacked Out.

•

There is also no need to compare projects twice; the spreadsheet will
automatically assign the opposite value to the chart’s reversed comparison,
therefore you only need to concern yourself with comparing projects with empty
boxes. All others have been Blacked Out.

For example: The first two projects to compare are 1900 E – Widen/Improve from 100 N to
500 N versus Idaho 47 – Widen/Improve from Ashton to Warm River. First, read and
understand the evaluation criteria description, then read and understand each detailed project
description and ask yourself, “Considering my criteria, is widening and improving 1900 East
more important, of equal importance or less important than widening and improving Idaho 47
from Ashton to Warm River?”
Then, type in the corresponding numeric value: 1 for less important, 3 for equal, or 5 for more
important. Complete this process for each project comparison, resave the Excel
spreadsheet(s) on your computer and reattach the file on a return message to me.
As mentioned, each of the 25 TAC members was assigned one of five criteria; therefore four
other TAC members received the same criteria as you. If we do not received everyone’s
completed spreadsheet our results will be unbalanced and skewed, so PLEASE COMPLETE
AND RETURN YOUR PAIR WISE COMPARISON BY FEBRUARY 14, 2006.

At the fourth TAC workshop, group members were asked to assign a weighted
value for each criterion, in an identical method to the project comparison they
had completed earlier (see Figure 2-14).
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F igu re 2-14 . Fr emon t Co un t y Pr o ject R ankin g Cr iter ia

Project scores within each of the five criteria were then totaled and multiplied by
their respective criteria weight. The five weighted scores for each project were
summed and the project totals were ranked, resulting in a prioritized list of
projects based on TAC input (see Figure 2-15).
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F i gu re 2-15 . P r io r it iz e d L i st of P r o jec t s

This ranking was then shared with the at-large community at a series of Public
Open Houses throughout the county.
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Projects Identified through the Pair Wise Planning Process
The planning process for this transportation plan identified the following list of
projects for the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP).

One- to five-year (short-term) Projects
1

Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road (aka Reclamation Road or 1200 N)
Build base and pave 5 miles of roadway, 4000 E to 4500 E

2

1900 E - Salem-Parker Highway
Roadway improvements - 100 N to 700 N

3

Yale-Kilgore Road
Reconstruct 3 miles of roadway, 3200 E to 3500 E

4

Fisherman’s Drive and Cherry Butte Road
Widen, improve base and pave (2 miles)

5

Fish Creek Road
Major widening, clear right-of-way (2 miles)

6

Red Rock Road/Henry’s Lake Drive
Obtain right-of-way, perform environmental review and begin
improvements to base for future paving

7

2600 E
Rehabilitate from 300 N to 350 N and pave 350 N to 400 N

8

Old Kilgore Road
Build base and pave 4.5 miles of roadway, 3400 E to 3600 E

9

500 N
Improve from 2000 E to 2200 E

10 Fisherman Drive
Rebuild and pave − from 3750 E to Cherry Butte Road

These projects are described in more detail following Exhibit 2-14.
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E x h ib it 2-1 3 . F re mon t C o unt y P r op ose d I m p ro ve m e nt Pr o jects
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One- to Five-year (Short-term) Projects
(Projects are not listed in priority order.)
1.

Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road (aka Reclamation Road or 1200 N)
Reconstruct base and pave 5 miles of roadway, 4000 E to
4500 E
This proposed five miles of Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road will be reconstructed with
approximately 1 foot of new sub-base material and 5/8 inch crushed gravel base.
Some portions of the roadway will need additional improvement to the road subgrade. The road will then be paved with a triple BST surface. An estimated cost
to add sub-base and base to raise the roadway 1.5 to 2 feet and apply a triple
seal coat (BST) finish is $1,450,000.

2.

1900 E –Salem-Parker Highway, 100 N to 700 N
The Salem-Parker Highway is a main north-south connector between the nearby
City of Rexburg and the populated southeastern portion of Fremont County. The
bridge over the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River at 300 N will be replaced soon
(2006 - 2007). From 200 N to 350 N, 1.5 miles of roadway improvements will be
completed with the bridge replacement project. The remaining segments of
roadway are recommended for the following improvements:

9 The first mile, 100 N to 200 N, has a RSL of 4, with moderate block cracking,
some edge and longitudinal cracking and high rutting. This section is 29.5
feet wide. It is recommended to perform a reconstruction for this mile. The
estimated cost of reconstruction is $560,000.

9 The 0.5 miles from 350 N to 400 N is in need of improvement by
reconstruction. The estimated cost of reconstruction to a 28-foot width is
$260,000.

9 The mile from 400 N to 500 N is 24 feet wide and has an RSL of 6 with
moderate transverse cracking and rutting and some edge cracking. This mile
should be widened to 28 feet and treated with a triple chip seal. The
estimated cost is $160,000.

9 The mile from 500 N to 600 N is 21.5 feet wide, has an RSL of 8 and
displayed moderate edge and transverse cracking and rutting. The pavement
should be widened to 28 feet and receive a triple chip seal. The estimated
cost is $175,000.
The mile from 600 N to 700 N is 25 feet wide, has an RSL of 10 and displayed
moderate transverse cracking. The pavement should receive a seal coat. The
estimated cost is $65,000.
3.

Yale-Kilgore Road – Reconstruct 3 miles of roadway, 3200 E
to 3500 E
The proposed three miles of Yale-Kilgore Road extends from the road to the Elk
Run Subdivision on the west (at approximately 3200 E) to Shotgun Village on the
east (approximately 3500 E). At 25 feet wide, this portion is narrower than the
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roadway to the east which is 28 to 30 feet wide. The pavement is currently in fair
condition with some edge cracking and RSL ratings of 6 and 10. But the subbase is known to be inadequate and overlays a clay sub-grade. An estimated
cost to reconstruct and widen this road segment by county crews and apply a
triple seal coat finish is $1,125,000.
4.

Fisherman’s Drive and Cherry Butte Road – 2 miles, widen,
improve base and pave
Fisherman’s Drive and Cherry Butte Road provide access to developments along
the north side of the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River. The gravel base is in good
condition. Paving could be accomplished with a triple shot BST treatment.
The cost is estimated to be $247,000 to grade and prepare the base and apply a
26 foot wide triple shot seal coat.

5.

Fish Creek Road – 2 miles, major widening, clear ROW
Additional development is proposed for this area. The existing pavement is as
narrow as 19 feet. There are rock outcrops and trees very near the edge of
pavement. The right-of-way should be cleared for safety reasons. The rock
outcrops will require blasting or relocating the road. The cost is estimated to be
$655,000 for the county crews to complete widening and clear the right-of-way
and $80,000 to widen the pavement with a triple shot BST treatment.

6.

Red Rock Road/Henry’s Lake Drive – Obtain ROW, perform
environmental review, begin improvements to base for
future paving
Red Rock Road and Henry’s Lake Drive are seeing more development and
recreational activity. The county would like to obtain a right-of-way wide enough
to include a bicycle pathway and provide for snow removal, a minimum of 70
feet. A portion of these roadways cross forest service ground and will require
negotiations with the forest service. The environmental review will be important to
identify locations of concern such as wetlands. An estimated cost to obtain
additional right-of-way and complete the environmental review is $400,000. An
estimated cost to upgrade the base and apply a triple seal coat finish for the
11-mile segment of Red Rock Road is $3,015,000 and $1,660,000 for the sixmile segment of Henry’s Lake Drive.

7.

Rehab 2600 E from 300 N to 350 N. Has RSL of 4. Pave 350 N
to 400 N
The 0.5 miles of 2600 E between 350 N and 400 N has been turned back to
gravel to build up the base. The county would like to rebuild 2600 E from 300 N
to 350 N and then pave the full section. This would cost an estimated $232,000.

8.

Old Kilgore Road – Build base and pave 4.5 miles of
roadway, 3400 E to 3600 E
This portion of Old Kilgore Road begins 0.5 miles west of the corner near
Centennial Shores Subdivision and extends to the pavement near the
intersection with Yale-Kilgore Road (about 0.25 miles from Yale-Kilgore Road).
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This is currently a gravel road, but the road needs to be raised 1.5 to 2 feet.
There are three bridges that will need to be adjusted or reconstructed to match
the new grade. An estimated cost to raise the roadway 1.5 to 2 feet and apply a
triple seal coat finish is $1,305,000.
9.

Improve 500 N from 2000 E to 2200 E
These two miles of road run directly east of the City of Parker leading into St
Anthony. The road is 24 feet wide and has some edge and transverse cracking.
The remaining service life is between 6 and 8. This is a primary route into
St. Anthony from the southwestern portion of the county. There are several
narrow irrigation canal bridges that may need to be widened.

10. Rebuild and Oil the west portion of Fisherman Drive
This portion of Fisherman Drive extends from the existing pavement at
approximately 3750 E to Cherry Butte Road (approximately 4050 E). Total length
is about three miles.

Six- to 10-year (Mid-range) Projects
11. Pave Grainville Road between 1000 N and 1100 N
Paving Grainville Road will provide a paved north-south connection between
1000 N (a minor collector) and 1100 N. This would become the only paved northsouth road between 1000 N and 1100 N for four miles east or west. Some work
will be required to improve and widen the base, after which a triple BST would be
applied to pave the roadway. The estimated cost for this approximately one mile
of work is $242,000.
12. Pave 1100 N from 3875 E to 4100 E and 4200 E to 4300 E
These sections of 1100 N are currently unpaved (a total of 3.25 miles). Some
work will be required to improve and widen the base, after which a triple BST
would be applied to pave the roadway. This would complete the pavement
between 3800 E and 4725 E. This would cost an estimated $585,000.

13. Pave 0.33 miles of Robinson Creek Road
This portion of Robinson Creek Road extends along the western side of
Robinson Creek Subdivision at approximately 1550 N to the existing pavement at
approximately 1520 N. There is a large amount of sub-grade work and base
improvement to be completed on this road prior to paving.
14. Improve 700 N from 4700 E to 5000 E
This three-mile segment of road would provide a paved access to anticipated
development in the eastern portion of the county.
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15. Yale-Kilgore Road – Widen and repave 5 miles of roadway
Some residents would like to see Yale Kilgore Road widened to the county line.
The pavement is in good condition with RSL ratings of 10 and 12. This section of
road is about 25 feet wide, with steep side slopes. An estimated cost to widen the
base and sub-base 3 feet by county crews and apply a double seal coat finish is
$1,120,000. An additional $ 300,000 may be needed to widen bridges and
culverts. This is significantly less than the cost to reconstruct Yale-Kilgore Road
that was suggested in a recent joint funding application with Clark County to
rebuild this road in both Clark and Fremont Counties. Another alternative is to
reapply for funding in conjunction with Clark County and the Forest Service for a
complete rebuild of this roadway. That application could be completed in 2009.
16. Replace Ora Bridge over the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River
(2.7 miles west of Ashton)
This concrete bridge is 53 years old. The sufficiency rating is 50.6. This bridge is
currently not deficient, but could become so over the next 10 years. In 2003, the
state estimated a replacement cost of $1,362,000 including $83,000 for roadway
improvements. The cost likely will increase to between $3,000,000 and
$3,500,000 by the time the bridge needs replacing.

11- to 20-year (Long-term) Projects
17. Pave 3425 E/500 N from Hog Hollow Road to pavement on
3600 E
Paving this two-mile segment of road would provide a paved connection between
Hog Hollow Road and Highway 32 and create an additional north-south paved
route to Ashton from the southern part of the county.
18. Willow Creek Cut-off Road
The county proposes to improve the north two miles of the Willow Creek Cut-off
road from Yale-Kilgore Road. This would provide more opportunity for year round
access to the Shotgun West and Ice House Creek areas.
19. Improve 1500 N from 4080 E to 4400 E
Improving this 3.2 mile portion of 1500 N would provide a better road for local
farmers and future development in the area.
20. Upgrade 900 N from 4725 E to 5000 E
This 2 ¾ -mile segment of road would provide improved access to anticipated
development in the eastern portion of the county. At this time this upgrade would
be limited to improving the base and gravel surface of the roadway.
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21. Improve Hog Hollow from 3425 E to SH 32
Improving this portion of Hog Hollow Road would create a more direct connection
between St. Anthony and SH 32 and western Wyoming. This is about 10.5 miles
of roadway. This would be a long term project that may be completed in small
segments each year that resources are available.
22. Improve 5000 E from SH 32 to 700 N
Improving this 3 mile segment of 5000 E would provide better access to the
Coyote Meadows and forest recreation area and development that is anticipated
in the Conant Creek area between 900 N and 700 N.
23. Lemon Lake and Arcadia Road (1200 N and 2775 E)
Upgrading these roads would be in response to possible development in the
Sand Creek area northwest of Ashton. These roads may be oiled if population
growth in the area justifies it.

Projects Planned for Construction or Completion in 2006
1.

Sawtelle Peak Road – Rebuild 1.9 miles of roadway
Sawtelle Peak Road is receiving more traffic than was anticipated when the road
was initially paved. It was originally intended to be an infrequently traveled forest
and recreational access road. In recent years, the area has been developed with
homes and now receives more daily traffic. Consequently, the pavement has
deteriorated and is in need of replacement. The county has been working on
building up the base in anticipation of an opportunity to lay milled pavement from
a US 20 rehab project. The timing of the rehab project was moved up and the
county was not able to utilize the millings for Sawtelle Peak Rd. The county
crews plan to finish the base work, place crushed gravel and pave the road with
a triple shot BST treatment this summer. (2006)

2.

Hog Hollow – 500 N - from 2800 E to 3425 E, widen, rebuild
base and pave.
The county has begun work on widening and paving Hog Hollow and this 6.25
mile segment is the portion remaining to be improved prior to paving. The county
crews plan to complete widening and base improvement and apply a triple shot
BST treatment on this section of road in the summer of 2006.

3.

Reclamation Road (1200 N) Reconstruct base and pave 3
miles of roadway, 3700 E t o 4000 E
This portion of Reclamation road is in the process of being reconstructed. There
is approximately a half mile of sub-base work and some spots of sub-grade
improvement yet to be completed. Then the 5/8” crushed gravel base can be
applied. The road will then be paved with a triple BST surface sometime in the
summer of 2006. An estimated cost to add sub-base and base and apply a triple
seal coat (BST) finish is $880,000.
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Projects suggested, but not recommended for inclusion in the
CIP at this time. Projects are not listed in any order of priority.
The following project list was compiled from comments from the public and the
advisory committee but the projects are not recommended for inclusion at this
time. These projects could be reconsidered and included in the proposed
projects list as circumstances within the county change.
Widen 400 N between 1500 E and 1600 E – currently only
22.5 feet wide. RSL=10.
The adjacent portions of 400 N are 24 feet wide. The estimated cost to widen this
mile to 24 feet of pavement is $170,000, utilizing a triple shot BST treatment.
This project was not included at this time because the RSL is acceptable and the
low traffic volume does not warrant the cost of construction.
Rehab 400 N from 1600 E to 1800 E. RSL = 6.
It is recommended to rebuild this section of roadway due to block, fatigue and
edge cracking. This would cost an estimated $585,000. A CRABS treatment for
the two miles is estimated to cost $520,000. Even though this roadway exhibits
moderate cracking, the base and sub-base are sufficiently strong so that
potholes have not developed. Due to the relative high cost and low benefit, this
project was not included.
1900 E, 500 N – Monitor intersection improvement
There have been multiple accidents at this intersection over the past five years,
eight injury accidents and two property damage accidents have been reported. It
was recently turned into a four-way stop intersection. This seems to have
improved the safety conditions of that intersection. It is recommended to monitor
this intersection to determine if the four-way-stop has sufficiently lowered
accidents at this location.
1900 E, 600 N - Intersection improvements. Monitor
incidence of accidents
There are some impediments to the site triangle at this intersection that can be
removed to improve visibility for vehicles approaching the intersection. It is
recommended to remove those impediments and monitor this intersection for the
efficacy of the improved sight distance.
700 N, between 2850 E and 2900 E – remove hump
It was suggested that the roadway be leveled at this location to remove a “hump”
in the roadway to provide a smoother ride. The road has been built over a rock
outcrop and would require blasting to reconstruct. It was determined the cost
would override the benefit of this improvement at this time.

AUGUST 2006

2-88

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fremont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 2 – F re m o n t Co unt y

2800 E near 525 N – widen road, remove rock outcrop
Removing the rock outcrop along the road would also require blasting. This is a
low traffic volume road at this time. If traffic volumes increase, this project could
be reconsidered.
Investigate possibility of ATV trail from Parker to sand hills
(700 N) along 1900 E (Salem –Parker Highway)
This project was suggested to provide an off road path to the Sand Dunes from
the town site of Parker. Parking lots that have constructed near the entrance to
the Sand Dunes appear to be adequate to handle the current volume of visitors.
If conditions change such that ATV traffic between Parker and the Sand Dunes
increases appreciably, this project could be reconsidered.
Rebuild or rehab 1.33 miles of Red Road from Milepost 8 to
Crooked Road
This segment of roadway has a low RSL, but not as low as some other road
segments. It was determined there are other roadways that are in greater need of
repair and which are more critical to the overall network, at the current time.
Improve Old SH 91
There is a possibility US 20 will be widened to four lanes in this vicinity. It was
decided to wait for plans for US 20 to be finalized before addressing county
improvements on Old SH 91.
Widen Egin-Hamer Road at Nine-Mile Knoll (approx. 950 E)
This project would be addressed if the Egin-Hamer Road is accepted as a
collector and funding is received for improvements.

Citizen’s suggestions for projects on the State Highways which
are under jurisdiction of ITD District 6
The citizens of Fremont County have suggested the following projects for
consideration by ITD and encourage ITD District 6 to include them in the
planning efforts of the District. This is not intended to be a directive to ITD but
rather a communication of citizen’s comments and concerns.
SH 47 – Widen/Improve from Ashton to Warm River (ITD)
This portion of SH 47 is currently under the jurisdiction of District 6 of the Idaho
Transportation Department. The roadway is narrower than the recently
reconstructed Mesa Falls Highway that formerly was part of SH 47 but is now
under the jurisdiction of Fremont County. Fremont County citizens would like to
see SH 47 widened and receive safety improvements such as additional guard
rail in the Warm River area and north of the Fish Creek Road intersection up to
the Bear Gulch area. The distance from the improvements at the junction of SH
47 and SH 32 is 11.3 miles. The cost per mile would vary depending on the
needed improvements, ranging from $50,000 for guardrail to $1,200,000 per mile
for reconstruction.
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US 20 – Provide a left turn lane at Red Rock Road (Milepost
397.025)
The December 2005 Update to US 20 Corridor Study does not address the Red
Rock Road intersection but instead listed the following points for SH 87:

9 Improve the roadway surface to match that of the Montana section, including
shoulder width, clear zones and pavement condition.

