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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2004, the Bannock Planning Organization along with the Cities of Pocatello and
Chubbuck contracted RMES to conduct a school zone study in School District #25.
Fifteen Schools were selected to study in the Pocatello/Chubbuck area. Each
school presented potential safety hazards due to non-uniform traffic controls,
school zone lengths, and other potential hazards. Traffic studies were conducted
at each identified school to aid in the evaluation process. These studies included:
Traffic Volume and Gap Studies, Sight Distance Studies, Spot Speed Study, and
an Inventory of Existing Traffic Controls. A traffic control plan and a school route
plan was established for each school in accordance with the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices 2003 Edition (MUTCD). A committee composed of
engineers, planning organizers, public transportation officials, law enforcement
officials, school administrators, school PTA representatives was formed to assist
by proposing changes to traffic controls for each study school. Several public
meetings were held to inform the public of the recommended standards, potential
changes, and to obtain input on suggested plans. This report outlines in detail all
of the recommended traffic controls at each of the identified schools. The schools
which were not included in this study are recommended to be improved according
to the standards outlined in this report and the MUTCD.



1.0 INTRODUCTION

Non-uniform devices and procedures can cause confusion among pedestrian and
vehicle operators, prompt wrong decisions, and can contribute to accidents. To
avoid such occurrences, the Bannock Planning Organization, along with the Cities
of Pocatello and Chubbuck sponsored a school zone study in School District #25.
The main objective of this project was to establish standards that will provide
uniformity for both the students and the traveling public.

The focus of the school zone study consisted of several key elements. These
included:

Organization of a School Traffic Safety Committee

Collection of Field Data Representing Traffic Conditions
Analysis of Collected Data and Recommendations
Presentations and Plan Modifications

Adoption of Final Recommendations by Boards and Councils
Implementation of Proposed Traffic Controls

ok wNE

Once approved, the recommendations will be implemented in several stages
based on funding and need. It is anticipated that each school will obtain funding
for the new traffic controls through state and federal programs with assistance from
BPO and the Cities.

Fifteen Schools were selected in the Pocatello/Chubbuck area which represented
potential safety hazards due to non-uniformity in traffic controls, school zone
lengths, and other potential hazards. The schools that were analyzed include:

Bonneville Elementary
Chubbuck Elementary
Edahow Elementary
Ellis Elementary
Franklin Jr. High

Gate City Elementary
Greenacres Elementary
Hawthorne Jr. High

. Holy Spirit

10.Indian Hills Elementary
11.Lewis & Clark Elementary
12.Pocatello High
13.Syringa Elementary
14.Tendoy Elementary
15.Wilcox Elementary

CoNoO~WNE



Several traffic studies were conducted at each of the 15 schools to aid in the
evaluation process including: volume and gap studies, sight distance studies and
spot speed studies. Inventories were also taken on the existing traffic controls.

A committee was organized to make recommendations after RMES evaluated the
traffic studies and created traffic control plans in accordance with the MUTCD
standards. The Idaho Transportation Board has adopted this manual to be used as
a guide for standards. This committee was comprised of engineers, planning
organizers, public transportation officials, law enforcement officials, school
administrators, and PTA representatives.

Several committee meetings were held to review the proposed changes and to
evaluate each of the schools. After each meeting, the traffic control plans were
modified to reflect the suggestions made by the committee.

The majority of the changes that have been recommended are a result of the traffic
controls that do not conform to the standards established in the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices. The studies that were conducted confirmed that the
existing control measures are not being respected and honored by the motorists.
For this reason it was necessary to propose changes to the existing conditions that
will provide a safer environment for students and vehicles in each of the school
zones.



2.0 SCHOOL ZONE EVALUATION
2.1 School Traffic Safety Committee (STSC)

A key component in the school zone evaluation process was organizing a school
traffic safety committee (STSC). Each committee member provided important and
unique insights on school zone safety issues because of their diverse
backgrounds. The STSC was comprised of 15 people representing different
agencies. The agencies are:

Law Enforcement
0 This agency enforces the traffic controls that are established and
ensures that the regulations are being honored. They have a unique
perspective of the effectiveness of different controls.
City Traffic Department
0 This agency constructs and maintains the traffic controls. They
provide important information on traffic control devices.
School District Representatives
0 These representatives deal with school traffic issues on a regular
basis and know where the problem areas are.
Parent Teachers Association
o0 This agency represents the parents of the students.

The School Traffic Safety Committee Members are:

Susan Brook, Parent Teachers Association District President

Larry Khontopp, City Planner for the City of Chubbuck

Ken Quinn, Police Officer for the City of Chubbuck

Officer Russ Olsen, City of Pocatello Police

Sergeant Kenneth Linn, City of Pocatello Police

Mike Neville, Traffic Operations Supervisor for the City of Pocatello Traffic

Engineering Department.

Cherie Nelson, Executive Director of Safe Kids

Craig Leiby, Transportation Coordinator for School District #25

Steve Chatteron, Public Safety Director for Idaho State University

10 Pam Stevenson, Indian Hills PTA President

11.Mori Byington, Bannock Planning Organization Director

12.Lisa Burtenshaw, Transportation Planner for the Bannock Planning
Organization

13.J. Mitchell Greer, Professional Engineer at Rocky Mountain Engineering and
Surveying

14.Joshua Baird, Civil Engineer Intern at Rocky Mountain Engineering and
Surveying

15.Robert Heuseveldt, Civil Engineer Intern at Rocky Mountain Engineering

and Surveying
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2.2 Studies Conducted
The studies that were conducted include:

Traffic Volume and Gap Studies
Sight Distance Studies

Spot Speed Studies

Inventory of Existing Control

PowbdPE

The results of these studies are available in Appendix C.

2.2.1 Traffic Volume and Gap Study

Gap studies allowed the Engineers to quantify the number and length of safe
crossing opportunities for students during peak crossing hours. The gap studies
were conducted between 7:00-8:45 A.M. and 2:00-4:00 P.M. If the traffic volumes
were too great to provide sufficient gaps, other traffic control measures or different
crossing locations were recommended to provide the necessary gaps. On
average, one gap should occur each minute.

“An acceptable or adequate gap time is defined as the minimum time between
vehicles (coming or going) that 85 percent of all groups of pedestrians waiting to
cross a street will accept as adequate to cross the street (Travel Lanes), (ITE,
School Trip Safety Program Guidelines, 7).” The adequate gap time was
calculated by adding three seconds of perception time to the time it takes for a
student to cross the street. Perception time is the amount of time it takes for a
pedestrian to visually see a gap, recognize it, and begin to walk. The adequate
gap time is the time period that is necessary to provide a sufficient gap in the traffic
flow for students to cross the street.

The time it takes for a student to cross the street was figured by dividing the
roadway width by the walking rate of the student. “Walking rates are generally 2.5
to 6.0 feet per second with an average of 4.0 feet per second, which is in
accordance with the 1988 MUTCD” (ITE, Design and Safety of Pedestrian
Facilities). The range of walking rates varies according to the age of the
pedestrian. The average walking rate of 4.0 feet per second is suggested in the
literature and was the value used in the gap analysis.

2.2.2 Sight Distance Study

A sight distance study is an analysis that determines whether a driver or pedestrian
can see adequately to make good timely judgments. There are two types of
studies that are applicable to this analysis.

The first is a sight distance study at a controlled intersection. A driver traveling on
a minor street will either stop or yield to traffic from a major street. Motorists have



three options: they can crossover the major street, turn left, or turn right onto the
major street. The sight distance study determines whether a driver can see far
enough in order to safely execute one of these options.

The second study is an uncontrolled intersection, one with no traffic signs or
signals. A driver will need to yield to oncoming traffic and be able to see far
enough in advance before entering the intersection. This sight distance study
determines whether or not the driver has enough visibility upon approach to safely
advance through the intersection.

2.2.3 Spot Speed Study

The method used to collect the data for the spot speed studies was the Radar
Meter Method. Survey crews observed and recorded the speed of motorists during
peak pedestrian traffic times. The main focus for the speed studies were the
streets adjacent to the school frontage and the major arterials where school
crosswalks are located.

To analyze each speed zone, the 85th percentile speed was determined by placing
the collected data on spreadsheets. It was then compared to the posted speed
limit. According to the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), if the 85"
percentile speed is 3 mph above the posted speed limit, actions such as changing
the speed limit, providing new traffic control methods, or enhancing law
enforcement should be considered.

2.2.4 Inventory of Existing School Zones

Survey crews visited each of the 15 school sites and conducted an inventory of the
existing controls. The inventory included detailing the types and locations of the
street paint, sidewalk, traffic controls, and other conditions. Control maps were
created to display the inventory that was taken.

2.3 Committee Meetings

Once all of the field data was collected and processed, the committee held
meetings to make recommendations for each of the schools. RMES prepared new
traffic control plans and pedestrian route plans for each school according to the
standards contained in accordance to the MUTCD. These suggested maps were
presented and the committee made recommendations for additional changes.

After each meeting, the control maps for each school were modified to reflect the
committee’s suggestions. These control maps are included in the main body of
this report along with the study results and recommendations for the new
standards.



2.4 Public Information Meetings

Three meetings were scheduled and held for the public to see the preliminary
recommendations and control maps. Any questions regarding the project were
answered and suggestions were made by those who attended on how to improve
the project. Anonymous comment sheets were distributed and then collected. The
resulting comments from each of the three meetings can be seen in Appendix A.

