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2006 PM Peak Conditions:
Main Street 5-lanes

Main Street volumes
approximately 10 times
larger than most other city
roadways

Main/Bullion traffic signal
approaching capacity

Difficult/dangerous for o
minor street left-turns onto | & SR
Main Street without traffic | ... TN

signal @ o
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Highway 75 Average Daily Traffic: 1990 -2026
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2026 PM Peak Conditions:

57% growth in Main Street
volumes

Main/Bullion traffic signal
over capacity

Main/Airport traffic signal
over capacity

Main/McKercher traffic
signal nearing capacity

n:d

More difficult/dangerous . S ghde
for minor street left-turns ®
onto Main Street without @ oo

traffic signal e




2026 PM Peak Conclusions

5-lane Main Street will be over capacity at
critical downtown intersections without roadway
Improvements

Poor Main Street operations may shift
forecasted traffic growth to alternate city
roadways, regardless of improvements

Scope of Main Street bottleneck is from
McKercher to 39 Ave

Any reduction in Main Street capacity will
exacerbate mainline and side-street congestion

Any couplet concept will increase city exposure
to regional traffic
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All options included urban street
upgrades to River Street, plus:

5 lanes on Main Street (retains much of
current configuration)

4-5 lanes on Main Street, limiting
median width and cross-over access

3 lanes on Main Street (removal of two
travel lanes on Highway 75)

One-Way Couplet on Main Street and
River Street (two travel lanes in each
direction)
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TYPICAL SECTIONS - COUPLET CORNCEPT

i |

e
PRI RSN DT e
IR T EORpe
o i
LR

BAE ATHTRRS BT

LIGHTED PEDESTRIAN CROSSWALK DETAIL

CORHERCIAL - 3 LalE COUFLIT
AT H BRI

"r :

l.-nrl\.:rl-..-l Pt ol
I

| w L=
-

s
....“.—‘

FEIERTIAL - 2L AHECOURLEY
Trtad LI S SO AR

"'rk.'l..ci.'uil."'_'éf”

nﬁ"i'l:m-uw-

H R PR B O G D G 6
H oM = A TR DL W O AT TN
s s s, o)

-

e ARER

TOOTHMAN=-ORTON ENCRIEDRING COMPANY =
N FRNMEEL, AEITOND A A
=

HAILEY TRAFFIC FLAN
COUPLET CONCEFT




Page 1 of 2

L

=

_f_-_-_%_ﬁ;::::" ¥
Arr=sii

- i-:-""-,d-‘-




Slide 12

Page 2 of 2

-

L1
— e

== e rp—

[ ST FETER P B EPSTHN ESTO S Nl |

N Rt okt I P2

P85 o ¥

ELANEOONCTET

EIVEE STREET - TYFICALSPCTIONS

I [ * - i
el e o el ) g L
I T go— - |

% wa @ .. a1

CIRHERCLAL -2 LANME OTICHBC 1
AT BN

L ¥ i
B =y - 1Y PP SR oy - - T

S o B
o i I, Qa—---- i

CORRERCLAL - CLAHE ROPIROEHC I
[

e S

OO DR, JETTORD S Pl
=

CDACKDiPAMCHG
L

L

ALK PR
------ . D PRI . W '“'.ﬁﬂﬂ.ﬂmﬂ\.
P ey ey

I : E
I EEEICRCH LA VI I
. 2
s . o g e
Pt s mmean




A afH
gt
2006 E xisting 2026 Baseline 2026 5-Lane/4-Lane 2026 3- Lane 2026 Couplet
Int vic5
ID1 EW Street NS Street LOS3 Delay4 orWM7|| LOS Delay Intvic |[||LOS Delay Intv/c OS Delay Intvic LOS Delay Intvic
Downtown Study Area
3 McKercher Blvd SH75 B 12.7 0.67 D 38.2 0.86 C 334 0.86 E 749 1.04 A 7.3 0.35
5 Myrtle St River St A 75 AWSC A 8.2 AWSC A 9.4 AWSC A 9.7 AWSC B 10.8 0.80
6  Myrtle St Main St (SH 75) F >300 EBL F >300 EBL B 16.3 0.86 E 61.8 1.08 A 9.3 0.43
7  Bullion St River St B 105 AWSC D 331 Awscfff E 4.7 Awsc|| E 577 114
8 Bulllion St Main St (SH 75) E 575 0.87 F 92.6 113 E 704 1.13 F 168.3 1.40 C 29.7 0.77
10 Elm St Main St (SH 75) F F >300 WB C 235 0.9 F 1169 1.22 A 1ds 0.57
13 Cedar St Main St (SH 75) F F EB
Other Study Intersections

