
Page  a

2035 
Pocatello/Chubbuck Urbanized Area

Metropolitan Transportation Plan

Approved December 6, 2010



Page  b

Preparation of this report has been financed in part by funds from the Federal Highway Administra-
tion, Federal Transit Administration.  The policies, findings and recommendation contained in this 

document, do not necessarily represent the views of the agencies identified above.

 



Page  i

Contents

Executive Summary ...................................................................................................................................... 1

Introduction .................................................................................................................................................. 5

Metropolitan Planning Process .................................................................................................................... 5

Federal Planning Regulations ............................................................................................................... 5

Description of Planning Area .................................................................................................................... 6

Member Agencies .................................................................................................................................... 6

Plan Outline .............................................................................................................................................. 8

Goals ............................................................................................................................................................. 8

Emphasis Areas ........................................................................................................................................ 9

Emphasis Area Goals ............................................................................................................................ 9

Community Development ...................................................................................................................... 10

Transportation System Preservation and Efficiency................................................................................ 10

Protection of the Environment ............................................................................................................... 11

Transportation Choices and Mobility ..................................................................................................... 11

Livable Community ................................................................................................................................. 12

Other Goals ................................................................................................................................................ 12

United States Department of Transportation Metropolitan Planning Factors .......................................12

2035 Goals in Support of Planning Factors ......................................................................................... 13

Service Standards ....................................................................................................................................... 14

Street System Service Standards ............................................................................................................ 14

Other Mode Service Standards .............................................................................................................. 19

Pedestrian Service Standards ............................................................................................................. 19

Bicycle Service Standards ................................................................................................................... 19

Transit Service Standards.................................................................................................................... 19

Demographic Projections ........................................................................................................................... 20

Travel Forecast Demographic Data ......................................................................................................... 21

Housing Units and Employment Projections .......................................................................................... 22

Traffic Analysis Zone Distribution ........................................................................................................... 22

Growth Rate for Housing Units and Employment .............................................................................. 23

Current Situation ........................................................................................................................................ 27

Street System.......................................................................................................................................... 27

Descriptive Information ...................................................................................................................... 27

Current Issues ..................................................................................................................................... 27

Master Street Plan  ..................................................................................................................................... 35

Master Street Plan and the Metroplitan Transportation Plan ................................................................ 35 

Pedestrian Systems ................................................................................................................................. 37

Current Issues ..................................................................................................................................... 37

Bicycle System ........................................................................................................................................ 37

Current Issues ..................................................................................................................................... 37



Page  ii

Transit System ........................................................................................................................................ 38

Current Issues ..................................................................................................................................... 39

2035 Projected Conditions ......................................................................................................................... 44

2035 Traffic Patterns ............................................................................................................................... 44

Project Needs ......................................................................................................................................... 44

Project Selection Criteria .................................................................................................................... 48

Mobility Plan .............................................................................................................................................. 50

Desired Motorized Mobility Plan ............................................................................................................ 50

Manage Corridors ............................................................................................................................... 51

Improve Corridors .............................................................................................................................. 53

Transit Improvement .......................................................................................................................... 53 

Technology Improvements to Demand Response Service .................................................................. 54

Desired Non-motorized Mobility Plan .................................................................................................... 55

Infrastructure Approach ..................................................................................................................... 57

Land Use Approach............................................................................................................................. 58

Freight Plan ................................................................................................................................................ 59

Financial Plan.............................................................................................................................................. 60

Maintenance and Operation .................................................................................................................. 60

Project Funding ...................................................................................................................................... 61

Local Funding .......................................................................................................................................... 61

Local Projects .......................................................................................................................................... 63

Idaho Transportation Department Projects ............................................................................................ 64

Other Highway Program Projects (Statewide Competitive) ................................................................... 65

Enhancements .................................................................................................................................... 65

Transit Projects ....................................................................................................................................... 65

Environmental and Other Issues of Concern .............................................................................................. 66

Consultation ........................................................................................................................................... 66

Environmental Justice ............................................................................................................................. 66

Definitions .......................................................................................................................................... 66

Mapping ............................................................................................................................................. 67

Program Evaluation ............................................................................................................................ 68

Water Impacts ........................................................................................................................................ 70

Noise ...................................................................................................................................................... 70

Air Quality (Conformity) ......................................................................................................................... 70

Time Frame ......................................................................................................................................... 71

Procedures and Process ..................................................................................................................... 71

Projects from LRTP ............................................................................................................................. 72

Results ................................................................................................................................................ 72

Historic ................................................................................................................................................... 73

Preservation of Parklands ....................................................................................................................... 73

Plants and Animals ................................................................................................................................. 74



Page  iii

Security ................................................................................................................................................... 74

Regional Security Plans ....................................................................................................................... 75

Safety Plan .............................................................................................................................................. 75

Regional Safety Focus ......................................................................................................................... 76

Pocatello/Chubbuck Crash Data ......................................................................................................... 76

List of Figures

Figure 1: BTPO Planning Area ......................................................................................................7

Figure 2: Level of Service “C” ..................................................................................................... 15

Figure3: Level of Service “D” ...................................................................................................... 16

Figure 4: LOS Design Standard Chart........................................................................................ 17

Figure 5: Level of Service Standards for 2010 Functional Classification Map ........................... 18

Figure 6: Housing Unit Growth Rate 2010-2035 ........................................................................ 24

Figure 7: Retail Employment Growth Rate 2010-2035 ............................................................... 25

Figure 8: Non-Retail Employment Growth Rate 2010-2035 ....................................................... 26

Figure 9: 2020 Functional Classification Map............................................................................. 31

Figure 10: 2010 Daily Traffic Flow .............................................................................................. 32

Figure 11: 2010 PM Peak Hour Traffic Flow ............................................................................... 33

Figure 12: Signalized and All-way Stop Controlled Intersection Level of Service 2010 ............. 34

Figure 13: Master Street Map ..................................................................................................... 36

Figure 14: Ridership ................................................................................................................... 38 

Figure 15: Pedestrian System .................................................................................................... 40 

Figure 16: Walkability ................................................................................................................. 41

Figure 17: Bicycle Facilities Current and Proposed.................................................................... 42

Figure 18: Transit System........................................................................................................... 43

Figure 19: 2035 Daily Traffic Flow .............................................................................................. 45

Figure 20: 2035 PM Peak Hour Traffic Flow............................................................................... 46

Figure 21: Locations over Capacity 2035 ................................................................................... 47

Figure 22: Highway Project Needs ............................................................................................. 49

Figure 23: Mobility Approach ...................................................................................................... 50

Figure 24: Targeted Corridor ...................................................................................................... 52

Figure 25: Pocatello Regional Transit Focus Area ..................................................................... 54

Figure 26: Non-Motorized Strategies.......................................................................................... 56



Page  iv

Figure 27: Provision of Sidewalks to Commercial Locations. ..................................................... 58

Figure 28: Environmental Justice Evaluation ............................................................................. 69

List of Tables

Table 1: 2035 Goals.................................................................................................................... 13

Table 2: LOS Definitions of Operating Conditions ...................................................................... 15

Table 3: Transit Service Standards ............................................................................................. 20

Table 4: Census Data 1960 to 2000 ........................................................................................... 21

Table 5: Population Estimate 2010 to 2035 ................................................................................ 21

Table 6: Employment and Housing Unit Projections................................................................... 22

Table 7: Functional Classification Description ............................................................................ 30

Table 8: Non-Motorized Improvement Strategies ....................................................................... 57

Table 9: Local Government Operation and Maintenance Revenue and Expenses .................... 61

Table 10: Local Transportation Revenue by Source ................................................................... 63

Table 11: Local Projects .............................................................................................................. 64

Table 12: Transit Projects ........................................................................................................... 66

Table 13: Portneuf Valley Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget ....................................................... 72

Table 14: Vehicle Miles Traveled 2010 - 2035 ............................................................................ 72

Table 15: Comparison for Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget to Predicted Emissions ................. 73

Table 16: Protected Species for Bannock County ...................................................................... 74

Table 17: Number of and Types for Crashes for BTPO Planning Area 2000 - 2009 .................. 76



Page  1

Executive Summary

The 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) is Pocatello urbanized area’s long range trans-
portation vision and guide.   The MTP is updated every four years to validate and confirm that the 
plans goals are meeting the community’s transportation needs.  The plan has several functions 
including:

• Establishing the goals and vision for a future transportation system;

• Identifying the current and future transportation problems; and 

• Identifying the projects and strategies to address the transportation problems.

Transportation infrastructure is the main artery of a community.  The street system does more 
than move people and goods; it is the life blood of a community.  The ability to move people and 
goods to where they want to go can affect a community in many ways.  Congestion reduces the 
time people have for other activities while increasing pollution; both reducing the quality of life for 
residents.  Congestion can also affect the fast-paced business world.  Businesses need the ability 
to ship and receive products easily and efficiently to reduce the cost of production.   In the last ten 
years there has been a renewed interest in preserving and protecting the environment.  For trans-
portation this interest is seen as a desire to reduce traffic congestion, provide more travel options, 
and improve overall mobility of the community.  

Blockage or severe restrictions to transportation arteries can negatively affect a community by 
reducing the quality of life and increasing costs for businesses.   One method to ensure the trans-
portation system functions well today and in 2035 is to develop plans, programs, and strategies 
which evaluate current conditions and then make corrective actions.   In many ways this Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) is a check-up of the health of the transportation system and the recom-
mendations for the next four years. 

Emphasis Areas and Goals

This plan was developed in conjunction with local comprehensive plans and input from the pub-
lic.  In developing the plan and working with the City of Pocatello, City of Chubbuck, and Bannock 
County five emphasis areas were identified.  They are: 

1. Community Development

2. Transportation System Preservation and Efficiency

3. Protection of the Environment

4. Transportation Choices and Mobility

5. Livable Community

Service Standards

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan established performance measures called service standards 
which are used to determine how the system is performing and determine where improvements 
are needed.   These service standards are divided into highway, transit, and bicycle and pedes-
trian systems.   In summary the standards for the plan are:

Highway Service Standards:  All collectors and arterials will function above level of service D.

Transit Service Standards: All routes will provide service to areas of the community with to areas 
with a population density of 3000 people per square mile.  The routes will be direct, on time, and 
have headways of 30 minutes or less.

Bicycle and Pedestrian Systems Service Standards:  Accessible sidewalk and bicycle facilities will 
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be available on all collectors and arterials and routes which provide connection to parks, schools, and 
public facilities. 

Demographics Projections

Population growth is an indicator of traffic growth.  As more people live in a community more vehicle 
trips are taken.   The 2010 estimated population for the Bannock Transportation Planning Organization 
is 74,674.  That population is projected to increase to 100,523 by 2035.  

Current and Future Traffic Conditions

This increase in population and related employment will increase the number of vehicle miles trav-
eled and congestion.  In 2009 12% of road segments were congested as defined by being below the 
identified service standards.   In the afternoon peak there is 766 hours of delay each day.  Delay is the 
difference between the posted speed and the travel speed in congested conditions.   The current areas 
of concern are along Yellowstone Avenue, Jefferson Avenue, and Hawthorne Road. The change in 
service standards decrease the congestion in 2035 by changing the definition, but to compare, 23% of 
the roads are below LOS”C” in 2035 as compared to 12% in 2009.   By 2035 Chubbuck Road, Philbin 
Road, Pole Line Road, and Hiline Road join the 2009 congested roads.  

Mobility Strategies

To improve mobility within the urban area strategies for highway and non-motorized transportation 
systems was developed.  The strategy provides a way to focus the community’s efforts to improve the 
transportation system for all users.  

Highway Strategies

The highway strategies are based on targeting the highest volume corridor with the most potential to 
reduce congestion within the region.  These corridors are divided into Manage and Improve. 

Manage corridor   Streets within manage corridor are at or near the design standard for their roadway 
classification.  Adding additional lanes is infeasible or unpractical due to existing developments.  For 
these corridors management plans will be prepared to determine what types of improvements will be 
needed to preserve traffic flow and improve access for all users. The Manage Corridors are:

• Yellowstone Avenue from Oak to Chubbuck;

• Jefferson Avenue from Oak to Alameda;

• Oak Street from Yellowstone to 15th Avenue;

• Memorial/15th Avenue from Terry to Oak; and

• Flandro Drive/Hiline Road from Yellowstone to Chubbuck. 

Improve Corridors These corridors will be evaluated to determine the type of capacity improvement 
which would be necessary to allow the roadway to maintain Level of Service C over the next twenty-
years. Each route is different but in most cases improvements will add travel or turn lanes to the road.  
The Improve corridors in priority order are:

• Hiline Road Corridor: Alameda to Flandro;

• Chubbuck Corridor: Yellowstone to Philbin; 

• Hawthorne Corridor: Alameda to Pine Ridge Mall;

• Philbin Corridor: U.S. 30 to Chubbuck;

• Quinn Corridor: Hawthorne to Pole Line; and 
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• Pole Line Corridor: Alameda to Quinn.

Non-motorized Strategies

Non-motorized strategies recognize that funding for these types of improvements are limited, but 
that without improvements to the bicycle and pedestrian system the goals of the plan cannot be 
achieved.  The strategies to improve the non-motorized system are:

• Use planned highway projects to provide and/or upgrade the bicycle and pedestrian sys-
tems.

• Work with local community where project is located to remove gaps in sidewalk system 
where projects are not planned. 

• Developments and some redevelopments are required to provide a sidewalk along the 
development; these developments will provide some gaps completion and extend sidewalks in new 
areas. 

• Identify local areas of concern for bicycle or pedestrian crossing and develop an improve-
ment strategy.  

• Encourage local communities to include sidewalk and bicycle system repair on every recon-
struction of local roads. 

• Encourage local communities to include sidewalk repair on major rehabilitation projects. 

• Work with local community where project is located to remove gaps in sidewalk system 
where projects are not planned. 

• Encourage the adoption of a Pedestrian Management Program for local governments which 
will require the maintenance of sidewalks.

Projects Identified to Improve Mobility

The five emphasis areas and the plan itself was developed to assist local communities develop a 
community where the growth in population and economic activity had limited impact on mobility. Mo-
bility is the ability to get where you want to go safety and in a timely manner.  Transportations role in 
improving mobility is to reduce traffic congestion and provide more travel options by linking the com-
munity with accessible sidewalks, bicycle facilities, and transit routes.  

Funding to projects within the plan is primarily provided by the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Ef-
ficient, Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  SAFTEA-LU is the Federal 
legislation which funding programs and determines the emphasis for the nation’s highway system.  
In Idaho, the Idaho Transportation Board has allocated funding to the urban areas within the state.  
This funding is the primary funding the community has for transportation improvements beyond 
maintenance and operations.   