Figure 1-Public Meeting Held at Gate City

The first meeting was held on October 6, 2004 at Gate City Elementary School.
The schools displayed and discussed at this meeting were Gate City Elementary,
Edahow Elementary, and Syringa Elementary.

The second meeting was held on October 12, 2004 at Chubbuck Elementary
School. The schools reviewed at this meeting were Chubbuck Elementary, Ellis
Elementary, Hawthorne Jr. High, and Wilcox Elementary.

The final meeting was held on October 14, 2004 at Greenacres Elementary
School. The schools assessed at this meeting were Greenacres Elementary,
Indian Hills Elementary, Tendoy Elementary, and Lewis & Clark Elementary.



3.0 GENERAL TRAFFIC CONTROLS

3.1 Proposed Standard

To aid the committee in the evaluation process, the standards in the MUTCD were
used. This manual states, “The types of school area traffic control devices used,
either warning or regulatory, shall be related to the volume and speed of vehicular
traffic, street width, and the number and age of the students using the crossing.”
The following installations include the recommendations as reflected in the manual
and the committee’s proposals. These installations are shown in Figure 2-Typical
School Zone Traffic Controls, which is located on the following page. All of the
recommended warning signs are to be florescent green.

3.1.1 INSTALLATION A - SCHOOL ADVANCE WARNING SIGN (S1-1) & (W16-
9p)

Upon entering a school zone, the school advance warning sign proceeds
Installations B-School Speed Limit Sign and Installation C-School Crosswalk
Warning Assembly. It is suggested that the school advance warning sign be placed
200 feet prior to Installation B or 150 to 750 feet in advance of the school grounds
or Installation C. This sign shall also be accompanied with a supplemental plaque
that displays, “AHEAD” (W16-9p). The advance warning sign shall also be placed
200 feet prior to any stop sign leading into a posted school zone marked by the
school speed limit sign and the end school zone sign.

“The school Advance Warning (S1-1) sign should be installed in advance of
locations where school buildings or grounds are adjacent to the roadway,
except where a physical barrier such as fencing separates school children
from the roadway.”- Section 7B.08, MUTCD, 2003 Edition.

[CAHEAD

Figure 3-Advance Warning Sign (S1-1) & Supplementary Plaque (W16-9p)

3.1.2. INSTALLATION B - SCHOOL SPEED LIMIT SIGN
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Figure 2-Typical School Zone Traffic Controls



School zones are to be placed on streets that are classified as collectors or larger
that are adjacent to the schools where no physical barrier exists between the
school grounds and the road. The School Speed Limit Sign is to be placed in
advance of the school grounds or a school crosswalk. The recommended sign is a
solar powered beacon sign that reads “When Flashing”. Figure 4 shows the whole
assembly including the flashers and solar panels.

WHEN ‘
L rusine J

Figure 4 — Solar Speed Limit Sign (S5-1) with Flash  er
(http://roadlights.com/content/products/R829/defaul t.aspx)

This sign is to be a solar powered sign that powers beacons that will be
programmed to flash during school zone enforcement times. The enforcement
times for the flashers will be established according to the arrival and release times
for each school including Kindergarten schedules. Operation times will focus on
periods when there is a perceived danger or when a child is present rather than
over a period of 10 hours.

“The reduced speed zone should begin at a point either 200 ft from the
crosswalk, or 100 ft from the school property line, whichever is encountered
first as traffic approaches the school.” - Section 7B.11, MUTCD, 2003
Edition.

“The number and length of [reduced speed limit school] zones should be
minimized as much as possible and the reduced [speed] limit must only be
in effect during periods of school pedestrian activity.”-School Trip Safety
Program Guidelines. ITE Technical Committee. Pg 17, 1984.

3.1.3. INSTALLATION C - SCHOOL CROSSWALK WARNING ASSEMBLY




The School Crosswalk assembly is to be installed as close to the school crosswalk
as possible. The assembly shall be comprised of an Advance Warning sign (S1-1)
and a supplementary diagonal Arrow (W16-7) plaque to indicate the position of the
crosswalk. The assembly is shown in Figure 5.

“The School Crosswalk Warning assembly shall not be used at marked
crosswalks other than those adjacent to schools and those on established
school pedestrian routes.” - Section 7B.09, MUTCD, 2003 Edition.

“The School Crosswalk Warning assembly shall not be installed on
approaches controlled by a stop sign.” -Section 7B.09, MUTCD, 2003
Edition.

“The School Crosswalk Warning assembly should be installed at marked
crosswalks including those at signalized locations, used by students going
to and from school as determined by an engineering study.” -Section 7B.09,
MUTCD, 2003 Edition.

4

Figure 5— Advance Warning Sign (S1-1) & Supplementary Diagonal Arrow (W16-7)

3.1.4 INSTALLATION D - END SCHOOL ZONE

The end school zone sign as shown in Figure 6 is to be placed at the end of the
designated school zone directly across the street from the school zone speed limit
sign. This standard removes all doubt concerning the end point of the school zone
speed enforcement.

“The end of an authorized and posted school speed zone shall be marked
with a standard speed limit sign showing the speed limit for the section of
highway that follows or with an END SCHOOL ZONE (S5-2) sign.”-Section
7B.13, MUTCD, 2003 Edition



Figure 6 — End School Zone Sign (S5-2)

3.1.5 CROSSWALK A - SCHOOL ZONE CROSSWALK

Regular crosswalks will be distinguished from school crosswalks by paint
markings. By distinguishing one from the other, motorists will be better informed
which crosswalks are used by children, and drive more cautiously at those
locations.

A School Zone Crosswalk will be installed on roads which are adjacent to or in the
general vicinity of the school. They can also be installed at designated locations
along the route plan. Twelve inch thick longitudinal lines will be placed 24 inches
apart, running parallel with traffic. The lines will be 6 feet in width. The transverse
crosswalk lines are not needed and therefore omitted at school crosswalks. An
example of the paint markings for a designated school crosswalk is shown in
Figure 7.

Figure 7-School Crosswalk Paint Markings



“For added visibility, the area of the crosswalk may be marked with white
diagonal lines at a 45-degree angle to the line of the crosswalk or with white
longitudinal lines parallel to traffic flow. When diagonal or longitudinal lines
are used to mark a crosswalk, the transverse crosswalk lines may be
omitted.” - Section 7C.03, MUTCD, Millennium Edition.

“The diagonal or longitudinal lines should be 12 to 24 inches wide and
spaced 12 to 24 inches apart. The spacing design should avoid the wheel
paths.” -Section 7C.03, MUTCD, Millennium Edition.

“Special school pavement markings should be limited to those roadways
which are adjacent to or in the vicinity of the school grounds. The marking
of roadways at considerable distances from the school grounds tends to
weaken the effectiveness of such installations.” —ITE pgl8, 1984.

“Crosswalks should be marked at all intersections on established routes to
school where there is substantial conflict between drivers, bicyclists, and
pedestrian movements, where students are encouraged to cross between
intersections, or where students would not otherwise recognize the proper
place to cross.” -Section 7C.03, MUTCD, Millennium Edition.

3.1.6 CROSSWALK B - REGULAR CROSSWALK

All of the other crosswalks that are not designated as school crosswalks will be
considered to be regular crosswalks. Regular crosswalks will be indicated by two
transverse crosswalk lines 6 feet apart and 12 to 24 inches wide. They will extend
the full width of the road to the edge of the pavement on both sides.

3.1.7 SIDEWALKS

Several of the schools that were studied were forced to route students along major
roads that do not have sidewalk, curb, and gutter. An example of this is on
Alameda Road and is depicted in Figure 8-School Crosswalk at Lewis & Clark
Elementary. This is considered to be a potential hazard. In the next section, route
plans are mapped out on the proposed control maps and are marked by arrows.
Green arrows are routes that are not considered to be hazardous. Yellow arrows
are considered to be cautionary routes that require future changes to make them
safe for pedestrian activity. Curb, gutter, and sidewalks should be placed along
the cautionary routes that run along major streets and should conform to the
regulations set forth regarding the pedestrian ramps.

“Provisions should be made along major streets on the designated school
route to accommodate the pedestrian traffic safely. This can be done with
paved sidewalks or walkways or a paved shoulder area. Planning
standards should require sidewalks in all development areas.



The hazards from passing traffic to school children walking along school
routes can be materially reduced by providing either sidewalks or widened
roadway shoulders. Provided, these improvements should be maintained in
good condition, or the children may elect to walk on the smoother roadway
surface in spite of the hazard.” -ITE, pg 20 1984.

Figure 8-School Crosswalk at Lewis & Clark Elementa  ry



4.0 RECOMMENDATIONS AND RESULTS
4.1 Standard Recommendations

These recommendations are needed to make the study school zones compliant
with the current standards in the MUTCD. All of the changes that have been
proposed for each individual school are shown on their respective proposed control
maps which are included in this section of the report. The existing control maps
are available in Appendix B.

