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I.  Introduction, Purpose and Vision 
Transportation and Mobility Planning has become one of the most important planning 

practices of our time.  With the dependency on surface transportation it has become 

imperative that this planning process take place.  Urbanized areas throughout the state 

with the help of their Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPO’s) have been providing 

this practice for years.  In recent years, with the high growth in rural and small urban 

areas along with the increase in Urban Cluster designations, and in consideration of the 

high road mileage and increased traffic volumes……… there has become an increased 

emphasis in this planning arena. 

UDOT, Iron County and the Eastern Iron County local governments have become 

partners in an initiative to provide regional transportation planning throughout this area 

and create a regional transportation plan for use in this rural and small urban area.  The 

transportation system has been evaluated and a range of transportation improvements, 

including roadways, transit, bicycle and pedestrian facilities are recommended that can 

best satisfy existing and future needs.   

While transportation modeling has not been incorporated in developing a horizon year 

plan with short, medium and long range components there has been a collaborative 

effort by the partners to research, study and identify those projects that can address the 

anticipated needs of population and employment growth in the region.  It is envisioned 

that this regional plan will be used as a basis to identify and document transportation 

priorities and to assist with possible funding. 

 

   

 

A. Overview of the Region – ICRPO 

1. Description and function 

The Iron County Rural Planning Organization (ICRPO) serves the Eastern portion 

of Iron County.   It is comprised of the cities of Cedar, Enoch and Parowan, and 

Visioning statement:  

To enhance quality transportation 
planning through leadership and excellent 

coordination with all RPO partners.
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the towns of Paragonah, Kanarraville and Brian Head and unincorporated 

county areas surrounding these cities and towns.  Included in the Rural Planning 

Organization (RPO) membership is Iron County as well as the Utah Department 

of Transportation (UDOT).   

2. Pre-designation and designation  

In 2006, the transportation planning staff of the Five County Association of 

Governments (FCAOG) worked with UDOT and other agencies in exploring the 

need and desire to designate Rural Planning Organizations (RPO’s) within the 

FCAOG area.  These rural planning organizations would engage in more of a 

cooperative and regional transportation planning process with an effort to 

provide an understanding of the needs and benefits of such transportation 

planning.  Initially, UDOT and Iron County shared the cost of running the ICRPO.  

Now, the ICRPO is completely funded by Iron County through the local 

Transportation Corridor Preservation funds as approved by the Council of 

Governments (COG) for transportation planning. 

As a result of these efforts and in the spirit of partnering a Memorandum of 

Understanding between Iron County and the UDOT was executed and on July 

1st, 2010 the ICRPO was formed.  Work to prepare bylaws commenced and in 

October of 2010 the ICRPO Bylaws were officially adopted and the planning 

began. 

3. Organization 

The ICRPO consists of two boards.  The technical board is the Iron County Rural 

Transportation Advisory Committee, (ICRTAC or RTAC) and is comprised of one 

staff representative from each of the City’s and Town’s, the County and the 

UDOT.  The purpose of the RTAC is to review transportation issues and make 

technical recommendations to the executive board.  The executive board is the 

Iron County Rural Transportation Executive Council, (ICRTEC or RTEC) and is 

comprised of one elected official of each of the City’s and Town’s, and a single 

member the Iron County Commission.   The purpose of this board is to review 

recommendations provided by the RTAC and to make policy decisions and 

provide direction with regards to transportation planning within the ICRPO.   

These two boards meet on a regular basis, six times each per year in alternating 

months.  The current membership and meeting calendar are provided in the 

Appendices.   

4. RPO Boundary Map 

A planning boundary was soon developed.  This boundary included the Cedar 

Urbanized Cluster as defined by the US Census Bureau as well as its “smoothed 

boundary” and the partner communities.  This map can be seen figure 1.     
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Figure 1 - ICRPO Planning Boundary 
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5. Purpose and Vision 

The purpose of the Iron County Rural Planning Organization is to bring the 

partner communities of Cedar City, Enoch, Parowan, Paragonah, Kanarraville, 

Brian Head and Iron County together to discuss and plan transportation issues 

from a regional context and to provide a listing of proposed transportation 

improvement projects to UDOT for consideration for inclusion into the 

Statewide Transportation Improvement Program (STIP).  See the ICRPO Bylaws 

for additional information.  The Bylaws can be found in the appendix or by 

following this link  http://fcaogtpo.wordpress.com/iron-county-rpo/documents/ 

A vision was developed as part of the Eastern Iron County Emerging Area Plan 

(EICEAP) and is available for review at the following web site: 

http://fcaogtpo.wordpress.com/iron-county-rpo/documents/.  As part of the 

Visioning Process of the EICEAP, four general themes were developed to guide 

the transportation planning.   These emerging area themes are: 

• Promote Iron County as a Tourist Destination 

• Support Industrial, Commercial and Residential Development  

• Connect Communities 

• Preserve Rural Community Character 

 

It is important that the above themes be carried throughout the planning process in any 

document dealing with regional transportation planning. 

  

B. Cities and Towns of the ICRPO 

 

1. Brian Head   

Brian Head is the smallest of the jurisdictions in Iron County. According to the 

2010 Census Brian Head’s permanent resident population decreased from 118 

in 2000 to 83 in 2010.  The 2016 Census estimate is 89.  Although the 

permanent population is small, Brian Head has a much larger seasonal 

population. In order to accommodate the large population flux the town has 

over 1,300 dwelling units, which means that it requires infrastructure equivalent 

to a city of nearly 4,000 residents.   