The plan identifies over 81 highway types projects with a current construction cost of over 126 mil-
lion dollars would be needed to ensure the transportation system met the service standards.  The 
region does not anticipate having that type of revenue so project need to be prioritized.  Through 
a series of public meetings and agency input the several projects were identified for funding in this 
plan. Additionally there are five other projects which are already in the project development phase 
and are included in the Transportation Improvement Program.  Project recommended in this plan 
are:

• Intersection of Alameda and Jefferson; intersection improvements

• Intersection of West Quinn and Hawthorne Road; signalization

• Center Street Underpass; rehabilitation of underpass 
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• Cheyenne Connector; a new road connecting Bannock Highway to South 5th

• Intersection of Yellowstone Avenue and Pearl; signalization

• Intersection of South 5th Avenue and Carter; signalization

• Hiline Road from Alameda to Flandro Drive; widen road

• Intersection of Flandro Drive and Hiline; signalization

• Intersection of Hiline and Pearl; signalization

• 20 New Transit Vehicles

In addition to these projects BTPO and the local communities of Pocatello and Chubbuck will look for 
ways to improve the pedestrian and bicycle system by incorporating these improvements into the exist-
ing maintenance activities.   

Summary

The 2035 Metropolitan Transportation Plan is a guiding document to be used by local and state govern-
ment agencies to determine the types of transportation improvements are needed and where they are 
needed.  The plan also encourages working with land use developer to develop sites which are ac-
cessible by pedestrians, bicyclist, and transit facilities.  Encouraging mixt use developments in certain 
parts of the community can help increase the number of people to do not use vehicles for many of their 
vehicle trips.  This will help reduce the need for the 81 transportation projects identified.   
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Introduction

Transportation infrastructure is the main artery of a community.  The street system does more than 
move people and goods; it is the life blood of a community.  The ability to move people and goods 
to where they want to go can affect a community in many ways.  Congestion reduces the time peo-
ple have for other activities while increasing pollution; both reducing the quality of life for residents.  
Congestion can also affect the fast-paced business world.  Business needs the ability to ship and 
receive products easily and efficiently to reduce the cost of production.   In the last ten years there 
has been a renewed interest in preserving and protecting the environment.  For transportation this 
interest is seen as a desire to reduce traffic congestion, provide more travel options, and improve 
overall mobility of the community.  

Blockage or severe restrictions to transportation arteries can negatively affect a community by 
reducing the quality of life and increasing costs for businesses.   One method to ensure the trans-
portation system functions well today and in 2035 is to develop plans, programs, and strategies 
which evaluate current conditions and then make corrective actions.   In many ways this Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) is a check-up of the health of the transportation system and the recom-
mendations for the next four years. 

Metropolitan Planning Process

In 1962, Congress passed a Highway Act which created Metropolitan Planning Organizations 
(MPOs) with the responsibility for a comprehensive transportation planning process in every urban 
area with a population of 50,000 or more.   Known as the “Three C” process, it stands for continu-
ing, comprehensive and cooperative planning.   This historic act was a response to the issues cre-
ated by the rapid development of highways, interstates, and growing communities.   The decision 
was made in 1962, that regions not individual cities, will make transportation decisions.  The act 
and future revisions have strengthened the connections between land use planning and transporta-
tion planning.  In 1991, the Intermodal Surface Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) made major 
changes to transportation planning by changing the focus from the interaction of streets and land 
use to mobility.   ISTEA started the process of looking at transportation in a holistic manner.  Gone 
are the days of transportation planning where the focus was to move vehicles; but instead the focus 
is moving people and goods by the best method possible. 

Federal Planning Regulations

The current version of the highway act passed in 2005 is the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient, 
Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU).  The act’s title tries to reflect the 
diverse and changing nature of transportation planning.  The act lists eight planning factors each 
MPO area must address.  They are: (1) Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, 
especially by enabling global competitiveness, productivity, and efficiency; (2) Increase the safety 
of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users; (3) Increase the security of 
the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users; (4) Increase the accessibility and 
mobility of people and freight; (5) Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conser-
vation, improve the quality of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements 
and State and local planned growth and economic development; (6) Enhance the integration and 
connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for people and freight; (7) 
Promote efficient system management and operation; and (8) Emphasize the preservation of the 
existing transportation system.   These eight planning factors are designed to be used by MPOs as 
they develop all plans and programs but especially the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

While each community is different and those differences show in the approaches and emphasis ar-
eas used by the MPO; all start with the same factors which guide the continuous, cooperative, and 
comprehensive planning process. 
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Description of Planning Area

Bannock Transportation Planning Organization (BTPO) is the Metropolitan Planning Organization 
(MPO) for the Pocatello/Chubbuck Urbanized Area.  The planning area includes the cities of Chubbuck 
and Pocatello as well as northern Bannock County.  Figure 1 shows the planning area and city bound-
aries.  

Member Agencies

Bannock Transportation Planning Organization is a member agency with representation from the local 
communities and transportation agencies.  The voting member agencies are:

•	 City of Pocatello,

•	 City of Chubbuck,

•	 Bannock County,

•	 Idaho Transportation Department, and 

•	 Pocatello Regional Transit.  

The non-voting members are:

•	 Shoshone Bannock Tribes,

•	 Idaho State University, and

•	 School District #25.  
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Figure 1: BTPO Planning Area
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Plan Outline

Since ISTEA, BTPO’s Metropolitan Transportation Plans (MTP) has followed a modal approach where 
each mode (highways, transit, bicycle, pedestrian, freight) are discussed and presented in separate 
sections.  This plan alters that approach to one of mobility.  The modes, with the exception of freight will 
be integrated into the regional mobility strategy.  The MTP includes:

•	 Introduction

•	 Goals

•	 Service Standards

•	 Demographic Projections

•	 Current Situation

•	 2035 Projected Conditions

•	 Mobility Plan

•	 Freight Plan

•	 Financial Plan 

•	 Environmental or other issues of concern

The following appendices were also developed: 

•	 Appendix A Public outreach 

•	 Appendix B Illustrative Project list

•	 Appendix C Travel Demand Model Results

•	 Appendix D Conformity

•	 Appendix E Acronyms and Glossary of Terms

Goals

Provision of transportation facilities is a small but critical part of the overall community development.  
In 2002 the city of Pocatello, city of Chubbuck, Bannock County, and Bannock Transportation Plan-
ning Organization completed the Our Valley Our Vision study.  This study is the backbone of both city’s 
comprehensive plans and provides a vision for the future which is still valid today.  That vision for the 
transportation system is:

The Portneuf Valley’s transportation system has been significantly improved by creating greater street 
connectivity and providing new pedestrian and bike ways, which contribute to a wider range of transpor-
tation choices for area residents. Many streets have been improved and resurfaced, and storm drain-
age problems have been resolved. The Yellowstone Avenue corridor has been greatly enhanced with 
new landscaping, sidewalks, lighting, and transit facilities. The corridor functions as a vital link between 
downtown Pocatello and Chubbuck.

The Pocatello Comprehensive plan further provides eight elements which are keys to the community 
visions.  Those eight elements all have a connection to transportation planning; they are (City of Po-
catello, 2003): 
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•	 Pro-active economic development

•	 Managed growth and smart development 

•	 Lower taxes and cost-efficient delivery of public services

•	 Transportation improvements and choices

•	 Natural resource protection 

•	 Clean air and water

•	 Livable communities and neighborhoods

•	 Regional cooperation

Emphasis Areas

The latest Metropolitan Transportation Plan is the fifth since the passage of the Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Efficiency Act of 1991 (ISTEA).  ISTEA fundamentally changed the way the federal 
government planned the transportation system.  In this act the funding focus switched from provid-
ing more and faster highways to improving mobility of all people.   Since the passage of ISTEA two 
other acts (TEA21 and SAFTEA-LU) have continued to push this emphasis by adding other consid-
erations.  Today, under SAFETEA-LU, transportation planning organizations such as BTPO need 
to consider not only a multimodal transportation system, but also how that system interacts with the 
built and natural environment.   

There is a connection between federal requirements for regional transportation planning and the 
eight key elements identified in the local comprehensive plans.   While the relationship is not one to 
one, the crossover is very high.  In addition, public meetings, in conjunction with various planning 
efforts have also identified the same concerns.  The transportation emphasis has been placed on 
five of the eight elements.  Those elements combined with the federal planning requirements have 
led to the development of five main emphasis areas, which are: 

1. Community Development

2. Transportation System Preservation and Efficiency

3. Protection of the Environment

4. Transportation Choices and Mobility

5. Livable Community

Emphasis Area Goals 

The goal provides a framework to guide our efforts to an end result.  The emphasis areas may have 
several goals which describe what the plan hopes to achieve.  Each emphasis area has one or 
more goals and objectivities.  The emphasis area goals, objectives and policies are defined as fol-
lows: 

•	 Goals: describes what the plan hopes to achieve.

•	 Objectives: describes specific actions to achieve the goal. 

•	 Policies:  describes the specific statements which guide the decision making.
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Community Development

A transportation system is a critical component to improvement and maintains the economic health of a 
community.  A connected multimodal transportation system linking residential communities to employ-
ment is a critical part of improving the local economy. 

Goal 1: Enhance the economic health of the Portneuf Valley by managing existing streets and promot-
ing transportation investments which will improve access to the interstate, freight corridors, and com-
mercial facilities.

Objective 1.1: Increase the access of interstates to commercial and industrial areas, as identified in lo-
cal comprehensive plans. 

Objective 1.2:  Develop intermodal facilities which improve access to rail, air, and the interstate highway 
system. 

Policy 1.1: Support activities, plans, and projects which improve access to interstates or commercial 
facilities. 

Policy 1.2: Explore and support other agency’s efforts to provide funding for the Siphon Interchange 
project. 

Goal 2:  Ensure efficient access to jobs, services and commercial centers.

Objective 2.1: Support the implementation of regional and community access management plans. 

Policy 2.1: Support and fund projects which comply with adopted access management plans.

Goal 3: Direct investments toward projects which meet the objectives of identified priority corridors.

Objective 3.1: Develop or update with member agencies management plans for Yellowstone, Jefferson, 
Oak, and Hiline corridors.

Goal 4: Support land use development and redevelopment which enhance travel options or reduce 
either vehicle trips or trip length. 

Objective 4.1:  Support Travel Demand Management strategies developed by member agencies. 

Objective 4.2:  Reduce average trip distances, and encourage walking, cycling and transit travel, by 
locating a variety of compatible land uses within proximity of each other.

Objective 4.3: Increase street connectivity and promote proper spacing of roadways to balance trans-
portation demand and preserve mobility of regionally significant facilities.

Transportation System Preservation and Efficiency

The existing transportation system is the most valuable resource the community has.  This investment 
must be protected and enhanced to be able to provide the type of transportation system the public 
wants for our region. 

Goal 5: Improve the transportation system performance through management and operation strategies 
which include both capacity and non-capacity options.

Objective 5.1: Encourage and support the use of planning and transportation projects which improve 
the operations of existing facilities.

Objective 5.2: Ease traffic congestion by improving road planning, strengthening existing transportation 
systems, and expanding use of alternative transportation.

Goal 6: Reduce the need for costly future public infrastructure.
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Objective 6.1: Maintain and expand the capabilities of the regional Intelligent Transportation Sys-
tems (ITS). 

Objective 6.2:  Update the ITS architecture on a three year schedule.

Protection of the Environment

In the past, transportation improvements have been made without regard to long term environment 
or social impact.  Providing and improving transportation should not adversely impact the environ-
ment. 

Goal 7: Develop a transportation system which contributes to the sustainability of the community by 
reducing or eliminating the environmental impacts of the transportation system. 

Objective 7.1:  Continue to support a bike to work campaign and related programs aimed at reduc-
ing motor vehicle trips.

Objective 7.2:   Support roadway connectivity and develop projects which reduce average trip 
lengths. 

Objective 7.3:  Work with Pocatello Regional Transit to double the number of transit trips by 2020. 

Objective 7.4:  Work with local communities and the Idaho Transportation Department to reduce 
water and air impacts of winter maintenance activities.

Objective 7.5:  Keep vehicle emissions below the approved Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget.

Goal 8: Design and develop transportation and traffic systems within the watershed to minimize the 
impacts on water quality.

Objective 8.1:  Encourage road drainage systems for existing and new roads to minimize impacts 
on water quality. 

Transportation Choices and Mobility

The transportation system should serve the needs of all persons regardless of age or physical abil-
ity. The existing system was designed to service the needs of vehicle trips.  In the future, the trans-
portation system should give all users the options such as bicycles, walking, transit, or vehicles to 
get to their destination. 

Goal 9: Establish a more balanced transportation system which enhances modal choices by pri-
oritizing goods movement, transit, pedestrian and bicycle travel instead of just single occupancy 
vehicle movement and highways. 

Objective 9.1:  Require the inclusion of reasonable and safe bicycle and pedestrian facilities on all 
streets.

Objective 9.2:   Identify and develop plans to remove any operational or structural barrier to mobility.

Objective 9.3:  Encourage the continued improvement and maintenance of ADA improvements for 
pedestrian and transit facilities. 

Policy 9.1: Any project located on an Arterial or Collector must provide reasonable and safe bicycle 
and pedestrian facilities as described in approved plans.

Goal 10: Improve the transportation mobility of the transit-dependent and low-income individuals to 
jobs, housing and other trip purposes. 

Objective 10.1:  Improve the travel demand model and demographic data to help identify target 
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populations.

Objective 10.2:  Support and assist in the development of enhanced passenger scheduling and vehicle 
location technology for transit operations. 

Goal 11:  Provide an efficient, interconnected, multimodal transportation system which meets mobility 
and access needs for all users.

Objective 11.1: Support implementation of the Master Street Plan.

Objective 11.2: Increase street connectivity and promote proper spacing of roadways to balance trans-
portation demand and preserve mobility of regionally significant facilities.

Livable Community

Transportation planning and projects can support local community’s livable community goals by linking 
public spaces with safe and convenient transportation facilities.  Reduced vehicle speeds in residential 
communities have improved the safety and security of bicycle and pedestrian trips. 

Goal 12: Preserve green spaces which promote clean air and clean water, sustain wildlife, and provide 
families with places to walk, play, and relax.

Goal 13: Foster improvement in the quality of life of residents in the region through attention to aesthet-
ics in the planning of the transportation system.

Goal 14:  Reduce number and frequency of serious crashes in the urbanized area.

Objective 14.1: Support the goals and objectives of the Idaho Strategic Highway Safety Plan.

Objective 14.2: Work with member agencies, engineering and public safety departments in efforts to 
reduce crashes.  

Other Goals 

Some goals do not fit into the emphasis areas, but are related to non-roadway activities.   

Goal 15: Maintain a transportation planning process that is open, accessible and responsive to needs 
and concerns.

Objective 15.1: Update the Public Involvement Plan every four years.  

Goal 16: Use Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technology, data, and traffic control systems to 
support community efforts to improve the security of the transportation system.

Objective 16.1:  Continue to support the efforts of the Bannock County Emergency Planning Commit-
tee. 