Four basic changes need to be made to the majority of the schools. These
standard changes are depicted in the proposed control maps and marked by a
number inside of a circle next to the location of the change on the proposed control
map. The standard recommendations are as follows:

Recommendation 1 - Establish Intersection Controls within School
Zones. All intersections within the school zones should be controlled
intersections. Stop signs should be placed at the intersections as needed
along with an advanced warning sign. The advance warning sign will inform
the motorist of the school zone located ahead. The motorist will also be
forced to reduce their speed and stop before entering the school zone thus
providing pedestrians with a more controlled walking environment.
Recommendation 2 - Install School Crosswalk Stripin g. School
crosswalks should be marked at all intersections on established school
routes, which are shown by the arrows. They should be marked as
explained in Section 3.1.5 of this report.

Recommendation 3 - Standardize School Zone Lengths a  nd Signage.
The beginning of school zones should be marked by an advance warning
sign which is to be placed a distance of 10 times the regularly posted speed
limit in advance of the school zone speed limit sign. The school zone speed
limit sign should be placed 100 feet prior to school grounds or 200 feet prior
to a school crosswalk, whichever is encountered first. The speed limit signs
should only be used on streets with a higher volume of traffic and pedestrian
activity.

Recommendation 4 - Provide Clear Indication Whenth e Zoneis to
Begin and Terminate The end school zone sign should be placed directly
across the street and facing the opposite direction of the school zone speed
limit sign as shown on Figure 2. If a regular speed limit sign is used,
motorists tend to think that they have to speed up to the posted speed
before they reach the sign when in fact they are still within the reduced
speed zone. This will clarify at which point the motorist can begin to
accelerate to the regularly posted speed limit.



Brief summaries of the data collected from the traffic studies are included in each
school section. All of the data collected from the studies is available in Appendix C-
Collected Data from Traffic Studies.

Road classifications are a good indication of the traffic volumes present on a given
road. School zones were placed according to a combination of road
classifications, pedestrian activity, and roadway conditions. There are four road
classifications that will be referred to throughout this section of the report. The
classifications along with the respective traffic volumes are listed below according
to the Bannock Planning Organization update (Bannock Planning Organization,
2002):

Principal Arterial-25,500+ Vehicles Per Day
Minor Arterial-16,500 to 25,500 Vehicles Per Day
Collector-2,500 to 16,500 Vehicles Per Day
Local-2,500 Vehicles Per Day Maximum

The proposed control maps for the individual schools provide a graphical
representation of each recommendation detailed above. The recommendations
that require specific explanations are included within the individual school sections.

4.2 Bonneville Elementary School & Holy Spirit Priv. ate School

Bonneville Elementary and Holy Spirit Private School were processed together due
to their close proximity. Bonneuville is not currently being used as a school facility;
therefore, a school route Elan was not developed for the school. These two schools
are located adjacent to 8" Avenue which has been designated as a Minor Arterial.

4.2.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.2.A through 4.2.E are brief summaries of the traffic studies that were
conducted at Holy Spirit and Bonneville Elementary. The studies revealed high
vehicular speeds on 8" Avenue. The 85™ percentile speeds were found to be 28,
27, and 28 miles per hour with a posted school zone speed of 20 miles per hour.

The high vehicular speeds on 8" could be the result of the fact that Bonneville is
not currently being used.

The changes as detailed in Standard Recommendations 3-Standardize School
Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard Recommendation and 4-Provide Clear
Indication When the Zone is to Begin and Terminate should be executed on the
following streets:

7" Avenue
8" Avenue



The stop signs at the intersection of 9" Avenue & Lander Street should be
relocated onto 9™ Avenue instead of Lander. This will slow down the traffic along
9™ and allow a school speed zone to be removed along 9". Due to the current
arrangement of stop signs along Lander, Fremont, and Wyeth, the corresponding
school speed zones can be removed. The arrangement of the stop sign is such
that the motorists are required to stop at every other intersection.

The studies also revealed that there is a sight distance issue at several
intersections within the vicinity of these schools. The sight distance problems are
not a concern for the pedestrian activity in this area. For traffic safety reasons, the
following recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

There are 15 crosswalks that should be designated as school crosswalks as
reflected in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk Striping. These
crosswalks should be placed at the following locations and are shown on the
proposed control map:

1 at the 8™ Avenue behind Holy Spirit School

3 at the 8" Avenue & Fremont Street Intersection
3 at the 8" Avenue & Lander Street Intersection
3 at the 9" Avenue & Lander Street Intersection
3 at the 9" Avenue & Fremont Street Intersection
1 at the 7™ Avenue & Wyeth Street Intersection

1 at the 7™ Avenue & Hayden Street Intersection

All of the crosswalks that are not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed
control map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.1- Bonneville/Holy Spirit Elementary
Schools-Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can
be found in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.



Table 4.2.A-Wyeth & 8" Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 4 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 130 225
Eastbound South 130 195
Westbound North >225 225
Westbound South >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 28 23
85" Percentile Speed 27 23

Table 4.2.B-Wyeth & 7" Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 7 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 185 225
Eastbound South 150 195
Westbound North 185 225
Westbound South 215 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 24 23

Table 4.2.C-Hayden & 7" Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 9 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 170 225
Eastbound South 205 195




Table 4.2.D-Lander & 8" Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 10 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West >225 225
Northbound East >195 195
Southbound East >225 225
Southbound West >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 28 23

Table 4.2.E-Lander & 9™ Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 3 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 155 225
Northbound East >195 195
Southbound East 155 225
Southbound West >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 23 23







4.3 Chubbuck Elementary School

Chubbuck Elementary School is located near two Minor Arterial Streets,
Hawthorne and Chubbuck Road. These roads carry high volumes of traffic which
is a concern when dealing with pedestrian safety. Also, Chubbuck Elementary
does not currently have a bussing system. All of the students arrive by vehicle
(parents), bicycle, or foot.

4.3.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.3.A through 4.3.D are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Chubbuck Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Chubbuck
and Hawthorne Roads. The 85™ percentiles speeds were 30 and 28 miles per
hour with a posted speed of 20 miles per hour.

The high vehicular speeds reveal that motorists are not respecting the school
zones at these locations. This could be caused by the unwarranted lengths of the
school zones according to the current standards. As part of the school route plan,
which is shown by the green and yellow arrows on the Proposed Control Map, all
of the students crossing Chubbuck Road should cross at either the Chubbuck and
Hawthorne Intersection or the Chubbuck and Joy intersection. Using these two
crossings allows the school speed zones to be reduced targeting areas of high
pedestrian activity. The idea behind the reduction is that motorists will respect the
zones more if the control measures are both uniform and are placed around areas
where there is a perceived need for the controls.

The Chubbuck and Hawthorne intersection is controlled by a 4-way stop; therefore,
no additional traffic control is needed. Crosswalks that are located at controlled
intersections are safer than mid block crosswalks because the vehicles are
required to stop in all directions. The Joy and Chubbuck intersection is a mid-block
crossing. It requires a school zone to reduce the speed of passing traffic and to
provide safe crossing opportunities for the students.

The school boundary for Chubbuck Elementary runs along Hawthorne Road;
therefore, the need for students to cross this road should be minimal. The gap
studies support this conclusion as they revealed low pedestrian counts. Chubbuck
Elementary is not located adjacent to Chubbuck Road; it is separated by Chastain
Drive. For these reasons, the school zone along Hawthorne Road should be
removed because it is not warranted.

One School Speed Zone which includes the changes as detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following street:

Chubbuck Avenue



Several intersections require stop signs as detailed in Standard Recommendation
1-Establish Intersection Controls within School Zones. They should be placed at
the following intersections:

Boyd Street & Easy Street
Boyd Street & Spraker Street
Boyd Street & Sheppard Street
Boyd Street & Joy Street

10 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

1 at the Chubbuck Road & Joy Street Intersection
2 at the Boyd Street & Joy Street Intersection

1 at the Boyd Street & Easy Street Intersection

2 at the Boyd Street & Spraker Street Intersection
1 at the Boyd Street & Sheppard Intersection

2 at the Boyd Street & Dorian Intersection

1 at mid-block Dorian by Harold

All of the crosswalks that are not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed
control map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). Cautionary routes
should be placed to inform the students that these routes can potentially be
hazardous due to the lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Other routes should be
used if available. The cautionary routes should remain in effect until the situation
is corrected.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.2 — Chubbuck Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.



Table 4.3.A-Chubbuck Road & Joy Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 2 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Southbound East 285 225
Southbound West 227 190
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 30 23

Table 4.3.B-Chubbuck Road & Ponderosa Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 3 1
Pedestrians/Hour 4 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound East >195 195
Northbound West >225 225

Table 4.3.C-Hawthorne Road & Chastain Drive

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 0 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 400 225
Eastbound South 350 190
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 21 23

Table 4.3.D-Chubbuck Road & Hawthorne Road (4 Way Stop)

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 3 1
Pedestrians/Hour 2 n/a
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 28 23







4.4 Edahow Elementary School

Edahow Elementary is located adjacent to Pocatello Creek Road which is
classified as a Minor Arterial. Plans have been made to expand this road into 4
lanes. This expansion presented new potential hazards to the pedestrian activity
because the students now need to cross 4 lanes of traffic. To compensate for the
extra 2 lanes of traffic, a pedestrian refuge island was placed in the center median.
This island provides an area where the students can cross 2 lanes then pause and
wait until the next two lanes of traffic have safe crossing opportunity. The crossing
guard at this crosswalk should be retained.

4.4.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Table 4.4.A is a brief summary of the traffic studies conducted at Edahow
Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Pocatello Creek
Road. The 85™ percentile speeds within school zones were 28 and 24 miles per
hour with a posted school zone speed of 20 miles per hour.