1 W Meadow Dr SH 75 E 374 WB D 29.6 WB D 296 WB 60 B

2 W Meadow Dr Buttercup Rd B 105 EB B 11.3 EB B 11.3 EB C 16.2 EB

4 McKercher Blvd Buttercup Rd B 101 EB B 11.2 EB B 11.2 EB C 17.0 EB

9 Croy St 8th Awve B 10.2 SB A 8.4 SB

11 Cedar St River St B 101 SB B 10.5 SB B 13.8 SB B 13.8 SB

12 Cedar St Broadford Rd A 9.6 NB A 10.0 NB

14 Main St(SH 75)  Airport W ay c 252 093 E 562 100 D 532 1.00 C 278 0.9

15 Main St(SH75)  3rd Ave D 286 SB F 2458 SB

16 Fox AcresRd SH75 A 8.0 0.62 C 20.7 0.94

17 Fox Acres Rd W oodside Blivd B 117 AWSC D 31.0 AWSC

18 Countryside Bivd SH 75 F B 115 0.71

19 Woodside Blvd SH 75 F A 8.4 0.69




Option

3 Lane Main Street
4-5 Lane Main Street
5 Lane Main Street

One-Way Couplet

Main Street

Traffic Control

River Street

Street
Reconstruction-

Streetscape & Pedestrian [[| New Sidewalks River Street Cedar Street &
Enhancements Enhancements|[|] & Bike Lanes  Roundabouts Croy Street
$886,000 $789,000 $6,143,000 $172,000 $1,477,000
$639,000 $789,000 $6,069,000 $172,000 $1,477,000
$389,000 $789,000 $6,077,000 $172,000 $1,758,000
$115,000 $3,275,000 $8,683,000 $86,000 $1,163,000

TOTAL COST

$9,467,000
$9,146,000

$9,185,000

$13,322,000
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5-Lane Main Street and River Street
Upgrade Option Recommended

because:

Enhances local livability on River
Street

Provides sufficient future capacity  on
Main Street for local access and regional
through-put

Provides sufficient future capacity  on
City street crossing routes for vehicular
traffic, cyclists and pedestrians

Least expensive







Enhance local circulation
on parallel north-south
routes

Include traffic calming
techniques, like
roundabouts, to balance
efficient operations and
safety

Add signals along Main
Street for added left-turn
safety and east-west
circulation

Avoid improvements
which encourage regional
traffic cut-through

Traffic Signal (Existing)
Traffic Signal {Mew)
Mew Roundabout
Street Improvements
New Street Connection

m = mm Shared-Use Path

mmm See River Street Plan

mmm Curb/Gutter/Sidewalk
Slide 17 Alternative Cross-Section
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Enhance east-west
connections to the
regional trail

Enhance parallel north-
south routes in
connection with street
enhancements

Focus Main Street
crossings at traffic
signals

Traffic Signal (Existing)
Traffic Signal (New)
Mew Roundabout
Ped/Bike Improvements
Ped/Bike Path (Existing)
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See Long-Range Transportation Project List



Legend

= Existing Shared-use Path

== == New Shared-use Path

Existing Sidewalk

== New Sidewalk




Legend
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== EXisting Shared-use Path

== == New Shared-use Path

== == = New Bike Lane

e e e New Shared-Lane/Posted Route
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Hailey’'s Street
Functional
Classification Map
& Policy will help
guide:
Development -
consistent street
designs

Full development
of pedestrian and
bicycle system —
connectivity and
access

Balanced traffic
demand
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Hailey Street System:
About 43 miles of streets
All of the City’s streets are

Remaining Service Life Distribution

asphalt , many of which
have no concrete edge

607

and/or drainage systems  °9

Replacement value &

estimated at $21.7 million

301

201

Percent of Siree: Sysiem

Many streets are over 5

years-old and showing
significant signs of severe
CraCking and rut'[ing ° 0 1-3 4-6 79 10-12 13415 16-18 1920

Remaining service life of e
street (pavement) system
Is limited (see chart)

107
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Hailey’s Current Annual Maintenance Budget is about $81,500

By year 2015, approximately 35% of Hailey’s streets will fail
based on current funding levels

To maintain quality pavement conditions, an annual budget of
$250,000 needed ($225,000 assuming CIP projects completed
In 20 years)

35%

34?
30%
ZS.V

25%
/ =*= Cumrent Maintenance Budget
22.3%

20%
“*= Needed Budget: $250,000/Yr
16.1%

15%
/ —— CIP Impact-Budget: $225,000/Yr
0.2

10% 7
5.69%

5%

Percentage of Roads Failing
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By year 2015, the average remaining system-wide pavement
service life will drop to about 7 years with no change in current
funding level

An annual budget of $250,000 will significantly improve and
maintain the remaining system-wide pavement service life
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