United States Department of Transportation Metropolitan Planning Factors  

As a Metropolitan Planning Organization, BTPO is required to evaluate our planning activities to ensure 
they consider the strategies identified in Code of Federal Regulations 23.  There are currently eight 
planning factors, which are:

1. Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competi-
tiveness, productivity, and efficiency;

2. Increase the safety of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;
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3. Increase the security of the transportation system for motorized and non-motorized users;

4. Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and freight;

5. Protect and enhance the environment, promote energy conservation, improve the quality 
of life, and promote consistency between transportation improvements and State and local 
planned growth and economic development;

6. Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between 
modes, for people and freight;

7.  Promote efficient system management and operation; and

8. Emphasize the preservation of the existing transportation system.

2035 Goals in Support of Planning Factors

The goals for the Pocatello/Chubbuck urbanized area incorporate the Federal planning strategies 
along with the local concerns, problems, and issues to provide direction for the next twenty five-
years.  

Table 1: 2035 Goals

2035 Regional Transportation Plan Goals MPO 
Planning 
Factors 

Supported 
Goal 1: Enhance the economic health of the Portneuf Valley by managing existing 
streets and promoting transportation investments which improve access to the 
interstate, freight corridors, and commercial facilities. 

1,4 

Goal 2:  Ensure efficient access to jobs, services and commercial centers. 4,6 
Goal 3: Direct investments toward projects which meet the objectives of identified 
priority corridors. 

7,8,2 

Goal 4: Support land use development and redevelopment which enhance travel 
options or reduce either vehicle trips or trip length.  

5 

Goal 5: Improve the transportation system performance through management and 
operation strategies which include both capacity and non-capacity options. 

7,2 

Goal 6: Reduce the need for costly future public infrastructure. 7,8 
Goal 7: Develop a transportation system which contributes to the sustainability of the 
community by reducing or eliminating the environmental impacts of the transportation 
system.  

5 

Goal 8: To design and develop transportation and traffic systems within the watershed 
to minimize the impacts on water quality. 

5 

Goal 9: Establish a more balanced transportation system which enhances modal 
choices by prioritizing goods movement, transit, pedestrian and bicycle travel instead of 
just single occupancy vehicle movement and highways.  

5, 7,8 

Goal 10: Improve the transportation mobility of the transit-dependent and low-income 
individuals to jobs, housing and other trip purposes.  

4 

Goal 11:  Provide an efficient, interconnected, multimodal transportation system which 
meets mobility and access needs for all users. 

7 

Goal 12: Preserve green space which promotes clean air and clean water, sustains 
wildlife, and provides families with places to walk play and relax. 

5 

Goal 13: Foster improvement in the quality of life of residents in the region through 
attention to aesthetics in the planning of the transportation system. 

5 

Goal 14:  Reduce the number and frequency of serious crashes in the urbanized area. 2 
Goal 15: Maintain a transportation planning process that is open, accessible and 
responsive to needs and concerns. 

 

Goal 16: Use Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) technology, data, and traffic 
control systems to support community efforts to improve the security of the 
transportation system. 

3 

 



Page  14

Service Standards

Based on the goals, service standards have been developed which are used to evaluate transportation 
system performance.  The main purpose of developing service standards is to monitor the mode being 
evaluated and to make decisions regarding the needs of the system.  Another reason, and equally as 
important as service standards, is a gage on the progress being made to implement the MTP. 

BTPO currently only has the ability to predict the measures of transportation system performance for 
streets.  For the other modes only the existing performance can be measured, not a future condition.  
The development of the service standards for streets, bicycle, pedestrian, and transit come from their 
respective modal or long-range plans.  

Street System Service Standards

Mobility is a major focus in the development of this MTP.  In January 2010 four focus groups were used 
to help determine new street service standards for the community.  Many different factors were dis-
cussed in trying to find a standard which could be understood by the public while being able to fore-
cast the measure.  The traditional Level of Service (LOS) was chosen as the best measure for streets.   
Prior to the focus group meetings, LOS “C” was the street service standard. Table 2 describes the 
driver’s perception of operating conditions for each of the six LOS classifications.  Figure 2 and Figure 3 
show the diagram used in the focus group meetings to show what LOS “C” and LOS “D” looks like and 
the traffic characteristics such as travel speed and volume associated with the LOS.  

The focus groups and the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) were concerned about congestion and 
alternative travel routes as they discussed LOS standards for the region.  The final recommendation 
was to have a variable system which recognized that some streets need to operate under a higher LOS 
and act as an alternative to primary routes.  These routes were identified in the regional Master Street 
Plan (MSP).  The MSP determined the classification and the design characteristics of each classifica-
tion.  Figure 4 outlines the design characteristics of each classification.  Figure 5 shows the LOS stan-
dard for the 2010 Functional Classification map.
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Table 2: LOS Definitions of Operating Conditions

Los Level

LOS A

LOS B

LOS C

LOS D

LOS E

LOS F

These definitions are general and apply primarily ro roadway facilities having uninterrupted traffic flows, such as freeways.   Basic measures of 
effectiveness used to define level of service for different types of roadway facilities include: (a) average travel speed; (b) density; (c) delay; and 
(d) volume.

Description

Drivers are unaffected by the presence of others in the stream of traffic.  Freedom to select desired speeds and to maneuver 
within the stream of traffic is extremely high.

Freedom to select desired speeds is relatively unaffected, but there is a reduction in the freedom to manuever within the stream 
of traffic.  The level of comfort and convenience is less, because the presence of others in the stream of traffic begins to affect 
individual driver behavior.
Drivers become significantly affected by the interaction with others within the stream of traffic.  The selection of speed is affected, 
and maneuvering within the stream of traffic requires substantial effort on the part of the motorist.  Comfort and convenience 
declines noticeably at this level.

Speed and freedom to maneuver are severely restricted, and a poor level of comfort and convenience is experienced by the 
driver.  Small increases in traffic will generally cause operational problems at this level.

Operating onditions are at or near capacity. All speeds are significantly reduced.  Freedom to maneuver is difficult.  Comfort and 
convenience is extremely poor.

Operating conditions at this level are forced or have broken down.  This condition exists wherever the amount of traffic 
approaching a point exceeds the capacity of the roadway.  Queues typically form at such locations.  Operations are 
characterized by stop-and-go waves.

 

Figure 2: Level of Service “C”
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Figure3: Level of Service “D”
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Figure 4: LOS Design Standard Chart
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Other Mode Service Standards

Developing service standards for bicycle, pedestrian, and transit modes is harder since the opera-
tions of those systems are hard to forecast.  Instead, the performance measures from each modal 
plan were used to evaluate how well the mode was performing.   

Pedestrian Service Standards

The pedestrian plan adopted in 2008 outlines the goals and strategies of providing pedestrian facili-
ties to the area.  The plan had several goals and strategies which can be used as service stan-
dards. Those are:

•	 Accessible sidewalk on all collectors and arterials;

•	 Accessible sidewalk to all parks and schools; 

•	 Require sidewalks for all new developments; and 

•	 Implement the school zone improvement plan to bring school zones and routes to school in 
compliance with the latest guidelines. 

Bicycle Service Standards

In 2003 the Bicycle Plan was approved.   The plan was evaluated in 2008 to determine the need for 
an update.  At that time it was determined the plan was meeting current needs.  The plan’s recom-
mendations include the placement of bicycle facilities within the community.  Implied service stan-
dards are: 

•	 Bicycle facility on all new (built or reconstructed after 2003) collectors and arterials;

•	 Bicycle paths or routes to parks and schools;

•	 Link the community to recreational trails on the benches; and

•	 Provide north/south separate shared pathway as identified in the Portneuf Greenway Trail 
System Master Plan;

•	 Develop separated trails to link parks and points of interest. 

Transit Service Standards

In 2009 the Long Range Transit Plan identified many approaches to expand and change the service 
model to keep up with and meet future transit needs.  Table 3 lists the existing and proposed ser-
vice standards for the transit system.  
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Table 3: Transit Service Standards

Demographic Projections

The current demographic projections are based on the 2007 demographic update study and cover 
from 2010 to 2035.  The 2007 information was evaluated at the start of the MTP process and it was 
determined that the information would provide the most accurate and complete data for the following 
reasons:  base data and the 2007 demographic update were taken from the 2000 Census data; newer 
information would be based on that same base.  The 2008 recession and economic slowdown could af-
fect the results of the projected data given the downturn.  Also, the recession slowed the changes which 
have occurred in the data, making the 2007 information as reasonable today as it was in then.   

The Pocatello/Chubbuck urbanized area has a history of slow and steady growth.  Since 1960 the 
population in the region has grown at a rate of just under 1.0% per year (Table 4).  The region has 
increased this growth rate in recent years to around 1.49% per year which is the average growth pro-
jected from 2000 to 2035. The city of Chubbuck is growing faster than the region at 2.74% per year 
(Table 5).
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Travel Forecast Demographic Data

While the number of people in a region is important, it is only one factor used to determine the 
transportation activity of a region.   Urban areas like ours use a computer model to predict the traffic 
patterns in the future based on current conditions and demographic projections.  These models re-
quire populations, housing units and employment information at a scale smaller than a city.  These 

Table 4: Census Data 1960 to 2000

Table 5: Population Estimate 2010 to 2035
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smaller units are called Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ).  The TAZs are regions which have similar charac-
teristics and allow for better performance of the travel model.   

The remaining sections of the demographic section will focus on these TAZs instead of city or county.   

Housing Units and Employment Projections

Table 6 lists the 2010 through 2035 projections for both retail, non-retail, and housing units in the urban 
area.  These three factors are the inputs to the regional travel demand model.  Housing units have seen 
a faster growth rate than population over the last decade.  There is no apparent reason for the increase; 
some possible suggestions include lower family size, people buying homes sooner, and second homes. 

 

Traffic Analysis Zone Distribution

The demographic data from the regional level is divided into Traffic Analysis Zones.   The 2010 data is 
based on the 2007 number of housing units and employees.   The projections for 2010 through 2035 
were determined by the following process:

•	 Determine the available land for development;

•	 Determine current or projected zoning;

•	 Identify adjacent development; and 

•	 Determine development schedule.

Table 6: Employment and Housing Unit Projections
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Growth Rate for Housing Units and Employment 

To determine the future traffic conditions the change in the employment and housing units must be 
known.  Figures 6, 7 and 8 shows the percentage change in housing units, retail, and non-retail 
employment from 2010 to 2035.  The tables are designed to provide a sense of where growth is 
projected to occur in the community.  Housing unit growth is located primarily on the urban fringe.  
While redevelopment and infill are projected to occur the percentage increase is small when com-
pared to existing housing in those TAZs. 

Both retail and non-retail employment have a higher distribution of change.  Employment will in-
crease in many zones as the local comprehensive plan encourages mixed use development.  This 
will create more employment within neighborhoods and the percent changes will be high due to cur-
rent lack of businesses.   The highest projected growth area for pure numbers is located along the 
Yellowstone commercial corridor and existing industrial zoned land. 
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Figure 6: Housing Unit Growth Rate 2010-2035
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Percent Change in Retail Employment 
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Figure 7: Retail Employment Growth Rate 2010-2035
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Percent Change in Non-Retail Employment 

0 1 2 3

Miles

Source BTPO Demographic Study 2007

Growth Rate 2010-2035
6.0 and below 6.0 to 15.5 15.5 to 25.8
25.8 to 41.0 41.0 to 63.0 63.0 and above
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Figure 8: Non-Retail Employment Growth Rate 2010-2035
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Current Situation

In this section the 2010 existing conditions will be presented. The location and status of the street, 
transit, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities will be discussed.   For each travel mode a summary of ex-
isting conditions plus a discussion of current issues facing the mode will be presented.   The condi-
tions presented are what existed in December 2009.  

Street System 

There are 680 miles of roadway within the BTPO planning area. The two cities represent about fifty 
percent of roadway at 315 miles.  While the planning process considers and plans all roads, the pri-
mary interest is those which connect the community together or to other communities.  All roads are 
classified by how they function.  Table 7 describes the function of each of the various classifications.  
The primary focus is on those roads classified as Collectors, Minor Arterials, Principal Arterials, and 
Interstates.  Figure 9 shows the BTPO planning area, city boundaries and the 2020 Functional Clas-
sification Map.

Descriptive Information

In 2009 12% of road segments were congested as defined by being below the identified service 
standards.   In the PM peak there is 766 hours of delay each day.  Delay is the difference between 
the posted speed and the travel speed in congested conditions.   Figures 10 and 11 are the daily 
traffic flow in 2009 and the 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. (PM Peak) traffic flow.  The current areas of con-
cerns are along Yellowstone Avenue, Jefferson Avenue, and Hawthorne Road. 

Intersections can be major causes of delay in a community.   The region has a traffic control center 
where 23 of the 62 signals are currently coordinated.    The system was established in 2005 and is 
currently undergoing major upgrades in software and communication which should be completed 
in 2011.  Ten signals currently do not meet service standards.   In addition, another seven stop 
controlled intersections were evaluated and determined to meet warrant consideration for a traffic 
signal by 2015.  

The region is located at the junction of Interstate 15 and Interstate 86.  The interstates split the 
community in half and create a manmade barrier to traffic. These two interstates not only serve 
interstate travel but also the commuting needs of approximately ten percent of the work force, which 
leaves the region for employment.  In the past five years the interstate system has been upgraded 
to add additional travel lanes and additional off ramps to address the more urban traffic.  Currently, 
Interstate 86 from the Chubbuck interchange to the Interstate 15 junction is under construction to 
add an additional eastbound lane.  

The interstates’ function is not only to serve in connecting communities; it also serves an urban role 
of connecting neighborhoods and commercial areas.  The Idaho Transportation Department’s cur-
rent project and planned bridge replacement of the Chubbuck Interchange on I-86 will complete the 
work necessary to allow the interstate to handle protected traffic for the next 20-years. 

Current Issues

In public meetings and during the focus group meetings, the issue of mobility and congestion 
surfaced over and over.  People are seeing a reduction in their ability to get where they want in 
a timely manner.  Many people discussed that they already avoid certain roads during specific 
times.   Others indicated that they have or are starting to change their shopping patterns as a result 
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of congestion.  The interesting fact in these congestion discussions was the overwhelming majority of 
the congestion focus group recommended lowering the Level of Service from “C” to “D”.  We asked the 
focus group at what point would they change their driving behavior and most selected LOS “D”.   These 
answers correspond to sections people listed as the one they avoid in the PM Peak hour which reaches 
LOS “D” at that time.   

Congestion is starting to affect the urban area which brings up the other area of concern, mobility.   Mo-
bility will be discussed in all the various modes as it relates to that mode of travel.  In highways mobility 
is seen as options and the ability to drive in uncongested conditions.  The planning area is divided by 
many manmade and natural features.  These features limit mobility by eliminating choices.  There are 
only three major north/south and east/west routes in the areas.  The north/south route (Yellowstone Av-
enue) and the two east/west (Chubbuck Road and Clark/Center streets) routes are continuous through-
out the planning area. 