A School Speed Zone which reflects the changes detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following street:

Pocatello Creek Road

3 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

1 at the Iris Street & Pocatello Creek Road Intersection
1 at the Freeman Lane & Pocatello Creek Road Intersection
1 at mid block Pocatello Creek Road in front of the school.

A crossing guard should be placed at the mid block crosswalk directly in front of
the school on Pocatello Creek Road. A crossing guard is needed because this

road is classified as an arterial and the age of students that are crossing. They
have less experience and ability to recognize dangers.

All of the crosswalks that are not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed
control map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). The cautionary
routes will remain in effect until the modifications can be made. The improvements
mentioned above are scheduled to take place in the summer of 2005. The
improvements include the recommended curb, gutter, and sidewalk.



The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.3 — Edahow Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.4.A-Pocatello Creek Road at Mid Block Crosswalk

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 47 n/a
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Seed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 28 23

85" Percentile Speed 24 23







4.5 Ellis Elementary School

Ellis Elementary is located on Whitaker Road which currently has a posted speed
limit of 20 miles per hour. This road is classified as a Local Street. It is also
important to note that there are not any students that currently walk on Siphon
Road. All of the children that attend Ellis north of Siphon Road are brought to and
from school by bus. Also, there are plans for future developments in the Ellis area
south of the school grounds. The committee considered these possibilities as this
school was processed.

4.5.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.5.A and 4.5.B are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at Ellis
Elementary. The sight distance studies revealed there isn’t adequate visibility at
the Chesapeake & Whitaker Intersection. The sight distance problems are not a
concern for the pedestrian activity in this area. For traffic safety reasons, the
following recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

A School Speed Zone which reflects Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone
Lengths and Signage and Standard Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication
When the Zone is to Begin and Terminate should be implemented on the following
street:

Whitaker Road

2 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

1 at the Hampton Avenue & Whitaker Road Intersection
1 at mid-block Whitaker Road in front of the School

All of the crosswalks that are not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed
control map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). Cautionary routes
should be placed to inform the students that these routes can potentially be
hazardous due to the lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Other routes should be
used if available. The cautionary routes should remain in effect until the situation
is corrected.



The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.4 — Ellis Elementary School -Proposed
Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found in
Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.5.A-Chesapeake & Whitaker

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 0 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 197 225
Eastbound South 108 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 23 23

Table 4.5.B-Hampton & Whitaker

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 20 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 302 225
Eastbound South 230 195
Spot Speed Study

Posted Speed 20 n/a
85" Percentile 23 23

Table 4.5.C-Siphon & Whitaker

Sight Distance Study (ft) Result Requirement
Northbound West >335 335
Northbound East >290 290
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed 35 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 38 38







4.6 Gate City Elementary School

Gate City Elementary School is located next to Butte Street, which is designated
as a Collector Street. There are currently several new subdivisions under
construction to the northeast of the school. A higher pedestrian volume is
expected to be seen in the future because of these new developments. The
committee considered this possibility while processing this school.

4.6.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.6.A through 4.6.E are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Gate City Elementary School. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on
Hiskey and Butte Street. The 85™ percentile speeds within school zones were 31,
28, 28, and 27 miles per hour with a posted school zone speed limit of 20 miles per
hour.

School Speed Zones which reflect the changes as detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following streets:

Hiskey
Butte
Jerome

The sight distance studies also revealed there are some issues at the Cassia &
Hiskey, Gooding & Hiskey, and Clearwater & Douglas intersections. The sight

distance problems are not a concern for the pedestrian activity in this area. For
traffic safety reasons, the following recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

Several intersections require stop signs as detailed in Standard Recommendation
1-Establish Intersection Controls within School Zones. They should be placed at
the following intersections:

Gooding & Hiskey
Elmore & Hiskey
Cassia & Hiskey
Clearwater & Douglas
Gooding & Douglas



19 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

3 at the Butte & Hiskey Intersection

2 at the Cassia & Hiskey Intersection

1 at the Elmore & Hiskey Intersection

2 at the Gooding & Hiskey Intersection
2 at the Jerome & Hiskey Intersection

2 at the Douglas & Jerome Intersection
2 at the Gooding & Douglas Intersection
3 at the Douglas & Butte Intersection

2 at the Butte & Steven Intersection.

All of the crosswalks that are not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed
control map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.5 — Gate City Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.6.A-Butte & Hiskey

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 29 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 270 225
Northbound East 170 195
Northbound Straight 170 195
Southbound West >195 195
Southbound East 200 225
Southbound Straight 200 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 31 23




Table 4.6.B-Butte & Douglas

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 6 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 205 225
Northbound East 200 195
Northbound Straight 200 195
Southbound West >195 195
Southbound East >225 225
Southbound Straight >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 28 23

Table 4.6.C-Jerome & Douglas

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 4 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 160 280
Northbound East 185 240
Northbound Straight 160 240
Southbound West 135 240
Southbound East 165 280
Southbound Straight 135 240

Table 4.6.D-Hiskey & Cassia

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirements
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 1 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 175 225
Eastbound South >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a

85" Percentile Speed 28 23

85" Percentile Speed 27 23




Table 4.6.E-Hiskey & Jerome

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirements
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 4 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 205 225
Northbound East 160 195
Northbound Straight 160 195
Southbound West 270 225
Southbound East 375 225
Southbound Straight 270 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 25 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 31 28







4.7 Greenacres Elementary School

Greenacres Elementary School is located adjacent to Oak Street, Hyde Avenue
and 15" Avenue which are classified as a Principal Arterial, Collector, and a Minor
Arterial respectively. No major changes were made to the existing traffic control.
Some of the recommendations can already be seen at the crosswalk in front of the
school. The crosswalk is painted as this project has recommended.

4.7.1 Study Results and Recommendation

Tables 4.7.A and 4.7.B are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Greenacres Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Oak and
Elm Streets. The 85" percentile speeds within school zones were 24 and 25 miles
per hour with a posted school zone speed limit of 20 miles per hour.

School Speed Zones which reflect the changes as detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following streets:

Hyde Avenue
Oak Street & 15™ Avenue

The sight distance studies revealed the southbound traffic on Franklin that turns
right onto EIm does not have adequate visibility. The sight distance problems are
not a concern for the pedestrian activity in this area. For traffic safety reasons, the
following recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

Several intersections require stop signs as detailed in Standard Recommendation
1-Establish Intersection Controls within School Zones. They should be placed at
the following intersections:

Chase & Hyde
Franklin & EIm

9 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

2 at the Franklin Avenue & EIm Street Intersections
3 at the elm Street & Hyde Avenue Intersections
2 at the Chase Street & Hyde Avenue Intersections



1 at the Oak Street and Hyde Avenue Intersection
1 at the 15" Avenue & Oak Street Intersection.

There currently is a crossing guard placed on the crosswalk directly in front of the
school. This crossing guard will be retained to protect the students at this busy
location.

All of the crosswalks that are not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed
control map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.6 —Greenacres Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.7.A-Oak & 15" Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 23 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound East 205 195
Northbound West 200 225
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed 20 n/a
85" Percentile 24 23

Table 4.7.B-Elm & Franklin

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 32 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West >225 225
Southbound West 165 195
Northbound East >195 195
Southbound East 365 225
Spot Speed Study

Posted Speed 20 n/a
85" Percentile 25 23







4.8 Hawthorne Jr. High & Wilcox Elementary School

Hawthorne Jr. High and Wilcox Elementary were processed together due to their
close proximity. Both schools are located near Hawthorne Road which is classified
as a Minor Arterial. There is an extremely long school zone currently located on
Hawthorne Road. The length of this school zone was one of the committee’s main
concerns as these two schools were processed.

4.8.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.8.A through 4.8.E are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Hawthorne Jr. High and Wilcox Elementary School. The studies revealed high
vehicular speeds on Hawthorne and Eldridge Roads. The 85" percentile speeds
within school zones were found to be 26, 26, 27, and 31 miles per hour with a
posted school zone speed limit of 20 miles per hour.

These high vehicular speeds establish the fact that the current school zone is not
being honored. To correct this issue, students were routed to two crosswalks
which allowed the length of the school zone to be reduced significantly. The
recommended school zone for Hawthorne Road can be seen on the proposed
control maps for both Wilcox Elementary and Hawthorne Jr. High.

School Speed Zones which reflect the changes as detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following streets:

Hawthorne Road
Eldredge Road

Several intersections require stop signs as detailed in Standard Recommendation
1-Establish Intersection Controls within School Zones. They should be placed at
the following intersections:

Dove & Lark
Cardinal & Lark

9 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

2 at mid block locations on Eldredge in front of Hawthorne Jr. High School
2 at the Jensen Street & Hawthorne Road Intersection

2 at the Cottage Avenue & Hawthorne Road Intersection

1 at the Robin & Sandpiper Drive Intersection

2 at the Dove Drive & Lark Lane Intersection



Students are being routed to the crosswalks on Jensen Street and Cottage
Avenue. A crossing guard will be placed at the Jensen Street & Hawthorne Road
Intersection to aid the students in crossing the street. There are a low number of
pedestrians that cross at the Eldredge and Hawthorne Intersection; therefore, that
crosswalk should be made into a regular crosswalk.