2. Cedar City 

Cedar City is the largest jurisdiction in Iron County. According to the 2010 

census, Cedar City encompasses 36.83 square miles of land. Cedar City added 
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8,330 (40.6%) persons over the last census decade to bring the 2010 population 

estimate to 28,857. There was an average of 783 people living per square mile 

with approximately 10,860 dwelling units in 2010. Of these units, roughly 3,866 

were multi-family units.   The 2016 population estimate is 31,223. 

In 2010 estimates show that  there were 2,702 businesses in the Cedar Area. 

These businesses are diverse, ranging from retail store fronts to industrial 

manufacturers. Each business has a variety of transportation needs ranging 

from customer and employee access, shipping and receiving, and rail. 

3.  Enoch City 

Enoch City is the 2nd largest jurisdiction in Iron County, and experienced the 

largest population growth percentage. According to the 2010 Census Enoch 

increased in population by 67.4% in the previous 10 years. Population jumped 

from 3,467 in 2000 to 5,803 in 2010 and is estimated at 6568 in 2016 showing a 

13% increase from 2010.   Enoch City had 1,714 housing units in 2010 that are 

all located within the 7.21 square miles of city limits with an average of 805 

people per square mile in the city.    

4. Kanarraville 

Kanarraville is the 2nd smallest jurisdiction in Iron County with a 2014 population 

estimate of 378 which is up from the 2010 census number of 355. The 

population increased 14.1% from 2000’s total population count of 311 to the 

2010 population of 355. There were 172 housing units in Kanarraville in 2010.  

5. Paragonah 

Paragonah managed to maintain the steadiest growth between 2000 and 2010.  

During that time the Town added 18 new residents to bring the Town’s total 

population to 488 with 227 housing units.  The 2016 population estimate is 520. 

6. Parowan 

Parowan is the 3rd most populous jurisdiction in Iron County. Parowan grew by 

8.8% from 2000 to 2010 adding 225 new residents. The 2010 population in 

Parowan was 2,790. In 2010, Parowan had 1,412 housing units in the city. From 

the high number of housing units, it is expected that Parowan would have a 

larger population, but similar to Brian Head, the city has over 250 housing units 

that are only used seasonally.   The 2016 census population estimate is 2986. 

7. Iron County 

In 2010, Iron County was the 9th most populous county in Utah; it was also one 

of the fastest growing.  From 2000 to 2010 the population increased by 12,834 

individuals, or 36.7%.  The County contains a land area of 3,296 square miles 

with 4 square miles of water.  The estimated population in 2010 was 46,163 

with an average population density of 14 people per square mile.  
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Growth is occurring in Iron County.  2016 census estimates show the population 

as 49,937 which is up from the 2010 population of 46,163 showing a cumulative 

population change of 3774 or 8.2%. 

Agriculture plays a large part in Iron County primarily growing Alfalfa and 

Wheat.  There are also many livestock ranches in the outlying areas of the 

county.  Major employers in the area include; educational services, lodging and 

food service, Federal, State and local government services, Southern Utah 

University, the Shakespeare Festival and light manufacturing.  

 

 

C. Summary of the Transportation Network 

 

The primary north-south corridor through this region is Interstate-15.   This route 

essentially bisects the RPO while passing through or adjacent to every RPO member city 

with the exception of Brian Head.    Other significant north-south corridors include SR-

143, providing access to Brian Head; SR-148, connecting SR-143 to SR-14; SR-130 

(Minersville Highway); SR 271, connecting Parowan to Paragonah; and the Lund 

Highway that heads northwesterly out of the Enoch / Cedar area as route no. 1782.  Iron 

County recently completed the south leg of the Cedar Valley Belt route connecting SR-

56 in Cedar to the I-15 interchange at Exit 51.  Portions of “Old Highway 91” along with 

other important north-south roads make up this direction of travel.   

The major east-west corridors include SR-56 and SR-14 heading west and east, 

respectively, out of Cedar City.  Other significant east-west corridors include Cross 

Hollow Road and Coal Creek Road in Cedar City, Iron Springs Road west of Cedar City 

and Midvalley Road (4800 North) in Enoch.  Other important east-west roads extend 

across I-15 connecting various parts of communities and servicing the needs for east-

west travel.   

Transit service within the RPO is very minimal with Cedar City as the only municipality 

offering this service.  Cedar Area Transit Service (CATS) offers scheduled fixed-route and 

Para-transit services within the Cedar City area.   

The nearest regional airport is the Cedar City Regional Airport located just two miles 

west from downtown Cedar City just off SR-56.   The Cedar City Airport provides both 

commercial and general aviation services to the entire county.  A general aviation 

airport is located in Parowan providing additional aviation services to the area.   

Railway service is provided to the area by Union Pacific Railway (UPR).   UPR operates a 

main line that generally runs north and south in the western region of the RPO.  UPR 
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also provides an east-west branch that runs to Cedar City providing service to the 

industrial areas of Port 15 and the Cedar City Industrial Park. 

Additionally, there are several shuttle services operating throughout the RPO area.  