9 Reduce the speed limit between mileposts 3 and 5 to 45 mph, along with
signage improvements associated with the speed limit change.
US 20 – Improve intersection with 2600 E / US 20 Business
Loop, Mi lepost 347.851, (intersection at the Relay Station)
This is a busy intersection. US 20 is still a divided highway at this point, making
left turns in and out of 2600 E especially challenging.
US 20 – Need access control to Island Park businesses and
limited parking on shoulders to allow traffic to continue
through without delays.
The December 2005 Update to US 20 Corridor Study listed the following points.
Last Chance Area

9 Reduce the number of access points to the roadway to a maximum of eight to
12 main points through the area.

9 Consider enhancement of internal vehicle circulation by improving frontage
roads to the east of the present highway.

9 Widen US 20 to four through lanes with left-turn bays at major intersections to
reduce traffic congestion.
Yale-Kilgore Intersection

9 Reduce the number of access points to the roadway and incorporate
acceleration and deceleration lanes.

9 Minor realignment of the Yale-Kilgore Road to intersect with Big Elk Creek
Road creating a four-legged intersection and improving safety.
OR

9 Realign the present roadway to the west of the existing intersection to
eliminate conflicts with high-speed traffic and the many driveways and
roadway access points in the area.
Mack’s Inn Area

9 Reduce the number of access points to the roadway and add acceleration
and deceleration lanes where possible.
OR

9 Realign the South Big Springs Loop Road to the top of the grade, reduce the
number of access points to the roadway and add acceleration and
deceleration lanes where possible.
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Saw tell/Big Springs Intersection

9 Add right turn acceleration and deceleration lanes and limit access to major
intersections only.
OR

9 Add “Jug Handle” type intersections to the intersection to decrease the
amount of left turning traffic and limit access to the major intersection only.
US 20 – Retain access to Old SH 91 in the Island Park area
The concern is that this access road will be eliminated in the process of widening
US 20.
US 20 / Pinehaven area – Need to keep two accesses into
Pinehaven area for emergency egress.
The December 2005 Update to US 20 Corridor Study listed the following points
for the Pinehaven area:

9 Reduce the number of access points into the Pinehaven Community by
closing the south and mid-roadway access points to the residential area and
by consolidating access points to the northern entrance where turn lanes
exist.

9 Allow Southern access to Henry’s Fork Lodge to remain intact. Consider
installation of run lanes on US 20 at this intersection.
US 20 / 200 N – Site of multiple accidents.
The divided lanes for US 20 make this a challenge to access and/or cross the
highway.
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Fremont County
Capital Improvement Plan
Introduction
Transportation concerns that need to be met include providing for safe
pedestrian walkways, improving several intersections and paving certain
roadways in Fremont County. These concerns can be addressed through a
combination of improvements and additions to the existing transportation system
that focus on capacity and safety issues and roadway upgrades. Fremont County
will continue to maintain existing transportation facilities for the traveling public
and sustain local and county economic development.
The following section summarizes the five-year capital improvements that are
recommended for the Fremont County transportation system. This list of projects
is the culmination of the cooperative and creative effort of Fremont County staff,
elected officials and Fremont County residents who provided excellent comments
and solutions for designing a functional transportation system.

Capital Improvement Characteristics
There are several characteristics of capital improvements:

9 They are major projects requiring the expenditure of public funds over and
above annual operating expenses for the purchase, construction or
replacement of physical assets.

9 They include the acquisition or construction of facilities such as roadways,
bridges, rights-of-way, airports or others.

9 They typically have a useful life of over 10 years.
For capital improvements to be implemented, it must be within a county’s
financial ability to pay for the proposed projects. Fremont County has developed
the CIP to ensure that funds are budgeted for capital improvements. The CIP
does the following:

9 Outlines capital expenditures to be incurred each year over a fixed period of
years, generally a five-year time period with annual review

9 Optimizes the use of taxpayer dollars
9 Focuses attention on community needs, goals and capabilities
9 Increases opportunities for using various matching fund programs
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Capital Improvement Plan Projects
This section describes projects in the five-year CIP. See Exhibit 2-14 for project
locations.

Roadway and Bridge Projects
1. Ashton-Flagg Ranch Road (aka Reclamation Road, 1200 N) Build
base and pave 5 miles of roadway, 4000 E to 4500 E
Location
The beginning of this project is located one mile south and four miles east of
Ashton.
Need—Roadway Safety, Improved Circulation and Access
The existing roadway is not designed to current standards. The remaining
service life is low (4), requiring the base to be rebuilt before paving or seal
coating.
Improvements
These five miles of road will be reconstructed with approximately 1 foot of new
sub-base material and 5/8” crushed gravel base. Some portions of the roadway
will need additional improvement to the road sub-grade. The road will then be
paved with a triple BST surface
Estimated Cost

9 $1,950,000 for all improvements, including hot-mix pavement, completed by a
construction contractor. Reduced to $505,000 if triple chip seal is used to
pave the road.
9 $1,335,000 for all improvements completed by Fremont County Road &
Bridge, including hot-mix pavement. Reduced to $375,000 if triple chip seal is
used to pave the road.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 STP Rural Incentive Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
2. Reconstruction of 1900 E –Salem-Parker Highway
Location
This project is located between 100 N and 700 N on 1900 E.
Need—Roadway Safety,
The existing roadway has a low RSL of 4 and 6.
Improvements
This project is divided into five parts:
AUGUST 2006

2-93

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fremont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 2 – F re m o n t Co unt y

1) The first mile, 100 N to 200 N has a RSL of 4, with moderate block cracking,
some edge and longitudinal cracking and high rutting. This section is 29.5
feet wide. It is recommended to perform a reconstruction for this mile. The
estimated cost of reconstruction is $560,000 by contractor; or $424,600 with
County road and bridge crews.
2) The one-half mile from 350 N to 400 N is in need of improvement by
reconstruction. The estimated cost of reconstruction to a 28-foot width is
$260,000; or $197,100 with County road and bridge crews.
3) The mile from 400 N to 500 N is 24 feet wide and has an RSL of 6 with
moderate transverse cracking and rutting and some edge cracking. This mile
should be widened to 28 feet and treated with a triple chip seal. The
estimated cost is $160,000; or $121,300 with County road and bridge crews.
4) The mile from 500 N to 600 N is 21.5 feet wide, has an RSL of 8 and
displayed moderate edge and transverse cracking and rutting. The pavement
should be widened to 28 feet and receive a triple chip seal. The estimated
cost is $175,000; or $132,700 with County road and bridge crews.
5) The mile from 600 N to 700 N is 25 feet wide, has an RSL of 10 and displays
moderate transverse cracking. The pavement should receive a seal coat. The
estimated cost is $65,000; or $49,300 with County road and bridge crews.
Estimated Cost

9 $1,220,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $925,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 STP Rural Incentive Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
3. Yale-Kilgore Road – Reconstruct 3 miles of roadway, 3200 E to
3500 E
Location
This project is located west of Island Park and extends from the road to the Elk
Run Subdivision on the west (at approximately 3200 E) to Shotgun Village on the
east (approximately 3500 E), five miles west of US 20.
Need—Roadway Safety
At 25 feet wide, this portion is narrower than the roadway to the east which is 28
to 30 feet wide. The pavement is currently in fair condition with some edge
cracking and RSL ratings of 6 and 10. But the sub-base is known to be
inadequate and overlays a clay sub-grade.
Improvements
County crews will reconstruct and widen this road segment and apply a triple
seal coat finish.
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Estimated Cost
9 $1,125,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $845,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources
9 LHTAC Investment Program

9 STP Rural Incentive Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
4. Fisherman’s Drive and Cherry Butte Road – 2 miles, widen,
improve base and pave
Location
This project is located west of SH 47, about two miles north and five miles east of
Ashton.
Need—Access, Maintenance
Increasing traffic volumes validate paving this road. The proximity to the Henry’s
Fork of the Snake River and residential areas increases the need to reduce dust
and improve air quality.
Improvements
The gravel base is in good condition. Paving could be accomplished with a triple
shot BST treatment.
Estimated Cost

9 $247,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $165,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 (CMAQ) Improvement Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
5. Fish Creek Road – 2 miles, major widening, clear ROW
Location
This project is located east of Warm River and SH 47, six miles east and three
miles north of Ashton.
Need—Roadway Safety, Access
Additional development is proposed for this area. The existing pavement is as
narrow as 19 feet. There are rock outcrops and trees very near the edge of
pavement. The ROW should be cleared for safety reasons.
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Improvements
The rock outcrops will require blasting or relocating the road. The county crews
will complete widening and clear the ROW and widen the pavement with a triple
shot BST treatment.
Estimated Cost

9 $735,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $430,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 STP Rural Incentive Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
6. Red Rock Road/Henry’s Lake Drive – Obtain ROW, perform
environmental review, begin improvements to base for future
paving
Location
This project is located along the west and south sides of Henry’s Lake,
connecting to SH 87 on the north and US 20 on the east.
Need—Roadway Safety
Red Rock Road and Henry’s Lake Drive are seeing more development and
recreational activity. The county would like to obtain a right-of-way wide enough
to include a bicycle pathway and provide for snow removal, a minimum of 70
feet. A portion of these roadways cross Forest Service ground and will require
negotiations with the Forest Service. The environmental review will be important
to identify locations of concern such as wetlands.
Improvements
An estimated cost to obtain additional ROW and complete the environmental
review is $400,000. An estimated cost to upgrade the base and apply a triple
seal coat finish for the 11-mile segment of Red Rock Road is $3,015,000 and
$1,660,000 for the six-mile segment of Henry’s Lake Drive.
Estimated Cost

9 $5,075,000 for all improvements
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 STP Rural Incentive Program
9 Public Lands Highways Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
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7. Rehab 2600 E from 300 N to 350 N. Pave 350 N to 400 N
Location
This project is located two miles east and two miles south of St. Anthony.
Need—Roadway Access and Maintenance
The one-half mile of 2600 E between 350 N and 400 N has a very low RSL (4)
and has been turned back to gravel to build up the base.
Improvements
The county will rebuild 2600 E from 300 N to 350 N and then pave the full section
from 300 N to 400 N.
Estimated Cost

9 $240,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $175,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
8.

Old Kilgore Road – Build base and oil 4.5 miles of roadway,
Location
This project is located south of Yale-Kilgore Road and west of I.P. Bill’s Island.
This portion of Old Kilgore Road begins one-half mile west of the corner near
Centennial Shores Subdivision and extends to the pavement near the
intersection with Yale-Kilgore Road (about ¼ mile from Yale-Kilgore Road).
Need—Roadway Safety, Maintenance
This is currently a gravel road and is experiencing increased traffic due to new
development in the area. The road also needs to be raised 1.5 to 2 feet.
Improvements
There are three bridges that will need to be adjusted or reconstructed to match
the new grade. County road crews will raise the roadway 1.5 to 2 feet and apply
a triple seal coat finish
Estimated Cost

9 $730,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $535,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 STP Rural Incentive Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
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9. Improve 500 N from 2000 E to 2200 E
Location
This project begins at Parker and extends two miles to the east.
Need—Roadway Safety, Improved Circulation and Access
This is a primary route into St. Anthony from the southwestern portion of the
county. The remaining service life is currently between 6 and 8. The road is 24
feet wide and has edge and transverse cracking.
Improvements
Some work will be required to improve and widen the base, after which a triple
BST would be applied to pave the roadway. There are several narrow irrigation
canal bridges that may need to be widened.
Estimated Cost

9 $245,000 for roadway improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $155,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
9 $100,000 to $300,000 for upgrades to canal bridges.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
10.

Rebuild and Oil the west portion of Fisherman Drive
Location
This portion of Fisherman Drive extends from the existing pavement at
approximately 3750 E to Cherry Butte Road (approximately 4050 E). Total length
is about three miles.
Need—Roadway Safety, Improved Circulation and Access
This road provides access to property on the north side of the Henry’s Fork of the
Snake River. This section is mostly gravel with some earthen sections. Some
sections are very steep.
Improvements
Some work will be required to improve and widen the base, after which a triple
BST would be applied to pave the roadway. Some sections may be relocated to
improve grade and sight distance.
Estimated Cost

9 $820,000 for all improvements, completed by a contractor.
9 $625,000 for all improvements, completed by county crews.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 County Road and Bridge funds
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Fremont County
Funding Sources
State/Local Funding
The major source of state funds for all road and street jurisdictions (state, county,
highway district and city) is the Highway Distribution Account (HDA). Funds
deposited into the account are collected from a number of sources and
distributed according to Idaho law.
Revenue from the HDA for the maintenance, repair and construction of Idaho’s
5,000-mile state highway system is deposited into the state highway account for
ITD use.
ITD receives approximately 56 percent of the HDA revenue.
The remaining amount is divided among cities, counties and highway districts
and the Idaho State Police.

Funding Sources for the HDA
9 Gasoline and special fuels tax
These taxes are collected by the Idaho Tax Commission and deposited into
the HDA. Idaho’s state fuel tax is 25 cents per gallon. Taxes on special fuels,
such as diesel and propane, are also deposited into the HDA.

9 Vehicle registrations
Another major source of revenue to the HDA is vehicle registrations. The
registration fee for passenger cars is based on the age of the vehicle.

9 Truck registrations
Trucks weighing 8,000 to 60,000 pounds gross vehicle weight pay
registration based on weight group and type of operation.

9 Miscellaneous fees
Other HDA fees are derived from license plate fees (including personalized
and specialty plates), driver licenses and fines.

Local Federal-aid Incentive Program
This funding is allocated to local jurisdictions by the LHTAC through a
competitive application process that is reviewed each year.
Local rural funds are allocated for projects in rural areas and cities with
populations below 5,000.
Funds may be used for new construction, reconstruction, or rehabilitation of
roadways functionally classified by the Federal Highway Administration as rural
major collectors or higher, with a small percentage allowed for minor collectors.
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Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds can also be used for activities such
as transportation planning, corridor studies and purchase of minimally corrosive
anti-icing material. These funds may also be used for enhancement, bridge, or
safety activities.
The local match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
Improvement Program
Funds are available to implement cost-effective activities, plans and projects that
are mutually beneficial to transportation and air quality.
There are two categories of projects:

9 Construction
Road surfacing, bicycle and pedestrian route construction, traffic flow
improvements and inter-modal facilities.

9 Non-construction
Dust control and prevention; transit; alternative fuels conversions; traffic flow
and Intelligent Transportation Systems studies; and alternative transportation
education, promotion and outreach efforts.
The local match requirement is 7.43 percent of total project cost.

Enhancement Program
The following transportation enhancement activities are eligible for funding under
this program:

9 Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles
9 Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles
9 Acquisition of scenic easement and scenic or historic sites
9 Scenic or historic highway programs, including provision of tourist or welcome
centers

9 Landscaping and other scenic beautification
9 Historic preservation
9 Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or
facilities

9 Preservation of abandoned railway corridors
9 Control and removal of outdoor advertising
9 Archaeological planning
9 Mitigation of water pollution due to highway runoff
9 Mitigation of wildlife mortality caused by vehicles
AUGUST 2006

2-100

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fremont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 2 – F re m o n t Co unt y

9 Establishment of transportation museums
Enhancement funding is generally very competitive due to the limited funding
available and large number of applications submitted each year.
Federal aid enhancement funds have a limit of $500,000 per project.
Projects require a local match of between 2 percent and 10 percent, depending
on the amount requested.

Public Lands Highways Program
Public Lands Highways (PLH) discretionary funds are available for any kind of
transportation project eligible for assistance under Title 23 of United States Code
that is within, is adjacent to, or provides access to the areas served by a public
lands highway.
These highways may be state highways, local roads or federal agency roads.
There is no required state or local match on PLH discretionary funds.
In the past two years, much of the funding available under this discretionary
program has been earmarked by Congress, leaving less funding available to
projects submitted in the traditional manner.

Highway Safety Program
Funds are for projects that reduce accidents at identified hazardous locations,
make bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements (including on-road facilities,
public trails and traffic calming activities) or improve motorist protection at
railroad crossings.
These funds are available for any state or local public road.
The local or state match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Scenic Byways Program
The project must be on a highway or local road designated as a scenic, historic,
or backcountry byway.
Eligible projects include development and implementation of corridor
management plans, safety improvements as a result of designation,
pedestrian/bicycle facilities, turnouts, shoulder improvements and interpretive
and tourist information facilities.
The local match requirement is 20 percent.
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City of Ashton
Report Overview
Introduction
The City of Ashton’s quiet farming heritage belies its evolution into a recreation
and vacation center for eastern Idaho. New transportation provided by the
Oregon Short Line Railroad actually established the gridded town in 1906 (see
Exhibit 3-1). Today, railroad, highways, scenic byway, pathways and public
transportation are important components of this dynamic tourism center and local
quality of life.

History
The City of Ashton is a farming and ranching community in the northeast corner
of the state. Many of the residents making up the current population of 1,129 are
descendents of the original settlers.
The City was incorporated in
1906 and is planning a
centennial anniversary
celebration in 2006. It was
named for the chief engineer
Bill Ashton of the Oregon Short
Line Railroad, who homesteaded in the area.
Ashton is noted as being the largest seed-potato area in the world and is home to
a potato research center. Other highlights include a wintering area for trumpeter
swans, a fishing hatchery that provides trout and salmon for streams throughout
Idaho, the Henry’s Fork Watershed Center − which includes a research facility −
and the world’s largest recognized caldera.
The Ashton area has become a year-round recreational destination for tourists,
attracted to the area by its proximity to Targhee National Forest, Yellowstone
National Park, Harriman State Park (Idaho’s newest park), Island Park, Bear
Gulch Ski Area, Henry’s Lake State Park and the spectacular Mesa Falls Scenic
Byway. (Source: Idaho Magazine, February 2005)
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Ex h ib it 3-1 . A er ia l View of A sht on C it y
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Planned Transportation Projects
Exhibit 3-2 shows the following planned transportation projects envisioned by
the City of Ashton in August 2005.

9 Provide a new trailhead parking-lot surface for the Rails-to-Rails pathway.
This pathway will eventually extend from Ashton to Tetonia on the abandoned
railroad bed.

9 Signalize and reinstall flashing lights for the intersection at US 20 and SH 47,
9 Provide crack and chip sealing for First Street.
9 Pursue public transportation opportunities with Targhee Regional
Transportation.
These proposed projects were reviewed along with other projects that were
suggested through the planning process. Most were included in the Capital
Improvement Plan (CI-P) either in the original or a modified form. The CIP is
outlined at the end of this document.
In addition, ITD lists the following Ashton area project in the Statewide
Transportation Improvement Plan (STIP):

9 US 20, Intersection Improvement, Ashton (Key No. 08625)
○
○
○

Milepost 360.3 to 361.3
Scheduled for 2009
The estimated construction cost is $2,000,000

This project would install curb, gutter and sidewalk, build turn and travel lanes,
and manage current and future access to adjacent residences and businesses.
The project begins at the south city limits (MP 360.3) and continues north for one
mile, ending about ¼ mile past the north city limits.
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Demographics and Land-use Trends
Ashton Population and Demographics
The following tables provide population and demographics information about
Ashton.
T ab le 3-1 . H ist or ic Po pu lat io n (1 970 –20 00)
Area

1970

1980

1990

2000

Ashton

1,187

1,219

1,114

1,129

Fremont County

8,710

10,813

10,937

11,819

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce; Idaho Economics; U.S. Census Bureau

T ab le 3-2 . Cu rr ent and Pro jected Pop u lat io n (2 005 –2 030)
Area

2005

2010

2015

2020

2025

2030

1,159

1,269

1,360

1,434

1,523

1,587

12,110

13,600

14,591

15,433

16,424

17,108

Ashton
Fremont County

Source: Idaho Economics; J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

T ab le 3-3 . Co mmun ity A g e G rou ps ( 198 0– 200 0)
Area

1980

1990

2000

Under 5 years

135

108

93

5 to 19 years

312

282

312

20 to 44 years

366

310

330

45 to 64 years

228

212

197

65+ years

178

202

197

Median age

30.2

32.7

33.3

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce; Idaho Economics.
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T ab le 3-4 . Ho us ing (1 980 –20 00)
Item

1980

1990

2000

Community
Total housing units
Median value of owner-occupied housing
Median rent

463

448

466

33,900

35,500

67,400

136

184

440

5,376

5,961

6,890

38,200

46,200

82,200

County
Total housing units
Median value of owner-occupied housing
Source: Idaho Department of Commerce.