The west crosswalk located on Lark Lane in front of Wilcox Elementary should be
completely removed. Students walking that direction are to remain on the sidewalk
and cross at the Robin & Sandpiper Drive Intersection which is a controlled
intersection.

There are an extremely large number of pedestrians that cross Lark at Dove.
There could be a need for a crossing guard; however, since the vehicle speed is
low and the street is classified as a local street, no action has been proposed.

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). Cautionary routes
should be placed to inform the students these routes can potentially be hazardous
due to the lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Other routes should be used if
available. The cautionary routes should remain in effect until the situation is
corrected.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.7 and 4.8 — Hawthorne Jr. High and
Wilcox Elementary School -Proposed Control Maps. General distances for the
placement of signs can be found in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.8.A-Dove Drive & Lark Lane

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 122 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Southbound East >225 225
Southbound North >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 22 23

85" Percentile Speed 22 23




Table 4.8.B-Sandpiper Drive & Lark Lane

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 19 n/a

Table 4.8.C-Hawthorne Road & Robin Intersection

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 23 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Westbound South >225 225
Westbound North >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 26 23

Table 4.8.D-Hawthorne Road & Jensen Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 53 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North >225 225
Eastbound South >195 195

Table 4.8.E-Eldredge Road & Hawthorne Road

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 11 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North >225 225
Eastbound South 130 195
Eastbound South 145 225
Eastbound North >195 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 31 23
85" Percentile Speed 26 23
85" Percentile Speed 27 23










4.9 Indian Hills Elementary School

Indian Hills Elementary School is located adjacent to Cheyenne and Bannock
Highway. These roads have been classified as a Collector and Principal Arterial
respectively. Currently, there are extremely long school zones on Bannock
Highway and Cheyenne. One of the main concerns of the committee was the
length of the school zone along Bannock Highway. This and other issues were
addressed as this school was processed.

4.9.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.9.A and 4.9.B are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Indian Hills Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Bannock
Highway. The 85™ percentile speeds within school zones were found to be 26 and
30 miles per hour with a posted school zone speed limit of 20 miles per hour.

The high vehicular speeds could be a result of the unwarranted length of the
school zone on Bannock Highway. Substantial changes were made in the length
of this school zone. All of the students that cross Bannock Highway should be
protected by a crossing guard. There currently is a crossing guard that is located
at the crosswalk at the Cheyenne & Bannock Highway intersection. This crossing
guard will be retained to aid the students in crossing Bannock Highway. This
allowed the school zone to be reduced to conform to the current standards.

School Speed Zones which reflect the changes as detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following streets:

Bannock Highway
Cheyenne

9 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

3 at the Cheyenne & Bannock Highway Intersection
1 at the Shoshoni & Turf Drive Intersection
1 at mid block Cheyenne

The crosswalk at mid block Cheyenne should be moved 84 feet to the south. This
will place it away from the school bus turnaround. The crossing guard should also
be retained at this crosswalk to provide safe crossing opportunities for the students
when considering both bus and vehicle traffic at this location.



A stop sign should be placed on Shoshoni at the Shoshoni and Turf Drive
intersection. This should be done to protect the students crossing at the crosswalk
that should be placed across Shoshoni.

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). Cautionary routes
should be placed to inform the students these routes can potentially be hazardous
due to the lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Other routes should be used if
available. The cautionary routes should remain in effect until the situation is
corrected.

The studies also revealed there is a sight distance issue at the intersection of
Cheyenne and Cherokee. The sight distance problems are not a concern for the
pedestrian activity in this area. For traffic safety reasons, the following
recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.9 — Indian Hills Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.9.A-Bannock Highway & Cheyenne

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 55 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Southbound East 320 225
Southbound West 400 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 26 23
85th Percentile Speed 30 23




Table 4.9.B-Cheyenne & Cherokee

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 94 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 125 225
Eastbound South 320 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85th Percentile Speed 28 23







4.10 Lewis & Clark Elementary School

Lewis & Clark Elementary School is located adjacent to Alameda Road. This road
has been classified as a Major Collector. The lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk
along Alameda Road was a major concern while this school was being processed.
There also is a fence that runs along this road that provides a barrier between the
school grounds and passing traffic.

4.10.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.10.A through 4.10.B are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted
at Lewis & Clark Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on
McKinley Avenue and Cedar Street. The 85™ percentile speeds within school
zones were found to be 27, 29, and 26 miles per hour with a posted school zone
speed limit of 20 miles per hour.

Substantial changes should be made in the length of the school zone along
Alameda Road. The changes detailed Standard Recommendation 3-Standardize
School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard Recommendation 4-Provide
Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and Terminate are to be executed for
each school zone. There are to be 3 School Speed Zones which should be placed
on the following streets:

Alameda Road
West Cedar
McKinley Avenue

7 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

2 at the Moreland & West Cedar Intersection

1 at the Richland Avenue & West Cedar Intersection
1 at the Richland & Marlu Street Intersection

1 at the Grace Drive & Marlu Street Intersection

2 at the Delano Avenue & Alameda Road intersection

All of the students that cross Alameda Road should be protected by crossing
guards at the crosswalk at mid block as shown on the Proposed Control Map.

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). Cautionary routes
should be placed to inform the students that these routes can potentially be



hazardous due to the lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Other routes should be
used if available. The cautionary routes should remain in effect until the situation
is corrected.

The studies also revealed there are sight distance problems at the Cedar &
Richland and Cedar & Grace Intersections. The sight distance problems are not a
concern for the pedestrian activity in this area. For traffic safety reasons, the
following recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.10 — Lewis & Clark Hills Elementary
School -Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can
be found in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.10.A-Alameda & Delano

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 42 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Southbound East >225 225
Southbound West 175 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 22 23

Table 4.10.B-Cedar & Richland

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 12 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 225 225
Northbound East 310 195
Northbound Straight 225 195
Southbound West >195 195
Southbound East 170 225
Southbound Straight 170 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 20
85" Percentile Speed 29 23
85" Percentile Speed 27 23




Table 4.10.C-Cedar & Grace

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 3 1
Pedestrians/Hour 10 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Southbound West >195 195
Southbound East 170 225
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 26 23







4.11 Syringa Elementary School

Syringa Elementary School is located near Hiline Road which is classified as a
Minor Arterial. The major concern with Syringa is the congested traffic in front of
the school on Griffith Road that occurs before and after school. The traffic consists
of parents and buses dropping off or picking up children from school.

4.11.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.11.A and 4.11.B are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Syringa Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Griffith and
Hiline Roads. The 85™ percentile speeds were found to be 28 and 24 miles per
hour with a posted speed of 20 miles per hour.

The changes as detailed in Standard Recommendation 3-Standardize School
Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard Recommendation 4-Provide Clear
Indication When the Zone is to Begin and Terminate should be implemented along
the following street:

Griffith Road

There is a fence that acts as a barrier between the school grounds and Hiline
Road. The only place where students cross this road is at the 4 way stop located
at the Hiline Road and El Rancho Boulevard Intersection. Due to the pedestrian
activity and the barrier between the street and the school, the school zone along
Hiline Road should be removed because it is not warranted.

6 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

2 at the Giriffith Road & Willard Avenue Intersection
1 at the Griffith Road & Veda Avenue Intersection
2 at the Pearl Street & Willard Avenue Intersection
1 at the Pearl Street & Highline Road Intersection

There is a high pedestrian volume that crosses Griffith to get to and from school.
To aid in the traffic control in this area, a crossing guard should be placed at the
intersection of Willard Avenue and Griffith Road. The crosswalk at Veda Avenue
that crosses Griffith should be moved to the east side of the Willard Avenue &
Griffith Road Intersection.

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.



Curb, gutter, and sidewalk should be placed in the locations indicated by the
cautionary route arrows on the control map (Yellow Arrows). Cautionary routes
should be placed to inform the students these routes can potentially be hazardous
due to the lack of curb, gutter, and sidewalk. Other routes should be used if
available. The cautionary routes should remain in effect until the situation is
corrected.

The studies also revealed there are sight distance problems at the Griffith Road
and Willard Avenue Intersection. The sight distance problems are not a concern
for the pedestrian activity in this area. For traffic safety reasons, the following
recommendations should be considered:

For Shrubbery Obstacles, trim the trees and bushes to unblock the view.
For Fence Obstacles, City Codes should be checked to insure that the
fences comply with the existing codes.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.11 — Syringa Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.11.A-Griffith Road & Willard Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 87 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West 225 225
Southbound East 160 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 20 23
85" Percentile Speed 28 23
85" Percentile Speed 24 23




Table 4.11.B-Pearl Street & Willard Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 34 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Northbound West >225 225
Northbound East 200 195
Southbound East >225 225
Southbound West >195 195
Spot Speed Study

Posted Speed 20 n/a
85" Percentile 24 23







4.12 Tendoy Elementary School

Tendoy Elementary School is located adjacent to the Jefferson Avenue and
Alameda Road which are classified as a Minor Arterial and a Principal Prterial.
The existing conditions for this school were generally in accordance with the
proposed standard.

4.12.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.12.A and 4.12.B are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted at
Tendoy Elementary. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Alameda
Road and Jefferson Avenue. The 85™ percentile speeds within school zones were
found to be 27 and 28 miles per hour with a posted school zone speed limit of 20
miles per hour.