Street connectivity is another factor affecting mobility. Within the older parts of Pocatello a grid system 
exists which makes finding alternative routes easy.  The remaining sections of Pocatello contained by 
the interstate systems were developed as neighborhoods with cul-de-sacs which limited the access 
to collectors and arterials.  Much of Pocatello is located on hillside areas where the ability to connect 
streets and neighborhoods to collectors and arterials is limited by topology.   

Chubbuck’s older communities (pre 1990’s) were primarily developed in contained neighborhoods with 
cul-de-sac styles which have one or two access points.  Since the 1990’s, new developments have 
provided more connections from neighborhoods to the arterial system.   The City of Chubbuck has 
also developed street improvements which have connected previous isolated neighborhoods.   This 
has worked to improve connectivity in Chubbuck, but it still is primarily served by one east/west route 
(Chubbuck Road).  

The last current issue is concentration of commercial activity along Yellowstone.   Since 2006 we have 
started to see a move away from the Yellowstone Corridor to three nodes (the mall area, Pocatello 
Creek Interchange, and Center Street Interchange).  Still, most commercial development is located 
within a five mile section of Yellowstone Avenue from Humbolt Street to Chubbuck Road.  Only two of 
the community’s six major grocery stores are not located within that corridor.  The mall area (Yellow-
stone from I-86 to Flandro Drive) with the addition of Pocatello Square and Costco in the last five years 
is the center of the retail world in the region.   This concentration has caused congestion unrelated to 
volumes.   Most of this congestion is related to commercial access and a center median.  Many of the 
commercial locations along Yellowstone Avenue have traditional driveways which require drivers to 
slow to almost a stop before entering the site.  Exiting vehicles only have one-way off the site and due 
to existing traffic volumes left turns are difficult.   This situation is even worse the closer a commercial 
facility is to a signalized intersection.   With Yellowstone Avenue at or near 26,000 AADT for much of the 
corridor the Two Way Left Turn (TWLT) is reaching the point where problems occur.  Many drivers use 
the TWLT as an acceleration lane or as a parking lane while waiting to turn left. 
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Chubbuck Road

Yellowstone Corridor
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Table 7:  Functional Classification Description

Classification Description 
Local  The local street system comprises all facilities not on one of the higher 

systems. It serves primarily to provide direct access to abutting land and 
access to the higher order systems. It offers the lowest level of mobility and 
usually contains no bus routes. Service to through, traffic movement usually 
is deliberately discouraged 

Collector The collector street system provides land access service and traffic 
circulation within residential neighborhoods, commercial and industrial 
areas. It differs from the arterial system in that facilities on the collector 
system may penetrate residential neighborhoods, distributing trips from the 
arterials through the area to the ultimate destination. Conversely, the 
collector street also collects traffic from local streets in residential 
neighborhoods and channels it into the arterial system 

Minor Arterial The minor arterial street system should interconnect with and augment the 
urban principal arterial system and provide service to trips of moderate 
length at a somewhat lower level of travel mobility than principal arterials. 
This system also distributes travel to geographic areas smaller than those 
identified with the higher system. 
 
The minor arterial street system includes all arterials not classified as a 
principal and contains facilities that place more emphasis on land access 
than the higher system, and offer a lower level of traffic mobility. Such 
facilities may carry local bus routes and provide intra-community continuity, 
but ideally should not penetrate identifiable neighborhoods. This system 
should include urban connections to rural collector roads where such 
connections have not been classified as urban principal arterials. 

Principal 
Arterial 

In every urban environment there exists a system of streets and highways 
which can be identified as unusually significant to the area in which it lies in 
terms of the nature and composition of travel it serves. This system of 
streets is the urban principal arterial system and should serve the major 
centers of activity of a metropolitan area, the highest traffic volume 
corridors, and the longest trip desires; and should carry a high proportion of 
the total urban area travel on a minimum of mileage. The system should be 
integrated, both internally and between major rural connections. 
 

Interstates Sometimes included in the Principal Arterial classification is separated here 
do to the special design and purpose.  Interstates have controlled access 
and serve as connections between communities and states.  

Source: FHWA Functional Classification Guidelines April 2000 
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Figure 10: 2010 Daily Traffic Flow
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Figure 11: 2010 PM Peak Hour Traffic Flow
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Figure 12: Signalized and All-way Stop Controlled Intersection Level of Service 2010
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Master Street Plan

In 2005 the region completed a Master Street Plan (MSP).  The purpose of the MSP was to provide 
an engineering-based, legally defensible document that outlines the future collector and arterial 
placement and right-of-way requirements, and classifies the existing collectors and arterials by a 
street classification that can be used to develop a future acquisitions map.  The plan and associated 
master street map were intended to be a roadmap for future road development and redevelopment.   

The four main components of the plan were:
• Street design standards;
• Right-of-way and road width standards;
• Supportive information on need for new roads; and 
• Recommended modification to existing land use ordinances to implement the plan.

The MSP designations are different than the Federal Functional Classification System.  In the Func-
tional Classification system a streets function and purpose within the system is determined whereas 
in the MSP the classification represents the streets design standards.   

The Master Street Plan is the regions effort to plan for future infrastructure placement instead of al-
lowing it to be determined for us.  Most non state arterials and collectors were not built for the func-
tion they not service.  The region is left is undersized roadway with little right-of-way to expand the 
road or provide bicycle, pedestrian, or transit facilities.   The MSP used national standards and local 
input to predict the location for or provide guidance in determining the proper placement of collector 
and arterials within the region. 

Master Street Plan and the Metropolitan Transportation Plan

The Metropolitan Transportation Plan is designed to allow a community to determine where they are 
and where there are heading in twenty years.  Based on what the future looks like in twenty years 
a community can make change to develop codes to change the way land is used, develop projects 
to address concerns in the future or in most cases employ a combination of the two to plan for a de-
sired future.   The plan is primarily to address the concerns of collectors and arterials. In the BTPO 
planning area the 2020 Functional Classification Map looks very similar to the 2010 map.  There are 
several roads which were added to the 2020 map which were considered local streets in the 2010 
map.   This happened and many times these roads will contribute to the transportation problems in 
2030 due to lack of proper design and planning.    

The MSP is our tool to prevent or reduce the likely hood these local streets will turn into collectors 
or arterials with the needed right-of-way or proper deign to meet the future need. 
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Figure 13: Master Street Map
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Pedestrian Systems

In 2008 a comprehensive pedestrian plan was completed.  The data presented here is the summary 
from that report.  The changes since the report include several new residential and commercial de-
velopments which have all added new or upgraded pedestrian facilities in that area.  Overall, 95% 
of the streets in the urban area have sidewalks on at least one side of the street.  Only 17 % of the 
street’s curb ramps did not have some type of Americans with Disability Act (ADA) treatment.   

There are some areas with missing links on the pedestrian system.  Missing links are those areas 
where a sidewalk does not exist on at least one side of the road at the following locations: collectors 
and arterials; provide connection to a school or park facility; or along commercial corridors.   Figure 
15 shows the pedestrian system as well as the missing links. 

Current Issues 

Given the compact nature of the valley and a large university one might expect a higher than av-
erage percentage of people who walk to work.   That assumption would be incorrect.  The area, 
as compared to other urban areas of the same size, is below average at 2.54% compared to the 
average of 3.54%. Figure 16 shows the walkability of the region.  Walkability in this context is how 
many options for shopping, work, and recreation exists within ¼ mile of a resident.   As stated in the 
street section, commercial is isolated from residential except for the Yellowstone Corridor where all 
walkable areas exist.  The lack of sidewalk has not driven this issue but its the lack of options.  Like 
many communities land use zoning has separated uses and created a buffer between residential 
and any other zone.  The mixed uses which existed in the past are gone.  Both cities in the region 
have adopted comprehensive plans which encourage a return to this mixed use and the ability of 
residents to walk for their daily needs.  These comprehensive plans are ten years old and changes 
are starting to occur in many places around the region. 

In 2010 the Idaho Transportation Department inventoried all curb ramps on the State Highway 
System with the MPO.  A transition plan will identify a schedule for updating all non-ADA compliant 
ramps.

Bicycle System 

The Bicycle Plan completed in 2003 is the oldest of the modal plans.  The Bicycle Plan identified a 
system of Class 1 (separated from roadway) Class II (striped bike lanes) and Class III (bike routes), 
and shared travel lanes.   Figure 17 is the current and proposed bicycle facilities in the urban area.  
The City of Pocatello bicycle system benefits from a center core street system that is gridded.  This 
grid nature allows for many route options on roads with limited traffic.  The highest volume of bicycle 
traffic is located around the Idaho State University campus.   While the percentage of people who 
commute using bicycles is small, there has been a slight rise in activity over the last five years.  

Current Issues

Lack of bicycle facilities and a perception that Pocatello area is not a bicycle friendly community 
is the most common reason stated as to why people do not cycle in the region.  The next largest 
reason is the hills in the area.  The hills not only present a difficult challenge in riding but the lack of 
routes off the hills increase the interaction of bicycle and vehicle which leads to a feeling of uneasi-
ness for cyclists.   After making improvements in bicycle routes which lead to an increase in miles 
from 2000 to 2005 of over 100% little increased activity has occurred in these last five years.  The 
biggest reason for lack of progress is that the easy improvements have been done.  The remaining 
facilities will require widening of the existing roadways, removal of parking or both.   These con-
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straints have limited the ability to make improvements.  Some improvements have occurred in conjunc-
tion with street projects.   These street projects were designed to have bicycle facilities as part of the 
overall project.   In addition, several miles of separated multi-use paths have been built. 

Bicycle parking is another issue for cyclist.   City of Pocatello has made changed to development codes 
to require bicycle parking as part of site development.  This change should increase the number of 
bicycle parking facility for the currently at over 100.  A bicycle parking survey data collection has been 
completed and the biggest surprise is the lack of facilities at public parks and buildings.   Parking is es-
sential if the community is to move from having only recreational or commuter riders to a place you can 
ride for all trip purposes. 

Over the last three years the community has participated in national bike to work month.  The growth in 
this event has continued each year.   The biggest benefit is the public awareness that people do bicycle 
to work.  Bannock Transportation Planning Organization along with local business sponsors and busi-
ness committee members planned activities during the month of May to educate the community that 
bicycles are a beneficial mode of transportation and to promote safety and increase the general public’s 
awareness and respect for bicycle riders.  Events included a kickoff breakfast, Spring onto the Gre-
enway trail promotion, safety and free helmet distribution, a bike parade, a bike tour to Inkom and an 
employee challenge where businesses challenged their employees to bike to work at least 60% of their 
commute during the month.  All events promoted safety of bicycle riders and education of alternative 
modes of transportation.  In the three years BTPO has sponsored these events, the employee chal-
lenge participants have increased even when weather conditions have not been ideal.

Transit System

Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT) is the transit provider for the southeast Idaho region.  This division 
of the City of Pocatello has been serving the Pocatello area since 1980.  The system serves the urban 
areas with five primary fixed routes, demand response service, and several smaller fixed routes.   The 
fixed route service is available within ¼ miles of over 70% of the urban area’s population.  The primary 
fixed routes operate on one-hour headways during normal operations and 30-minute headways in peak 
hours.  The J-route, which serves the Idaho State University campus, has 7-minute headways.  Fig-
ure 18 shows the locations of the various fixed routes.  Figure 14 shows that the trend in ridership has 
decreased since 2006 but has been trending upward in the last two years. The cause of the change 
in ridership has not been identified.  The J route (four different bus routes) which serves the university 
area has the highest boarding at almost 63 percent of all boardings occurring at the university.   

 

Figure 14: Ridership

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Ridership 413,431 409,080 401,900 417,965 447,280
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In addition PRT also operates paratransit services.  In United State Code Title 49 Part 37, the Fed-
eral Transit Administration responded to changes in Americans with Disability Act (ADA) and other 
legislative changes to require the provision of “complementary” paratransit to destinations within 3/4 
mile of all fixed routes.  Under the ADA, complementary paratransit service is required for passen-
gers who are 1) unable to navigate the public bus system; 2) unable to get to a point from which 
they could access the public bus system; or 3) have a temporary need for these services because 
of injury or some type of limited duration cause of disability.   In addition to those with disabilities the 
elderly use paratransit services.  The difference in paratransit service and fixed route is the level of 
service and convenience.  Paratransit service is door to door service and in many cases one on one 
service.  Fixed routes as the name applies operate on a specific route and time and the passenger 
must get to and from the service route. 

Current Issues

The region is around 75,000 people with a center city population of 55,000 people.  This amount 
is right on the fringe of the population level to have a fixed route system.   Given our small popula-
tion, lack of congestion and free parking the primary riders on the system are those who are transit 
dependent.  A transit dependent person is one with limited or no private transportation.   The City 
and the Pocatello Regional Transit has prided itself in its track record of providing transportation to 
those persons in need. The design of the system tries to service the entire community to ensure this 
need is met.  

The Transit Long Range Plan identified the need to adjust the route to provide better times.  Most 
routes operated at 30 minute headways and operate on routes designed to service the most people.  
This makes most transit trips much longer than a vehicle trip.  If people perceive that a trip is go-
ing to take too long and other options are available they will take those options.  PRT has identified 
this issue and has plans to reduce the travel times, but they are limited by revenue and equipment.  
PRT is exploring the possibility of using paratransit service to meet some of the needs in low board-
ing fixed routes. 

The Idaho State University Campus is one area where congestion and parking costs do impact tran-
sit ridership.  PRT runs four to five busses during the peak time allowing the system to have seven- 
minute headways.  Congestion and rising student population at the university is impacting the ability 
of the busses to keep the schedule. Martin Luther King is the main route serving the campus.  This 
route’s vehicle congestion and pedestrian activity have been of concern to the University and the 
City.  A study of Martin Luther King provides a number of strategies to keep pedestrians safe while 
maintaining service.   The University has provided a free lot to encourage people to use the transit 
system.  This lot will convert to a paid lot in the fall of 2010.  The impact of this decision is uncertain 
but should be monitored over the next several years.

Paratransit is used by the disabled and elderly community.  This “complementary” service is re-
quired by federal regulation within ¼ mile of fixed routes.  PRT provides the service for the entire 
community and over the last four years paratransit boardings have averaged 46,000.  That number 
is expected to grow as the community ages and the community’s population grows.   This increase 
in service which provides needed mobility for a sector of the community could affect the resources 
of PRT to provide fixed routes.   PRT and the Idaho Transportation Department are working on solu-
tions to these issues.   The solutions include use of technology to improve efficiency and community 
coordinated services to promote the provision of services in the most effect manner.   

The State of Idaho, BTPO and PRT all have begun a process of community coordination called I-
Way.  The I-Way meets the requirements of the human service plan but also goes beyond that and 
identifies the needs of the urban area and rural community.  This large regional plan allows for bet-
ter coordination of service and allows the provider to better utilize existing resources. 
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Figure 15: Pedestrian System
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Figure 16: Walkability
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Figure 17: Bicycle Facilities Current and Proposed
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Figure 18: Transit System
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2035 Projected Conditions

The street system is the only current mode which the ability to predict future performance exists.   The 
2035 projections are the results of the demographic projections and reflect roadway projects which 
will be built by 2012.  The section is divided into results and the determination of needs.  The needs 
will identify the locations where the street system in 2035 do not meet the service standards or other 
identified criteria.   For simplicity the street system will be divided into segments and intersections.   The 
section will provide a summary of the findings for traffic in 2035.  More detailed information is provided 
in Appendix C.