Land Use
Eastern Idaho Railroad
New Rails-to-Trails – The Idaho State Department of Parks and Recreation is
underway with a new pedestrian/bike trail along the old Union Pacific rail line that
ultimately may connect Jackson with Yellowstone Park.
Mesa Falls Scenic Byway
A Corridor Management Plan for the Mesa Falls Scenic Byway, north of Ashton
was completed in 2005. This corridor plan identified and highlighted 10 areas of
interest well-known to Ashton area residents. The plan includes suggestions to
preserve and promote these unique features of the Ashton area.
A community survey and evaluation by Idaho Rural Partnership is currently
reviewing the transportation features listed in Table 3-5.
T ab l e 3-5 . C o m m un it y S u r ve y a n d E va l uat i o n
Community Feature

Quality Rating

Transportation and Roads
1

City streets and roads

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very poor
Very good

3

Traffic conditions

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very poor
Very good

4

Parking downtown

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very poor
Very good

5

Public transit

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very poor
Very good

6

Bicycle and pedestrian access

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very poor
Very good

AUGUST 2006
3-9

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 3 – City o f Ashton

Goals and Policies
Goal: Provide a safe and well-maintained transportation system within the City
that will provide for the health, safety and welfare of Ashton residents and
businesses.
Policy: Protect the quality and condition of the city streets with regular
maintenance and upkeep.
Policy: Encourage the use of the city’s existing block size and N-S, E-W grid in
future development.
Policy: Continue to work with Fremont County to accomplish cost-efficient
maintenance and upkeep of the streets within the City of Ashton.
Policy: Require adequate standards for new road construction that will ensure a
quality addition to the city’s existing infrastructure.
Policy: Encourage continuation of the City’s existing block grid in future
developments wherever feasible to do so.

Goal: Promote a city roadway network that includes opportunities for pedestrian,
bicycle and other recreational uses wherever feasible.
Policy: Pursue the development of a trailhead in the NE portion of the city to
support the future “Rails to Trails” pathway along the old rail bed, and to support
other recreational activities in the area.
Policy: Provide sidewalks and bikepaths along appropriate routes, where it is
cost-effective and feasible to do so.
Policy: Encourage development of a regional pathway network that will provide
connections between cities in Fremont County and surrounding counties.

Goal: Ensure that all development within the Ashton Area of Impact is in
compliance with the city’s ordinances and plans.
Policy: Annually review Ashton and Fremont County’s Area of Impact agreement
and map boundaries ordinances. Initiate an update with the County when
necessary.
Policy: Request notification and review opportunities for any development being
considered by the County within the City of Ashton Area of Impact.
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City of Ashton
Transportation System Network
Roadway Network
The City of Ashton is a rural city covering less than 1 square mile. Nearly all of
the city streets are laid out in a north-south, east-west grid. Most of the city
streets serve residential areas, with some commercial buildings along Main
Street and the north portion of town and some industrial use along the railroad.
In 2005, the City had the following roadway inventory:

9 11.8 total miles of road
9 10.3 miles of paved road
9 1.5 miles of gravel road
9 No bridges
In addition to the road network, the City maintains about 185 road signs. There
are no traffic signals and seven railroad crossings within the city. Main Street has
curb, gutter and sidewalk for all but the last block to the east. About half of the
streets in the residential area south of Main Street have sidewalk. North of Main
Street, Pine Street and the north block of 2nd Street have sidewalk but the
remaining streets do not.

Functional Classification System
Description
A roadway network is typically comprised of a hierarchy of roadways that are
defined by their respective functional classification. Generally, roadways serve
two primary functions—access and mobility—and the degree to which the
roadway serves these functions defines its functional classification.
Ashton presently has a functional classification map that is maintained and
published by the Idaho Transportation Department (see Exhibit 3-3). The
functional classification map is updated and republished every five years;
however, modifications to the map can be requested at any time by highway
jurisdictions depending on land-use changes and/or traffic use fluctuations on the
roadways.
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T ab l e 3-6 . M a jo r H ighw a ys
Jurisdiction

Route Designation

Miles from Ashton

Federal interstate

I-15

47

Federal highway

US 20

0

State highway

33

21

State highway

32

25

SH 47

0

Mesa Falls Scenic Byway
Source: Idaho Department of Commerce

Functional classification maps are an important part of the highway system for
state and federal funding requests, as generally only roads rated major collector
or above are eligible for these funds.
Nationally, road networks are constituted as follows:

9 Principal arterial system—2 percent to 4 percent
9 Minor arterial system—7 percent to 10 percent
9 Collector roads—20 percent to 25 percent
9 Local roads—65 percent to 75 percent
Roadway Functional Types
The road map in Exhibit 3-3 shows the existing and proposed functional
classifications for roads in Ashton. A description of these classifications follows.
Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials

9 Principal arterials carry longer-distance major traffic flows between population
centers and important activity locations, including statewide or interstate
travel. Minor arterials also provide direct transportation links between cities
and major traffic generators.

9 US 20 is the only principal arterial that passes through Ashton. This is the
main north-south route through Fremont County and leads into Montana.
US 20 is maintained by the ITD.

9 ITD generally requires a minimum right-of-way width of 120 feet for principal
arterials and 80 to 100 feet for minor arterials.

9 The design speed for US 20 near Ashton is 70 mph. The posted speed is
65 mph. Design speeds are typically 5 mph higher than posted speeds.
Collectors

9 Collectors link local streets with the arterial street system and provide travel
corridors within a city.
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9 Travel speeds and volumes are generally more moderate than arterials and
the travel distances shorter.

9 Collector design speeds are typically higher than local street speeds, up to
35 mph.

9 In Ashton, the only street designated as a collector is Main Street.
9 The east portion of Main Street (east of US 20) is also known as State
Highway (SH) 47.

9 The City of Ashton street standards do not have a separate designation for
right-of-way width for collector streets.
Local Roads

9 The primary function of local roads is to provide access to adjacent
residential and business land uses.

9 Local roads are generally low-speed, two-lane roads that carry relatively low
traffic volumes.

9 The local road standards, listed in the City of Ashton Design Requirements
and Criteria, indicate a minimum right-of-way width of 60 feet for all city
streets.

9 Design speeds for local roads range from 20 to 35 mph.
Recommended Changes to Functional Classification
1. Include Railroad Avenue from 3500 E to Main Street as a minor collector on
the functional classification map. Much of the traffic entering Ashton from the
south travels along this road. It is also a route frequently used by trucks.
2. Include Pacific Avenue from Main to Walnut, and Walnut Avenue from Pacific
Avenue to US 20 as a minor collector. These streets are the primary routes
used by vehicles driving through the portion of the City north of Main Street.
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Traffic Volumes and Patterns
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes are shown in Exhibit 3-4 and
Exhibit 3-5. Volume data are collected periodically for all County roads. These
data provide an excellent history of roadway use, or “level of service.” Table 3-7
and Table 3-8 describe the various levels of use (sometimes shown as LOS).
Major collector road segments were evaluated for current and future levels of
service, shown in Table 3-9.
Main Street (SH 47) carries a very high traffic volume in relation to other roads
within Ashton. Main Street is now operating at LOS B and will continue to do so
for many years. However, operational issues such as a high percentage of
turning traffic should be addressed to maintain an adequate LOS and improve
safety.
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Operational Measures
Roadway Levels of Service (LOS)
Traffic flow is typically measured by LOS (Table 3-7). LOS is an assessment of
traffic-flow characteristics and mobility. Each segment of a roadway can be rated
from A to F to reflect traffic conditions at the given demand or service volume. A
level of service rating of A means essentially uninterrupted flow, while a rating of
F indicates a breakdown of traffic flow with excessive delay. In urbanized
roadways, the LOS is measured by the average travel speed for the segment of
roadway. Average travel speed reflects driver mobility and accounts for delays
created by traffic control devices, turning vehicles and parking maneuvers.

T ab l e 3-7 . D e scr i pt i on s f o r U r ba n Str eet C la ss I V Le ve l o f S er vi c e
Average Travel Speed
(mph)

LOS

Description

A

Free flow. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability to
maneuver in the traffic stream.

B

Reasonably unimpeded flow. The ability to maneuver in the
traffic stream is only slightly restricted.

C

D
E
F

>25

>19–25

Stable traffic flow. The ability to maneuver in the traffic stream
and change lanes mid-block may be more restricted than LOS
B. Congestion is primarily due to turning traffic.

>13-19

Approaching unstable traffic flow. Small increase in flow may
cause substantial increases in delay.

>9-13

Unstable flow. Significant delays and ravel speeds less than
1/3 of free flow speed.

>7-9

Forced or heavily congested flow. Extremely low speeds
approaching 1/4 of free flow speed.

<7

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2000)

The following are optimal conditions for an urban highway:

9 Capacity of 1,800 passenger cars per hour per lane.
9 Lane width of 12 feet or greater
9 Clear shoulders, 6 feet or greater
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9 Dedicated turn lanes
9 Only cars (no trucks) in the traffic stream
9 A 50/50 directional split of traffic
9 No impediments to through traffic
9 Level terrain
Typically, levels of service of C or D are acceptable on urban roadways.
Table 3-8 shows the current (2004) and projected (2025) levels of service for
major collectors in Ashton.
Table 3-8. Current (2004) and Projected (2025) Levels of Service for Major
Collectors—Ashton
Begin
Road/
Locatio
n

End
Road/
Locatio
n

Average
Annual
Daily
Traffic
2004

Average
Annual
Daily
Traffic
2025

Avg.
Travel
Speed
(mph)
2004

Avg.
Travel
Speed
(mph)
2025

LOS
2004

LOS
2025

Main
Street
(SH 47)

US 20

2nd

2,600

3,640

19.1

19.1

B

B

Main
Street
(SH 47)

2nd

7th

4800

6720

21.0

21.0

B

B

Main
Street
(SH 47)

7th

US-32

3050

4270

23.4

23.3

B

B

Name

Source: J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc., 2005

Intersection Levels of Service
Traffic flow is typically measured by level of service at intersections. Two-way
stop-controlled and all-way stop-controlled intersections measure level of service
by the stopped delay at the intersection (Table 3-9).
At two-way stop-controlled intersections, drivers on the controlled approaches
are required to select gaps in the major street flow before crossing the road or
turning. The capacity of the controlled legs is based on the following factors:

9 Distribution of gaps in the major street traffic stream
9 Driver judgment in selecting a gap through which to execute the desired
maneuver
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9 Follow-up time required by each driver in a queue
The five-leg intersection was analyzed using the 1985 HCM methodology. The
later versions do not lend themselves for calculating intersections with more than
four legs. The LOS is based on reserved capacity instead of vehicle delay
although the letter designations are approximately equivalent.
The selected intersections in Ashton are unsignalized and perform well from a
capacity standpoint. (Table 3-10) The five-leg intersection of Main/Pacific / S 4th
may have other operational problems related to intersection’s geometry.
T ab l e 3-9 . L e ve l of Se r vi c e at St op- co ntr ol l e d Int er se ct io ns
LOS

Description

A

Less than 10 second delay

B

More than 10 and less than 15 seconds of delay

C

More than 15, but less than 25 seconds of delay

D

More than 25 seconds and less than 35 seconds of delay

E

More than 35 seconds, but less than 50 seconds of delay

F

More than 50 seconds of delay

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2000)

T ab l e 3-1 0. C u rr ent L e ve l s of S e r vi c e at s e lect A sht on I nt e rse ct io ns ( 20 06)
Eastbound
Intersection

Main / Pacific /
Park / S 4th
SH 47 / SH 32 /
3600 E

SH 47 / US 20

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Main Street
(Major)

Westbound

Northbound

Southbound

Delay
(sec)

Delay
(sec)

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Main Street
(Major)

LOS

S 4th
(Minor)

LOS

Pacific Avenue
(Minor)
A

3600 E
(Minor)
9.1

SH 32
(Minor)
A

SH 47
(Minor)
10.8

9.9

11.1

SH 47
(Major)

SH 47
(Major)

US 20
(Major)

US 20
(Major)

Delay
(sec)

LOS

Park Avenue
A

A

SH 47
(Minor)
B

A

Northeast
bound

B

Crash Location—Road Segments and Intersections
Urban roadways trend towards numbers of crashes with lower severity than rural
roadways. This can be attributed to higher traffic volumes and increased roadway
access, but lower vehicular speeds.
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Table 3-11 lists locations where more than two crashes occurred in Ashton.
T ab le 3-1 1. As hto n Ac c ide nts (2 000 –20 04)
Location
5

th

7

th

Main Street
Main Street

Intersection or Segment

Accidents

Injuries

Fatalities

Comments

Main Street

3

–

–

–

Idaho Street

2

–

–

–

2

nd

2

–

–

–

7

th

2

–

–

–

Source: City of Ashton, 2005.

Exhibit 3-6 identifies the geographic locations of collisions.
Three of the four locations in Ashton that had two or more crashes are located
along Main Street (SH 47). The intersection of Main Street at 5th Street
experienced three crashes. Main at 2nd, Main at 7th and Idaho at 7th
experienced two crashes each in the last 5 years.
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E x h ib it 3-6 – C it y o f A s hto n C ra sh D a t a ( W et an d D r y C o nd it io ns)
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Bridges
Ashton does not have any bridges over 20 ft span that the City is responsible for
maintaining.

Drainage
Drainage is an important part of road construction and maintenance. The
following drainage issues are related to roadways:

9 Drained base and sub-grade to prevent reduced pavement section strength
and failure

9 Drainage parallel to the roadway to avoid localized flooding of the road
surface

9 Adequate cross-drainage to minimize the risk of roadway fill failure and
prevent flooding of adjacent upstream lands

9 Erosion protection to prevent loss of lateral support and degradation of water
quality
The City does not have an underground storm drain system. As a result, there is
occasional ponding of stormwater near the elevators on the north side of Main
Street. These accumulations of stormwater can be managed with roadside
drainage swales, a french drain or other form of underground drainage field.

Access Management Policies
Description
Roadways function for both mobility of the public and accessibility to adjacent
properties. Both functions are essential, but roadways are designed with different
emphasis on each function.
An arterial is designed to carry more traffic at higher speeds. Mobility is
paramount, while the roadway’s access function is minimized. This emphasis
necessitates a design for higher speeds and restriction of access along the
arterial.
On the other hand, access is the primary function of local roads. A local road is
more important for providing access than for providing mobility. Travel speeds
are low and accesses are permitted.
Collectors provide the bridge between local roads and arterials. A collector road
should allow controlled access under specific conditions. Speeds on collectors
should be from 35 to 50 miles per hour (mph), depending on the surrounding
land uses. A rural collector road should be continuous between arterials,
collectors, traffic generators and towns/cities to provide intracounty travel
corridors.
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Access Spacing
Short spacing between private access drives complicates the driving task.
Drivers must watch for ingress and egress traffic at several points simultaneously
while maintaining lateral and longitudinal control of the vehicle and monitoring
vehicles ahead, behind and in adjacent lanes.
Longer spacing between accesses simplifies the driving task by reducing the
amount of information that drivers must process and react to and increasing the
time between conflict points.
Access control is an essential part of good land-use and transportation planning.
It can be implemented through two primary approaches on local road systems:

9 An access or right-of-way permit system
9 Planning, zoning and subdivision processes
ITD and the LHTAC have similar approach policies. Table 3-12 summarizes
ITD’s access spacing requirements. The LHTAC standard approach policy does
the following:

9 Encourages joint use approaches
9 Provides for a minimum separation of 330 feet for private approaches
9 Provides a maximum of two approaches per property tract or business
frontage

9 Provides geometric requirements that include the following:
○
○
○
○

Sight distance
Minimum and maximum width
Grade
Approach alignment

T ab l e 3-1 2. S u m ma r y o f ITD ’s A c ces s S pac i ng R eq u ir e men t s
Access
Type

Functional
Classification

Intersection
Spacing

Type

Approach
Spacing

Signal
Spacing

I

Rural Minor and Major
Collector

At-Grade

0.25 mile

300 feet

0.5 mile

II

Rural Minor Arterial

At-Grade

0.25 mile

500 feet

0.5 mile

Urban Collector and
Minor Arterial

At-Grade

660 feet

150 feet

0.25 mile

Rural Principal Arterial

At-Grade/
Interchange

0.5 mile

1,000 feet

0.5 mile

Urban Principal Arterial

At Grade/
Interchange

0.25 mile

300 feet

0.5 mile

III
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Access
Type

Functional
Classification

IV

Rural Principal Arterial
(Multiple-Lane)

At Grade/
Interchange

Urban Principal Arterial
(Multiple-Lane)
V

Se cti on 3 – City o f Ashton

Intersection
Spacing

Approach
Spacing

Signal
Spacing

1 mile

N/A

0.25 mile

At Grade/
Interchange

1 mile

N/A

0.25 mile

Rural Interstate

Interchange

3 miles

N/A

N/A

Urban Interstate

Interchange

1 mile

N/A

N/A

Type

Source: Idaho Transportation Department

The information in Table 3-12 is provided as a guideline for determining
appropriate access spacing for new development. It is understood that cities
such as Ashton will have existing collector streets that have established
approaches and intersections that are much closer than those indicated in the
table.

Design Standards
The following text shows recommended roadway design standards for the City of
Ashton. It is recommended that these revised standards be adopted into the
existing city ordinances.

Purpose
The purpose of this section is to provide standards for the construction or
reconstruction of roadways. These standards are for roadways in low to medium
density residential and light commercial areas. A large-scale development study
will be required for any development that generates sufficient traffic to
necessitate additional construction requirements.

Large-Scale Development
Any requirement of this section may be altered as a result of a large-scale
development study that may be required by the City of Ashton. Any alterations
shall be at the discretion of the City of Ashton.

Right-of-Way
Table 3-13 shows roadway right-of-way minimum width requirements.
T ab le 3-1 3. R ig ht- of-w a y Sta nda rd W idths
Minimum Width of Public
Right-of-way (ft)

Type of Roadway
Arterials

80 - 100

Collectors

70 - 80

Local roads and streets

60 - 80
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Subdivision streets*

60

* Subdivisions in city impact areas shall follow current right-of-way widths of the closest city.

Cul-de-Sacs and Dead-End Streets
Cul-de-sacs are discouraged in the City of Ashton.
Dead-end streets shall be prohibited except where temporarily permitted by a
subdivision phasing plan or to provide for future connections between
developments. A temporary cul-de-sac shall be provided when a temporary
dead-end street serves four or more lots. The temporary cul-de-sac shall be
constructed in accordance with the standards detailed above.

Roadway Design Criteria
Table 3-14 is intended to show the minimum and maximum values for various
parameters used in design criteria for the three classes of streets and highways
to be designed. Modification by the city on an individual project by project basis
may be accomplished by following appropriate procedures.
T ab l e 3-1 4. R o adw a y D e s ig n P ar a met e rs
Arterial

Collector

Local Roads and
Streets

Minimum

0.5%

0.5%

0.5%

Maximum

6.0%

6.0%

10.0%***

7°

11.5°

25°

510 - 1039 foot

510 ft

198 ft

35 – 45 mph

35 mph

25 mph

80 - 90°

80 - 90°

70 - 90°

Design Parameter
Vertical Grades*

Horizontal Curvature
Minimum Radius**
Design Speed
Angles of Intersection
Grade at Intersection

3% over a minimum of 50 ft from edge of pavement of major roadway

*

Roadways constructed using curb and gutter sections may have a minimum grade of 0.35 percent

**

Minimum radius without super-elevation. Radius measured to centerline of roadway.