These shuttle services include St. George Shuttle and Iron County Shuttle as well as 

others.  Shuttle service is available to Brian Head from as far away as Mesquite Nevada.  

These services generally provide regular scheduled trips but most require pre-booking 

to guarantee transportation.  There are also seasonal fluctuations in schedule and 

availability.   Other shuttle/taxi services exist throughout the area providing additional 

modes of transportation. 

 

D. Goals and Objectives  

The needs for a regional plan were developed based on regional and statewide goals 

and objectives.  Similar concepts (themes) found in the EICEAP were used to shape 

common regional long range plan goals to address rural transportation planning across 

the RPO.  A basic goal for all transportation planning is to provide for the Effective, Safe 

and Efficient movement of people and goods.  The plan for the RPO was developed with 

this primary goal in mind along with other goals including consideration for 

environmental issues and local travel desires.  Rural transportation planning for the RPO 

is guided by the RTAC which has reviewed the needs of the region and participated in 

the formulation of the following goals: 

Goal 1 Plan a safe and secure transportation system that supports the statewide goal 

of “ZERO Fatalities, a Goal We Can All Live With”.   

Objective 1.A  Program improvements to the transportation system that: 

� Improve Safety and operations 

� Reduce accident and conflict potential 

� Support the standards and policies of partner jurisdictions 

Goal 2 Provide a transportation system that facilitates the efficient movement of 

people and goods while effectively connecting communities. 

Objective 2.A   Develop transportation projects that: 

� Reduce travel time required for the movement of persons, goods, and 

information 

� Maintain or improve “levels of service” adopted by partner jurisdictions 

� Maintain and improve system capacity 
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� Enhance the use of “Access management” 

Goal 3 Improve the region’s economic vitality and provide access to economic 

opportunities for all citizens of the region while promoting Eastern Iron County as a 

tourist destination. 

Objective 3.A  Identify a transportation system that will: 

� Improve the provision of, and accessibility to, travelers and necessary 

information systems 

� Provide for the safe and efficient movement of people, goods and 

services 

� Protect “scenic highways” in accordance with local general plans 

Goal 4 Improve quality of life and minimize potential impacts, to the environment, 

while maintaining a rural community atmosphere through the use of Context Sensitive 

Solutions. 

Objective 4.A Identify appropriate studies and projects that: 

� Reduce dependence on the automobile 

� Emphasize transit, ridesharing, and pedestrian / bicycle travel as 

alternatives to the automobile. 

� Reduce adverse impacts of transportation on natural, social, cultural 

and environmental aspects of the area. 

� Enhance and be sensitive to keeping with the context of a community's 

identity. 

� Encourage and develop Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) systems that 

compliment transportation and recreation. 

Goal 5 Preserve the existing transportation system and promote efficient system 

management in order to provide access and mobility for both people and freight. 

Objective 5.A  Develop and maintain a transportation system that: 

� Is properly maintained in accordance with applicable standards and with 

consideration to all modes of transportation.  

� Preserves existing and planned transportation corridors through the use 

of good planning and access management tools available.   

� Makes appropriate use of available Corridor Preservation Funds. 

Objective 5.B Continue to understand and enhance the dynamics of the freight 

component of the transportation system by: 
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� Giving appropriate consideration in planning and design to all aspects of 

freight management including railways, major transportation corridors, 

local industrial roads and delivery systems. 

Goal 6 Identify a prioritized list of potential projects and provide the same to UDOT for 

consideration into the STIP. 

Objective 6.A  As a partnership, develop project lists in the categories of Safety, 

Capacity, Transportation Alternatives, Transit and Special Studies. 

� Submit Project Lists to UDOT by appropriate time frames for 

consideration and inclusion into the STIP.  

� Work with UDOT and provide a presence at STIP and other project 

development meetings. 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

II.  Demographic and Land Use Trends 

A. Relationship of Land Use and Development to Transportation 

Rural counties throughout the state are working to seek new economic growth and 

diversification while at the same time trying to preserve the rural character of their 

communities.  The communities 

within the RPO are no different 

in that respect.  Most of the 

available land is range land or is 

in agricultural use.  More 

intensive land use is usually 

located within the cities and 

towns, typically occurring along 

main transportation corridors 

and at the intersection of main roads.  Over the last 10 years there has been a broad 

range of land use changes and growth throughout the RPO.  Much of this growth started 

in the proximity of the urban area in order to acquire needed services.  Later as growth 

continued it moved further away from the urban cluster areas.   

As the population fluctuates through in-or out-migration, or even shifting throughout 

the region, the needs of the communities including transportation, employment, health 

care, education and social services fluctuate as well.  These land use changes and shifts 

have a particular affect on the transportation system.  Changes that affect the 

transportation system include school growth or consolidation, loss or gain of major 

employers, movement of the younger sector to more urbanized areas, growth of 

bedroom-community type development as well as increased density development 

throughout the region.  It is critical to recognize how growth or more importantly, 

changes in growth, affect the transportation system.  Roads that could once easily 

handle rural type development soon suffer with any of the changes as noted above.  

Consideration should always be given to the long-term effects of changing development 

patterns on transportation.     

Several factors have affected the land use throughout the RPO boundaries:  population 

growth, along with commercial development in the south Cedar area has had an effect 

on transportation patterns.  2010 Census information revealed there is a continued 

upward trend in population.  Cedar City for example grew at a rate of 1.1% between 

2010 and 2011.  The number of households as well as the median household income 

increased as well during the same period of time.  2016 estimates show that the County 

has seen a 3.6% increase in population between 2015 and 2016. 