2035 Traffic Patterns

The change in service standards decrease the congestion in 2035 by changing the definition, but to 
compare, there are 23% of the roads below LOS”C” in 2035 as compared to 12% in 2009.  Figures 19 
and 20 show the congestion areas in 2009 on Yellowstone Avenue, Jefferson Avenue, and Hawthorne 
Road.  Those have been joined by Chubbuck Road, Philbin Road, Pole Line Road, and Hiline Road.   
Figure 21 shows the location of all segments and intersections which are over capacity (service stan-
dard) in 2035 and their service standard. The identified locations are below the LOS standard for both 
daily and peak hour traffic. 

Project Needs

The service standard is the biggest criteria in determining the need for road improvements, but there 
are other considerations.   Capacity, system, and bridges are the three categories which were devel-
oped to determine the needs for the system.  Capacity is the simplest project need category.  If an 
intersection or roadway segment was over capacity in 2035 that facility was identified as a need.  Sys-
tem category includes those projects which meet pedestrian needs, are required to allow the system 
to perform better, and those projects identified in corridor plans as congestion relief projects.  The last 
category was bridges which identified the anticipated bridge needs over the next twenty five years. 
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Figure 19: 2035 Daily Traffic Flow
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Figure 20: 2035 PM Peak Hour Traffic Flow
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Figure 21: Locations over Capacity 2035
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Project Selection Criteria

The criteria for identifying the improvement needs to maintain desired system performance until 2035:

Capacity Street Sections

•	 24 hour volume to capacity of 0.9 (LOS E) or higher in either direction, and PM peak hour capacity 
of 0.9 or higher in either direction 

Capacity Intersections (collector and above)

•	 Volume to capacity ratio of 0.9 or greater (LOS E) 

•	 Recommended in  the un-signalized intersection report 

Other Factors Street Section (system improvement)

•	 Collector and above with sections without sidewalk

•	 Projects listed in studies or can show reduced congestion on other routes more economically

•	 System or corridor wide strategies to increase capacity or traffic flow

•	 Identified in previous studies 

Other Factors, Intersections or Interchanges

•	 Operations are out dated and do not meet current requirements

•	 Needed at non-collector and above to allow gaps in traffic or improve coordination

•	 Other non-capacity related problems exist; for example, turn lane storage length

•	 Intersection design obsolete and leads to reduced safety or congestion

Safety

•	 Intersections with a crash rate of twice the local average

•	 Corridors with number of severe injury (A) and fatal accidents

Bridges 

•	 Any bridge with sufficiency rating below 50

•	 Bridges crossing collectors and arterials with spans less than required Right of Way (ROW) for that 
design

•	 Bridges: those over thirty-years or older and not meet current design standards

Figure 22 shows the 80 projects identified as needed to maintain service standards, improve traffic flow, 
or improve pedestrian safety. 
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Figure 22: Highway Project Needs
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Mobility Plan

Throughout this Metropolitan Transportation Plan mobility has been the focus.  Transportation is still 
an economic advantage to the community, but if the 2035 projected traffic levels are reached without 
major improvements to the existing system that advantage will turn into a disadvantage.  To preserve 
and enhance the mobility enjoyed today a total system approach will be employed.  In an analysis the 
projected 2035 traffic and the current situations of the other modes led to the development of an in-
tergraded approach to maintain mobility (Figure 23).   This intergraded approach recognizes that only 
streets and transit components have steady funding but the other modes must be included to provide 
options for the community.  The approach is intended to be a guide not a blueprint.  The mobility plan is 
comprised of motorized and non-motorized sections.   The motorized section covers streets and tran-
sit improvements while the non-motorized section covers bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  The 
approach relies on identifying the improvements needed for non-motorized modes (bicycle, pedestrian) 
and incorporating those improvements into maintenance, operation, and expansion plans of the high-
way and transit modes. 

 

Desired Motorized Mobility Plan

An analysis of the 2035 traffic data show that most of the congestion is confined to ten corridors.  The 
corridors fit into two basic categories; “managed corridors” which are corridors with a Service Standard 
of LOS “D” and are currently built to the appropriate design standard, and “improve corridors” which are 
corridors with a Service Standard of LOS “C” and are not currently built to the appropriate design stan-
dard.   Figure 24 shows these targeted corridors of the motorized mobility plan.  These corridors do not 
cover all improvements needed (Figure 22) but they do provide the best opportunity to make strategic 
improvements which can impact the entire system. 

Figure 23Mobility Approach



Page  51

Manage Corridors

Manage Corridors are corridors which exceed the LOS Criteria, are built to the Master Street Plan 
design standards and have limited ability to make major improvements without major impact to sur-
rounding neighborhoods or commercial development.   For these corridors a management plan will 
be developed which seeks to preserve the capacity and maintain traffic flow through the corridor.  
The use of access management strategies, signal coordination, and spot improvements will be used 
to keep traffic flowing and provide access to adjacent properties.  The proposed management plans 
will have the goal of ensuring the corridor meets the LOS criteria with limited capacity increases. 

A major component of the manage corridor approach is the continual implementation and improve-
ment of the community wide Traffic Control Center (TCC).  This TCC houses traffic management 
software which allows the programming of traffic signals within a corridor to optimize traffic flow and 
respond to changes in the system.  The system is currently only on Yellowstone Avenue but the 
plan is to expand the system to all of the manage corridors and most of the improve corridors.   The 
success of the system will come from continued monitoring and update to meet changing needs.  
The Traffic Signal Coordination Committee is a subcommittee of the Policy Board and represents all 
of the government agencies.  

The corridor management plan should consider the following components:

•	 Access management strategies;

•	 Design of the site to maximize internal and cross development circulation;

•	 Inclusion of bicycle and pedestrian facilities both on and off site; 

•	 Inclusion of transit facilities where needed;

•	 Development of alternative entrances where possible; and 

•	 Design of approaches. 

The manage corridors are:

•	 Yellowstone Corridor; entire length

•	 Jefferson Corridor; includes 15th Avenue/Memorial from Terry Street and runs to Alameda 
Avenue.

•	 Flandro Drive/Hiline Road; from Yellowstone to Chubbuck Road.

•	 Oak Street; entire length
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Figure 24: Targeted Corridor
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Improve Corridors

Improve Corridors are those corridors which exceed the LOS Criteria but are not at the current de-
sign standard identified in the Master Street Plan.  For these corridors projects were identified which 
would keep the corridor operating at LOS “C” for the twenty five years of the plan.  For each cor-
ridor the set of projects identified were modeled using the travel-demand model to show the impact 
of these projects.  The goal of the selected improvements is to improve the traffic flow and reduce 
congestion to provide alternative routes to Yellowstone Avenue.  While these corridors all currently 
act as an alternative limitation in the design and projected traffic increases reduce or eliminate that 
function in future years.  Bicycle, transit, and pedestrian improvements were considered. 

For each of the six Improve Corridors a listing of the projects was developed (See Appendix B) and 
a discussion of the impact each corridor has on future traffic.  All these improvements are needed 
plus many others not on these corridors for the area to meet the Street Service Standard Require-
ments.  One of the reasons to use a corridor approach is to maximize the benefits with limited 
resources available.  The six corridors represent just over 69 million dollars in improvements which 
represent 31% of the total needed for the entire region.   Even this targeted approach is not enough 
reduction to meet the anticipated revenue the region will receive over the next twenty five years.  A 
prioritization of the corridors occurred at a public meeting in July 2010 and is identified in the Finan-
cial Section of the plan. 

The six improve corridors are:

•	 Hiline Corridor,

•	 Pole Line,

•	 Hawthorne,

•	 US 30/Philbin,

•	 Chubbuck

•	 Quinn.

The overall desire of the improve corridors is to identify the needs for these traffic corridors.  While 
we cannot fund all the corridor improvements we can inform the public and local governments of the 
needs.   This identification and incorporation into the local government’s comprehensive or trans-
portation plans will allow for development over time as specific areas redevelop or as other projects 
(water, sewer, or utilities) are developed.   

Transit Improvement

Transit is sometimes considered a motorized mode and other times as a non-motorized mode but 
either way an effective transit system is critical to the regional mobility plan.  Figure 25 is from the 
Long Range Transit Plan and shows the focus areas for the transit system.  These focus areas 
include all trips which can occur in the region.  The existing transit system is primarily serving the 
transit-dependent populations in the region.   Lack of congestion, topography, and free parking has 
already been identified as reasons for lack of general public ridership.  
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Figure 25: Pocatello Regional Transit Focus Area

The approach identified in the Long Range Transit Plan has three components which need to occur to 
achieve the results of providing a reasonable alternative to vehicles for all residents.   The components 
are: technology improvements to the demand response service; restructuring of fixed route service to 
meet demand growth; and improvements to the land use factors. 

Technology Improvements to Demand Response Service

Demand Response or paratransit provides mobility to the disabled and elderly.  For many this service 
is the only way they have to access medical and other daily services.  This is a critical function which 
will grow as the community grows.  Pocatello Regional Transit (PRT) is converting their manual dis-
patch to an automated dispatch system which allows more efficient use of existing vehicles in provision 
of services.   The automated system uses GPS technology and vehicle location to match the needs of 
the riders to the vehicle capabilities.   This system should allow for better and more efficient use of the 
existing capital and allow for expansion of the service with low incremental cost.   The benefit of the 
system is the ability to use this technology to start a feeder service for the fixed route system for areas 
which have low ridership.  Over the next twenty-years the expansion and improvement of this dispatch 
technology will allow PRT not only to better serve seniors and people with disabilities but also the gen-
eral public located in low ridership areas where fixed route service is impracticable.   
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Desired Non-motorized Mobility Plan

As discussed in the current situation the region has good coverage for pedestrian facilities.  The 
pedestrian facilities are generally in good to fair condition.  Each of the local city’s comprehensive 
plans include Smart Growth Principles which simply put, seek to have more mix of development 
types and to allow more trips to be taken by a mode other than vehicle.  Smart growth also seeks to 
increase residential density which can promote use of transit and walking instead of driving.    

Bicycle facilities clearly need to be expanded as only 16 miles (31%) of the planned 51 miles of 
bike lanes (Class II) exist.  The completion of these facilities is necessary to continue to change the 
perception that the region is not bicycle friendly.  The goal is to have Complete Streets designs 
for all collectors and arterials.  That goal can take a while to achieve.  As stated previously, most of 
Pocatello’s street design is gridded to allow bicycles to use alternative lower volume routes usu-
ally 300 feet from a collector or arterial.  Therefore, collectors and streets on the hillside and within 
Chubbuck should receive the highest priority. 

Even with this good coverage and conditions, several problem areas still exist in the non-motorized 
system.  These areas create choke points where pedestrian and bicycle travel is difficult if not 
impossible.  The green areas identified in Figure 26 are areas where a solution to the problem has 
been identified and is waiting funding.   The blue areas (Idaho State University and Benton/ Center 
Street Bridges) are two areas where further study is required. 
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Figure 26: Non-Motorized Strategies
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To improve mobility in the region for bicyclists and pedestrians an infrastructure and land use ap-
proach will be used.  Like the other modes, the safe and convenient infrastructure is important for 
the use of that facility.  With bike and pedestrian facilities the distance to destinations is also an 
important factor.  The two approaches strive to develop bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure which 
does not discourage use.  The land use focuses on the development of streets, neighborhoods, and 
community which provides the destination options to allow the choice of travel modes. 

Infrastructure Approach 

In past development of residential and commercial locations, no sidewalk and narrow roads were 
the standard.  At that time these facilities were not required and therefore not built.  There are 
also locations in Pocatello and Chubbuck which were rural county developments with no sidewalk 
requirement when built and sidewalks were not built when the area became part of the cities.   The 
retrofit of these facilities will take time and a focused effort to complete.  To guide this effort the 
strategies in Table 8 should be used by local and state transportation agencies.  

In addition to the provision of sidewalks which are properly maintained the design and location are 
important.  The recommended width for sidewalks in most situations is five (5) feet which gives 
opportunity for two people to walk together.  Newer development and where possible a buffer strip 
should be placed between the sidewalk and the curb.   This allows not only for a separation from 
traffic but also a place to store snow in the winter.  Both cities in the planning area have winter 
maintenance requirements. 

Table 8: Non-Motorized Improvement Strategies
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So far the strategies have been for sidewalks.  In the last six years many bicycle lanes have been com-
pleted.  What remains are the challenging areas where parking must be removed or the street widened 
to accommodate the bicycle lane.  The last three improvements to the bicycle system were completed 
in conjunction with highway improvements.  The Alameda Road widening project’s (2008) purpose was 
to provide sidewalk, curb and gutter, and bicycle lanes to an existing four lane road.  BTPO is recom-
mending and promoting this type of partnership on all new highway projects regardless of roadway 
classification.  The primary focus for the region is the elimination of the choke points identified in Figure 
26.  Both of the areas identified as need for plans have ongoing planning or construction projects which 
will lead to a recommendation for improvements.  

Land Use Approach

Figure 27: Provision of Sidewalks to Commercial Locations.
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Ensuring that sidewalks and bicycle facilities exist and are maintained does not guarantee people 
will walk or ride.  With the exception of exercise people have a destination and purpose for most 
trips.  If you are shopping for a pair of shoes and the closest store is six miles you will drive to that 
store and walking or riding your bicycle will not cross your mind. If, however, the store is one-half 
mile away the possibility of walking or riding is open and if the store is located in a pedestrian friend-
ly development then there is even more of a chance.  A pedestrian friendly development is one 
where the provision of facilities from the street to the store entrance have been planned to provide a 
safe and convenient experience (Figure 27).

Pocatello and Chubbuck both have been developed with traditional land use zoning which sepa-
rates the residential and commercial uses.  This separation has limited the options a person has for 
shopping and other activities.  Figure 16 (Walkability Map) in the Current Situation section clearly 
shows this fact.  The other issue is that commercial sites are much larger and designed to service 
regional needs. They were designed to facilitate vehicle access not pedestrian or bicycle access.   
The cities have changes in their comprehensive plans and zoning ordinances to correct this.   The 
provision of safe routes for pedestrians is called for in the development codes.  Both cities have ad-
dressed mixed use developments - especially Pocatello’s walkable parts of the community. 

BTPO will continue to encourage development of mixed use neighborhoods and inclusion of com-
mercial activities in close proximity to residential areas. The comprehensive plans both call for this 
type of development.  The main focus for land use in this Metropolitan Transportation Plan is to en-
courage redevelopment of the older commercial nodes located throughout the community to provide 
more options for residents to walk or ride to daily activities.  