***

May be increased to 15 percent with special attention to maintenance consequences

Roadways shall be constructed with applicable characteristics shown in Figures
3-1 through 3-4. A geotechnical report prepared by a licensed engineer
indicating an appropriate pavement section design may be required for collector
streets or other roadways that may receive higher numbers of vehicle traffic than
other local streets, and for roadways that are expected to carry truck traffic on a
regular basis.
The minimum centerline radius of any curve shall be 100 feet (super-elevated).
The minimum radius may be larger, if required by current ASHTO guidelines.
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Vertical geometry and passing or stopping sight distances shall be in accordance
with the latest AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.
Site triangles on approaches and intersections from a stop condition shall be
unobstructed along both directions of the road in accordance with AASHTO
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.
Clear zone distances shall be in accordance with the most recent edition of the
AASHTO Roadside Design Guide.
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Figure 3-1. Typical Road Section
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Figure 3-2. Typical Road Section

AUGUST 2006
3-29

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 3 – City o f Ashton

Figure 3-3. Typical Road Section

AUGUST 2006
3-30

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 3 – City o f Ashton

Figure 3-4. Typical Road Section
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Distances between approaches and from intersections vary depending on the
classification of each road (see Table 3-15). Approaches on cul-de-sacs, dead
ends and other non-through streets shall be a minimum of 12 feet apart.
T ab l e 3-1 5. N o n- S ig nal i z e d A cc es s S pa c ing f o r D r i ve w a ys
Functional
Classification

Minimum Spacing between Approaches and Intersections
Minimum Use
(Private Driveway)

Minor Generator
(Cul-de-sac)

Major Generator or
Business Approach

Principal Arterial

225

350

450

Minor Arterial

175

250

325

Collector

150

200

250

Local

100

150

200

All new construction within city limits and impact areas shall be required to follow
the Department of Justice document ADA Standards for Accessible Design for all
publicly accessible areas. This is applicable, but not limited to the construction of
public sidewalks, parking facilities and building construction.
Mailbox turnouts shall be in accordance with the LHTAC document The Location,
Support and Mounting of Mailboxes.

Impact Areas
Construction within any designated impact area shall be in accordance with the
city standards. The city planning and zoning board shall have the jurisdiction to
review any construction plans within designated impact areas.

Drainage
All drainage facilities shall be approved by the city in conjunction with the
roadway plans. The design shall be based on the Idaho Transportation
Department’s publication, Urban Storm Sewer Design for Idaho Highways, latest
edition, or procedures as set forth by the city. The design storm shall be a 10year, 6-hour event. The conveyance of storm water and associated runoff shall
include winter and spring runoff needs. Any disruption of the normal drainage
pattern of the area to be developed must have special consideration to
accommodate future drainage.
Roadway surfaces shall be crowned to slope away from the roadway centerline
at a grade of 2 percent.
All necessary drainage easements for accommodating drainage structures shall
be shown and recorded on the plans or the plat as a part of the approved plans
or plat. Drainage easements necessary for draining storm water across private
property shall be shown on the plans or plat and recorded with the city by a letter
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from the applicant describing the areas containing the easements such as lot
lines, blocks, etc.
When a curb and gutter roadway section is proposed, a complete storm sewer
system must be designed and constructed under the review of a registered
professional engineer. Storm water disposal and maintenance thereof may be
the responsibility of the developer or a homeowner’s association.

Pavement Marking and Signing
The developer shall install stop signs at all intersections with arterial streets. The
developer shall also install all other signs required for safe traffic and pedestrian
movement in the development. Signs shall be in accordance with the latest
edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).
The city shall determine pavement marking requirements subject to MUTCD
requirements on a case-by-case basis. Should centerline markings or other
pavement markings be required, they shall be constructed by the applicant in
accordance with the MUTCD, latest edition. The spacing, location and width of
markings will be determined on a case-by-case basis by the city. Paint quality
shall be the same as that used by the Idaho Transportation Department for their
pavement markings.

Culverts and Bridges
All culverts and bridges shall be designed by a professional engineer. Bridges
and culverts are subject to the stream corridor and floodplain requirements.
All bridges and culverts on natural waterways shall be designed to pass a 100year flood without damage to the bridge or its approaches, without diverting flood
waters onto neighboring properties and without increasing the level of the base
flood downstream.
The developer may be required to install a bridge rather than a culvert on any
natural waterway where such action is required by the advice of the Idaho Fish
and Game Department, to protect the fishery.
Culverts not included in this section shall conform to drainage standards.
All culverts and bridges shall be designed to support a minimum gross vehicle
load of 40,000 pounds.
There shall be a minimum 50-foot tangent approach to all bridges.
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Asset Management
As part of the transportation planning process, the City of Ashton has undertaken
a comprehensive asset management process for the Road & Bridge Department.
In order to provide the County with a summary of the existing geographic
information, a pavement management inventory was completed. This pavement
management inventory will allow the City of Ashton to develop geographic
information system (GIS) mapping. A traffic sign inventory was also conducted.
These elements provide the first step toward completing an overall asset
management system for the city’s transportation components.
The following is a summary of completed and recommended asset inventory
needs.

Pavement Management
By providing the city with pavement management software and a pavement
management plan, Ashton hopes to achieve an average of 10 to 12 years of
remaining service life for paved roads.
Pavement Management System
Limited financial resources have created an urgent need to manage roadway
inventories objectively. A pavement management system helps maintain an
accurate inventory of streets, tracks pavement deterioration, diagnoses the
cause of deterioration and evaluates design solutions. The system allows
objective determination of strategies for maintaining and, in some instances,
even improving and extending the performance life of roadways. By using
effective maintenance and rehabilitation methods, city roadways can provide
higher levels of service for longer periods of time, resulting in direct, immediate
savings to both the city and motoring public.
Preventative Maintenance Work
The cornerstone of pavement management is preventative maintenance.
Maintenance treatments are used for several reasons: to seal cracks in the
pavement, patch failed sections of asphalt and arrest oxidation aging that
embrittles asphalt surfaces. Inspecting each roadway, making timely repairs and
resurfacing the pavement can prolong the life of roads.
The key to preventative maintenance is identifying and performing the
appropriate work at the appropriate time. Timely action prevents the pavement
from advancing to the next, more expensive level of repair. Avoiding the next
level of repair minimizes disruptions to roadway users once repairs are
eventually performed. Most importantly, timely work is relatively inexpensive,
improves the service condition, reduces the deterioration rate and extends the
serviceable life of roadways.
Figure 3-5 shows the City of Ashton’s remaining service life distribution for
paved roads based on the 2005 inventory.
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F i gu re 3-5. R e ma i n ing S er vi c e L i f e D ist r ib ut i on f or P a ve d R oad s

Percentage of Roadways

Remaining Service Life Distribution
80%
70%
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40%
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0
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4-6

7-9

10 - 12 13 - 15 16 - 18 19 - 21

Remaining Service Life (years)

Pavement management includes the following steps:

9 Inventorying all road assets
9 Assessing roadway conditions at least every three years
9 Establishing condition levels for each asset
9 Setting the annual budget to maintain each asset at or above the established
condition levels
Pavement Inventory and Analysis
As part of the transportation planning process, the city’s paved roads were
inventoried and assessed. An average remaining service life (RSL) for the city’s
paved roads was determined to be 11.84 years. This average RSL falls within the
target range of 10 to 12 years. This indicates that the city’s paved roadways are
in good condition and are managed efficiently. Typically, the RSL distribution
would form a pyramid, with the highest percentage of roads falling in the 10–12
RSL category. The current distribution shows nearly all road segments are at or
above the RSL range for preventative maintenance. Preventive maintenance
strategies can be used to add substantial life to the road network if implemented
in 2006. A pavement management plan (a separate document) projects future
RSL scenarios based on the available budget and the costs associated with
various maintenance strategies. This program will help the city determine the
most efficient use of maintenance strategies.
The pavement management program will need to be updated with each year’s
maintenance activities. These maintenance activities (chip seals, triple chip
seals, etc.) should be tracked for each road segment in the asset management
software. Any changes to the pavement inventory should be entered in to the
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program with subsequent analysis conducted to determine the most costeffective pavement management strategy.

Signs
The City of Ashton completed a sign inventory as part of a sign replacement
project that was recently funded by an LHTAC Investment grant. This inventory
and location information was entered into the asset management software.
Inclusion of these data will allow the City of Ashton to develop maintenance,
replacement and upgrade strategies for signs.
To maintain sign conditions and meet mandated sign upgrade requirements, the
city should develop an annual sign budget for continual upgrade and
replacement of signs.

Culverts
The city’s culverts were inventoried during development of the transportation
plan. This inventory and location information was entered into the asset
management software. Inclusion of these data will allow the City of Ashton to
develop maintenance, replacement and upgrade strategies for culverts and
improve planning for road improvement projects by addressing culvert needs.

Sidewalks
The City of Ashton desires to complete the sidewalk along both sides of Main
Street to the east to the new high school. They would also like to see another
route completed along Pine Street leading west from the High School to the
commercial area along Park Avenue. A north-south sidewalk is needed in the
southeast quadrant of the city to connect to Main Street, along 7th Street or
possibly 8th Street. (See Exhibit 3-7.)
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E x h ib it 3-7 . C it y o f A s hto n S id ew alk M ap
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Recommended Pavement Management Strategy
Several strategies were examined in determining an effective pavement
management plan for the City of Ashton. The recommended strategy maintains
the current favorable average remaining service life over the course of the next
five years. The 2010 system-wide average remaining service life of this strategy
is 12.50 years. The corresponding 2010 remaining service life distribution can be
seen in Figure 3-6. The budget required for this strategy consists of
approximately $140,000 every 2 years. The recommended pavement
management strategy consists of applying a single chip seal to approximately
50% of the City’s roadways in 2008 and the remaining 50% of the roadways in
2010. Thereafter, the city would employ a 5-year rotation for chip sealing, (50%
of the roadways in 2013 and 50% in 2015 and so forth). A detailed analysis and
allocation of funds can be seen in the pavement management plan document.

F igu re 3-6. 2 010 R SL D ist r ib ut io n—R ecommen de d Str ate g y
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Other Modes and Means of Transportation
Alternatives to motor vehicles whether for cost savings, convenience, recreation,
or exercise are a growing component of the transportation infrastructure. Exhibit
3-8 depicts the various existing modes and means of transportation in Fremont
County and/or Ashton. See Section 2 for additional information.

Truck Routes
Ashton experiences periodic heavy
truck traffic during harvest and
springtime agriculture activities. As
shown on Exhibit 3-9, Most of this
traffic is along Railroad Avenue,
Park Avenue, Pacific Avenue and
Main Street.
Consideration must be taken for the
added effect of and need for large
trucks on the road network. Trucks
require larger turning radius corners
and stronger road sections. Additionally, trucks affect the carrying capacity of the
roadways.
Therefore, planning for the future road network should include appropriate
measures to accommodate necessary truck traffic.

Trails and Trailheads
Ashton has been working with the railroad and the state trails manager to obtain
permission to convert the railroad bed from Ashton to Tetonia into a
pedestrian/bike path. This was finally accomplished in 2005. The route for the
“Rails to Trails” is shown in Exhibit 3-8.
As part of the Mesa Falls Scenic Byway Corridor Study, a concept plan of a
trailhead parking area was drafted. This trailhead concept plan is included as
Exhibit 3-10.
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E x h ib it 3-8 . Fr emon t C o un t y T r a ns po rt at io n M od es…
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E x h ib it 3-9 . C it y o f A s hto n T ru ck R out es
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E x h ib it 3-1 0 . A sh t o n T ra i l hea d C o nc ept Pla n
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Project Alternative Analysis
The projects described on the following pages were identified through an
extensive public involvement process that included:

9 A Public Open House held near Ashton
9 Two Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings
9 A project kick-off meeting with county and city elected officials and
department supervisors

9 Interviews with Ashton police officers, the public works supervisor, city clerk
and emergency medical service personnel

9 Joint meetings with the Ashton City Council and Planning and Zoning
Commission

9 An engineering review of traffic, accident and pavement condition data by the
project engineers
Not all projects that were suggested through this process have been included in
these lists. Many of the suggestions pertained to the state highways (SH 32,
SH 47 and US 20). Changes and improvements to state highways are not within
the jurisdiction of the City of Ashton. Therefore, these projects are not included.
The suggestions related to the state highways are listed separately and will be
forwarded to ITD District 6 for their consideration.

Pair Wise Comparison
The Pair Wise Comparison method of ranking projects through public
involvement was used to prioritize projects for Fremont County, the City of
Ashton and the City of St. Anthony. This process:

9 Compares criteria and develop criteria weights
9 Compares projects for each criteria
9 Develops weighted values for each project on each criteria
9 Sums weighted results for each project
At the third TAC workshop, members selected five criteria from a list of 10
examples that they felt accurately reflected the goals and objectives of the study.
Criteria

9 Cost (Including right-of-way)
Considers the overall cost of the project and the amount of local funds
(matching funds) required to complete the project.

9 Safety
Evaluates the impact the project will have on overall safety conditions of the
targeted project area. Also evaluates potential secondary safety benefits to
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other areas as a result of its implementation. Safety issues include: roadway
width, shoulders, speed and volume of accidents.

9 Local Access and Circulation
Evaluates how the project serves the residents and how the project provides
access to appropriate / desired areas of the county and/or city. Also
evaluates whether the project has a negative effect on existing functional
roadways.

9 Maintenance
Evaluates the associated annual cost of maintaining a completed project for
the design life (20 years) of the project.

9 Constructability / Feasibility
Evaluates ease of construction and impacts that construction will have on
traffic and surrounding infrastructure. Also considers whether the project has
a realistic chance of being constructed within the next 20 fiscal years.
Using a list of suggested projects gathered from open house public comment and
key-person interviews, TAC members also compiled a list of the top priority
transportation projects in the county and cities. This list was added to and refined
by a second round of key-person interviews.
TAC members were then sent all the materials to rank the projects utilizing the
Pair Wise method, including detailed descriptions of each project with cost
estimates. TAC members were randomly assigned a criterion to base their
comparison on (five TAC members for each criterion). Those TAC members that
had a special relationship with the city of Ashton and/or St. Anthony were also
asked to compare projects in their respective city, for all five criteria.
Figure 3-7 is an example of a completed Fremont County Pair Wise chart.
F igu re 3-7. Co mp let ed F re mont Co un t y Pa ir W ise C ha rt

AUGUST 2006
3-44

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 3 – City o f Ashton

Portion of Instructions Provided (via email) to the TAC to Assist in Completing the
Fremont County Pair Wise Project Comparison
Attached to this email is everything you will need to quickly and easily complete the Fremont
County Pair Wise Project Comparison. Attached to this message are:

•

Complete Pair Wise Comparison Excel Spreadsheet (XLS)

•

Detailed project descriptions and cost estimates (DOC)

First, open and print the Project Description document. You will refer to this information
during the Pair Wise Comparison process.
Next, open the Fremont County spreadsheet. Each TAC member has been randomly
assigned one of the five criteria selected at the October workshop to consider when evaluating
the projects. Your criterion is described at the top of the spreadsheet.
You must compare projects using the scale in the upper left hand corner of each page.

•

There is no need to compare the same project; i.e. Monkey Rock Parking Area
vs. Monkey Rock Parking Area. Therefore, where identical projects meet on the
spreadsheet, the box has been Blacked Out.

•

There is also no need to compare projects twice; the spreadsheet will
automatically assign the opposite value to the chart’s reversed comparison,
therefore you only need to concern yourself with comparing projects with empty
boxes. All others have been Blacked Out.

For example: The first two projects to compare are 1900 E – Widen/Improve from 100 N to
500 N versus Idaho 47 – Widen/Improve from Ashton to Warm River. First, read and
understand the evaluation criteria description, then read and understand each detailed project
description and ask yourself, “Considering my criteria, is widening and improving 1900 East
more important, of equal importance or less important than widening and improving Idaho 47
from Ashton to Warm River?”
Then, type in the corresponding numeric value: 1 for less important, 3 for equal, or 5 for more
important. Complete this process for each project comparison, resave the Excel
spreadsheet(s) on your computer and reattach the file on a return message to me.
As mentioned, each of the 25 TAC members was assigned one of five criteria; therefore four
other TAC members received the same criteria as you. If we do not received everyone’s
completed spreadsheet our results will be unbalanced and skewed, so PLEASE COMPLETE
AND RETURN YOUR PAIR WISE COMPARISON BY FEBRUARY 14, 2006.

At the fourth TAC workshop, group members were asked to assign a weighted
value for each criterion, in an identical method to the project comparison they
had completed earlier (see Figure 3-8).
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F igu re 3-8. F re mont Co un t y Pr o je ct Ra nk ing C r ite r ia

Project scores within each of the five criteria were then totaled and multiplied by
their respective criteria weight. The five weighted scores for each project were
summed and the project totals were ranked, resulting in a prioritized list of
projects based on TAC input (see Figure 3-9).
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F igu re 3-9. Pr ior it iz ed L ist o f Pro ject s

This ranking was then shared with the at-large community at a series of Public
Open Houses throughout the county.
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Projects Identified through the Pair Wise Planning Process
The planning process for this transportation plan identified the following list of
projects for the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). See Exhibit 3-11. These
projects are not listed in order of priority.
1

Improve the intersection at Railroad Avenue and US 20

2

Rehabilitate or reconstruct 1ST Street, Main to Idaho

3

Complete the Rails-to-Trails trailhead parking and picnic area

4

Pave (Triple shot BST) Railroad Avenue from 3500 E to Idaho
Street to Main Street (US 20)

5

Add sidewalk to the north side of Main Street from 8th Street to
the city limits

6

Add sidewalk to the south side of Main Street from 8th Street to
the city limits

7

Add sidewalk to the east side of 5th Street, Main St. to Idaho St.

8

Add sidewalk to the south side of Pine Street from 5th Street. to
the high school

9

Add sidewalk to the east side of 7th Street, Main St. to Idaho St.

10 Add sidewalk to the north side of Cherry St., the east side of 10th

from Cherry St to Pine St., and the east side of Pacific Ave. from
Walnut St. to Cherry St.
These projects are described in more detail as follows:
1.

Improve the intersection at Railroad Avenue and US 20
This would be a joint effort by ITD and the City of Ashton. The intersection is on a
banked curve and consequently has a sharp drop-off onto the local street.
Ashton would like to see the grade improved by ITD. The city will need to
increase the grade of the roadway outside of the Hwy right-of-way. The city’s
portion of the cost is estimated to be $50,000.

2.

Rehabilitate or reconstruct 1 s t Street, Main to Idaho
This block of street is in front of the elementary school and is blocked off from
most through traffic while school is in session. The pavement has large potholes
and areas of gravel. It is recommended to pulverize or remove the existing
asphalt, repair the base underneath and repave with a BST treatment. This cost
is estimated to be $115,000 for this one block length of roadway.

3.

Rails-to-Trails Trailhead Parking and Picnic Area
The triangular-shaped property between the railroad tracks (north of Cherry
Street and east of 7th Street) has been leased to the city to be used as a trailhead
and parking area for snowmobiles, bicyclists and others who may want to use the
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proposed trails along the railroad tracks. A proposed layout has been developed
and grant funds will be sought to complete the plans. The estimated cost is
$135,000 if the parking lot is left unpaved and $195,000 if the parking lot is
paved.
4.

Pave (triple shot BST) Railroad Avenue
Railroad Avenue is currently unpaved. It receives a large portion of the truck
traffic in town and is a convenient route to downtown from county road 3500 E.
The section from 3500 E to Idaho Street is approximately 800 feet long. The
portion of Railroad Avenue from Idaho Street to Main Street (US 20) is
approximately 930 feet long, for a total length of 1,730 feet. The estimated cost to
apply a 24-foot wide triple shot BST treatment is $46,500. The estimated cost to
pave Railroad Avenue is $135,000.