The total population in the U.S. Census 

defined Cedar Urban Cluster in 2000 was 

21.978 and in 2010 was 33,200.  The Cedar 

Urban Cluster is contained within the RPO 

boundaries and is representative of the 

growth in the area. 
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Population Build-Out Table 

  Population Projected date 
Brian Head 24,385 >2040 
Cedar City 165,322 2080-2090 
Enoch 22,238 2060-2070 
Kanarraville 1,256 2050-2060 
Paragonah 1,217 2040-2050 
Parowan 45,251 2120-2130 
Iron County 101,982 2100-2110 

Source:  2012 Build Out Study, Iron County Rural Planning 
Organization, Adopted August 1, 2012 

Table 1- ICRPO Population Build-Out 

 

B. Population Trends 

1. Build Out Study 

In 2012 the ICRPO prepared a Build-Out Study.  The purpose of this study was to 

calculate the 

maximum 

population that 

can exist under 

current City, 

Town and County 

zoning and land 

use designations.  

The build out 

projections were 

based  on the 

information 

provided in the 

2010 Governor’s 

Office of Planning and  Budget (GOPB) population growth estimates and on the 

zoning and land use designation for each entity at the time of the projection.   

Build-out projections are shown in Table No. 1.  

For the complete Build-out study follow this link:   

http://www.fcaog.state.ut.us/. 
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It can be seen that the ICRPO has experienced and will experience a steady 

growth in population over time.  Based on the 2012 population projections from 

the GOPB 2012 Base, a steady increase is projected through 2060.   Population 

trends have implications for the transportation network of any geographic area.  

Improvements to the 

network are needed because 

mobility and safety are 

affected by increases in 

population.  Figure 2 shows 

population projections 

through 2060.   

2. 2010 Iron County Census 

  Information 

As of the census[1] of 2010, 

there were 46,163 people, 

15,022 households, and 

10,997 families residing in 

the County. The population 

density was 14 people per 

square mile.   There were 

19,667 housing units at an 

average density of 6.0 per 

square mile. The racial 

makeup of the city was 92.5% 

White, 0.5% African 

American, 2.7% Native 

American, 0.9% Asian, 0.4% 

Pacific Islander, 1.1% from 

other races, and 1.9% from 

two or more races. Hispanic 

or Latino of any race were 7.5 

% of the population.  

There were 15,022 

households, 73.2 % are family 

households out of which 37.0% 

had children under the age of 18 

living with them, 60.6% were married couples living together, 8.9% had a female 

householder with no husband present.  26.8% were non-families of which 18.3% 

of these households were made up of individuals, and 6.5% had someone living 

Figure 2 RPO Community Population 

Over Time 
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Changes in Select Cedar City 

Demographics in One Year 
(2010) (2011) 

Cedar City Population (2010) 28,857 29,213 

Iron County Population (2010) 46,163 46,750 

Cedar City Population, percent change 
2000 to 2010 

40.6% 
1.2% 

Persons under 5 years 9.5% NA 

Persons under 18 years 28.2% NA 

Persons 65 years and over 8.6% NA 

High School graduates, percent of 
persons age 25  

92.7% 
92.1% 

Bachelor's degree or higher, percent of 
persons age 25  

33.7% 
31.6% 

Households 9,583 9922 

Persons per household 2.75 2.73 

Per capita income in past 12 months 
(2010 dollars) 2006–2010 

$17,083 
$17,885 

Median household income 2006-2010 $40,382 $40,737 

Total number of firms, 2007 2,702 NA 

Source: 
 

 

Table 2 - Changes in Cedar City Demographics 

alone who is 65 years of age or older. The average household size was 3.00 and 

the average family size was 3.43.  

In the County, the population age was spread out with 30.2% under the age of 

18, and 9.8% who were 65 years of age or older. Male population was 49.7% 

and female was 50.3%. 

The median income for a household in the county was $42,226, and the median 

income for a family was $47,973. Males had a median income of $40,603 versus 

$28,686 for females. The per capita income for the county was $17,356. About 

16.4% of the families and 20.7% of the population were below the poverty line, 

including 24.7% of those under the age of 18 and 7.1% of those 65 and older.  

Current census estimates put the 2016 County population at 49,937. 

3. Demographics Trends 

 The following table for Cedar City gives an idea of the trends from 2010 to 

2011.  Change 

information 

was not 

available for 

all categories 

and is listed 

as NA (not 

available) in 

the 

appropriate  

column. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Population Estimates Cedar City:  US Census 

Geography 

April 1, 2010 Population Estimate (as of July 1, 2016) 

Census 
Estimates 

Base 
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 

Cedar City, 
Utah 

28,857 28,862 28,931 29,179 29,135 29,111 29,483 30,134 31,223 
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Route Location Description 
2014 

AADT 
Single Combo 

     