Freight Plan

Historically freight has been important to the region.  In fact, the establishment of the Union Pa-
cific maintenance facility and hub in the valley is the reason the community exists.   As times have 
changed and with construction of the interstate and consolidation of rail service the importance of 
this transportation sector has been diminished in small urban areas like ours.  The freight program 
in the urban area is very basic in nature.  The focus has been to ensure truck routes exist and that 
bridges and roadways can accommodate truck travel.   The rail yards in the region no longer load 
and unload freight, but rather direct and redirect rail cars that are passing through the area from ma-
jor ports on the coast to large urban areas in the east. 

Only four percent of the employment in the area is related to the transportation sector.  Over the 
last ten years, BTPO has not received one complaint from motor carriers or others on the operation 
of the system in our area.  The only questions received are on the truck routes and why trucks are 
in residential areas.  This lack of perceived problems in freight travel has lowered the priority in the 
region.  There are also issues related to access to data and commodity flows in and through the 
region.  For vehicle traffic there is a lot known about the demand but this is not true for freight.  All 
these combined limit the freight planning in the region. 

Even though the priority is low it is not forgotten.  Goals 1 and 9 both mention freight in regard to 
increasing economic activity and mobility.   The development of a new interchange on I-15 near 
Siphon Road is sought to increase access to an industrial park off Siphon Road and provide more 
efficient truck access to the community.  Places where freight projects have occurred are part of 
other projects which are not necessarily based on freight. 
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Enhancing the economic health of the Portneuf Valley by managing existing streets and promoting 
transportation investments which improve access to the interstate, freight corridors, and commercial 
facilities is Goal 1 of this plan.  The importance of freight and commercial access planned for the region 
is understood and procedures and mechanisms are not. To correct this problem the following activities 
will be planned over the next four years:

•	 Evaluate the freight system using NCHRP Report 570 Guidebook for Freight Policy, Planning, 
and Programming in Small- and Medium-Sized Metropolitan Areas;

•	 Identify the needs of local and regional freight providers;

•	 Define a freight planning program; and

•	 Determine ways to improve freight movement to improve the economic activity in the region. 

Financial Plan

The Regional Transportation Plan identifies programs, strategies, and projects which will help the 
region achieve the desired future transportation system.  The Federal planning regulations require 
demonstration that funds are available to implement the described plan and also provide for the mainte-
nance and operation of the system planning process.  Specifically 23 CFR Part 450.322(10) (i) states:

“For purposes of transportation system operation and maintenance, the financial plan shall 
contain system-level estimates of costs and revenue sources that are reasonability available to 
adequately operate and maintain Federal-Aid highways...”

The cost estimates and assumptions have been developed in consultation with local government agen-
cies, transit providers, and the Idaho Department of Transportation.  This section identifies the types of 
funds which are believed to be available over the next twenty years and how they will be utilized to de-
liver a program which advances the goals of the plan.  The section also discusses the maintenance and 
operation of the system and demonstrates all plans, programs, and projects are funded with reasonable 
resources. 

Maintenance and Operation 

This figure is difficult to calculate.  The requirement is to reasonably show system-level cost and rev-
enue sources that are expected to be available to adequately operate and maintain Federal-aid high-
ways and public transportation.   Neither city divides the federal-aid system when considering which 
roads to improve.  They consider the entire network as the system.  To determine the cost and funding 
for just the federal-aid portion would be impractical.  Table 9 shows the revenue and expenses for each 
of the communities within the planning area.  The table also demonstrates a commitment to fund the 
repair and maintenance or operations of not just the local federal aid system but the entire local sys-
tem.  Both cities are on pavement management programs with a fifteen year cycle. The local property 
tax column has increased much over the last five years and is above sustainable levels.  The long term 
growth rate is set at four percent per year which will still provide for the future needs of the system.  

The Idaho Transportation Department has responsibility for some of the Federal-Aid system, but they 
do not separate the amount spent by jurisdiction or region.  The historical average of $3 million dollars 
has been used in determining ITD’s contribution to the operation and maintenance of the system (Table 
10).  ITD, like the local communities, uses performance measures to determine where maintenance is 
needed. 
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Project Funding

Government transportation projects are funded by many different sources including fuel tax, vehicle 
registration, general revenue, and property tax.  The distribution of these sources is controlled by 
both state or federal law and regulations.  Private transportation projects are constructed to meet 
a specific need or to provide access to new developments.  From time to time private entities and 
government work together on projects of mutual interest. The purpose of this section is not to pro-
vide a detailed description of all the potential funding sources, but to describe those with the most 
revenue sources and to provide a reasonable estimate of the funding available to this region for 
transportation projects.   

Local Funding 

For all local highway projects, those not sponsored by ITD, the federal aid portion is funded through 
a committee established by Idaho Transportation Board Policy B-11-04.  This policy allows the 
urban areas to work together to prioritize the estimated ten million dollar urban program.  There are 
no formal sub allocations of these funds.  The committee works to provide a reasonable amount 
based on percentage of urban populations.  The guarantee is that once a project is recommended 
for funding and placed in the TIP, that project will receive funding in subsequent years.  Historically, 
this has been the case.   It should be noted that the federal highway authorization legislation which 
provides these sources has not been reauthorized on its traditional six-year schedule, but has oper-
ated since October 1, 2009 on continuing resolutions.  The assumption of this document and Table 
10 is that the funding will continue and authorization legislation will be approved with similar fund-
ing categories as in the past acts.  For the next twenty years (2030) $27.3 million dollars can be the 
reasonable available amount for use in local federal-aid projects. 

Agency Local Property Tax Local Other State Fuel Tax Federal Expansion Operations Preservation Restoration
Chubbuck

2004 124,946$                  1,025,410$     384,109$          -$          134,997$     518,187$     31,362$         846,469$     
2005 114,496$                  1,299,950$     393,262$          58,138$    660,706$     656,746$     44,900$         503,894$     
2006 256,747$                  1,055,105$     402,005$          9,803$      378,967$     459,151$     141,439$       744,103$     
2007 283,662$                  674,741$         422,386$          -$          27,562$       671,033$     134,713$       449,306$     
2008 333,662$                  1,291,675$     407,741$          31,534$    23,844$       1,229,217$ 54,288$         675,793$     
2009 388,235$                  1,298,227$     401,040$          126,185$ -$              773,819$     99,521$         1,335,861$ 

Average 250,291$                  1,107,518$     401,757$          37,610$    204,346$     718,026$     84,371$         759,238$     
Percentage Change 68% 21% 4% N/A N/A 33% 68% 37%
Change per year 11% 4% 1% N/A N/A 6% 11% 6%
Pocatello

2004 1,114,747$               431,965$         1,958,832$      -$          -$              2,386,864$ 326,131$       789,276$     
2005 1,335,954$               346,010$         1,958,822$      -$          -$              2,175,115$ 326,131$       1,322,590$ 
2006 1,365,361$               785,588$         2,049,514$      -$          -$              2,770,916$ 326,131$       963,374$     
2007 1,944,729$               532,184$         2,085,013$      -$          -$              2,477,886$ 881,998$       1,189,611$ 
2008 1,947,909$               1,197,565$     2,008,970$      436,477$ 1,002,274$ 2,908,682$ 1,245,012$   1,061,967$ 
2009 1,976,355$               1,556,037$     1,876,528$      141,023$ -$              2,421,829$ 1,389,020$   846,817$     

Average 1,614,176$               808,225$         1,989,613$      96,250$    167,046$     2,523,549$ 749,071$       1,028,939$ 
Percentage Change 44% 72% -4% N/A N/A 1% 77% 7%
Change per year 7% 12% -1% N/A N/A 0% 13% 1%

DisbursementsFunding

Table 9:  Local Government Operation and Maintenance Revenue and Expenses
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Local Match:   Most of the traditional funding sources require local participation or match.  This match 
is the percentage of the total project which the local or state government must cover.  The match rate 
varies with the program but can range from 7% to 50% of the total project.  The communities are active 
participants in the project selection and development process.  The city councils have approved agree-
ments stating their commitment to provide funding for the local share of the project.   Funding primarily 
comes from State highway distribution or other local revenue sources. 

Transit Funding:  Transit funding for the urbanized area runs an average of $879,000 per year.  The 
City of Pocatello’s match is around $385,000 per-year.  Match is also received from the City of Chub-
buck and Idaho State University.  This amount varies with the amount of federal funding received.   
Transit funding comes primarily from two federal funding categories; Section 5307 and 5309. These 
names come from Federal Transit Administration funding legislation Sections.   Section 5307 is primar-
ily for operations, but can be used for capital purchases.  Section 5309 can be used for many purposes 
but is traditionally used for capital purchases.  For the next twenty five years (2030) only Section 5309 
or around $22 million dollars will be available for capital and facility expansions. 
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Local Projects

The existing and 2035 conditions show an urban area where congestion is just starting to become 
an issue.  The 80 projects which are needed to keep the entire system above the performance 
criteria represent over $221 million dollars.   Table 10 shows the amount available is just over $27 
million.   There is no anticipated revenue source which will allow BTPO or member agencies to fund 
all the projects needed.  Federal Highway Administration required all Metropolitan Transportation 
Plans to financial constraint.  To demonstrate financial constraint, only projects which do not exceed 
the funding may be included in the plan.   BTPO conducted several public meetings including a 
priority meeting to gather public input.   To gain the biggest benefit for the limited funding a corridor 
approach was developed.  Six corridors were presented to the public for prioritization and the final 
results from the Public and Policy Board was the Hiline Corridor had the highest priority followed by 
the Hawthorne and Chubbuck Corridors. 

While this plan is looking at the next twenty five years, decisions in the past affect the ability to fund 
projects in the future.  BTPO currently has four projects listed within the four year Transportation 
Improvement Program which have funding assigned or will come out of the $27 million projected for 
the plan.  Table 11 lists the projects from 2011 to 2030.  The 2012 project is in the four years of the 
TIP, the projects listed in year 2015, 2016 and 2017 are listed as Preliminary Development in the 
TIP.  These projects are in the design process but do not have funding or a construction year spe-
cifically assigned. 

Table 10: Local Transportation Revenue by Source

State 
Highway 

Fund
Federal Aid 

Local

State 
Highway 

System OPR

State 
Highway 
System 

Expansion
Local 

Property Tax Local Other
FTA Section 

5307
FTA Section 

5309
Annual Estimate $2,413,131 $1,100,000 $3,500,000 $2,000,000 $2,281,571 $1,728,038 $879,000 $500,000
Annual Adjustment 0.00% 1.50% 1.50% 0.00% 5.00% 0.00% 1.50% 1.50%

2010 $2,413,131 $1,116,500 $3,552,500 $2,000,000 $2,395,650 $1,728,038 $892,185 $507,500
2011 $2,413,131 $1,133,248 $3,605,788 $2,000,000 $2,515,432 $1,728,038 $905,568 $515,113
2012 $2,413,131 $1,150,246 $3,659,874 $2,000,000 $2,641,204 $1,728,038 $919,151 $522,839
2013 $2,413,131 $1,167,500 $3,714,772 $2,000,000 $2,773,264 $1,728,038 $932,939 $530,682
2014 $2,413,131 $1,185,012 $3,770,494 $2,000,000 $2,911,927 $1,728,038 $946,933 $538,642
2015 $2,413,131 $1,202,788 $3,827,051 $2,000,000 $3,057,523 $1,728,038 $961,137 $546,722
2016 $2,413,131 $1,220,829 $3,884,457 $2,000,000 $3,210,400 $1,728,038 $975,554 $554,922
2017 $2,413,131 $1,239,142 $3,942,724 $2,000,000 $3,370,919 $1,728,038 $990,187 $563,246
2018 $2,413,131 $1,257,729 $4,001,865 $2,000,000 $3,539,465 $1,728,038 $1,005,040 $571,695
2019 $2,413,131 $1,276,595 $4,061,893 $2,000,000 $3,716,439 $1,728,038 $1,020,115 $580,270
2020 $2,413,131 $1,295,744 $4,122,821 $2,000,000 $3,902,261 $1,728,038 $1,035,417 $588,974
2021 $2,413,131 $1,315,180 $4,184,664 $2,000,000 $4,097,374 $1,728,038 $1,050,948 $597,809
2022 $2,413,131 $1,334,908 $4,247,434 $2,000,000 $4,302,242 $1,728,038 $1,066,713 $606,776
2023 $2,413,131 $1,354,931 $4,311,145 $2,000,000 $4,517,355 $1,728,038 $1,082,713 $615,878
2024 $2,413,131 $1,375,255 $4,375,812 $2,000,000 $4,743,222 $1,728,038 $1,098,954 $625,116
2025 $2,413,131 $1,395,884 $4,441,449 $2,000,000 $4,980,383 $1,728,038 $1,115,438 $634,493
2026 $2,413,131 $1,416,822 $4,508,071 $2,000,000 $5,229,403 $1,728,038 $1,132,170 $644,010
2027 $2,413,131 $1,438,075 $4,575,692 $2,000,000 $5,490,873 $1,728,038 $1,149,152 $653,670
2028 $2,413,131 $1,459,646 $4,644,328 $2,000,000 $5,765,416 $1,728,038 $1,166,390 $663,475
2029 $2,413,131 $1,481,541 $4,713,993 $2,000,000 $6,053,687 $1,728,038 $1,183,886 $673,428
2030 $2,413,131 $1,503,764 $4,784,702 $2,000,000 $6,356,371 $1,728,038 $1,201,644 $683,529

Total $50,675,751 $27,321,338 $86,931,530 $42,000,000 $85,570,810 $36,288,798 $21,832,233 $12,418,790
$363,039,249

Property Tax average 2005-2009 increase assumes an average of 5% per year increase
Local Other: Is miscellaneous other funds which are project specific

Total Revenue with annual adjustments
State Fund: 2005- 2008 average annual road report.  Assumes growth in revenues will offset loss due to population distribution formula
Federal Aid: Historic average. Assumes an increase in federal funding of 12% every six years would be offset by population's 
distribution formula reducing the increase to 9% every six years.
State OPR: 2010 three year average and historic
State Expansion: Historic average with no increase
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The last three projects are all from the Hiline Corridor and would improve the corridor’s traffic flow while 
reducing the traffic on Yellowstone Avenue.   These projects do not begin until 2028. 

While not listed in the funding sources, two additional projects are a part of the overall planning docu-
ment.  The Cheyenne overpass or sometimes called the South Valley Connector is a project to connect 
Bannock Highway to South 5th Avenue.  The project is funded by Transportation Equity Act for the 21st 
Century (TEA-21), congressional appropriations, and local funds.  The project has been in the works for 
many years and is scheduled in the TIP for 2012.   The second project is the I-15 Siphon Interchange 
which in the list of projects (Figure 22) but not in the local funded projects Table 11.   The Siphon Road 
Widening Project listed in 2020 is the first phase of this overall project.   The estimated cost of $35 to 
50 million dollars is beyond the current ability to fund, but through a combination of federal and local 
sources the project will be built in phases.   BTPO has also applied for a national competitive program 
which would complete the entire project if it is selected.   