5.

Add sidewalk, north side of Main Street from 8 t h Street to
the city limits (approximately 210 feet) and west side of
access road to the high school to Pine Street (approximately
340 feet).
Both sections are proposed to be a 5-foot concrete sidewalk. The estimated cost
is $14,000 for Main Street, $24,000 for the north-south portion and $38,000 total.

6.

Add sidewalk, south side of Main Street from 8 t h Street to
the city limits (approximately 500 feet)
The new sidewalk is proposed to be a 5-foot concrete sidewalk. The estimated
cost is $25,000 (all include 10 percent mobilization and 15 percent contingency).

7.

Add sidewalk, east side of 5 t h St., south of Main Street
This concrete sidewalk will be approximately 660 feet long and is proposed to be
5 feet wide. The estimated cost is $32,000.

8.

Add sidewalk, south side of Pine Street from 5 t h Street to the
high school
This concrete sidewalk is approximately 2,100 feet long and is proposed to be 5
feet wide. The estimated cost is $148,000.

9.

Add sidewalk, east side of 7 t h St., south of Main Street
This concrete sidewalk will be approximately 660 feet long and is proposed to be
5 feet wide. The estimated cost is $32,000.

10. Add sidewalk, north side of Cherry Street, east side of 10th
between Cherry Street and Pine Street, also Pacific Avenue
from Walnut Street to Cherry Street
This concrete sidewalk will be approximately 2360 feet long and is proposed to
be 5 feet wide. The estimated cost is $165,000.
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Projects suggested by citizens for highways under the
jurisdiction of ITD District 6
The citizens of Ashton would like to see the following projects considered by ITD
and encourage ITD District 6 to include them in the planning efforts of the
District.
1.

Improve or signalize the intersection at SH 47 and SH 32
The accident rate at this intersection is higher than the surrounding area. (10
accidents over 5 years, from 2000 -2004, 60% were injury accidents)

2.

Address future congestion on Main Street
This may involve striping to add a center turn lane.

3.

Rehabilitate Main Street (SH 47) from the junction with
US 20 to the railroad tracks
The existing pavement is cracking and has many potholes.

Projects for Future Consideration
The following additional projects were suggested by the public for the Ashton
area, but were not selected for inclusion in the Capital Improvement Plan at this
time.

9 The state has put up “No Parking” signs between Cherry and Spruce / Walnut
next to the highway. The state needs to put a barrier up to prevent people
from parking there.

9 The speed limit is 45 mph in front of the new high school on east side of town
and lowers to 25 mph at the city limits. The current speed limit in front of the
new high school is acceptable during the summer, but public opinion is that it
should be lowered while school is in session.

9 Would like to see sidewalks from Idaho Street through Spruce Street on the
north end of town. Most residents live on the east side of the highway and
this would benefit older residents walking to the grocery store, which is on the
west side of the highway.

9 Widen SH 47 out all the way to the school. It currently bottlenecks on 9th and
10th Streets.
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Future Roadway Corridors
The City of Ashton has identified preferred corridors for future roads within the
impact area. See Exhibit 3-12. These corridors extend Willow Lane east and
west, White Pine Street to the east to 3500 E, Idaho Street to the west, 4th Street
to the north, 3rd and 7th streets to the south and 10th Street both to the north and
to the south. There is also an east-west corridor north of the city between 3500 E
and 3600 E and another on the south.
The goal of identifying these corridors is to preserve the corridor for future
right-of-ways by deterring any permanent construction that may be proposed
within these corridors. These corridors were selected based on the
understanding that they were the most feasible locations for expansion of the
current infrastructure, both above and underground, such as water and sewer
lines and stormwater control, as well as enhancing traffic flow though the city.
The city should provide the Future Corridor Plan to all who inquire about
developing within the impact area. The developer should incorporate the Future
Corridor Plan into the street layout of any proposed development.
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City of Ashton
Capital Improvement Plan
Introduction
Transportation concerns that need to be met include providing for safe
pedestrian walkways, improving several intersections and paving certain streets
in the City of Ashton. These concerns can be addressed through a combination
of improvements and additions to the existing transportation system that focus on
sidewalks, capacity and safety issues and roadway upgrades. The City of Ashton
will continue to maintain existing transportation facilities for the traveling public
and sustain local and county economic development.
The following section summarizes the five-year capital improvements that are
recommended for the City of Ashton transportation system. This list of projects is
the culmination of the cooperative and creative effort of City of Ashton staff,
elected officials and Ashton residents who provided excellent comments and
solutions for designing a functional transportation system.

Capital Improvements
There are several characteristics of capital improvements:

9 They are major projects requiring the expenditure of public funds over and
above annual operating expenses for the purchase, construction or
replacement of physical assets.

9 They include the acquisition or construction of facilities such as roadways,
bridges, rights-of-way, airport, library, park, city hall or others.

9 They typically have a useful life of over 10 years.
For capital improvements to be implemented, it must be within a city’s financial
ability to pay for the proposed projects. The City of Ashton has developed the
CIP to ensure that funds are budgeted for capital improvements. The CIP does
the following:

9 Outlines capital expenditures to be incurred each year over a fixed period of
years, generally a five-year time period with annual review

9 Optimizes the use of taxpayer dollars
9 Focuses attention on community needs, goals and capabilities
9 Increases opportunities for using various matching fund programs
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Capital Improvement Plan Projects
This section describes projects in the 5-year CIP. See Exhibit 3-11 for project
locations.

Roadway and Bridge Projects
1

Improve Intersection of US 20 and Railroad Avenue
Location
This intersection is at the south city limits on the east side of US 20
Need—Roadway Safety
The existing intersection is not designed to current standards for sight distance or
grade. Improvements at this intersection would provide a safer entrance onto and
exit from US 20.
Improvements
Raise the grade of the city’s portion of the intersection to make a smoother
transition to the elevation of US 20. Modify the curve to improve sight distance.
Estimated Cost

9 $120,000 for all improvements. City’s portion is estimated to be $50,000
using city and/or county road and bridge department resources.
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 ITD maintenance funds
2

Reconstruct or Rehabilitate 1st Street from Idaho Street to
Main Street
Location
By elementary school.
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
1st Street has potholes and extensive cracking. An overlay or seal coat alone
would not be adequate without also repairing the base under the existing
pavement.
Improvements
Remove existing pavement, rework and recompact base, apply triple shot BST
treatment.
Estimated Cost

9 To apply a 24-foot wide triple shot BST treatment is $115,000
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Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
3

Complete the Rails-to-Trails Trailhead Parking and Picnic
Area
Location
The triangular-shaped property between the railroad tracks (north of Cherry
Street and east of 7th Street) has been leased to the city to be used as a trailhead
and parking area for snowmobiles, bicyclists and others who may want to use the
proposed trails along the railroad tracks.
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
This would complete the sidewalk along the north side of Main Street to provide a
safe pedestrian path through town and to and from the high school.
Improvements
A proposed layout has been developed and grant funds will be sought to
complete the plans. The plans include parking areas for recreation vehicles with
trailers, picnic areas and restrooms.
Estimated Cost

9 $135,000 if the parking lot is left unpaved and $195,000 if the parking lot is
paved
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
4

Pave (triple shot BST) Railroad Avenue from 3500 E to Idaho
Street to Main Street
Location
Railroad Avenue from 3500 to Main Street
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
Railroad Avenue is currently unpaved. It receives a large portion of the truck
traffic in town and is a convenient route to downtown from county road 3500 E.
Improvements
Pave or apply a triple shot BST treatment from 3500 E to Main Street (SH 47),
approximately 1,730 feet.
Estimated Cost

9 To apply a 24-foot wide triple shot BST treatment is $46,500
9 To pave Railroad Avenue, 24 feet wide is $135,000
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Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
5

Sidewalk Improvements – North side of Main Street
Location
North side of Main Street from 8th Street to the city limits and along the west side
of the high school access road to Pine Street
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
This would complete the sidewalk along the north side of Main Street to provide a
safe pedestrian path through town and to and from the high school.
Improvements
Construct 600 feet of 5-foot wide sidewalk. An 8-foot wide sidewalk may be
preferable if funding can be obtained.
Estimated Cost

9 $25,000 for both sidewalks—$11,000 for Main Street and $14,000 for the
north-south portion. The cost increases to $44,000 to include curb and gutter.
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
6

Sidewalk Improvements – South side of Main Street
Location
South side of Main Street from 9th Street to the city limits
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
This would complete the sidewalk along the south side of Main Street to provide
a safe pedestrian path through town and to and from the high school.
Improvements
Construct a minimum 5-foot wide sidewalk. An 8-foot wide sidewalk may be
preferable if funding can be obtained.
Estimated Cost

9 $60,000 for approximately 750 feet of 5-foot wide sidewalk, including curb
and gutter. The estimated cost without curb and gutter is $33,000.
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
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Sidewalk Improvements along east side of 5 t h Street
Location
East side of 5th Street, from Main Street to Idaho Street.
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
This would provide a safe pedestrian path for the southern portion of town to and
from Main Street and the high school.
Improvements
Construct a minimum 5-foot wide sidewalk.
Estimated Cost

9 $32,000 for approximately 770 feet of 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk without
curb and gutter
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
8

Sidewalk Improvements along Pine Street
Location
South side of Pine Street from 8th Street to the high school access
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
This would provide a safe pedestrian path through town and to and from the high
school.
Improvements
Construct a minimum 5-foot wide sidewalk.
Estimated Cost

9 $125,000 for approximately 1100 feet of 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk
without curb and gutter
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
9

Sidewalk Improvements along east side of 7 t h Street
Location
East side of 7th Street, from Main Street to Idaho Street.
Need—Pedestrian Safety and Mobility
This would provide a safe pedestrian path for the southern portion of town to and
from Main Street and the high school.
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Improvements
Construct a minimum 5-foot wide sidewalk.
Estimated Cost

9 $32,000 for approximately 770 feet of 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk without
curb and gutter
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
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City of Ashton
Funding Sources
State/Local Funding
The major source of state funds for all road and street jurisdictions (state, county,
highway district and city) is the Highway Distribution Account (HDA). Funds
deposited into the account are collected from a number of sources and
distributed according to Idaho law.
Revenue from the HDA for the maintenance, repair and construction of Idaho’s
5,000-mile state highway system is deposited into the state highway account for
ITD use.
ITD receives approximately 56 percent of the HDA revenue.
The remaining amount is divided among cities, counties and highway districts
and the Idaho State Police.

Funding Sources for the HDA
9 Gasoline and special fuels tax
These taxes are collected by the Idaho Tax Commission and deposited into
the HDA. Idaho’s state fuel tax is 25 cents per gallon. Taxes on special fuels,
such as diesel and propane, are also deposited into the HDA.

9 Vehicle registrations
Another major source of revenue to the HDA is vehicle registrations. The
registration fee for passenger cars is based on the age of the vehicle.

9 Truck registrations
Trucks weighing 8,000 to 60,000 pounds gross vehicle weight pay
registration based on weight group and type of operation.

9 Miscellaneous fees
Other HDA fees are derived from license plate fees (including personalized
and specialty plates), driver licenses and fines.

Local Federal-aid Incentive Program
This funding is allocated to local jurisdictions by the LHTAC through a
competitive application process that is reviewed each year.
Local rural funds are allocated for projects in rural areas and cities with
populations below 5,000.
Funds may be used for new construction, reconstruction, or rehabilitation of
roadways functionally classified by the Federal Highway Administration as rural
major collectors or higher, with a small percentage allowed for minor collectors.
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Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds can also be used for activities such
as transportation planning, corridor studies and purchase of minimally corrosive
anti-icing material. These funds may also be used for enhancement, bridge, or
safety activities.
The local match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
Improvement Program
Funds are available to implement cost-effective activities, plans and projects that
are mutually beneficial to transportation and air quality.
There are two categories of projects:

9 Construction
Road surfacing, bicycle and pedestrian route construction, traffic flow
improvements and inter-modal facilities.

9 Non-construction
Dust control and prevention; transit; alternative fuels conversions; traffic flow
and Intelligent Transportation Systems studies; and alternative transportation
education, promotion and outreach efforts.
The local match requirement is 7.43 percent of total project cost.

Enhancement Program
The following transportation enhancement activities are eligible for funding under
this program:

9 Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles
9 Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles
9 Acquisition of scenic easement and scenic or historic sites
9 Scenic or historic highway programs, including provision of tourist or welcome
centers

9 Landscaping and other scenic beautification
9 Historic preservation
9 Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or
facilities

9 Preservation of abandoned railway corridors
9 Control and removal of outdoor advertising
9 Archaeological planning
9 Mitigation of water pollution due to highway runoff
9 Mitigation of wildlife mortality caused by vehicles
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9 Establishment of transportation museums
Enhancement funding is generally very competitive due to the limited funding
available and large number of applications submitted each year.
Federal aid enhancement funds have a limit of $500,000 per project.
Projects require a local match of between 2 percent and 10 percent, depending
on the amount requested.

Public Lands Highways Program
Public Lands Highways (PLH) discretionary funds are available for any kind of
transportation project eligible for assistance under Title 23 of United States Code
that is within, is adjacent to, or provides access to the areas served by a public
lands highway.
These highways may be state highways, local roads or federal agency roads.
There is no required state or local match on PLH discretionary funds.
In the past two years, much of the funding available under this discretionary
program has been earmarked by Congress, leaving less funding available to
projects submitted in the traditional manner.

Highway Safety Program
Funds are for projects that reduce accidents at identified hazardous locations,
make bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements (including on-road facilities,
public trails and traffic calming activities) or improve motorist protection at
railroad crossings.
These funds are available for any state or local public road.
The local or state match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Scenic Byways Program
The project must be on a highway or local road designated as a scenic, historic,
or backcountry byway.
Eligible projects include development and implementation of corridor
management plans, safety improvements as a result of designation,
pedestrian/bicycle facilities, turnouts, shoulder improvements and interpretive
and tourist information facilities.
The local match requirement is 20 percent.

AUGUST 2006
3-62

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Section 4 City of
St. Anthony

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 4 – City o f St. An thon y

Acknowledgments
Special recognition goes to members of the Fremont County Transportation Advisory
Committee (in green) and others who represented and supported the City of St. Anthony in the
transportation planning effort.

Bill Beck
Mayor, City of St. Anthony

Scott Butigan
City Mechanic

Taci Stoddard
City Clerk

Kirk Nelson
Water Superintendent

Cathy Koon
Council Member

Chris Hill
Chairman, Planning & Zoning Board

Woody Andersen
Public Works Superintendent

Jared Wight
Vice-Chairman, Planning & Zoning Board

April Calonge
Deputy City Clerk

David Atkinson
Planning & Zoning Board

Garth Rose
Council President

Cyril Burt
Planning & Zoning Board

Darby Merrill
Council Member

Inella Douglas
Planning & Zoning Board

Matt Blanchard
Council Member

George Wieg
Planning & Zoning Board

Dee Rausch
Council Member

Jim Hobbs
Planning & Zoning Board

Shawn Fransen
Council Member

Evan Tibbitts
Planning & Zoning Board

Penny Stanford
City Attorney

Ray Voss
Planning & Zoning Board

Heather Parker
Deputy Treasurer

Wendel Greenhalgh
Planning & Zoning Board

Bob Bauer
Streets Department

Consultants
J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.
Gateway Mapping
The Langdon Group

J.D. Henry
Sewer Superintendent
AUGUST 2006

4-2

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 4 – City o f St. An thon y

Contents
City of St. Anthony Project Overview
Introduction ...................................................................................................... 4-5
History
...................................................................................................... 4-5
Planned Transportation Projects ........................................................................ 4-7
Demographics and Land-use Trends ................................................................. 4-8
Goals and Policies ............................................................................................ 4-10

City of St. Anthony Transportation System Network
Roadway Network ............................................................................................ 4-11
Functional Classification System ...................................................................... 4-11
Traffic Volumes and Patterns ........................................................................... 4-15
Operational Measures ...................................................................................... 4-18
Bridges
.................................................................................................... 4-23
Drainage
.................................................................................................... 4-23
Access Management Policies........................................................................... 4-23
Design Standards ............................................................................................. 4-26
Asset Management .......................................................................................... 4-35
Other Modes and Means of Transportation ...................................................... 4-39
Project Alternative Analysis .............................................................................. 4-42

City of St. Anthony Capital Improvement Plan
Introduction .................................................................................................... 4-51
Capital Improvement Plan Projects .................................................................. 4-52

Fremont County Funding Sources
State / Local Funding ....................................................................................... 4-58
Local Federal-aid Incentive Program................................................................ 4-58
Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvement Program ........... 4-59
Enhancement Program .................................................................................... 4-59
Public Lands Highways Programs .................................................................... 4-60
Highway Safety Program .................................................................................. 4-60
Scenic Byways Program .................................................................................. 4-60

AUGUST 2006
4-3

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 4 – City o f St. An thon y

Figures, Exhibits, and Tables
Figures
Figure 4-1.
Figure 4-2
Figure 4-3
Figure 4-4
Figure 4-5
Figure 4-6
Figure 4-7
Figure 4-8
Figure 4-9

Standard Cul-de-sac Layout........................................................ 4-27
Typical Roadway Section—41 Foot Roadway Section ............... 4-29
Typical Roadway Section—52 Foot Roadway Section ............... 4-30
Typical Roadway Section—64 Foot Roadway Section ............... 4-31
Typical Roadway Section—With Drainage Swells ...................... 4-32
Remaining Service Life Distribution for Paved Roads................. 4-36
Completed Fremont County Pair Wise Chart .............................. 4-43
Fremont County Project Ranking Criteria.................................... 4-45
Prioritized List of Projects ............................................................ 4-46

Exhibit 4-1.
Exhibit 4-2.
Exhibit 4-3.
Exhibit 4-4.

St. Anthony .................................................................................... 4-6
Master Transportation Plan ........................................................... 4-9
Functional Classification.............................................................. 4-14
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) and Levels of Service
(LOS)—Existing (2005) ............................................................... 4-19
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) and Levels of Service
(LOS)—Future (2005) ................................................................. 4-20
Accident Data (Wet and Dry Conditions)..................................... 4-22
Sidewalk Map .............................................................................. 4-38
Transportation Modes—RR, Bus, Trails, Landing Areas,
Byways—Existing System ........................................................... 4-41
Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) ............................................ 4-57

Exhibits

Exhibit 4-5.
Exhibit 4-6.
Exhibit 4-7.
Exhibit 4-8.
Exhibit 4-9

Tables
Table 4-1.
Table 4-2.
Table 4-3.
Table 4-4.
Table 4-5.
Table 4-6.
Table 4-7.
Table 4-8.
Table 4-9.
Table 4-10.
Table 4-11.
Table 4-12.
Table 4-13.