SR-14 SR 130 Main Street Cedar City 2870 7% 3% 

SR-14 580 East Cedar City  “ATR 382” 2090 11% 4% 

I-15 New Harmony / Kanarraville Interchange 23085 22% 20% 

I-15 SR 130 Main Street Cedar City 24835 22% 22% 

I-15 SR 56 200 North Cedar City 24335 22% 22% 

I-15 SR 130 Enoch / Minersville 20720 22% 22% 

I-15  SR 143 Parowan 18610 22% 23% 

I-15 SR 271 Paragonah 18190 22% % 

SR-56 Westview Dr. to I-15 11510 36% 6% 

SR-56 I-15 via 200 N - SR 130 Main St. Cedar City 16645 12% 9% 

SR-56 Iron Springs Rd to Westview Dr. 3400 60% 3% 

SR-130 Cross Hollow Rd (Old Hwy. 91) to 800 So. 12510 10% 6% 

SR-130 400 South Cedar City to SR-14 (Center St.) 17260 7% 3% 

SR-130 SR 14 Center Street Cedar City to 200 N. (SR-56) 19405 7% 4% 

SR-130 Fiddler’s Canyon (1925 North) to I-15 24785 9% 8% 

SR-130 I-15 to 3000 North 12600 10% 11% 

SR-130  3000 N. to Midvalley Road (4800 North) 9260 10% 11% 

SR-143 800 West Parowan to I-15 3260 14% 5% 

SR-143 SR 274 Main St. via Center St. Parowan to 300 S 2545 17% 5% 

SR-143 300 South Canyon Rd to Vermillion Castle Rd 1355 15% 6% 

SR-143 Brian Head Navajo Lodge  to Snowflake St. 1185 13% 7% 

SR-271 300 East Parowan to 200 W Paragonah 905 25% 4% 

SR-271 Center Street Paragonah to Road Right (335 N) 1045 25% 4% 

SR-271 Road Right (335 N) Paragonah – I-15 1060 25% 4% 

SR-274 SR 143 (Center Street) to SR 271 Parowan 2010 16% 12% 

Source:  Truck Traffic on Utah Highways; 2014, Utah Department of Transportation 

 Table 3 - Traffic in the RPO 

 

III.  Regional Transportation System 
A Regional Transportation System consists of all transportation components that affect the 

area of RPO.   Each mode of travel – roadways, public transportation, rail, bicycle,  pedestrian 

facilities, and airports independently and collectively play a part in the system as a whole.   

A. Roadways  

I-15 passes through the middle of the region.  With segments carrying over 25,000 

vehicles per day, this corridor is the life blood of the transportation system.  Most major 

roads throughout the RPO connect either directly or indirectly to this principal route.  It is 

the main north-south corridor throughout the state.  Identified as a "Major Freight 

Corridor", this route carries a heavy truck volume.   It sees “single” truck rates at 4% and 

“combo” truck rates at near 20%.  Combo trucks are generally “tractor/trailer combos”.  

The following table No.  3 shows a sample of traffic on State Routes within the RPO. 
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 Non-UDOT Owned Bridges in Iron County RPO 
Bridge 

ID Location Facility Owner Name 

Adt 

year 

Adt 

total BHI 

Suff. 

Rate* 

Year 

built 

021018D 2100 West 4800 North 4800 NORTH ST. 02 County Hwy Agency 2012 2000 89.2 96.3 2010 

021017C 

200 E.200 NO.-CEDAR 

CITY 200 EAST STREET 

04 City/Municipal 

Agency 2010 1027 88.5 99.9 1998 

021016D 

1 MI.NO. of HAMILTON 

FORT WESTVIEW DRIVE 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 630 88.5 96.9 1995 

021015F 

RIGHT HAND FORK 

CANYON COUNTY ROAD 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 133 85.4 89.6 1950 

021014F 

at RIGHT HAND FORK 

CANYON COUNTY ROAD 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 139 99.9 92.7 1995 

021012D 

1.8 MI.SO. of WECCO 

PLANT 

CNTY.ROAD-FAS# 

370 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 1550 89.3 71.5 1989 

021009D 

SOUTH END PAROWAN 

MAIN ST PAROWAN CITY ST. 

04 City/Municipal 

Agency 2010 63 79.7 23.2 1950 

021007E 

1.5 MILE SOUTHWEST 

SUMMIT COUNTY ROAD 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 517 94.4 98.9 1981 

021006D 

300 E.100 N.,New 

Castle COUNTY ROAD 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 378 99.8 96.9 2002 

021005D 

2100 WEST 3000 NO.-

CO.RD. 

3000 NORTH 

STREET 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 630 89.8 96.9 1998 

021004D 

SOUTH END PAROWAN 

MAIN ST 

PAROWAN MAIN 

ST. 

04 City/Municipal 

Agency 2010 2835 76.7 77.3 1925 

021003C 

0.5 MI.NO.BEAR VALLEY 

INT COUNTY ROAD 02 County Hwy Agency 2010 7 50.8 76.5 1939 

021002F 

1 MILE NW. of CEDAR 

CITY CITY STREET 

04 City/Municipal 

Agency 2010 2520 84.1 87.8 1969 

021001F 

WEST SIDE of CEDAR 

CITY CITY STREET 

04 City/Municipal 

Agency 2010 2300 93.4 90.6 1970 

 Source:  Utah Department of Transportation.  * Sufficiency Rating (old method) is provided for comparison only. 