School Speed Zones which reflect the changes as detailed in Standard
Recommendation 3-Standardize School Zone Lengths and Signage and Standard
Recommendation 4-Provide Clear Indication When the Zone is to Begin and
Terminate should be implemented on the following streets:

Alameda Road
Jefferson Avenue

3 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

1 at mid block Alameda Road in front of the school
1 at the Linda Avenue & Alameda Road Intersection
1 at mid block Jefferson Avenue in front of the school

The Crossing Guards currently located at the mid block intersections of Alameda
Road and Jefferson Avenue should be kept in place to provide safe crossing
opportunities for the high pedestrian activity.

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

The studies revealed there is a sight distance problem at Linda Avenue. This
street does not have a high volume of traffic when compared to Alameda and
Jefferson. The students also cross at the stop sign at Linda. To alert the motorists
of the crossing students, a school crosswalk should be placed at the stop sign
along with an advance warning sign.

The other sight distance problems are not issues because the route plan does
directs the students away from the problem areas.



The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.12 — Tendoy Elementary School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.

Table 4.12.A-Jefferson & Alameda Intersection

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement

Gaps/Minute 1 1

Pedestrians/Hour 43 n/a

Sight Distance Study (ft)

North >225 225

South >195 195

Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed 20 n/a

85" Percentile 28 23

85th Percentile Speed 27 23
Table 4.12.B-Linda & Alameda Intersection

Volume and Gap Study Result Result

Gaps/Minute 2 1

Pedestrians/Hour 159 n/a

Sight Distance Study (ft)

North 155 225

South 170 195

Spot Speed Study

Posted Speed 20 n/a

85" Percentile 23 23







4.13 Franklin Jr. High School

Franklin Jr. High is located adjacent to Terry Street. This street has been
classified as a Minor Arterial. It is important to remember students that attend this
school are older and can make better judgments with respect to the flow of traffic.
Their ability to cross the road is also better. These considerations were kept in
mind as the committee processed this school.

4.13.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Table 4.13.A is a brief summary of the traffic studies conducted at Franklin Jr. High
School. The studies revealed high vehicular speeds on Terry Street. The 85™
percentile speeds within school zones were found to be 32 miles per hour with a
posted school zone speed limit of 20 miles per hour.

The age of the students that attend Franklin Jr. High allow less strict traffic control
measures. The volume of students that use the crosswalk at Terry and University
is extremely low. Due to the fact that the students are older and there are low
pedestrian volumes, the school speed zone along Terry Street should be removed.

One crosswalk is to be designated as a school crosswalk and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. This crosswalk should be placed at the following location:

1 at the Terry Street & University Drive Intersection

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.13 — Franklin Jr. High School -
Proposed Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found
in Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.



Table 4.13.A-Terry Street & University Drive

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 0 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Southbound East >225 225
Southbound North 280 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 20 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 32 23







4.14 Pocatello High School

Pocatello High is located adjacent Arthur Avenue & Fremont Street which are
classified as a Principal Arterial and a collector respectively. There currently are
no school zones in place for Pocatello High School. The age of the students allow
pedestrian studies to consider them to be adults.

4.14.1 Study Results and Recommendations

Tables 4.14.A through 4.14.F are brief summaries of the traffic studies conducted
at Pocatello High School. The studies revealed there were high pedestrian
volumes that cross the street at the Arthur Avenue & Lander Street, Garfield
Avenue & Lander Street, and Garfield Avenue & Clark Street intersections.

The only changes that should be made to Pocatello High School are the crosswalk
markings and signage.

8 crosswalks should be designated as school crosswalks and will reflect the
changes as described in Standard Recommendation 2-Install School Crosswalk
Striping. These crosswalks should be placed at the following locations:

2 at the Fremont Street & Garfield Avenue Intersection
2 at the Fremont Street & Arthur Avenue Intersection
1 at the Lander Street & Arthur Avenue Intersection

1 at the Lander Street & Garfield Avenue Intersection
2 at the Clark Street & Garfield Avenue Intersection

All of the crosswalks not marked as school crosswalks on the proposed control
map should be striped as standard pedestrian crosswalks.

A traffic light is located at the Clark Street & Arthur Avenue Intersection; therefore,
no school crosswalk will be needed.

Since Pocatello High School is located in downtown Pocatello, the low sight
distances are not a major issue since pedestrian routes are more clearly defined
by the curb, gutter, and sidewalks.

The exact locations of the proposed school zone controls and all other
recommendations are shown on Drawing 4.14 — Pocatello High School -Proposed
Control Map. General distances for the placement of signs can be found in
Section 3.0-General Traffic Controls.



Table 4.14.A-Arthur Avenue & Lander Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 190 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Westbound South >225 225
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 25 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 26 28

Table 4.14.B-Main Street & Lander Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 45 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North 128 225
Eastbound South 175 195

Table 4.14.C-Garfield Avenue & Lander Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 203 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North >225 225
Eastbound South >195 195

Table 4.14.D-Athur Avenue & Fremont Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 82 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Westbound South >225 225
Eastbound South 118 195
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 25 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 29 28




Table 4.14.E-Main Street & Fremont Avenue

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 1 1
Pedestrians/Hour 30 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North >225 225
Westbound North 117 195

Table 4.14.F- Garfield Avenue & Clark Street

Volume and Gap Study Result Requirement
Gaps/Minute 2 1
Pedestrians/Hour 150 n/a
Sight Distance Study (ft)

Eastbound North >225 225
Eastbound South >195 195
Westbound North >195 195
Westbound South >225 225
Spot Speed Study (mph)

Posted Speed Limit 25 n/a
85" Percentile Speed 23 28







5.0 FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS
5.1 Financial Assumptions

The most important aspects of this study were safety and the standardization of
school traffic controls; however, this section of the report covers the financial
aspects of the improvements. The funding for the new traffic control measures will
be acquired through state and Federal Programs with assistance from the BPO
and the Cities of Pocatello and Chubbuck. The financial assumptions are based
on buying all new equipment for the 15 schools included in the study. Not all of the
schools in the school district are included in the study; however, the same general
prices can be applied. There are also several school control signs and sign poles
in both cities that can be reused which could make the total cost for the changes
substantially less.

The implementation of this study should also be done in stages. Schools should
be modified according to available funding and necessity. The 15 schools have
been prioritized into three groups according the largest deviances from current
standards. The groups are listed below according to the prioritized order.

Group 1:

Chubbuck Elementary

Edahow Elementary

Wilcox Elementary and Hawthorne Jr. High
Indian Hills Elementary

Group 2:

Lewis and Clark Elementary
Greenacres Elementary
Syringa Elementary

Tendoy Elementary

Group 3:

Bonneville/Holy Spirit Elementary
Ellis Elementary

Franklin Jr. High

Gate City Elementary

Pocatello High

Each of these groups should be included in a separate stage according to the
available funding as mentioned.



5.2 Sign Considerations and Cost Estimates

All school zone signs are florescent green as opposed to yellow. This color will
catch the motorists’ attention more effectively and be one more affirmation about
the changing driving conditions of school zones. It will also be one more method to
signal to drivers that they are in a school zone. All of the cost estimates for the
signage were obtained though the City of Pocatello Traffic Department. The prices
reflect 2004 estimates. The unit price per sign is shown in Table 5.2.A.

Table 5.2.A-Sign Unit Prices

Sign Cost

Advance Warning Sign (S1-1) 68.30

Supplementary "AHEAD" Plaque (W16-9p) 39.67

Supplementary Diagonal Arrow (W16-7) 35.70

Regular Pedestrian Sign 69.05

Speed Limit Sign (S5-1) 30.00

$
$
$
End School Zone Sign (S5-2) $ 16.89
$
$
$

Solar Flasher 3,442.50

The unit prices for mounting the signs are reflected are shown in Table 5.2.B.

Table 5.2.B-Unit Cost for Mounting per Sign

Item Cost
Standard Sign Post 17.40
Flasher Post 358.00

Manual Labor 62.50

$
$

Standard Sign Anchor | $ 7.25
$

The manual labor cost is an estimate for having a contractor install all of the signs.

Table 5.2.C list the number of each sign that has been placed in the proposed
control maps for the individual schools. The total number of each sign was then
multiplied by the unit price. This amount was added to the cost for mounting the
signs. The total cost for the signs including mounting has been broken down in
Table 5.2.D for each study school. This table also reflects the total amount for all
of the signs in the project.