Historic Population (1970-2004) .................................................... 4-8
Community Age Groups (1980–2000)........................................... 4-8
Housing (1980–2000) .................................................................... 4-8
Descriptions for Rural Roadway Levels of Service ..................... 4-16
Current (2004) and Projected (2025) Levels of Service for
Major Collectors—St. Anthony .................................................... 4-17
Level of Service at Stop-controlled Intersections ........................ 4-17
Current Levels of Service at Select St. Anthony Intersections .... 4-18
St. Anthony Accidents (2000–2004) ............................................ 4-21
Summary of ITD’s Access Spacing Requirements...................... 4-25
Right-of-way Standard Widths..................................................... 4-26
Roadway Design Standards ........................................................ 4-28
Non-signalized Access Spacing for Driveways ........................... 4-33
Facility Data about the Stanford Field Airport.............................. 4-40

AUGUST 2006
4-4

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 4 – City o f St. An thon y

City of St. Anthony
Project Overview
Introduction
By virtue of its
designation as the county
seat and largest
population center in the
county, St. Anthony has
traditionally been the
business hub of Fremont
County. With the recent
announced expansion of
BYU-Idaho, St. Anthony
is strategically located to
experience new
commercial and
residential development.
Transportation issues
from US 20 interchange improvements to the celebrated Henry’s Fork Greenway
are taking front stage. However, limited city budgets are affecting the critical
maintenance projects of local streets. The transportation plan will prioritize the
many competing and worthy city improvements.

History
Fur trappers came to the St. Anthony area in the early 1800s. Nearby Fort Henry
became the site of the first American fur post west of the Rocky Mountains.
St. Anthony is bisected by Henry’s Fork of the Snake River, and an early settler
named the city in memory of the Falls of St. Anthony on the Mississippi River at
Minneapolis. Laid out in an efficient grid pattern, the community is bisected by
US 20 and the Henry’s Fork River. Old Yellowstone Highway is also known as
Bridge Street as it takes a sweeping turn through the Central Business District
(Exhibit 4-1). St. Anthony was named the county seat when Fremont County
incorporated in 1893.
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Planned Transportation Projects
Exhibit 4-2 illustrates transportation projects that were under consideration by the
city in October 2005. These proposed projects are:

9 Sidewalk extension on west side of Bridge Street to new high school
9 New sidewalk on north side of Radio Road/North Yellowstone
9 8- to 10-foot wide pathway/sidewalk from 6th S to Salem Canal Bridge on Old
Yellowstone Highway

9 Street maintenance on West 4th north from Bridge Street to city limits
9 Existing and future Henry’s Fork Greenway path from Shell Station west to
Parker Road

9 West Main Street overlay from 3rd W to 12th W
9 Extend Bridge Street to north
9 Airport improvements (STIP), Key Nos. F609 and F610
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Demographics and Land Use Trends
St. Anthony Population and Demographics
The following tables provide population and demographics information about
St. Anthony.
T ab le 4-1 . H ist or ic Po pu lat io n (1 970 –20 04)
Area

1970

1980

1990

2004

St. Anthony

2,877

3,212

3,010

3,414

Fremont County

8,710

10,813

10,937

12,263

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce; Idaho Economics and Labor.

T ab le 4-2 . Co mmun ity A g e G rou ps ( 198 0– 200 0)
Area

1980

1990

2000

Under 5 years

434

259

329

5 to 19 years

895

917

897

20 to 44 years

1,014

1,014

1,118

45 to 64 years

513

483

618

65+ years

356

337

380

Median age

25.7

27.9

30.0

Source: Idaho Department of Commerce; Idaho Economics and Labor.

T ab le 4-3 . Ho us ing (1 980 –20 00)
Item

1980

1990

2000

1,211463

1,135

1,218

36,000

42,300

69,300

144

183

372

5,376

5,961

6,890

38,200

46,200

78,300

Community
Total housing units
Median value of owner-occupied housing
Median rent
County
Total housing units
Median value of owner-occupied housing
Source: Idaho Department of Commerce.
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Goals and Policies
Goal: Ensure that all development within the St. Anthony Area of Impact is in
compliance with the city’s ordinances and plans.
Policy: Annually review St. Anthony’s and Fremont County’s Area of Impact
agreement and map boundaries ordinances. Initiate an update with the County
when necessary.
Policy: As part of the St. Anthony’s Area of Impact ordinances, request
notification and review opportunities for any development being considered by
the County within the St. Anthony Area of Impact.

Goal: Continue the city’s historic grid network.
Policy: Encourage the City’s 350 ft. block grid in future developments wherever
feasible to do so.

Goal: Plan for transportation emergencies and the health, safety and welfare of
St. Anthony residents and businesses.
Policy: Work with local, state and federal agencies to plan for an additional bridge
or emergency egress across the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River in or near the
City Limits.
The City of St. Anthony supports consideration of a regional airport for Madison
and Fremont County.
St. Anthony desires to promote regional connectivity of bike and pedestrian
pathways. This includes developing connections between the St. Anthony
Greenway and pathways in and around Ashton, Island Park, Sugar City and
Rexburg.
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City of St. Anthony
Transportation System Network
Roadway Network
The city of St. Anthony is bisected by the Henry’s Fork of the Snake River. The
northern and southern sections of the city are connected by a single bridge.
Nearly all of the city streets follow a north-south, east-west grid pattern. Most of
the city streets serve residential areas, with some commercial buildings along
Main Street, Bridge Street and the north portion of town. In addition, the streets
serve some industrial use along Old Yellowstone Highway railroad.
In 2005, the city had the following roadway inventory:

9 24.4 total miles of road
9 18.4 miles of paved road
9 Six miles of gravel road
9 Five bridges
In addition to the road network, the city maintains about 750 road signs. There is
currently one traffic signal (at Main and Bridge St.) and there are two at-grade
railroad crossings within the city. Most of the streets in the north portion of the
city (north of the river) have sidewalks. About half of the streets in the southern
portion of town have sidewalks.

Functional Classification System
Description
A roadway network is typically comprised of a hierarchy of roadways that are
defined by their respective functional classification. Generally, roadways serve
two primary functions—access and mobility—and the degree to which the
roadway serves these functions define its functional classification.
St. Anthony presently has a functional classification map that is maintained and
published by ITD. The functional classification map is updated and republished
every five years. However, modifications to the map can be requested at any
time by highway jurisdictions depending on land use changes and/or traffic use
fluctuations on the roadways.
Functional classification maps are an important part of the highway system for
state and federal funding requests, as generally only roads rated major collector
or above are eligible for these funds.
Nationally, road networks are constituted as follows:

9 Principal arterial system—2 percent to 4 percent
9 Minor arterial system—7 percent to 10 percent
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9 Collector roads—20 percent to 25 percent
9 Local roads—65 percent to 75 percent
Roadway Functional Types
The road map in Exhibit 4-3 shows the existing and proposed functional
classifications for roads in Fremont County. A description of these classifications
follows.
Principal Arterials and Minor Arterials

9 Principal arterials carry longer-distance major traffic flows between population
centers and important activity locations, including statewide or interstate
travel. Minor arterials also provide direct transportation links between cities
and major traffic generators.

9 US 20 is a principal arterial that passes through St. Anthony. This is the main
north-south route through Fremont County and leads into Montana. US 20 is
maintained by the ITD.

9 ITD generally requires a minimum right-of-way width of 120 feet for principal
arterials and 80 to 100 feet for minor arterials.

9 The design speed for US 20 near St. Anthony is 70 mph. The posted speed is
65 mph. Design speeds are typically 5 mph higher than posted speeds.
Collectors

9 Collectors link local streets with the arterial street system and provide travel
corridors within a city.

9 Travel speeds and volumes are generally more moderate than arterials and
the travel distances shorter.

9 Collector design speeds are typically higher than local street speeds, up to
35 mph.

9 Examples of collectors in St. Anthony:
○
○
○
○
○

West 4th N and East 4th N
East 6th S
Old Yellowstone Highway
Bridge Street
Radio Road

Bridge Street and Radio Road are also designated as a business loop for
US 20.
The City of St. Anthony street standards do not have a separate designation for
right-of-way width for collector roads.
Local Roads

9 The primary function of local roads is to provide access to adjacent
residential and business land uses.
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9 Local roads are generally low-speed, two-lane roads that carry relatively low
traffic volumes.

9 The local road standards, listed in the City of St. Anthony Design
Requirements and Criteria, indicate a minimum right-of-way width of 52 feet
for any city street, “except by special permit for purely local drives.”

9 Design speeds for local roads range from 20 to 35 mph.
Recommended Changes to Functional Classification
1. Include Main Street as a collector on the functional classification map. Main
Street is the primary entrance into St. Anthony from the rural areas SW of the
city. Main Street also collects much of the local traffic from the residential
areas to Bridge St. and the commercial areas of the city.
2. Designate 7th S. as a minor collector. 7th S is the primary east-west route in
the south portion of St. Anthony and connects to the county road 2300 E.
2300 E could be designated as a collector in the future if growth occurs in the
undeveloped area between US 20 and the Old Yellowstone Hwy.
3. 12th W should be considered as a collector. It serves as N-S connection
between 600 N and Main Street and commercial destinations along Bridge
St. Similar to Main St., 12th W is the primary access to St. Anthony from the
Parker area and other areas SW of St. Anthony.
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Traffic Volumes and Patterns
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) volumes provided by the Road & Bridge
Department and ITD are shown in Exhibit 4-4 and Exhibit 4-5. Volume data are
collected periodically for various city and county roads. These data provide a
history of roadway use, or “level of service.” Table 4-4 describes the various
levels of use that correlate to the LOS grade determinations. Major collector road
segments were evaluated for current and future levels of service, shown in
Table 4-5.

Operational Measures
Roadway Levels of Service (LOS)
Traffic flow is typically measured by LOS (Table 4-4). LOS is an assessment of
traffic-flow characteristics and mobility. Each segment of a roadway can be rated
from A to F to reflect traffic conditions at the given demand or service volume. A
level of service rating of A means essentially uninterrupted flow, while a rating of
F indicates a breakdown of traffic flow with excessive delay. In urbanized
roadways, the LOS is measured by the average travel speed for the segment of
roadway. Average travel speed reflects driver mobility and accounts for delays
created by traffic control devices, turning vehicles and parking maneuvers.
Table 3-7. Descriptions for Urban Street Class IV Level of Service
LOS

Average Travel Speed
(mph)

Description

A

Free flow. Vehicles are completely unimpeded in their ability
to maneuver in the traffic stream.

>25

B

Reasonably unimpeded flow. The ability to maneuver in the
traffic stream is only slightly restricted.

>19–25

C

Stable traffic flow. The ability to maneuver in the traffic
stream and change lanes mid-block may be more restricted
than LOS B. Congestion is primarily due to turning traffic.

>13–19

D

Approaching unstable traffic flow. Small increase in flow may
cause substantial increases in delay.

>9–13

E

Unstable flow. Significant delays and travel speeds less than
1/3 of free flow speed.

>7-9

F

Forced or heavily congested flow. Extremely low speeds
approaching 1/4 free flow speed.

≤7

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2000)
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The following are optimal conditions for an urban highway:

9 Capacity of 1,800 passenger cars per hour per lane.
9 Lane width of 12 feet or greater
9 Clear shoulders, 6 feet or greater
9 Dedicated turn lanes
9 Only cars (no trucks) in the traffic stream
9 A 50/50 directional split of traffic
9 No impediments to through traffic
9 Level terrain
Typically, levels of service of C or D are acceptable on urban roadways.
The only roadway segment that was determined to have a level of service of C or
less was Bridge Street (Business 20) at the US-20 interchange (Table 4.5). The
principal roadways within the urban areas of St. Anthony operate at an LOS B.
Bridge Street is the one road in St. Anthony with potential operational issues.
Bridge Street was analyzed for LOS as one segment between Main and 4th N.
due to the short segments between intersections. The level of service is
estimated as “C” for existing conditions and in 2025 but these calculations do not
account for parking maneuvers or unbalanced lane usage. Bridge Street requires
closer examination to see if changes in lane configuration or traffic controls are
appropriate.
Projected traffic flow on E 6th S falls in the “C” range. This is an acceptable LOS
for most cities, but if increased development occurs on the east side of town, the
LOS for E 6th S could fall to “D” or less. Capacity on these roadways should be
reanalyzed in the next 3 to 5 years to identify any changes in the projected rate
of growth.
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T ab le 4 .5 . Cu rr ent (20 04) a nd Pr o je cte d (2 025)
L e ve l s of S e r vi c e f or Ma jor Collectors—St. Anthony

Name

Bridge Street

Begin
Road/
Location
US 20

Avg.
Travel
Speed
(mph)
2005

End
Road/
Location

Average
Annual
Daily
Traffic
2005

Average
Annual
Daily
Traffic
2025

W 1st S

9800

15386

16.3

st

Avg.
Travel
Speed
(mph)
2025

LOS
2005

LOS
2025

16.0

C

C

Bridge Street

Main Street

N1

6300

9891

17.9

17.9

C

C

Bridge Street

N 1st

N 2nd

5000

7850

17.9

17.9

C

C

th

4800

7536

17.9

17.9

C

C

nd

Bridge Street

N2

N4

S 3rd E

City limit

E 6th S

2100

3297

19.1

19.0

B

B

E6 S

rd

S3 E

Bridge
Street

2700

4239

19.1

18.8

B

C

W 4th N

City limit

Bridge
Street

2800

4396

24.9

24.9

B

B

Yellowstone
Highway.

400 N

US 20

1900

2983

30.0

30.0

A

A

th

Source: J-U-B ENGINEERS, Inc.

Intersection Levels of Service
Traffic flow is typically measured by level of service at intersections. Two-way
stop-controlled and all-way stop-controlled intersections measure level of service
by the stopped delay at the intersection (Table 4-6).
T ab l e 4-6 . L e ve l of Se r vi c e at St op- co ntr ol l e d Int er se ct io ns
LOS

Description

A

Less than 10 second delay

B

More than 10 and less than 15 seconds of delay

C

More than 15, but less than 25 seconds of delay

D

More than 25 seconds and less than 35 seconds of delay

E

More than 35 seconds, but less than 50 seconds of delay

F

More than 50 seconds of delay

Source: Highway Capacity Manual (2000)

At two-way stop-controlled intersections, drivers on the controlled approaches
are required to select gaps in the major street flow before crossing the road or
turning. The capacity of the controlled legs is based on the following factors:
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9 Distribution of gaps in the major street traffic stream
9 Driver judgment in selecting a gap through which to execute the desired
maneuver

9 Follow-up time required by each driver in a queue
The LOS is based on reserved capacity instead of vehicle delay although the
letter designations are approximately equivalent.
The selected intersections in St. Anthony are unsignalized and perform well from
a capacity standpoint (Table 4-7).
T ab le 4-7 . Cu rr ent Leve ls o f Ser vic e at s ele ct St . Ant ho n y In t er sec t io ns
Northbound
Intersection

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

Southbound

Westbound

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

LOS

Delay
Sec/Veh

LOS

4th N / Bridge Street

16.1

C

15.1

C

1st N / Bridge Street

14.0

B

14.3

B

9.5

A

LOS

Delay
(Sec/Veh)

Eastbound

th

12 W / Main Street

LOS
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E x h ib it 4-4 . A nn ua l A ve ra ge D a i l y T r aff ic ( A A D T) an d L e ve l s o f S er vi c e ( LO S) –
Ex is t in g (2 005)
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E x h ib it 4-5 . C it y o f S t . A n t h ony A n n ua l A ve ra ge D a i l y T r aff ic ( A A D T) an d L e ve l s
o f Ser vic e ( LO S) – Fu tu re (2 025)
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Crash Locations—Road Segments and Intersections
Table 4-8 lists locations where more than two crashes occurred in St. Anthony.
The bulk of the crashes occur in the downtown area, where there is a high
percentage of turning traffic and higher parking turnover rates. The number of
rear-end and parking maneuver crashes shown in the records indicates this. The
Bridge Street/Main Street intersection is of special concern, because it has
experienced nearly twice as many crashes as any other location in the city.
The intersections with a high number of crashes in St. Anthony include:

9 Bridge Street at 2nd N
9 Main Street at 1st W

9 Bridge Street at Main Street
9 Bridge Street at 4th N

T ab le 4-8 . St . An th ony A c c id ents ( 200 0–2 00 4)
Location
st

Intersection or Segment

Accidents

Injuries

Fatalities

nd

Comments

1 E

2 N

2

–

–

Parking

1st N

1st W

2

1

–

Parking

1 N

East of bridge

2

–

–

Parking

1st N

West of bridge

3

–

–

Parking/alley

st

nd

rd

2 N

3 W

2

–

–

–

3rd S

Bridge Street

2

–

–

Alley

th

nd

4 N

2 E

2

–

–

–

4th N

6th W

2

–

–

Alley

th

th

4 N

7 W

2

–

–

–

4th N

Bridge Street

2

–

–

Rear-ends

6 S

Bridge Street

4

–

–

–

Bridge Street

1st N

4

–

–

–

th

st

Bridge Street

1 S

2

–

–

–

Bridge Street

2nd N

6

–

–

3 rear-end
accidents

Bridge Street

3rd N

4

–

–

–

Bridge Street

4th N

9

6

–

–

Bridge Street

Main Street

16

5

–

3 bike/pedestrian
7 rear-ends

Bridge Street

US 20

3

2

–

1 bike

Main Street

st

1 E

2

–

–

–

Main Street

nd

8

1

–

6 parking

2 W

Source: ITD

Exhibit 4-6 graphically illustrates the St. Anthony crash data in wet and dry conditions, 20002004.
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Bridges
There are five state-inspected bridges in St. Anthony on the city-maintained
street system - three over the Egin Canal ( Bridge Nos. 32225, 32230, 32235)
and two over the Salem-Union Canal (Bridge Nos. 32220 and 21055). The
sufficiency numbers for these five bridges range from 67 to 96.4. (See the
information for Fremont County bridges in Section 2, Table 2-16.)
There are seven bridges on US 20 Business Loop (Bridge St. and Yellowstone).
The sufficiency ratings for these bridges range from 72.9 to 100, except for the
truss bridge over the Henry’s Fork, one-and-a-half miles east of Bridge Street.
That bridge has a sufficiency rating of 31.9.

Drainage
Drainage is an important part of road construction and maintenance. The
following drainage issues are related to roadways:

9 Drained base and subgrade to prevent reduced pavement section strength
and failure

9 Drainage parallel to the roadway to avoid localized flooding of the road
surface

9 Adequate cross-drainage to minimize the risk of roadway fill failure and
prevent flooding of adjacent upstream lands

9 Erosion protection to prevent loss of lateral support and degradation of water
quality

Access Management Policies
Description
Roadways function for both mobility of the public and accessibility to adjacent
properties. Both functions are essential, but roadways are designed with different
emphasis on each function.
An arterial is designed to carry more traffic at higher speeds. Mobility is
paramount, while the roadway’s access function is minimized. This emphasis
necessitates a design for higher speeds and restriction of access along the
arterial.
On the other hand, access is the primary function of local roads. A local road is
more important for providing access than for providing mobility. Travel speeds
are low and accesses are permitted.
Collectors provide the bridge between local roads and arterials. A collector road
should allow controlled access under specific conditions. Speeds on collectors
should be from 35 to 50 mph, depending on the surrounding land uses. A rural
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collector road should be continuous between arterials, collectors, traffic
generators and towns/cities to provide intracounty travel corridors.