   Table 4 Non-UDOT owned Bridges in the ICRPO 

 

   

1. Bridges  

Bridges throughout the region consist of those owned by UDOT and those not 

owned by UDOT.  A non-UDOT bridge is one that is owned and maintained by 

either the Cities and/or the County.   UDOT provides an inspection service 

whereby all bridges are inspected on a regular basis to identify problems and 

issues.  After each bridge inspection, local entities will receive a report detailing 

the UDOT’s findings and providing recommendations to resolve problems and 

issues.   

For a bridge to be considered for replacement or rehabilitation using Bridge 

Replacement Program funds it must be listed on the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) National Bridge Inventory.  The UDOT Bridge 

Management Division has developed its own method for assessing overall 

structure condition called the Bridge Health Index (BHI).   The transition to 

funding under the MAP-21 legislation allowed the state to develop this 

customized method of bridge condition evaluation.    The older method that 
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accomplished similar goals made use of the Sufficiency Rating and is listed in 

table 4 for a comparison.  The BHI categories have been roughly calibrated to 

the National Bridge Inventory (NBI data as follows:  

• Good - 100-80 

• Fair - 80-60 

• Poor 60-0 

 A bridge must also be structurally deficient or functionally obsolete as defined 

in the National Bridge Inventory Standards to qualify for replacement in 

accordance with the Highway Bridge Replacement and  

 

Figure 3 - ICRPO Bridge Location Map 
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Rehabilitation Program (HBRRP).    

 Based on information provided by UDOT, there are 14 local bridges in Iron 

County.  Upon review of the bridge inventory, three bridges have a BMI rating of 

less than 80.  One of those bridges, Bridge ID 021003C located 0.5 mile north of 

the Bear Valley Interchange, Exit 95, has a BHI rating below 60.  Note that this 

bridge is slightly beyond the RPO boundary.  Table 4  identifies the local bridges 

in Iron County.  Figure 3 identifies bridge locations. 

UDOT owned bridges total 49 throughout the county.  See appendix  for a listing 

of these bridges. 

2. Access Management 

Historically, transportation plans concentrated primarily on the movement of 

vehicles.  This generally involved adding new roads, re-building old roads and 

widening existing roads.  The concept of Access Management has become a 

critical management tool in taking care of an area’s roadway system.  Through 

Access Management a local entity can preserve existing capacity, improve 

safety, enhance aesthetics and reduce overall roadway costs.   

So what is Access Management?  Access Management can be simply defined as 

“the practice of coordinating the 

location, number, spacing, design 

and function of all access points 

along a roadway corridor”.  

Uncontrolled and uncoordinated 

growth along roadway corridors can 

lead to a proliferation of access 

points including driveways and 

intersections. In many instances, 

each individual development along a 

corridor insists on having its own 

access point or points, desires 

unlimited width and resists access 

sharing with neighboring parcels.  

This uncontrolled access action can 

lead to increased conflict points, 

increased accident rates, decreased 

roadway capacity, increased 

roadway costs and increased 

congestion.   

Some of the benefits of Access 

Management include: 

• Improve overall roadway 

safety 

• Decrease interruptions of 

traffic flow 

• Minimize traffic delays and 

congestion 

• Extend the useful life of 

roadways 

• Improve air quality 

• Avoid costly re-building 

projects 

• Improve access to adjacent 

land users 
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Rural areas can have a tendency to overlook access management.  Sometimes 

the need to attract and accommodate development and to create and improve 

a tax base can cause community officials to overlook this important process of 

access management.  In the long run, doing so can actually be detrimental to 

the efficiency and operating capacity of the transportation system that is so 

critical to economic development.    

Access management is a key component for every growing region.  Proper 

implementation of access management standards can provide significant 

benefit down the road as congestion continues to increase.  The Utah 

Department of Transportation (UDOT) established the rules and criteria for 

access management along State highways, local arterials, and collectors.  It can 

be found in Administrative Rule R 930-6, Chapter 7.  It should also be noted that 

in order for a highway authority to apply for and use local corridor preservation 

funds they are to have an access management policy or ordinance in place. 

 

B. Public Transportation   

Public transportation includes transit, both fixed-route and Para-transit, demand-

responsive transportation (DRT), volunteer transportation and private providers.  Cedar 

City is the only city in the RPO offering fixed route and Para- transit.  The Cedar Area 

Transit System (CATS) provides this public transit service to the Cedar residents.  CATS 

provides ridership with access to many locations throughout the Cedar City area.  The 

system is a “Fixed Route” system that provides over 30 stops.  To view the current route 

map and transit schedule visit the Cedar City web site at cedarcity.org.    CATS also 

provides a Dial-a-Ride service for disabled and elderly qualified riders throughout Cedar 

City.  Other communities have DRT transportation services available through the senior 

center although it's service is limited.   

C. Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities 

There are currently several designated bikeways or pedestrian ways throughout the 

rural ICRPO area.  The more urban populated areas of Cedar City generally have 

sidewalks and crosswalks with the addition of several multi-use trails and the beginnings 

of an on-street bicycle system.  Other areas throughout the RPO are more rural and the 

existence of sidewalks and crosswalks are sparse.   Bicycles are allowed on all roadways, 

except where legally prohibited.  However, few roadways outside of Cedar City have 

been signed and/or stripped for designation as such.   