Prior Year 
Funding Available

2010 -$                            $1,116,500 1,116,500$          
2011 1,116,500$               $1,133,248 2,249,748$          
2012 2,249,748$               $1,150,246 BTPO Planning 350,000$           3,049,994$          
2013 3,049,994$               $1,167,500 4,217,494$          
2014 4,217,494$               $1,185,012 5,402,506$          

2015 5,402,506$               $1,202,788
Intersection of Alameda and Jefferson 
Realignment Phase I 2,789,600$        3,815,694$          

2016 3,815,694$               $1,220,829 Center Street Underpass 2,095,320$        2,941,203$          
2017 2,941,203$               $1,239,142 Intersection of Hawthorne and Quinn signalize 1,180,000$        3,000,345$          
2018 3,000,345$               $1,257,729 4,258,074$          
2019 4,258,074$               $1,276,595 5,534,669$          
2020 5,534,669$               $1,295,744 Siphon Road widening: Hiline to Yellowstone 3,120,000$        3,710,413$          
2021 3,710,413$               $1,315,180 5,025,593$          
2022 5,025,593$               $1,334,908 6,360,500$          
2023 6,360,500$               $1,354,931 7,715,432$          
2024 7,715,432$               $1,375,255 9,090,687$          
2025 9,090,687$               $1,395,884 10,486,571$       
2026 10,486,571$             $1,416,822 11,903,393$       
2027 11,903,393$             $1,438,075 13,341,468$       
2028 13,341,468$             $1,459,646 Hiline Road Widening: Alameda to Flandro 13,802,400$     998,714$             
2029 998,714$                   $1,481,541 Intersection of Hiline and Pearl Signalize 1,245,000$        1,235,254$          
2030 1,235,254$               $1,503,764 Intersection of Flandro and Hiline  Signalize 1,275,000$        1,464,018$          

Total $27,321,338

Year Project Cost Available FundsFunding Available 

Idaho Transportation Department Projects

ITD is responsible for the State Highway System which in our region consists of Yellowstone Avenue, 
I-15, I-86, US-91, and US-30. The planning of projects for these routes is done cooperatively with ITD 
and BTPO.  ITD does not program the needs of these projects for the twenty five years of this planning 
effort.  Instead the projects are grouped into horizons (near, mid, and far).  The 2008 Horizon plan lists 
only one project, the West Pocatello Interchange rehabilitation project in the mid horizon category. The 
document also describes the process as one of flexibility.  While historic values are the best method to 
determine future revenue it is not without issues.  The projects described in fit into the guidelines for 
horizons, and promote the mobility focus of this plan.  Therefor the priories for projects on the Idaho 
Transportation system are:

•	 Intersection of Jefferson and Alameda re-alignment phase II; and 

•	 I-86 East/Westbound overcrossing bridge at Hawthorne Road. 

Table 11: Local Projects
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These projects are in keeping with the promotion of mobility in the urban area. These projects do 
not have funding attached and are considered illustrative, but over the twenty five years of the plan 
and historical data it is reasonable that all three will be constructed. 

Other Highway Program Projects (Statewide Competitive)

The projects listed above are funded primarily from a program in the highway authorization act 
called the Surface Transportation Program (STP).  There are other programs like Enhancement 
and Congestion Mitigation, Air Quality, safety, and bridge which have been included in the highway 
acts for twenty five years.  There are no guarantees these programs will remain but it is reasonable 
to expect that some version will remain.  Unlike the STP program the others are generally funded 
statewide and on a competitive basis.  Safety and Bridge programs rely on data which over the 
twenty years of the plan will change. We encourage local government and ITD to apply for these 
programs which meet requirements of the programs.  The priority of this planning effort would be to 
select projects identified in Figure 22.  Other types of projects which are in keeping with the strate-
gies of this plan are:

•	 Travel Demand Management (TDM) projects;

•	 Traffic management projects;

•	 Safety projects;

•	 Projects listed in corridor studies or other planning documents. 

Enhancements

Enhancements are defined as improvements to the transportation system projects that expand 
travel choices and enhance the transportation experience by improving the cultural, historic, aes-
thetic and environmental aspects of our transportation infrastructure.  Enhancement is a statewide 
competitive program which the MPO must also provide a ranking.  To assist the local applicants, the 
order of priority for these types of projects is as follows:

•	 Rehabilitation of Greyhound and UP Railroad stations;

•	 Implementation of the Portneuf Greenway Master Plan; and 

•	 Provision of landscaping improvements in medians and at interstate interchanges.

Transit Projects

Table 10 lists the potential funding sources for transit service in the region.  Both FTA Section 5307 
and 5309 are listed as potential sources.  While Section 5307 can be used for capital improvements 
this plan does not rely on it to cover state of good repair purchase or expansions to the system.  
Section 5307 funds will primarily be used for operations.  PRT and the State of Idaho has a good 
track record of obtaining Section 5309 funds and the $12,480,000 listed in Table 10 is a reasonable 
expectation for the region over the next twenty years. Table 12 lists the transit projects which can be 
funded with the amount available.  An additional $9.9 million is needed for expansion of the system 
but is not funded.  These projects are listed in Appendix B.
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Equipment or Facility Need Replacement Vehicle Cost Expansion Vehicle Cost Facility Cost Technology Cost Total Capital Need
Fixed Route Transit Vehicles 
(good repair) - 20  $                      6,000,000 
Transit Operation center 
improvements 2,000,000$      
Transfer centers - 4 200,000$         
Automated dispatch center 200,000$           

Second transit center location 1,500,000$      
Total  $                      6,000,000  $                             -    $     3,700,000  $          200,000  $         9,900,000 

Environmental and Other Issues of Concern

The provision of transportation goes beyond the infrastructure.  Building and maintaining the transporta-
tion system can effect of the natural and built environments, wildlife, air quality, and water quality.   The 
safety and security of the people who use the system are also of concern.   This section focuses on 
these issues and provides some potential mitigation strategies to prevent potential impacts.  The sec-
tion is meant to be a programmatic look at all the plans and projects recommended in the plan.  While 
some projects with potential impacts to air quality or historic properties might be investigated closer 
than others, the review is still over the entire plan.   As a project moves into the design phase of project 
development these issues will again be addressed but at a project level. 

Consultation

Land use management, natural resources, historic preservation, and environmental protection all have 
local, state, or federal agencies responsible with oversight and protection of these specific areas.  While 
BTPO attempts to review the impacts of our plans on these various resources we also consult these 
agencies either formally or informally on the potential impacts of our program will have on their area of 
interest.  

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) reviews both water and air quality for the region.  
Only air quality has a formal process of review called conformity.  Conformity will be discussed later in 
this section.  For water quality an IDEQ staff person is a member of the BTPO Technical Advisory Com-
mittee and acts as the program review.   For the other state and federal agencies the review process 
is informal due to the potential regulatory action an agency might take at the project level review.  The 
consultation usually takes place by sending the plans and programs to the agencies for comments.  

Environmental Justice

On February 11, 1994, Executive Order 12898 was signed requiring all federal actions to address Envi-
ronmental Justice regarding minority and low-income populations.  The order requires agencies to ad-
minister and implement programs, policies, and activities which affect human health or the environment 
so as to identify and avoid “disproportionately high and adverse” effects on minority and low-income 
populations.

Definitions

The definitions are taken from Federal Register: April 15, 1997 (Volume 62, Number 72).

This register is Federal Highway Administration’s rules to implement the executive order.

Table 12: Transit Projects
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Low-Income means a person whose median household income is at or below the Department of 
Health and Human Services poverty guidelines.

Minority means a person who is: Black (a person having origins in any of the black racial groups of 
Africa); Hispanic (a person of Mexican, Puerto Rican, Cuban, Central or South American, or other 
Spanish culture or origin, regardless of race); Asian American (a person having origins in any of the 
original peoples of the Far East, Southeast Asia, the Indian subcontinent, or the Pacific Islands); or 
American Indian and Alaskan Native (a person having origins in any of the original people of North 
America and who maintains cultural identification through tribal affiliation or community recognition).

Low-Income Population means any readily identifiable group of low-income persons who live in 
geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons 
(such as migrant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT 
program, policy or activity. BTPO uses the 2000 Census SF3 Block group poverty status from 1999 
by age for the data on low-income populations.  A block group was selected as a high low-income 
population area if the percentage of the low-income population exceeds nineteen (19) percent of 
the total population. 

Minority Population means any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in geographic 
proximity, and if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons (such as mi-
grant workers or Native Americans) who will be similarly affected by a proposed DOT program, 
policy or activity. BTPO uses Census SF3 block group non-Hispanic white households as compared 
to total households used.  A block group was selected as a high minority population area if the per-
centage of the minority population exceeds nine (9) percent of the total population. 

Adverse effects means the totality of significant individual or cumulative human health or environ-
mental effects, including interrelated social and economic effects, which may include, but are not 
limited to: bodily impairment, infirmity, illness or death; air, noise, and water pollution and soil con-
tamination; destruction or disruption of man-made or natural resources; destruction or diminution 
of aesthetic values; destruction or disruption of community cohesion or a community’s economic 
vitality; destruction or disruption of the availability of public and private facilities and services; vibra-
tion; adverse employment effects; displacement of persons, businesses, farms, or nonprofit orga-
nizations; increased traffic congestion, isolation, exclusion or separation of minority or low-income 
individuals within a given community or from the broader community; and the denial of, reduction in, 
or significant delay in the receipt of, benefits of DOT programs, policies, or activities.

Disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations means an ad-
verse effect that: is predominately borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population, 
or will be suffered by the minority population and/or low-income population and is appreciably more 
severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that will be suffered by the non-minority 
population and/or non-low-income population.

Mapping

In order to determine any impacts to minority or low-income populations their location within the 
planning areas must be identified. We have used Census 2000 SF3 for the data.  Figure 28 shows 
the locations of all projects not included in the 2011 to 2015 Transportation Improvement Program 
and the high minority and low-income population areas.   The figure also shows the locations of 
parks and schools.  
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Program Evaluation

This section will determine whether projects and programs included in this Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan have a proportionately high or adverse effect on minority and low-income populations. 

Four intersection improvements are planned as part of the plan but only the intersection of Jefferson 
and Alameda will have any significant impact on the surrounding community.  The other three intersec-
tion improvements will be built within the existing rights-of way or currently vacant land.   The first phase 
of Jefferson and Alameda is currently in the design phase but it is not located in a high minority or low-
income area.  The project will affect a school and the design process is taking this into account.   The 
last project is the rehabilitation of the Center Street Underpass and it will not have an adverse effect 
due to the improvement.   The rehabilitation will improve the structure and improve, if possible, pedes-
trian and bicycle access. 

Two street widening projects will be completed in the plan.  The first is Siphon Road from Hiline Road 
to Yellowstone Avenue.  This project has been reviewed in the Siphon Road Interchange Justification 
Environmental Study.   The study is in draft form and no impacts to the surrounding neighborhoods or 
target populations were noted.  The project is located in an industrial and farm land area.  As develop-
ment occurs BTPO and the city of Chubbuck will need to develop strategies to reduce the impact to 
these new developments.   
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Figure 28: Environmental Justice Evaluation
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Hiline Road widening from Alameda to Flandro is located on the edge of a low income area.   The proj-
ect will widen Hiline from two lanes to five.  The widening will occur on the east side of the road which is 
adjacent to a hill and the Fort Hall Irrigation Canal.   A similar project was completed to the north which 
found no impacts to the high minority population or the canal.  The populations affected by the widening 
do not currently or in the future have access to the road due to the elevation difference.  There might be 
some noise impacts but those impacts, again due to elevation, will occur to undeveloped or developing 
communities to the east. 

Given the low potential for a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority or low-income 
populations this Metropolitan Transportation Plan meets the requirements of the Environmental Justice 
Executive Order. 

Water Impacts

The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality web site http://www.idwr.state.id.us/ftp/gisdata/Spatial/ 
identifies the location of wetlands, flood plains, hazard areas, and streams and rivers with impaired use. 
There are no wetlands or flood plain hazard areas within the planning area. The Portneuf River was 
shown as a stream with impaired use.  No planning projects affect the Portneuf River.

Noise

We have all heard noise from traffic. Driving on our highways creates noise. The level of noise is af-
fected by the number of vehicles, vehicle weight, speed, type of material driving on, distance to high-
way, and buffers in between. Federal Highway Administration has established Noise Abatement Criteria 
guidelines (absolute noise impact) for different land categories. Only Category B and C occur in areas 
we are planning to add travel lanes. Category B examples are parks, residences, and churches and the 
maximum noise level is 67 decibels (dBA). Category C includes most commercial and industrial prop-
erties. The maximum noise level is 72 dBA. To address potential noise impact FHWA has two types of 
projects. Type I projects require traffic noise analysis and include projects that: involve new highways, 
increase the number of through lanes, or add a full lane to a highway. 

Each project will undergo an extensive environmental review prior to construction. In this plan we 
screened for potential impacts and identified areas to pay particular attention to during the design 
phase. Using TNMLOOK software for noise prediction and the guidance in Idaho Transportation De-
partments Noise Policy all these projects will require addition analysis. All projects with the anticipated 
vehicle per hour and percentage of trucks will need to meet the level needed to trigger further study. 
The second program is Type II projects which address retrofitting areas where the traffic noise is above 
the established thresholds. The Pocatello/Chubbuck urban area does not have a Type II program. This 
is not to say we are not concerned with traffic noise. The design guidelines, setback requirements, and 
use of screening material (trees, landscaping berms, and walls) are all encouraged for developments 
located on collector or arterials.

 Air Quality (Conformity)

On August 7, 1987 what is now known as the Portneuf Valley Non-Attainment area was originally part 
the Power-Bannock Non –Attainment Area.   This original Non-attainment area has gone through two 
boundary changes. First, on June 12, 1995, EPA corrected the ``Power-Bannock Counties (Pocatello)’’ 
boundaries to more closely represent the air shed in which the City of Pocatello is located.  Second, on 
November 5, 1998, EPA granted a request from the State to divide the Non-attainment area (as cor-
rected) into two areas separated by the Fort Hall Indian Reservation boundary.   The area consisting 
of land under State jurisdiction was identified as the Portneuf Valley Non-Attainment area.   The trans-
portation planning area has the same boundaries are the Portneuf Valley Non-Attainment  Area The 
Non-Attainment area covers 96.6 square miles and the combined population of the two cities is approxi-
mately 76,000.  The State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the area describes the complete topography 
and metrological issues which have creased air quality problems for the region.  
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The SIP states that “The Portneuf Valley is arid with significant variation in temperature between 
winter and summer seasons. Winter average temperature is 24.4 degrees Fahrenheit. Winter and 
spring are characterized by brisk southwest winds of 20 to 30 miles per hour (mph) which often 
persist for days.   Periodically, stagnate air conditions are established for a period of several days 
that can lead to elevated PM- 10 levels.”   The highest PM-10 levels in the Portneuf Valley Non-At-
tainment area occur in the winter. Cold temperature, high relative humidity, and fog are conducive to 
sulfur dioxide (SO2) rapidly reacting with ammonia in the atmosphere to create ammonium sulfate.  
These winter conditions are also often associated with stagnation episodes. Very little ventilation 
occurs through vertical mixing or by horizontal transport out of the valley. Without a means of ven-
tilation, PM-10 levels increase day-to-day from both primary and secondary formation, and tend to 
peak by the third day of a stagnation episode. 