Table 5.2.C-Number of Signs Needed

End School
School Advance | Diagonal School Speed Solar Regular
Warning Arrow Ahead Zone Limit Flasher | Pedestrian
Bonneville/Holy
Spirit 28 14 16 4 4 4 2
Chubbuck 20 18 10 2 2 2 8
Edahow 5 2 3 2 2 2 0
Ellis 5 2 3 2 2 2 0
Franklin Jr. High 4 2 2 0 0 0 0
Gate City 29 14 15 6 6 6 0
Greenacres 16 8 8 3 3 3 0
Wilcox/Hawthorne 22 13 11 4 4 4 2
Indian Hills 12 5 7 3 3 3 0
Lewis & Clark 19 8 11 6 6 6 0
Pocatello 12 8 0 0 0 0
Syringa 10 4 1 2 2 0
Tendoy 7 4 3 3 3 0
TOTAL SIGNS 189 102 99 36 37 37 12
Table 5.2.D-Cost Breakdown per School and Total Pro  ject Cost
School Cost for Signs Cost for Mounting Total Per School
Bonneville/Holy Spirit | $ 17,151.82 $ 4,674.10 $ 21,825.92
Chubbuck $ 9,943.08 $ 3,470.00 $ 13,413.08
Edahow $ 7,512.34 $ 1,465.55 $ 8,977.89
Ellis $ 7,5612.34 $ 1,465.55 $ 8,977.89
Franklin Jr. High $ 425.26 $ 348.60 $ 773.86
Gate City $ 24,021.46 $ 5,616.75 $ 29,638.21
Greenacres $ 12,169.21 $ 2,939.10 $ 15,108.31
Wilcox/Hawthorne $ 16,505.99 $ 4,151.20 $ 20,657.19
Indian Hills $ 11,747.92 $ 2,590.50 $ 14,338.42
Lewis & Clark $ 22,962.28 $ 4,745.25 $ 27,707.53
Pocatello $ 1,267.84 $ 1,045.80 $ 2,313.64
Syringa $ 8,029.01 $ 1,814.15 $ 9,843.16
Tendoy $ 11,210.39 $ 2,154.75 $ 13,365.14
TOTAL COST FOR SIGN CHANGES ON THE 15 STUDY
SCHOOLS: $ 186,940.24




5.3 Roadway Considerations and Cost Estimates

The following tables 5.4.A through 5.4.E are rough estimates for the construction
needed at the locations marked by the cautionary arrows on the proposed control
maps. The construction includes the placement of curb, gutter, and sidewalk along
the cautionary routes. These numbers provide a general estimate of the funding
that will be required to complete the identified improvements. Roadway cost
estimates are not given for Edahow Elementary and Lewis & Clark Elementary.
Construction plans currently exist that include the corrections recommended for
these schools within the next few years; therefore, estimates are not necessary.
For further information regarding these two projects please contact RMES or the

City of Pocatello.

Table 5.3.A Chubbuck Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 16,800 $ 2.05 $ 34,440.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 6300 $ 0.65 $ 4,095.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 2,100 $ 12.15 $ 25,515.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 8,400 $ 3.10 $ 26,040

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 19 $ 750.00 $ 14,250.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $11,434.00
TOTAL $ 125,774.00




Table 5.3.B Ellis Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 32,000 $ 2.05 $ 65,600.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 6,300 $ 0.65 $ 4,095.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 4,000 $ 12.15 $ 97,200.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 16,000 $ 3.10 $ 49,600.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 30 $ 750.00 $ 22,500.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a 20,039.50
TOTAL $ 220,434.50

Table 5.3.C Wilcox Elementary and Hawthorne Jr. Hig  h School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 41,600 $ 2.05 $ 85,280.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 15,600 $ 0.65 $ 10,140.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 5,200 $ 12.15 $ 63,180.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 20,800 $ 3.10 $ 64,480.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 53 $ 750.00 $ 39,750.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $ 27,283.00
TOTAL $ 300,113.00




Table 5.3.D Indian Hills Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 40,400 $ 2.05 $ 85,820.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 15,150 $ 0.65 $9,847.50

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 5,050 $ 12.15 $61,357.50

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 20,200 $ 3.10 $ 62,620.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 25 $ 750.00 $ 18,750.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $ 24,539.50
TOTAL $ 269,934.50

Table 5.3.E Syringa Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 11,200 $ 2.05 $ 22,960.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 4,200 $ 0.65 $2,730.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 1,400 $ 12.15 $ 17,010.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) | S.F. 5,600 $ 3.10 $ 17,360.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 0 $ 750.00 $ 0.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $ 7,006.00
TOTAL $ 77,066.00




5.4 Crossing Guard Cost

The school district currently employs seven crossing guards at the following
locations:
2 at Indian Hills Elementary
0 Located on Bannock Highway and Cheyenne
2 at Tendoy Elementary
0 Located on Alameda Road and Jefferson Avenue
1 at Lewis & Clark Elementary
o0 Located on Alameda Road
1 at Edahow Elementary
0 Located on Pocatello Creek Road
1 at Greenacres Elementary
o Located on Oak and 15™

This study has identified a need for two new crossing guards that should be placed
at the following locations:

One at Wilcox Elementary

o Located on Hawthorne Road
One at Syringa Elementary

0 Located on Griffith Road

The exact locations of the crossing guards and the proposed crossing guards are
shown on the proposed control maps.

Table 5.4 reflects the yearly cost for additional crossing guards. The hourly rate
includes the estimated cost for the $6.00 hourly wage plus the additional cost for
taxes, Medicare, and social security for the employment sums up to $9.00 per
hour. The cost per year for adding the two crossing guards would be about
$13,000.00.

Table 5.4 Crossing Guard Wages

Hourly Rate Hours Per Day Days Per Year Total

$ 9.00 4 180 $6,480.00

5.5 Paint Striping Costs

To change the current crosswalks into the proposed school crosswalks, the
existing striping needs to be obliterated. Once the old striping is obliterated, the
new recommended striping will need to be placed. The total cost estimate for the
crosswalk striping change is $350.00 per crosswalk.



5.6 Cost Summaries per Study School

As mentioned earlier, these cost estimates only include the 15 study schools

included in the project. The prices can be applied to the remaining schools within
School District #25. There are also some ongoing maintenance costs associated
with the paint markings and the signs; however, they should not be more than the
current maintenance costs since the number of signs and paint markings that will
require maintenance will not be significantly greater than the number that already

exists. Table 5.6 Summarizes cost for the changes for each school.

Table 5.6 Cost Summary per School

School Signs Striping Impl)?rgsceivn\:gts Total
Bonng‘gi':ﬁ/ Holy | ¢ 2182502 | §  2450.00 $ 24,275.92
Chubbuck $ 13,413.08 $ 3,150.00 125,774.00 $ 142,337.08
Edahow $ 8,977.89 $ 350.00 $ 9,327.89
Ellis $ 8,977.89 $ 350.00 220,434.50 $ 229,762.39
Franklin Jr. High $ 773.86 $ 350.00 $ 1,123.86
Gate City $ 29,638.21 $ 2,450.00 $ 32,088.21
Greenacres $ 15,108.31 $ 1,400.00 $ 16,508.31
Wilcox/Hawthorne $ 20,657.19 $ 2,275.00 300,113.00 $ 323,045.19
Indian Hills $ 14,338.42 $ 875.00 269,934.50 $ 285,147.92
Lewis & Clark $ 27,707.53 $ 1,400.00 $ 29,107.53
Pocatello $ 2,313.64 $ 1,400.00 $ 3,713.64
Syringa $ 9,843.16 $ 700.00 77,066.00 $ 87,609.16
Tendoy $ 13,365.14 $ 700.00 $ 14,065.14
TOTAL $ 1,198,112.24




6.0 CONCLUSION

The new standards that have been detailed in this report should be adopted for all
of the schools in School District #25. The control maps that have been created
and are available within this document should be used as guides for how to handle
different situations that could be encountered in the schools not included within this
study.

The average cost per school to make all of the suggested changes in the 15 study
schools is $92,162.48. These changes include changing and relocating the traffic
controls, changing the existing crosswalk paint markings into the proposed paint
markings, and making all of the roadway improvements to create a safe walking
environment. The estimated total for all of the improvements proposed in this
project is $1,198,112.24.

An additional traffic study should be conducted after the new traffic control
measures have been in place for about one year to verify their effectiveness. If the
proposed measures are not working, additional actions and measures such as
speed strips, radar signs, and word markings should be employed.

Implementing a standard for all the school zones in the Pocatello and Chubbuck
areas will create a safer environment for both the walking students and the
traveling motorists.



5.1 Financial Assumptions

The most important aspects of this study were safety and the standardization of
school traffic controls; however, this section of the report covers the financial
aspects of the improvements. The funding for the new traffic control measures will
be acquired through state and Federal Programs with assistance from the BPO
and the Cities of Pocatello and Chubbuck. The financial assumptions are based
on buying all new equipment for the 15 schools included in the study. Not all of the
schools in the school district are included in the study; however, the same general
prices can be applied. There are also several school control signs and sign poles
in both cities that can be reused which could make the total cost for the changes
substantially less.

The implementation of this study should also be done in stages. Schools should
be modified according to available funding and necessity. The 15 schools have
been prioritized into three groups according the largest deviances from current
standards. The groups are listed below according to the prioritized order.

Group 1:

Chubbuck Elementary

Edahow Elementary

Wilcox Elementary and Hawthorne Jr. High
Indian Hills Elementary

Group 2:

Lewis and Clark Elementary
Greenacres Elementary
Syringa Elementary

Tendoy Elementary

Group 3:

Bonneville/Holy Spirit Elementary
Ellis Elementary

Franklin Jr. High

Gate City Elementary

Pocatello High

Each of these groups should be included in a separate stage according to the
available funding as mentioned.

5.2 Sign Considerations and Cost Estimates



All school zone signs are florescent green as opposed to yellow. This color will
catch the motorists’ attention more effectively and be one more affirmation about
the changing driving conditions of school zones. It will also be one more method to
signal to drivers that they are in a school zone. All of the cost estimates for the
signage were obtained though the City of Pocatello Traffic Department. The prices
reflect 2004 estimates. The unit price per sign is shown in Table 5.2.A.