Cedar City has developed a Parks and Recreation Master Plan.  This plan has provisions 

for bicycle traffic as well as pedestrian traffic.  The Coal Creek Trail, a 10-foot-wide 

multi-use trail, has been completed from the mouth of Cedar Canyon, through town to 

the Bicentennial Park area. This trail provides over 3.5 miles of walking and biking 
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enjoyment.  Several other multi-use trails exist throughout the Cedar City area including 

the East Bench Trail, The Fiddlers Canyon Trail and the Cross Hollow Trail.  These trails 

provide an additional 4.5 miles of 10-foot-wide paved trails to Cedar City's current multi-

use trails system.   Other routes have been identified for bike use by either striping or 

signage or both.    

Enoch City has designated a few locations as trails within the RPO boundary.  These 

trails are localized to the community.  Enoch has developed a “Conceptual Recreational 

Facilities Plan” that has included 9 acres of additional trails. 

Brian Head has an extensive but localized trail system that consists of pedestrian, non-

motorized, motorized and multi-use routes.  Several of the more popular routes are the 

Town Trail, the Navajo Loop Trail, and the Manzanita Trail.  Miles of similar-use trails 

exist throughout the county surrounding the Brian Head area.  While these localized 

trails are mostly recreational in nature they do provide a specific benefit to the overall 

transportation system. 

The RPO has had several presentations from partner cities discussing their need and 

desires to develop bicycle/pedestrian facilities throughout their jurisdiction.  To date 

there are no multi-jurisdictional bike/ped trails throughout the RPO.   

D. Other Routes 

ATV trail use is important throughout this area.  Brian Head has numerous ATV trails 

providing for recreation and other uses.  Agreements have been reached with the UDOT 

to allow limited trail use within UDOT rights-of-way to facilitate connecting trails.  Cedar 

City has developed an Area ATV Route Map designating routes for use by ATV’s.   

Iron County is in the process of developing an OHV Trails system.  They have formed a 

multi-agency committee that meets on a regular basis to 

plan the system, segment by segment.  With the help of 

grant dollars, kiosks are being installed, trails are being 

identified and maps are being made.  Trails that will be 

included in the system will be identified by the logo 

noted to the left.  Visit ironcounty.net/trails for more 

information. 

 

E. Airports 

As previously mentioned, the nearest regional airport is the Cedar City Regional Airport 

located just two miles west from downtown Cedar City off SR-56.   At an elevation for 

5622 feet above sea level, the Cedar City Airport provides both commercial and general 

aviation services to the entire county.  The airport is within one mile from the Cedar City 
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Industrial Park and is adjacent to the Airport Industrial Park.  The airport is serviced by a 

Delta Connection through Sky West Airlines providing regular flights to Salt Lake City.   

The Cedar City Regional Airport is in the process of completing its Airport Master plan.  

A Final Draft can be viewed on the airport website or by using the following link.  

http://cedarcity.org/992/Airport-Master-Plan.  This master plan will be a comprehensive 

study that describes the short, medium, and long-term airport plans to meet the 

growing demand. 

A general aviation airport is located in Parowan providing additional aviation services to 

the area and surrounding communities.  Many visitors to Brian Head utilize this 5,000-

foot-long Parowan runway for weekend ski resort or cabin visits.  Also, each summer, 

the Parowan airport serves as host to a world-class glider competition where gliders 

from around the world utilize the thermal currents to break records and compete in 

glider competitions.   

 

F. Goods Movement 

1. Rail roads   

Rail access is provided by Union Pacific Railroad via a 20+ mile branch extending easterly 

from the main line to Cedar City.  This spur originally extended to North Main Street in 

Cedar.  The segment of the rail service between North Main Street and I-15 has been 

recently abandoned and the remainder of the rail service lying west of Airport Road 

remains in service.  While passenger service is no longer available, freight service and 

the delivery of natural resources for use in the industrial and manufacturing areas of the 

Port 15 Industrial Park and other industrial and manufacturing areas is essential.  

Generally, the raw materials needed by the industries to produce their finished goods 

are provided by this rail.   This railroad branch is an extremely valuable asset to the 

Cedar City area that needs to be protected in order to continue to attract industries to 

the area.     Access to this rail system should be in important component in the areas 

economic growth and development.  

G. Travel Demand Management 

 

Travel Demand Management (TDM) holds the potential for enhancing many elements of 

the transportation network.  It is possible that TDM along with other improvements can 

greatly aid in reducing the single-occupant vehicle trips.  TDM measures would include 

carpooling and vanpooling programs, expanded peak-hour public transit, expanded 

transit routes, commuter busses, park and ride lots, and better coordination between 

transportation modes to facilitate intermodal transfers.  While low population densities 

in rural areas are not always conducive to major use of mass transit, some gains in 
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COMMUTING TO WORK 
 

Percent 

Workers 16 years and over 18,477 
 

Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 13,512 73.1% 

Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 2,795 15.1% 

Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 34 0.2% 

Walked 1,073 5.8% 

Other means 354 1.9% 

Worked at home 709 3.8% 

Mean travel time to work (minutes) 17.2 (X) 

Source: 

Table 5  How workers get to work in Iron County 

ridership for commuters and other users could be realized.  Public Transit is limited 

within the RPO boundaries as is para-transit as these services are generally only within 

the Cedar City boundaries.   