Sources of primary PM-10 are J.R. Simplot, re- entrained dust from paved roads, agricultural activ-
ity, residential/ commercial construction, non-agricultural windblown dust, and to a lesser extent, 
residential combustion and motor vehicles. Sources of precursor emissions resulting in second-
ary PM-10 formation are from one stationary source and to a limited extent, motor vehicles (cars, 
trucks, and locomotives). 

On August 14, 2006 the Environmental Protection Agency re-designated the area as an attainment 
area.  This action changes our air quality status from non-attainment to maintenance area.  As a 
maintenance area the planned projects, programs, and activities cannot produce more vehicle 
emissions than allowed by the Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget (MVEB).   While the designation in-
dicates how well the community has done in addressing air quality it does not eliminate the need to 
continue our efforts. BTPO and the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) will continue 
to work together and consult on the potential impacts of not only transportation projects but how 
and where the community grows. A committee of local and state agencies called the Inter-agency 
Consultation Committee will ensure ongoing consultation is continued. 

In accordance with the State Implementation Plan for the area, BTPO must certify all our plans and 
programs including the Transportation Improvement Program and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan do not contribute to new violations of the Clean Air Act.  The planning area must certify that 
these documents conform to the Clean Air Act by meeting the Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget 
(MVEB) for each particulate.  The MVEB is part of the State Implementation Plan (SIP) which regu-
lates all emissions.  The MVEB ensures that transportation does not contribute to air shed emission 
problems.  

Time Frame

After consultation with Idaho Department of Environmental Quality, the BTPO Policy Board has 
elected to shorten the conformity horizon for the TIP to the last year of the Motor Vehicle Emissions 
Budget (2020)  Title 40 Part 93.106(d)(3).  The public was informed of this decision.  Therefore, 
the analysis periods for the conformity determination are 2010 (base), 2015, and the 2020 (horizon 
year). For this Metropolitan Transportation Plan we have elected to show two additional horizons 
one in 2030 and again in 2035.  This extension is aimed to show that transportation will continue to 
meet the requirements of the Clean Air Act.

Procedures and Process 

The procedure for determining if the TIP conforms to the Clean Air Act and Federal regulation is 
complex.  The basic process is to verify that emissions from projects proposed in the TIP and the 
Long Range Transportation Plan are lower than the Motor Vehicle Emissions budget for each analy-
sis period.  The assumptions and numbers which support the findings of the BTPO Policy Board are 
included in Appendix D.  For additional information on the conformity process or to request a copy 
of Appendix D, send a request to the address or email on the front of this document.   
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In summary, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) calculated by the BTPO travel demand model is converted 
into emissions.  The emissions calculated are PM10, total exhaust, re-entrained road dust, and Nox and 
VOC.   VMT is calculated for 2010, 2015, 2020, 2030, and 2035 are compared to the MVEB for that 
time period.  Table 13 has the MVEB for the PVNAA. 

Table 13: Portneuf Valley Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget

Year
2005
2010
2020

Particulate Matter (PM10) Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) Nitrogen Oxides (Nox)
897 9831575

716
585

Note: all values are in ton per year 

1120
1364

1085
514

 

Projects from LRTP

The time period of the conformity determination requires all projects from now to 2020 be identified.  
The TIP covers projects which are anticipated to be constructed by 2018 but one additional project 
which is listed in this document is planned for 2020.  This project, Siphon Road from Hiline to Yellow-
stone is a road widening project and will be included in the conformity analysis.   Since BTPO’s Policy 
Board has elected to show the results for all projects out to the end of the document or 2035, three 
additional projects will be modeled in the 2030 and 2035 horizons.  Those projects are: Hiline Road 
Widening from Alameda to Flandro; signalization of the intersection of Hiline and Pearl; and the signal-
ization of the intersection of Hiline and Flandro. 

Results 

Table 14 shows the Vehicle Miles Traveled by year and classification.  The total daily mileage has 
increased from 1.2 million per day to 1.9 million vehicle miles traveled per day.   The VMT is for the 
transportation system which would result from the outcome of this TIP and Siphon Road improvements 
included in this Metropolitan Transportation Plan. 

Table15 lists the emissions from the MVEB and the travel demand model.  For each analysis period the 
emissions generated by the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, for each pollutant, are below the emis-
sions listed in the MVEB.  As a result, this plan conforms to the MVEB. 

 

Table 14: Vehicle Miles Traveled 2010 - 2035

2010 2015 2020 2030 2035
Local 108,822 124,577 136,026 158,455 169,789
Collector 72,666 73,783 79,131 88,703 92,360
Minor Arterial 237,202 275,214 302,438 364,589 393,487
Principal Arterial 407,502 423,057 449,870 498,603 517,931
Interstate 370,846 473,718 528,821 632,652 694,113
Total 1,197,038 1,370,349 1,496,286 1,743,002 1,867,680

VMT
Class
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Table 15: Comparison for Motor Vehicle Emissions Budget to Predicted Emissions

MVEB Model MVEB Model MVEB Model
2010 897 855 983 724 1575 1,193
2015 1120 963 716 371 1085 507
2020 1364 1058 585 319 514 368
2030 1364 1191 585 312 514 292
2035 1364 1272 585 347 514 289

PM10 VOC Nox

Historic

The National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 as amended, states Section 106 to direct federal 
agencies to take into account the effect of their plans and projects on any district, site, building, 
structure, or object that is included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register. The agency 
shall provide the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to establish a reasonable opportunity 
for comment with regard to such undertaking.

Bannock Transportation Planning Organization, although not a federal agency, through the Idaho 
Transportation Department is subject to all applicable rules in the implementation of our program. 
This section provides a map of the locations of all local and federal historic districts.

We have identified the historic districts, but this is not to suggest there are no other historic proper-
ties in the planning area. Much of the Pocatello and Chubbuck structures are older than 50 years 
and therefore potentially eligible for protection. On a program level, all jurisdictions shall use care 
when selecting projects in the older parts of our communities. Special design considerations and 
compromises might be in order to minimize transportation impacts to historic properties.  

Only Center Street Underpass is currently within a historic district.   The rehabilitation of this struc-
ture will require review by the State Historic Preservation Office during the project development.  
Modifications to the district can occur between the revisions of this plan. If a project is located in 
a potential historic area, consultation between the local cities, BTPO and the State Historic Pres-
ervation Office should take place prior to the project moving from the concept stage. Consultation 
between these agencies should not only take place at the project concept stage but as part of the 
planning process.

Preservation of Parklands

United States Code Title 23 details the protection of parkland. This regulation is commonly referred 
to as 4f, which sets the policy saying special effort must be made to preserve public owned parks, 
recreation lands, and historic sites. The 4f rules does not allow approval of any program or proj-
ect which impacts these properties unless: there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use 
of such land, and such program shall include all possible plans to minimize harm to such parks, 
schools, recreational area, wildlife and waterfowl refuge, or historic site resulting from such use.

Map 11.6 shows the location of some potential 4f properties. This map is not intended to be an 
exhaustive list, only those we have identified. During the project design phase of any project or 
planning activity an environmental survey should be conducted to identify potential impacts. The 
map is a good start for local planners and engineers in identifying areas where special care must 
be used when projects are planned.
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Plants and Animals

In this section we will review the existing endangered, threatened, and proposed candidate species and 
proposed critical habitat which may occur within the BTPO planning area. Idaho Fish and Game and 
United States Department of Interior Fish and Wildlife Service were contacted to determine the types 
of species and habitat areas.  Table 16 lists the three species which were on the list as of September 
2010.   At a programmatic level it is unlikely that these urban projects will affect any of the animals 
listed. 

There are no conservation areas within the planning boundary.  The closest is over 20 miles to the 
south near Lava Hot Springs.

Table 16: Protected Species for Bannock County

Group Name Population Status
Birds Arctic peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus tundrius) Recovery
Birds Yellow-billed Cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus) Western U.S. DPS Candidate
Mammals Gray wolf (Canis lupus) WY, ID, MT Experimental Population, Non-Essential
Source: US Fish and Wild Life Services September 8, 2010  

Security

The security of the users of the transportation system was a new requirement in SAFETEA-LU.   
Events like September 11, 2001, hurricanes, and severe weather in our region refocused the attention 
of providing a secure transportation system and one which can respond in times of emergency.  With 
the passage of SAFETEA-LU Congress required Metropolitan Planning Organizations to take some 
planning responsibility for security.   In large cities with heavy commuter traffic incident management is 
an important function in the safety and security of the traveling public.   Evacuation routes and driver 
information systems are critical in times of emergency.  The MPO’s role as coordinator, facilitator, and 
federal funding source makes them a great place to coordinate services in a region.  

The safety and security of the traveling public has been the focus of many agencies within the nation 
and our region.  Police, fire, and other emergency response agencies within Bannock County have 
provided the framework for the security of the motorized and non-motorized public.   BTPO can help in 
the coordination and identification of other potential resources which could be used to supplement the 
existing resources. 

The purpose of the Bannock County Emergency Operation Plan is to develop simple emergency 
management capabilities to take immediate steps when responding to the effects of an emergency, 
preservation of life, minimizing damage, providing necessary assistance, and coordinating the County’s 
recovery, thus returning the community to its normal state of affairs.  From this purpose and discus-
sions with emergency service providers from the County, Idaho Department of Homeland Security, city 
of Pocatello, and the city of Chubbuck, BTPO’s role is one of support. We need to ensure the proper 
facilities, routes, and technology is in place to allow the providers to perform their tasks listed in the 
plan. BTPO is a member of the County’s security committee. In this role we can assess how BTPO can 
better serve our community’s security needs. 

That support comes in coordinating the various planning efforts to ensure consistency and reduce over-
lapping efforts.   The regional Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) Plan is a good example of coor-
dination of efforts.  Message boards on the interstate provide valuable information during winter storm 
events, but also can be used to inform the public in time of emergency.  The regional signal coordina-
tion system can be used to provide better traffic flow to the identified evacuation routes.  In both cases, 
BTPO’s role is to coordinate and facilitate the implementation of these services between the various 
public agencies that are responsible for individual components of the system. 
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Regional Security Plans

Below are some of the various security plans in the region. 

•	 Bannock County Emergency Operation Plan

•	 City of Pocatello Flood Response Plan - emergency instructions during a flood event

•	 Idaho State University Disaster Response & Recovery Plan

•	 Idaho Transportation Department Transportation Incident Management Plan

•	 City of Chubbuck Emergency Operations Plan 

Safety Plan

The safety plan has evolved over the years from an intersection crash analysis to corridor specific 
analysis.   Each of the analysis was conducted at the local, county, and state levels.  The Highway 
Safety Improvement Program (HSIP) which was established by SAFETEA-LU, 23 U.S.C. Section 
148, changed this process.  The policy of HSIP taken from the Section “is to require each State to 
develop and implement, on a continuing basis, a highway safety improvement program which has 
the overall objective of reducing the number and severity of accidents and decreasing the potential 
for accidents on all highways.” A key component of the implementation of the HSIP is development 
of a Strategic Highway Safety Plan (SHSP).  Idaho Transportation Department defines an SHSP as 
a statewide-coordinated safety plan that provides a comprehensive framework for reducing highway 
fatalities and serious injuries on all public roads. The SHSP is developed by the State Transpor-
tation Department in a cooperative process with Local, State, Federal, and private sector safety 
stakeholders. The SHSP is a data-driven, comprehensive plan that establishes statewide goals, 
emphasis areas, and strategies. It integrates the four E’s - engineering, education, enforcement, 
and emergency response.   

BPTO has participated in the development of the Idaho Strategic Highway Safety Plan as a rep-
resentative of the State’s six MPOs and is a part of the safety coalition.   This plan is designed to 
focus the entire state transportation community to and law enforcement community’s efforts on a 
common goal.   BTPO has reviewed the plan and officially incorporates the plan into this Metropoli-
tan Transportation Plan.  The plan is intended to be data driven, guiding the decisions of organiza-
tions regarding engineering, education, enforcement, and emergency response.   Therefore, the 
plan is not intended to be a static document.   There are many components of the plan which are 
very critical, but those which affect transportation planning and operation is the focus of the remain-
der of this section. 

The theme of the Idaho SHSP is Toward Zero Deaths, Every Life Counts.  To achieve the goal of 
reducing the annual traffic deaths in Idaho to fewer than 200 by 2012 ITD has adopted three Em-
phasis Areas, which are: Behavior, Infrastructure, and Emergency Response.  

Behavior is those actions like aggressive driving, distracted driving, and impaired driving which lead 
to crashes.  For each of the eight (8) behaviors identified, a strategy using the four E’s was devel-
oped.   Infrastructure included lane departure and intersection crashes as those having the big-
gest impact or cost.  The last emphasis area is Emergency Response which is the recognition that 
crashes will occur but quick response by well-trained responders can make the difference between 
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a person living or dying. 

Regional Safety Focus

The regional focus for safety as stated in Goal 14 is to reduce the number of serious crashes in the 
urban area. BTPO partnership in the statewide Idaho Safety Coalition and the Idaho Transportation 
Department office of Highway Safety provides the technical assistances needed to make improvements 
locally.   To address serious crashes a regional approach which will investigate the patterns of crashes 
and seek to determine underlining infrastructure causes of crashes.  To address serious injury acci-
dents the following infrastructure strategies will be incorporated into the regional planning efforts:

•	 Implementation of Local Safety Corridors;

•	 Identify and address intersections with higher than average crash rates;

•	 Coordination with ITD on Road Safety Audit Programs; and 

•	 Utilize a system-wide approach to infrastructure.

These strategies come from or are consistent with the SHSP.  BTPO plans, over the next several years, 
to address each of the strategies as part of our annual work program. 

Pocatello/Chubbuck Crash Data

The focus of this plan is to identify solutions to infrastructure related to serious and fatal crashes.  Table 
17 shows the number of fatal crashes in the Pocatello/Chubbuck area is around three per year.  The 
number of serious injury crashes has seen an increase in the last three years to an average of 45 per 
year which is up from the beginning of the decade when the average was 32 per year. 

Table 17: Number of and Types for Crashes for BTPO Planning Area 2000 - 2009

Crash Type 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009
Fatal Injury (Death) 3 6 4 5 4 3 4 3 2 3
Serious Injury 20 32 32 32 42 60 28 49 42 43
Other Injury 376 339 378 422 398 354 339 333 341 340
Property Damage 945 916 988 980 1181 1083 783 937 1015 969
Total 1344 1293 1402 1439 1625 1500 1154 1322 1400 1355
Source: Web Cars