Access Spacing
Access spacing within cities is highly dependent on functional classification.
Dramatically different access spacing is recommended for local urban streets in
comparison to urban collectors and arterials.
Local Streets
As in most cities, the majority of roads in St. Anthony are local roads, the
purpose of which is to provide access to homes and businesses. Within cities,
accesses can be numerous and closely spaced. Speeds must be lower to
reduce potential conflicts with vehicles entering the roadway.
Access control on local city streets is typically handled by limiting the number of
approaches to each property tract or business frontage and by limiting the width
of driveways.
Another aspect of access control that should be addressed on local streets is
defining how close a driveway may be to an intersection, particularly along
commercial properties. Driveways too close to intersections can create
unnecessary congestion, primarily when vehicles attempt to turn left into a
business and periodically back traffic up through the adjacent intersection while
waiting for a break in on-coming traffic.
Access control is an essential part of good land use and transportation planning.
It can be implemented through two primary approaches on local road systems:

9 Planning, zoning and subdivision processes
9 An access or right-of-way permit system
Policies can be established in the zoning code to limit the number of accesses
per parcel and define the distance from an intersection to the first driveway. An
access permit system can provide a system for city review and approval before
driveways become established by property owners or businesses.
Collectors and Arterials
ITD and the Local Highway Technical Assistance Council (LHTAC) have similar
access policies for collector and arterial streets. Table 4-9 summarizes ITD’s
access spacing requirements for urban and rural collector and arterial streets.
The LHTAC standard approach policy does the following:

9 Encourages joint use approaches
9 Provides a maximum of two approaches per property tract or business
frontage

9 Provides geometric requirements that include the following:
○
○

Sight distance
Minimum and maximum width
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Grade
Approach alignment

T ab l e 4-9 . S u m ma r y o f ITD ’s A c ces s S pac i ng R eq u ir e men t s-C o l l ect or s & A r t er i a ls
Access
Type

Functional
Classification

Type

Intersection
Spacing

Approach
Spacing

Signal
Spacing

I

Rural Minor and Major
Collector

At-Grade

0.25 mile

300 feet

0.5 mile

II

Rural Minor Arterial

At-Grade

0.25 mile

500 feet

0.5 mile

Urban Collector and
Minor Arterial

At-Grade

660 foot

150 feet

0.25 mile

Rural Principal Arterial

At-Grade/
Interchange

0.5 mile

1,000 feet

0.5 mile

Urban Principal Arterial

At Grade/
Interchange

0.25 mile

300 feet

0.5 mile

Rural Principal Arterial
(Multiple-Lane)

At Grade/
Interchange

1 mile

N/A

0.25 mile

Urban Principal Arterial
(Multiple-Lane)

At Grade/
Interchange

1 mile

N/A

0.25 mile

Rural Interstate

Interchange

3 miles

N/A

N/A

Urban Interstate

Interchange

1 mile

N/A

N/A

III

IV

V

Source: Idaho Transportation Department.

The information in Table 4-9 is provided as a guideline for determining
appropriate access spacing for new development. It is understood that cities
such as St. Anthony will have existing collector streets that have established
approaches and intersections that are much closer than those indicated in the
table.
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Design Standards
The following text shows recommended roadway design standards for the City of
St. Anthony. It is recommended that these standards be adopted into the existing
city ordinances.

City of St. Anthony Design Standards
Purpose
The purpose of this document is to provide standards for the construction or
reconstruction of roadways. These standards are for roadways in low to medium
density residential and light commercial areas. A large-scale development study
will be required for any development that generates sufficient traffic to
necessitate additional construction requirements.

Large-Scale Development
Any requirement of this document may be altered as a result of a large-scale
development study required by ordinance. Any alterations shall be at the
discretion of the City of St. Anthony.

Right-of-Way
Roadway right-of-way shall be as required by the following Table 4-10.
T ab le 4-1 0. R ig ht- of-w a y St an da rd W idt hs
Minimum Width of Public
Right-of-way (foot)

Type of Roadway
Arterials

80 - 100

Collectors

80

Local roads and streets

60 or 70

Subdivision streets*

60

* Subdivisions in city impact areas shall follow current right-of-way widths of the closest city.

Cul-de-sacs and Dead-end Streets
Cul-de-sacs are discouraged in the City of St. Anthony but may be allowed in
circumstances wherein no other roadway configuration will allow access to land
that is appropriate for development. Approval of cul-de-sacs will be at the
discretion of city authorities. Cul-de-sacs shall have a minimum right-of-way of a
60-foot radius with additional right-of-way as needed to accommodate unusual
cut and fill sections. Cul-de-sacs of a temporary nature may be allowed,
providing each public right-of-way is shown on the plans or plat and approved by
the city. All cul-de-sacs shall be paved whether temporary or permanent. Cul-desacs must be large enough that the anticipated size of school bus for the area
can turn around in the cul-de-sac without backing up.
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A standard cul-de-sac layout is shown in Figure 4-1.
F i gu re 4-1. S t a nd ar d C u l - de - sa c L a yo u t
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The maximum length of a road to end in a cul-de-sac shall be 350 feet or as
directed by the city.
Dead-end streets shall be prohibited except where temporarily permitted by a
subdivision phasing plan or to provide for future connections between
developments. A temporary cul-de-sac shall be provided when a temporary
dead-end street serves four or more lots. The temporary cul-de-sac shall be
constructed in accordance with the standards detailed above.

Roadway Design Criteria
Table 4-11 is intended to show the minimum and maximum values for various
parameters used in design criteria for the three classes of streets and highways
to be designed. Modification by the city on an individual project by project basis
may be accomplished by following appropriate procedures.
T ab l e 4-1 1. R o adw a y D e s ig n P ar a met e rs
Arterial

Collector

Local Roads and
Streets

Minimum

0.5%

0.5%

0.5%

Maximum

6.0%

6.0^

10.0%

7°

11.5°

25°

510 - 1330 foot

510 – 1040 foot

198 -510 foot

35 – 50 mph

35 – 45 mph

25 – 35 mph

80 - 90°

80 - 90°

70 - 90°

Design Parameter
Vertical Grades*

Horizontal Curvature
Minimum Radius**
Design Speed
Angles of Intersection
Grade at Intersection

3% over a minimum of 50 foot
First 10 foot of intersecting road must be at -3%

*

Roadways constructed with curb and gutter may have a minimum grade of 0.35 percent

**

Radius measured to centerline of roadway. Minimum radius shown is for conditions without super-elevation and for urban
conditions. Lower value relates to lower speed in given range. Higher value relates to higher speed in given range.

Roadways shall be constructed with applicable characteristics shown in Figures
4-2 through 4-5. A geotechnical report prepared by a licensed engineer
indicating an appropriate pavement section design may be required for collector
streets or other roadways that may receive higher numbers of vehicle traffic than
other local streets, and for roadways that are expected to carry truck traffic on a
regular basis.
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F igu re 4-2 . 41 ’ T yp ic a l Roa dw a y Se ct ion - Loc a l Str eet s
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F igu re 4-3. 5 2 ’ T yp ic a l R oa dw ay Se c t io n - C o llect or Str eet s
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F i gu re 4-4. 6 4 ’ F ou r L an e T yp i c a l R oa dw a y S e ct i on - C o l lect or St re ets
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Figure 4-5. Typical Roadway Section – With Drainage Swells
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The minimum centerline radius of any curve shall be 150 feet, only at speeds of
25 mph or less.
Vertical geometry, passing sight distances and stopping sight distances shall be
in accordance with the latest American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and
Streets.
Site triangles on approaches and intersection from a stop condition shall be
unobstructed along both directions of the road in accordance with AASHTO
Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets.
Clear zone distances shall be in accordance with the most recent edition of the
AASHTO Roadside Design Guide.
Distances from intersections vary depending on the classification of each road
(See Table 4-12). Approaches on cul-de-sacs, dead ends and other non-through
streets shall be a minimum of 12 feet apart.
T ab l e 4-1 2. N o n- S ig nal i z e d A cc es s S pa c ing f o r D r i ve w a ys
Functional
Classification

Minimum Spacing between Approaches and Intersections
Minimum Use
(Private Driveway)

Minor Generator
(Cul-de-sac)

Major Generator or
Business Approach

Principal Arterial

225

350

450

Minor Arterial

175

250

325

Collector

150

200

250

Local

100

150

200

All new construction within city limits and impact areas shall be required to follow
the Department of Justice document ADA Standards for Accessible Design for all
publicly accessible areas. This is applicable, but not limited to the construction of
public sidewalks, parking facilities and building construction.

Impact Areas
Construction within any designated impact area shall be in accordance with the
city standards. The city planning and zoning board shall have the jurisdiction to
review any construction plans within designated impact areas.

Drainage
All drainage facilities shall be approved by the city in conjunction with the
roadway plans. The design shall be based on current Idaho standards. The
appropriate IDEQ BMP’s (Best Management Practices) shall be identified.
The design storm shall be a 10-year, six-hour event. The conveyance of storm
water and associated runoff shall include winter and spring runoff needs. Any
disruption of the normal drainage pattern of the area to be developed must have
special consideration to accommodate future drainage.
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Roadway surfaces shall be crowned to slope away from the roadway centerline
at a grade of 2 percent.
All necessary drainage easements for accommodating drainage structures shall
be shown and recorded on the plans or the plat as a part of the approved plans
or plat. Drainage easements necessary for draining storm water across private
property shall be shown on the plans or plat and recorded with the city by a letter
from the applicant describing the areas containing the easements such as lot
lines, blocks, etc.
When a curb and gutter roadway section is proposed, a complete storm sewer
system must be designed and constructed under the review of a registered
professional engineer. Storm water disposal and maintenance of the stormwater
disposal system may be the responsibility of the developer or a homeowner’s
association.

Pavement Marking and Signing
The developer shall install stop signs, as required by the MUTCD, at all
intersections with existing streets. The developer shall also install all other signs
required for safe traffic and pedestrian movement in the development. Signs shall
be in accordance with the latest edition of the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD).
The city shall determine pavement marking requirements subject to MUTCD
requirements on a case-by-case basis. Should centerline markings or other
pavement markings be required, they shall be constructed by the applicant in
accordance with the latest edition of the MUTCD. The spacing, location and
width of markings will be determined on a case-by-case basis by the city. Paint
quality shall be the same as that used by the Idaho Transportation Department
for their pavement markings.

Culverts and Bridges
All culverts and bridges shall be designed by a professional engineer. Bridges
and culverts are subject to the stream corridor and floodplain requirements.
All bridges and culverts on natural waterways shall be designed to pass a 100year flood without damage to the bridge or its approaches, without diverting flood
waters onto neighboring properties and without increasing the level of the base
flood downstream.
The developer may be required to install a bridge rather than a culvert on any
natural waterway where such action is required by the advice of the Idaho Fish
and Game Department to protect the fishery.
Culverts not included in this section shall conform to drainage standards.
All culverts and bridges shall be designed to support a minimum gross vehicle
load of 40,000 pounds.
There shall be a minimum 50-foot tangent approach to all bridges.
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Asset Management
A pavement management inventory will allow the City of St. Anthony to develop
geographic information system (GIS) mapping. A traffic sign inventory was also
conducted. These elements provide the first step toward completing an overall
asset management system for the city.
The following is a summary of completed and recommended asset inventory
needs:

Pavement Management
St. Anthony intends to achieve an average of 10 to 12 years of remaining service
life for paved roads.
Pavement Management System
Limited financial resources have created an urgent need to manage roadway
inventories objectively. A pavement management system helps maintain an
accurate inventory of streets, tracks pavement deterioration, diagnoses the
cause of deterioration, and evaluates design solutions. The system allows
objective determination of strategies for maintaining and, in some instances,
even improving and extending the performance life of roadways. By using
effective maintenance and rehabilitation methods, city roadways can provide
higher levels of service for longer periods of time, resulting in direct, immediate
savings to both the city and motoring public.
Preventative Maintenance Work
The cornerstone of pavement management is preventative maintenance.
Maintenance treatments are used for several reasons: to seal cracks in the
pavement, patch failed sections of asphalt and arrest oxidation aging that
embrittles asphalt surfaces. Inspecting each roadway, making timely repairs and
resurfacing the pavement can prolong the life of roads.
The key to preventative maintenance is identifying and performing the
appropriate work at the appropriate time. Timely action prevents the pavement
from advancing to the next, more expensive level of repair. Avoiding the next
level of repair minimizes disruptions to roadway users once repairs are
eventually performed. Most importantly, timely work is relatively inexpensive,
improves the service condition, reduces the deterioration rate, and extends the
serviceable life of roadways.
Figure 4-6 shows City of St. Anthony’s remaining service life distribution for
paved roads based on the 2005 inventory.
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F i gu re 4-6. R e ma i n ing S er vi c e L i f e D ist r ib ut i on f or P a ve d R oad s

Percentage of Roadways

Remaining Service Life Distribution
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Pavement management includes the following steps:

9 Inventorying all road assets
9 Assessing roadway conditions at least every three years
9 Establishing condition levels for each asset
9 Setting the annual budget to maintain each asset at or above the established
condition levels
Pavement Inventory and Analysis
As part of the transportation planning process, the city’s paved roads were
inventoried and assessed. An average remaining service life (RSL) for the city’s
paved roads was determined to be 6.81 years. This average RSL falls well below
the target range of 10 to 12 years. This indicates that the city’s paved roads are
deteriorating at a rate that exceeds the past maintenance program. Typically, the
RSL distribution would form a pyramid, with the highest percentage of roads
falling in the 10 to 12 RSL category. The current distribution shows the road
network is slipping to the left. This can be the result of inadequate funding and/or
implementation of an ineffective maintenance plan. A pavement management
plan (a separate document) projects future RSL scenarios based on the available
budget and the costs associated with various maintenance strategies. The three
strategies presented in the plan are costly. The city will need to review these
strategies and determine if one is desired over the others.
The pavement management program will need to be updated with each year’s
maintenance activities. These maintenance activities (chip seals, triple chip
seals, etc.) should be tracked for each road segment in the asset management
software. Any changes to the pavement inventory should be entered in to the
program with subsequent analysis conducted to determine the most costeffective pavement management strategy.
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Signs
The city’s 758 road signs were inventoried during development of the
transportation plan, including 251 street signs, 124 stop signs, 123 yield signs, 40
speed limit signs and miscellaneous warning, regulatory and other signs.
This inventory and location information was entered into the asset management
software. Inclusion of these data will allow the City of St. Anthony to develop
maintenance, replacement, and upgrade strategies for signs. To maintain sign
conditions and meet mandated sign upgrade requirements, the city should
develop an annual sign budget for continual upgrade and replacement of signs.

Culverts
The city’s culverts were inventoried during development of the transportation
plan. This inventory and location information was entered into the asset
management software. Inclusion of these data will allow the City of St. Anthony
to develop maintenance, replacement, and upgrade strategies for culverts and
improve planning for road improvement projects by addressing culvert needs.

Sidewalks
City sidewalks were inventoried (Exhibit 4-7) and proposed sidewalks are
indicated. Funding for sidewalks may be possible through ITD safety or
enhancement grants or a Local Improvement District (LID).
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E x h ib it 4-7 . C it y o f S t . A n t h ony S i d ew alk M ap
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Other Modes and Means of Transportation
Alternatives to motor vehicles whether for cost savings, convenience, recreation
or exercise are a growing component of the transportation infrastructure.
Exhibit 4-8 depicts the various existing modes and means of transportation in
Fremont County and/or St. Anthony. See Section 2 for additional information.

Pathways and Trails
Henry’s Fork
Greenway
St. Anthony boasts
the beautiful Henry’s
Fork Greenway Trail.
Currently, it runs
along both sides of
the river. Future plans
include joining the two trails into one with
a crossing over the river. The two
trailheads are marked with the Henry's Fork Greenway Project Sign.
In dry conditions, the trail is easily accessible for visitors of all abilities, including
those in wheelchairs. (Source: City of St. Anthony Web site [http://ci.saintanthony.id.us])

Airports
Stanford Field, the city’s airport, serves
primarily as an agricultural landing facility.
Recent ITD funds will seal coat the
taxiway and landing strip and install a
visual guide slope (see Exhibit 2-1).
Pilots and lifelong St. Anthony residents,
Leland W. "Jinks" and Margaret Stanford,
started building the airport shortly after
World War II. It was designated as
“Stanford Field” during the 1980s in their
memory. (Source: http://www.stanthony
chamber.com/virtualtour/airport.htm)

AUGUST 2006
4-39

PREPARED BY J-U-B ENGINEERS, INC.

Fre mont Co unty Transportation Pl an

Se cti on 4 – City o f St. An thon y

T ab l e 4-1 3. F ac i l it y D at a a bo ut t he Sta nf o rd F ie l d A ir po rt
Item

Description

Identifier

U12

Location

1 mile SE of St. Anthony

Airport use

Open to the public
Aircraft based on the field: 18 (12 single-engine
airplanes, 1 helicopter, 5 ultralights)
Aircraft operations: average 61/week
78% transient general aviation, 19% local general
aviation, 3% air taxi

Control

Unattended
No control tower

Runway

Dimensions: 4,500 by 50 feet
Asphalt surface
Medium-intensity edge lighting
Runway edge markings
No runway end identifier lights

Parking

Parking tiedowns

Source: http://airnav.com/airport.
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E x h ib it 4-8 . Fr emon t C o un t y T r a ns po rt at io n M od es…
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Project Alternative Analysis
The projects described on the following pages were identified through an
extensive public involvement process that included:

9 A public open house held in St. Anthony
9 Transportation Advisory Committee (TAC) meetings
9 A project kick-off meeting with county and city elected officials and
department supervisors

9 Interviews with St. Anthony police officers, public works supervisor, city clerk,
mayor and council members, and emergency medical service personnel

9 An engineering review of traffic, accident and pavement condition data by the
project engineers
Not all projects that were suggested through this process have been included in
these lists. Many of the suggestions pertained to the state highways, particularly
US 20. Changes and improvements to state highways are not within the
jurisdiction of the City of St. Anthony; therefore, are not included as proposed
projects. The suggestions related to the state highways are listed separately and
will be forwarded to ITD District 6 for their consideration.

Pair Wise Comparison
The Pair Wise Comparison method of ranking projects through public
involvement was used to prioritize projects for Fremont County, the City of
Ashton and the City of St. Anthony. This process:

9 Compares criteria and develop criteria weights
9 Compares projects for each criteria
9 Develops weighted values for each project on each criteria
9 Sums weighted results for each project
At the third TAC workshop, members selected five criteria from a list of 10
examples that they felt accurately reflected the goals and objectives of the study.
Criteria

9 Cost (Including ROW)
Considers the overall cost of the project and the amount of local funds
(matching funds) required to complete the project.

9 Safety
Evaluates the impact the project will have on overall safety conditions of the
targeted project area. Also evaluates potential secondary safety benefits to
other areas as a result of its implementation. Safety issues include: roadway
width, shoulders, speed and volume of accidents.

9 Local Access and Circulation
Evaluates how the project serves the residents and how the project provides
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access to appropriate/desired areas of the county/city. Also evaluates
whether the project has a negative effect on existing functional roadways.

9 Maintenance
Evaluates the associated annual cost of maintaining a completed project for
the design life (20 years) of the project.

9 Constructability/Feasibility
Evaluates ease of construction and impacts that construction will have on
traffic and surrounding infrastructure. Also considers whether the project has
a realistic chance of being constructed within the next 20 fiscal years.
Using a list of suggested projects gathered from open house public comment and
key-person interviews, TAC members also compiled a list of the top priority
transportation projects in the county and cities. This list was added to and refined
by a second round of key-person interviews.
TAC members were then sent all the materials to rank the projects utilizing the
Pair Wise method, including detailed descriptions of each project with cost
estimates. TAC members were randomly assigned a criterion to base their
comparison on (five TAC members for each criterion). Those TAC members that
had a special relationship with the cities of Ashton and/or St. Anthony were also
asked to compare projects in their respective city, for all five criteria.
Figure 4-7 is an example of a completed Fremont County Pair Wise chart.
F igu re 4-7.