Table 5.2.A-Sign Unit Prices

Sign Cost
Advance Warning Sign (S1-1) $ 68.30
Supplementary "AHEAD" Plague (W16-9p) $ 39.67
Supplementary Diagonal Arrow (W16-7) $ 35.70
End School Zone Sign (S5-2) $ 16.89

$

$

$

Regular Pedestrian Sign 69.05
Speed Limit Sign (S5-1) 30.00
Solar Flasher 3,442.50

The unit prices for mounting the signs are reflected are shown in Table 5.2.B.

Table 5.2.B-Unit Cost for Mounting per Sign

ltem Cost
Standard Sign Post $ 17.40
Flasher Post $ 358.00
Standard Sign Anchor | $ 7.25
Manual Labor $ 62.50

The manual labor cost is an estimate for having a contractor install all of the signs.

Table 5.2.C list the number of each sign that has been placed in the proposed
control maps for the individual schools. The total number of each sign was then
multiplied by the unit price. This amount was added to the cost for mounting the
signs. The total cost for the signs including mounting has been broken down in
Table 5.2.D for each study school. This table also reflects the total amount for all
of the signs in the project.



Table 5.2.C-Number of Signs Needed

End School
School Advance | Diagonal School Speed Solar Regular
Warning Arrow Ahead Zone Limit Flasher | Pedestrian
Bonneville/Holy
Spirit 28 14 16 4 4 4 2
Chubbuck 20 18 10 2 2 2 8
Edahow 5 2 3 2 2 2 0
Ellis 5 2 3 2 2 2 0
Franklin Jr. High 4 2 2 0 0 0 0
Gate City 29 14 15 6 6 6 0
Greenacres 16 8 8 3 3 3 0
Wilcox/Hawthorne 22 13 11 4 4 4 2
Indian Hills 12 5 7 3 3 3 0
Lewis & Clark 19 8 11 6 6 6 0
Pocatello 12 8 0 0 0 0
Syringa 10 4 1 2 2 0
Tendoy 7 4 3 3 3 0
TOTAL SIGNS 189 102 99 36 37 37 12
Table 5.2.D-Cost Breakdown per School and Total Pro  ject Cost
School Cost for Signs Cost for Mounting Total Per School
Bonneville/Holy Spirit | $ 17,151.82 $ 4,674.10 $ 21,825.92
Chubbuck $ 9,943.08 $ 3,470.00 $ 13,413.08
Edahow $ 7,512.34 $ 1,465.55 $ 8,977.89
Ellis $ 7,5612.34 $ 1,465.55 $ 8,977.89
Franklin Jr. High $ 425.26 $ 348.60 $ 773.86
Gate City $ 24,021.46 $ 5,616.75 $ 29,638.21
Greenacres $ 12,169.21 $ 2,939.10 $ 15,108.31
Wilcox/Hawthorne $ 16,505.99 $ 4,151.20 $ 20,657.19
Indian Hills $ 11,747.92 $ 2,590.50 $ 14,338.42
Lewis & Clark $ 22,962.28 $ 4,745.25 $ 27,707.53
Pocatello $ 1,267.84 $ 1,045.80 $ 2,313.64
Syringa $ 8,029.01 $ 1,814.15 $ 9,843.16
Tendoy $ 11,210.39 $ 2,154.75 $ 13,365.14
TOTAL COST FOR SIGN CHANGES ON THE 15 STUDY
SCHOOLS: $ 186,940.24




5.3 Roadway Considerations and Cost Estimates

The following tables 5.4.A through 5.4.E are rough estimates for the construction
needed at the locations marked by the cautionary arrows on the proposed control
maps. The construction includes the placement of curb, gutter, and sidewalk along
the cautionary routes. These numbers provide a general estimate of the funding
that will be required to complete the identified improvements. Roadway cost
estimates are not given for Edahow Elementary and Lewis & Clark Elementary.
Construction plans currently exist that include the corrections recommended for
these schools within the next few years; therefore, estimates are not necessary.
For further information regarding these two projects please contact RMES or the

City of Pocatello.

Table 5.3.A Chubbuck Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 16,800 $ 2.05 $ 34,440.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 6300 $ 0.65 $ 4,095.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 2,100 $ 12.15 $ 25,515.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 8,400 $ 3.10 $ 26,040

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 19 $ 750.00 $ 14,250.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $11,434.00
TOTAL $ 125,774.00




Table 5.3.B Ellis Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 32,000 $ 2.05 $ 65,600.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 6,300 $ 0.65 $ 4,095.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 4,000 $ 12.15 $ 97,200.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 16,000 $ 3.10 $ 49,600.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 30 $ 750.00 $ 22,500.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a 20,039.50
TOTAL $ 220,434.50

Table 5.3.C Wilcox Elementary and Hawthorne Jr. Hig  h School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 41,600 $ 2.05 $ 85,280.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 15,600 $ 0.65 $ 10,140.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 5,200 $ 12.15 $ 63,180.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 20,800 $ 3.10 $ 64,480.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 53 $ 750.00 $ 39,750.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $ 27,283.00
TOTAL $ 300,113.00




Table 5.3.D Indian Hills Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 40,400 $ 2.05 $ 85,820.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 15,150 $ 0.65 $9,847.50

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 5,050 $ 12.15 $61,357.50

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) S.F. 20,200 $ 3.10 $ 62,620.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 25 $ 750.00 $ 18,750.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $ 24,539.50
TOTAL $ 269,934.50

Table 5.3.E Syringa Elementary School

ITEM UNIT | QUANTITY | UNIT PRICE TOTAL

SITE PREP

Misc. Removal of Obstructions L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

SURFACE REPAIRS

Misc. Surface Restoration C.A. 1 $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00

(Asphalt) Restoration S.F. 11,200 $ 2.05 $ 22,960.00

Sod Restoration S.F. 4,200 $ 0.65 $2,730.00

CONCRETE CONSTUCTION

Curb and Gutter (Type Unspecified) L.F. 1,400 $ 12.15 $ 17,010.00

Concrete (S.W., Handicap Ramp & Approach) | S.F. 5,600 $ 3.10 $ 17,360.00

Concrete Driveway Tie Ins E.A. 0 $ 750.00 $ 0.00

MISC ITEMS

Traffic Control L.S. 1 $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00

Mobilization L.S. 1 $ 1,000.00 $ 1,000.00

10 % Contingency n/a n/a n/a $ 7,006.00
TOTAL $ 77,066.00




5.4 Crossing Guard Cost

The school district currently employs seven crossing guards at the following
locations:
2 at Indian Hills Elementary
0 Located on Bannock Highway and Cheyenne
2 at Tendoy Elementary
0 Located on Alameda Road and Jefferson Avenue
1 at Lewis & Clark Elementary
o0 Located on Alameda Road
1 at Edahow Elementary
0 Located on Pocatello Creek Road
1 at Greenacres Elementary
o Located on Oak and 15™

This study has identified a need for two new crossing guards that should be placed
at the following locations:

One at Wilcox Elementary

o Located on Hawthorne Road
One at Syringa Elementary

o0 Located on Griffith Road

The exact locations of the crossing guards and the proposed crossing guards are
shown on the proposed control maps.

Table 5.4 reflects the yearly cost for additional crossing guards. The hourly rate
includes the estimated cost for the $6.00 hourly wage plus the additional cost for
taxes, Medicare, and social security for the employment sums up to $9.00 per
hour. The cost per year for adding the two crossing guards would be about
$13,000.00.

Table 5.4 Crossing Guard Wages

Hourly Rate Hours Per Day Days Per Year Total

$ 9.00 4 180 $6,480.00

5.5 Paint Striping Costs

To change the current crosswalks into the proposed school crosswalks, the
existing striping needs to be obliterated. Once the old striping is obliterated, the
new recommended striping will need to be placed. The total cost estimate for the
crosswalk striping change is $350.00 per crosswalk.



5.6 Cost Summaries per Study School

As mentioned earlier, these cost estimates only include the 15 study schools

included in the project. The prices can be applied to the remaining schools within
School District #25. There are also some ongoing maintenance costs associated
with the paint markings and the signs; however, they should not be more than the
current maintenance costs since the number of signs and paint markings that will
require maintenance will not be significantly greater than the number that already

exists. Table 5.6 Summarizes cost for the changes for each school.

Table 5.6 Cost Summary per School

School Signs Striping Impl?rgscewn\:?rlwts Total
Bonng‘si':ﬁ/ Holy | g 2182502 | $  2.450.00 $ 24,275.92
Chubbuck $ 13,413.08 $ 3,150.00 125,774.00 $ 142,337.08
Edahow $ 8,977.89 $ 350.00 $ 9,327.89
Ellis $ 8,977.89 $ 350.00 220,434.50 $ 229,762.39
Franklin Jr. High $ 773.86 $ 350.00 $ 1,123.86
Gate City $ 29,638.21 $ 2,450.00 $ 32,088.21
Greenacres $ 15,108.31 $ 1,400.00 $ 16,508.31
Wilcox/Hawthorne | $ 20,657.19 $ 2,275.00 300,113.00 $ 323,045.19
Indian Hills $ 14,338.42 $ 875.00 269,934.50 $ 285,147.92
Lewis & Clark $ 27,707.53 $ 1,400.00 $ 29,107.53
Pocatello $ 2,313.64 $ 1,400.00 $ 3,713.64
Syringa $ 9,843.16 $ 700.00 77,066.00 $ 87,609.16
Tendoy $ 13,365.14 $ 700.00 $ 14,065.14
TOTAL $ 1,198,112.24