Co mp let ed F re mont Co un t y Pa ir W ise C ha rt
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Portion of Instructions Provided (via email) to the TAC to Assist in Completing the
Fremont County Pair Wise Project Comparison
Attached to this email is everything you will need to quickly and easily complete the Fremont
County Pair Wise Project Comparison. Attached to this message are:

9 Complete Pair Wise Comparison Excel Spreadsheet (XLS)
9 Detailed project descriptions and cost estimates (DOC)
First, open and print the Project Description document. You will refer to this information
during the Pair Wise Comparison process.
Next, open the Fremont County spreadsheet. Each TAC member has been randomly
assigned one of the five criteria selected at the October workshop to consider when evaluating
the projects. Your criterion is described at the top of the spreadsheet.
You must compare projects using the scale in the upper left hand corner of each page.

9 There is no need to compare the same project; i.e. Monkey Rock Parking Area vs.
Monkey Rock Parking Area. Therefore, where identical projects meet on the
spreadsheet, the box has been Blacked Out.

9 There is also no need to compare projects twice; the spreadsheet will automatically
assign the opposite value to the chart’s reversed comparison, therefore you only need
to concern yourself with comparing projects with empty boxes. All others have been
Blacked Out.
For example: The first two projects to compare are 1900 E – Widen/Improve from 100 N to
500 N versus Idaho 47 – Widen/Improve from Ashton to Warm River. First, read and
understand the evaluation criteria description, then read and understand each detailed project
description and ask yourself, “Considering my criteria, is widening and improving 1900 East
more important, of equal importance or less important than widening and improving Idaho 47
from Ashton to Warm River?”
Then, type in the corresponding numeric value: 1 for less important, 3 for equal, or 5 for more
important. Complete this process for each project comparison, resave the Excel
spreadsheet(s) on your computer, and reattach the file on a return message to me.
As mentioned, each of the 25 TAC members was assigned one of five criteria; therefore four
other TAC members received the same criteria as you. If we do not received everyone’s
completed spreadsheet our results will be unbalanced and skewed, so PLEASE COMPLETE
AND RETURN YOUR PAIR WISE COMPARISON BY FEBRUARY 14, 2006.

At the fourth TAC workshop, group members were asked to assign a weighted
value for each criterion, in an identical method to the project comparison they
had completed earlier (see Figure 4-8).
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F re mont Co un t y Pr o je ct Ra nk ing C r ite r ia

Project scores within each of the five criteria were then totaled and multiplied by
their respective criteria weight. The five weighted scores for each project were
summed and the project totals were ranked, resulting in a prioritized list of
projects based on TAC input (see Figure 4-9).
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Pr ior it iz ed L ist o f Pro ject s

This ranking was then shared with the at-large community at a series of public
open houses throughout the county.
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Projects Identified through the Pair Wise Planning Process
1

Add a 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk along the north side of
Yellowstone Highway

2

Improve N. Bridge Street, north of 5th N

3

Add sidewalk to the west side of N. Bridge Street from Old
Yellowstone Highway.

4

Add sidewalk to the west side of Old Yellowstone Highway. from
6th S. to Salem-Union Canal bridge

5

Add sidewalk to the east side of W. 12th Street, from Main Street to
5th S

6

Add sidewalk to the south side of Main Street from 12th W to 4th W

7

Upgrade and realign intersection of 12th W and Main Street to a
“T” intersection

8

Rehabilitate/reconstruct 12th W. north of Main St

9

Add sidewalk to the north side of Main Street from 6th W to 10th W

10 Complete the Greenway Trail

These projects are described in more detail as follows:
1.

Add a 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk along the north side of
Old Yellowstone Highway (US 20 Business Loop) from N
Bridge Street to Radio Road
This is approximately 2,800 feet in length. The estimated cost is $105,000 or
$215,000 with curb and gutter.

2.

Improve N Bridge Street, north of 5 t h N
The current roadway has varying widths. The city would like to make N Bridge
Street a uniform width from Old Yellowstone Highway to the Canal. The total
length is approximately 1,580 feet and the narrowest width is 26 feet. The city
would like to add 14 feet to make the pavement 40 feet wide. Some additional
rights-of-way will be required.
The estimated cost is $190,000 including curb, gutter and a 5-foot sidewalk on
the east side. (The cost of adding an 8-foot sidewalk to the west side, along the
schools is listed below.)

3.

Add sidewalk to the west side of N Bridge Street from Old
Yellowstone Highway (US 20 Business Loop) [the
intersection by City Hall] to the high school
This is approximately 1,415 feet in length and is proposed to be an 8-foot wide
concrete sidewalk. Estimated cost is $80,000 or $130,000 with curb and gutter.
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Add sidewalk to the west si de of Old Yellowstone Highway
from 6 t h S to Salem-Union Canal Bridge, approximately
2,650 feet in length
This could be an asphalt pathway, detached from the paved roadway. The canal
bridge was recently constructed with an attached pathway separated from the
traffic by a guardrail. Estimated cost for the pathway is $95,000.

5.

Add sidewalk to the east side of W 12 t h Street, from Main
Street to 5 t h S
This is approximately 1,600 feet in length, and is proposed to be a 5-foot wide
asphalt sidewalk. Estimated cost is $35,000 or $90,000 if curb and gutter is
included.

6.

Add sidewalk to the south side of Main Street from 12 t h W to
4th W
This is approximately 1,790 feet in length and is proposed to be a 5-foot wide
concrete walkway. Estimated cost is $67,500 or $144,000 if curb and gutter is
included.

7.

Upgrade intersection of 12 t h W and Main Street, which needs
to be realigned into a “T” intersection
Requires some new pavement, striping and removal of old asphalt. Estimated
cost is $150,000.

8.

Rehabilitate/reconstruct 12 t h W 1220 LF – RSL = 2
This portion of 12th W has severe pavement deterioration. The estimated cost to
rebuild 12th W is $196,000. A Cement Recycled Asphalt Base Stabilization
(CRABS) treatment could be completed for $135,000

9.

North side of Main Street from 6 t h W to 10 t h W
This is approximately 1,270 feet in length and is also proposed to be a 5-footwide concrete sidewalk. Estimated cost is $47,000 or $105,000 if curb and gutter
is included.

10. Complete the Greenway Trail
The City would like to complete an estimated 8,800 feet of trail to connect the two
existing pathways. This would be a 10-foot wide asphalt pathway. The cost is
estimated to be $250,000.
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Projects suggested by citizens for highways that are under the
jurisdiction of ITD District 6:
The citizens of St. Anthony would like to see the following projects considered by
ITD and encourage ITD District 6 to include them in the planning efforts of the
District.

9 N Bridge Street and E Yellowstone Road
Place Traffic Signal – $5,000 for warrant study; $120,000 for signal. This
intersection is on the US 20 Business Loop. Any studies performed at this
intersection will have to be reviewed and approved by ITD.

9 N Bridge Street from US 20 IC to 4th N
Analyze and address intersection and capacity issues. This is also on the US
20 Business Loop and would be an ITD project. Improvements may involve
restriping for a center turn lane, additional signal lights and other remedies.

Projects for Future Consideration
The following items were additional suggestions made by the public for the St.
Anthony area. These suggestions are not included in the CIP at this time, but are
listed here for consideration in future updates to the St. Anthony Transportation
Plan.

9 US 20 N, St. Anthony/Relay Station exit is dangerous
9 Improve Birch Street
9 Bridge near 12th W is narrow
9 Main Street, 8th E south side, 4th N need curb
9 Canal Bridge west of Bridge Street needs improvements
9 Birch Road-perhaps provide additional egress
9 Lincoln School E 8th S –some congestion
9 NW corner of City – housing growth
9 West 4th N – 30 mph except school zone @ 20mph
9 South 12th W – Narrow, curves near Main Street
9 Need signage by Radio Road and US 20, also east of Broulims to Radio
Road

9 Reduce speed limit on Yellowstone and South 12th W
9 West 7th S – Lot of Gravel Trucks
9 Pathways – on south Old Yellowstone Highway to Stoddard Lumber (prefer
next to road if asphalt)

9 Need snow machine crossing over river
9 Sidewalks along STC 6803 to school from city limits
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9 Need sidewalk between Landfill Road and Birch Road
9 Concern about development east of town along 11th S (Hog Hollow)
9 Gravel bar west of city – potential growth area
9 West Main Street could use work
9 More street signs where no streets are marked between Main and 4th Street,
which makes it difficult for EMS to respond to emergencies.

9 Need left turn lanes at intersections
9 Need good road southeast of city toward Wilford
9 Another bridge across the river
9 Signal at 4th N and Bridge Street
9 Need another street like West 4th N heading north of town
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City of St. Anthony
Capital Improvement Plan
Introduction
Transportation concerns that need to be met include providing for safe
pedestrian walkways, improving several intersections and paving certain streets
in the City of St. Anthony. These concerns can be addressed through a
combination of improvements and additions to the existing transportation system
that focus on sidewalks, capacity and safety issues and roadway upgrades. The
City of St. Anthony will continue to maintain existing transportation facilities for
the traveling public and sustain local and county economic development.
The following section summarizes the five-year capital improvements that are
recommended for the City of St. Anthony transportation system. This list of
projects is the culmination of the cooperative and creative effort of City of St.
Anthony staff, elected officials and St. Anthony residents who provided excellent
comments and solutions for designing a functional transportation system.

Capital Improvements
There are several characteristics of capital improvements:

9 They are major projects requiring the expenditure of public funds over and
above annual operating expenses for the purchase, construction or
replacement of physical assets.

9 They include the acquisition or construction of facilities such as roadways,
bridges, rights-of-way, airport, library, park, city hall or others.

9 They typically have a useful life of over 10 years.
For capital improvements to be implemented, it must be within a city’s financial
ability to pay for the proposed projects. The City of St. Anthony has developed
the CIP to ensure that funds are budgeted for capital improvements. The CIP
does the following:

9 Outlines capital expenditures to be incurred each year over a fixed period of
years, generally a five-year time period with annual review

9 Optimizes the use of taxpayer dollars
9 Focuses attention on community needs, goals and capabilities
9 Increases opportunities for using various matching fund programs
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Capital Improvement Plan Projects
This section describes projects in the 5-year CIP. See Exhibit 4-9 for project
locations.

Roadway and Bridge Projects
1

Sidewalk Improvements, north side of Yellowstone Highway
Location
This proposed sidewalk is located on the north side of the Old Yellowstone
Highway (US 20 Business Loop) between Bridge Street and Radio Road.
Need—Safety, mobility
The area north of Yellowstone is being developed into a residential area. This
sidewalk is needed to provide a safe pedestrian walkway to the school complex
on the west side of Bridge Street.
Improvements
Construct a 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk, approximately 2,800 feet in length.
Estimated Cost

9 $105,000 or $215,000 with curb and gutter. Curb and gutter is optional and
will require additional design for stormwater management.
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
2

Improve N Bridge Street, north of 5 t h N
Location
This is the northern most portion of Bridge Street, from Old Yellowstone Highway
(or US 20 Business Loop) to the canal.
Need—Connectivity, safety, capacity
The current roadway has varying widths. The City would like to make N Bridge
Street a uniform width from Old Yellowstone Highway to the Canal. Total length
is approximately 1580 feet. Current narrowest width is 26 feet.
Improvements
Widen the road by adding 14 feet to make the pavement 40 feet wide.
Estimated Cost

9 $190,000 including curb, gutter and 5-foot sidewalk on the east side
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Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City street funds
3

Sidewalk Improvements, west side of N Bridge Street
Location
This proposed sidewalk is located along the west side of Bridge Street, north of
Yellowstone, in front of the schools.
Need—Safety, mobility
This sidewalk is needed to provide a safe pedestrian walkway for students and
residents to the schools along Bridge Street.
Improvements
Construct an 8-foot wide concrete sidewalk, approximately 1,415 feet in length.
Curb and gutter will require additional design for stormwater management.
Estimated Cost

9 $80,000 or $130,000 with curb and gutter
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
4

Sidewalk Improvement - Old Yellowstone Highway from 6 t h S
to Salem-Union Canal bridge
Location
This proposed sidewalk is located along the west side of Old Yellowstone
Highway, (south of the river) from 6th S to the Salem-Union Canal Bridge.
Need—Safety, mobility
This pathway would provide a safer route for pedestrians along the old highway
through the commercial area.
Improvements
Prepare base and construct a 10-foot wide asphalt sidewalk, approximately
2,650 feet in length.
Estimated Cost

9 $95,000
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
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Sidewalk Improvement - W 12 t h , from Main Street to 5 t h
Street
Location
This proposed sidewalk is located along the east side of W 12th, from 5th Street
north to Main Street.
Need—Safety, mobility
This pathway will provide a safer route for school children and other pedestrians.
Improvements
Construct a 5-foot wide asphalt pathway, approximately 1,600 feet in length.
Curb and gutter is optional and will require additional design to manage
stormwater.
Estimated Cost

9 $35,000 for asphalt, $90,000 with curb and gutter
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
6

Add sidewalk to the south side of Main Street from 12 t h W to
4th W
Location
This proposed sidewalk is located along the south side of Main Street from 12th
W to 4th W.
Need—Connectivity, safety
This pathway will provide a safer route for school children and other pedestrians.
Improvements
Construct a 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk, approximately 1,790 feet in length.
Curb and gutter is optional and will require additional design to manage
stormwater.
Estimated Cost

9 $67,500 for sidewalk; $144,000 if curb and gutter is included
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
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Upgrade and realign intersection to a “T” intersection
Location
This intersection is on the west side of town at the intersection of 12th W and
Main Street.
Need—Roadway Safety
The existing intersection is not designed to current standards and needs to be
realigned into a “T” intersection. The existing intersection is not clearly delineated
and is potentially hazardous.
Improvements
Remove old asphalt, realign, pave and add striping and signing.
Estimated Cost

9 $150,000
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
8

Rehabilitate/reconstruct 12 t h W
Location
This section of 12th W is between 6th N and Main Street.
Need—Roadway Safety
This portion of 12th W has severe pavement deterioration. The remaining service
life is two years.
Improvements
Rebuild the base and pave or utilize a CRABS treatment and overlay.
Estimated Cost

9 $196,000 to rebuild and pave; or a CRABS treatment could be completed for
$135,000
Funding Sources

9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
9

Sidewalk Improvements - Main Street from 6 t h W to 10 t h W
Location
This proposed sidewalk is on the north side of Main Street from 6th W to 10th W.
Need—Roadway Safety
This sidewalk will complete the sidewalk along Main Street from the ballparks
and recreation areas along 12th W and will provide a safer route for school
children and other pedestrians.
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Improvements
Construct a 5-foot wide concrete sidewalk approximately 1,270 feet in length.
Estimated Cost

9 $47,000 or $105,000 if curb and gutter is included; curb and gutter will require
additional design for stormwater management.
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
10

Complete the Greenway Trail
Location
The Henry’s Fork Greenway Trail is on the southwest side of St. Anthony along
the river. The southern route of the existing pathway runs along the south bank of
the Henry’s Fork River from Bridge Street west, approximately one mile. The
proposed pathway would continue west to the old railroad bridge, cross the river
and follow along the north bank to connect to the existing pathway on the north
side of the river that leads to Parker Road.
Need— Safety, Recreation
This pathway would create an attractive loop for recreation and exercise for the
residents of St. Anthony and visitors.
Improvements
The city would like to complete an estimated 8,800 feet of trail to connect the two
existing pathways. This is proposed to be a 10-foot wide asphalt pathway.
Estimated Cost

9 $250,000
Funding Sources

9 Enhancement Funds
9 LHTAC Investment Program
9 City Roadway Budget
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City of St. Anthony
Funding Sources
State/Local Funding
The major source of state funds for all road and street jurisdictions (state, county,
highway district and city) is the Highway Distribution Account (HDA). Funds
deposited into the account are collected from a number of sources and
distributed according to Idaho law.
Revenue from the HDA for the maintenance, repair and construction of Idaho’s
5,000-mile state highway system is deposited into the state highway account for
ITD use.
ITD receives approximately 56 percent of the HDA revenue.
The remaining amount is divided among cities, counties and highway districts
and the Idaho State Police.

Funding Sources for the HDA
9 Gasoline and special fuels tax
These taxes are collected by the Idaho Tax Commission and deposited into
the HDA. Idaho’s state fuel tax is 25 cents per gallon. Taxes on special fuels,
such as diesel and propane, are also deposited into the HDA.

9 Vehicle registrations
Another major source of revenue to the HDA is vehicle registrations. The
registration fee for passenger cars is based on the age of the vehicle.

9 Truck registrations
Trucks weighing 8,000 to 60,000 pounds gross vehicle weight pay
registration based on weight group and type of operation.

9 Miscellaneous fees
Other HDA fees are derived from license plate fees (including personalized
and specialty plates), driver licenses and fines.

Local Federal-aid Incentive Program
This funding is allocated to local jurisdictions by the LHTAC through a
competitive application process that is reviewed each year.
Local rural funds are allocated for projects in rural areas and cities with
populations below 5,000.
Funds may be used for new construction, reconstruction, or rehabilitation of
roadways functionally classified by the Federal Highway Administration as rural
major collectors or higher, with a small percentage allowed for minor collectors.
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Surface Transportation Program (STP) funds can also be used for activities such
as transportation planning, corridor studies and purchase of minimally corrosive
anti-icing material. These funds may also be used for enhancement, bridge, or
safety activities.
The local match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ)
Improvement Program
Funds are available to implement cost-effective activities, plans and projects that
are mutually beneficial to transportation and air quality.
There are two categories of projects:

9 Construction
Road surfacing, bicycle and pedestrian route construction, traffic flow
improvements and inter-modal facilities.

9 Non-construction
Dust control and prevention; transit; alternative fuels conversions; traffic flow
and Intelligent Transportation Systems studies; and alternative transportation
education, promotion and outreach efforts.
The local match requirement is 7.43 percent of total project cost.

Enhancement Program
The following transportation enhancement activities are eligible for funding under
this program:

9 Provision of facilities for pedestrians and bicycles
9 Provision of safety and educational activities for pedestrians and bicycles
9 Acquisition of scenic easement and scenic or historic sites
9 Scenic or historic highway programs, including provision of tourist or welcome
centers

9 Landscaping and other scenic beautification
9 Historic preservation
9 Rehabilitation and operation of historic transportation buildings, structures, or
facilities

9 Preservation of abandoned railway corridors
9 Control and removal of outdoor advertising
9 Archaeological planning
9 Mitigation of water pollution due to highway runoff
9 Mitigation of wildlife mortality caused by vehicles
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9 Establishment of transportation museums
Enhancement funding is generally very competitive due to the limited funding
available and large number of applications submitted each year.
Federal aid enhancement funds have a limit of $500,000 per project.
Projects require a local match of between 2 percent and 10 percent, depending
on the amount requested.

Public Lands Highways Program
Public Lands Highways (PLH) discretionary funds are available for any kind of
transportation project eligible for assistance under Title 23 of United States Code
that is within, is adjacent to, or provides access to the areas served by a public
lands highway.
These highways may be state highways, local roads or federal agency roads.
There is no required state or local match on PLH discretionary funds.
In the past two years, much of the funding available under this discretionary
program has been earmarked by Congress, leaving less funding available to
projects submitted in the traditional manner.

Highway Safety Program
Funds are for projects that reduce accidents at identified hazardous locations,
make bicycle and pedestrian safety improvements (including on-road facilities,
public trails and traffic calming activities) or improve motorist protection at
railroad crossings.
These funds are available for any state or local public road.
The local or state match requirement is 7.34 percent.

Scenic Byways Program
The project must be on a highway or local road designated as a scenic, historic,
or backcountry byway.
Eligible projects include development and implementation of corridor
management plans, safety improvements as a result of designation,
pedestrian/bicycle facilities, turnouts, shoulder improvements and interpretive
and tourist information facilities.
The local match requirement is 20 percent.
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