The only area in the RPO where 

“van-pooling” is being used is 

Brian Head.  Currently this 

service is being used to provide 

seasonal employees with 

transportation to work. 
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IV.  Transportation System - Performance and Recommendations 

 

A. Roadways 

The roadway discussions and analysis focused on safety, infrastructure condition, 

congestion and capacity.  Through the review of available studies, data from those 

studies, input at public meetings and information provided by local and regional partners 

the ICRPO in conjunction with the local jurisdictions prepared a list of projects.  The 

projects were then prioritized through a series of meetings.  Projects were independently 

ranked by each of the RPO members, those rankings were then summarized and an 

overall list was developed.  Once this summarized list was developed the partners again 

met and further discussed the results.  The list of projects was trimmed and categorized, 

the priorities agreed upon and the Project Priority List finalized. The Project Priority list 

has been updated on several occasions and will continue to be updated as a working 

document.  The 2017 Transportation Priority List is in the appendix of this revised 

document. 

Those projects that we identified as part of the Tri-County Coal Truck Route Study were 

based on roadway performance measures, safety considerations or a combination of 

both.  Other priority locations may require new or additional analysis in the future as no 

detailed analysis has been part of this report.   

1. Safety   

Roadway safety is one of the highest priorities within the RPO.   As noted 

previously, “Zero Fatalities “and Safety, the number one goal of the RPO is 

critical in the evaluation of project priorities.   

The safety projects identified are shown in the table below.  Estimated costs are 

shown for those projects that have identified costs.  Other costs estimates may 

come at a future time.   
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Safety Projects 

Project Location Rank 

Estimated 

Cost 

Improve (re-align) Parowan South 1-15 Interchange Parowan 1 $500,000 

Parowan Main Street Bridge Rehab Parowan 2 $1,222,000 

Turn Out for slow vehicle lane on SR-14 County 3 

Pedestrian Sidewalks through Brian Head on SR-143 Brian Head 4 

Traffic Signal @ the intersection of Mid-Valley Rd. and        

SR-130 Enoch / UDOT 5 $250,000 

SR-143 Safety/Drainage Project Brian Head 6 

SR 143 Passing Lanes 

Brian Head / 

County 7 $1,866,000 

Cedar City Main Street Lighting Replacement Cedar City 8 

Source:  ICRPO Transportation Priority List, revised Jan. 

24, 2017  

 

 

  Table 6 - ICRPO Safety Projects 

a) Other Roads 

While often roads identified in the Safety Project list are generally under 

UDOT ownership there are many other roads within the RPO that are 

not.  These roads may be in need of safety assessments.  These 

assessments would identify deficiencies such as sight distances and 

visibility, access management, inadequate signage, roadside hazards, 

accident rates and the like.  Recommendations could be developed for 

both intersections and segments throughout the RPO.  Projects could be 

identified and incorporated into appropriate lists.   

b) Bridge Condition  

Current bridge BHI ratings were reviewed.  One bridge, Bridge ID   

021009D, at the south end of Parowan Main Street has a BHI rating of 

79.7 (the old sufficiency rating was 23.2).  While the average annual 

daily traffic (AADT) is quite low further investigation into this structure’s 

condition appears warranted.    
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    Figure 4 - Parowan Main Street Bridge ID No. 021009D 

Contact with UDOT revealed that this bridge is considered structurally 

deficient.  This deficiency is due to a load restriction posting of 9 Tons.  

UDOT reports that from a pure condition perspective, the bridge is still 

rated in satisfactory condition.  However, considering its low load 

carrying capacity, the bridge could be a candidate for replacement or 

some other type of treatment. 

Bridge ID 021004D, also located at the south end of Parowan Main 

Street, is the oldest locally owned bridge in the RPO; built in 1925.  It 

has a BHI of 76.7 with a satisfactory deck rating and good ratings in 

Substructure and Superstructure.  It is, however, in need of significant 

maintenance and repair work. 
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Figure 5 Parowan Main Street Bridge ID 021004D 

 

c) Access Management 

The ICRPO has recognized the importance of Access Management and 

has begun the process of using this management tool.  The RPO 

partners have entered into an Access Management Agreement between 

all of the RPO jurisdictions and the Utah Department of Transportation 

(UDOT) establishing the criteria for granting access along State 

highways, local arterials, and collectors within the boundaries of the 

ICRPO.  A copy of this agreement can be seen in the appendix of this 

document as well as through this link. 

http://fcaogtpo.files.wordpress.com/2011/08/signed-access-

management-agreement.pdf 

Access Management will continue to be an important tool for the 

ICRPO.  As the communities grow and develop the use of access 

management can be used to enhance both the roadway system and 

private property.  As each community become more sophisticated in its 

implementation, additional, more individualized standards will be 

developed.  Moving forward with good access management today will 

help avoid big headaches tomorrow.   

2. Capacity Projects 

The term “capacity is used to express the maximum hourly rate at which 

vehicles can reasonably traverse a uniform section of roadway during a given 
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time period under prevailing roadway and traffic conditions. 1 Capacity is often 

expressed as a “Level of Service” ranging from level A to F.  Level of service A 

being a free flow condition (least congested), Level of Service F being a forced or 

breakdown of flow (most congested), with levels B, C, D and E falling 

somewhere in between.  Appropriate Levels of Service can range from “B” for a 

level – rural freeway to “D” for an urban local or collector road.  Capacity 

Projects are therefore those projects that when built will improve the capacity 

or congestion being experienced along a given roadway or within a certain area. 

Capacity projects were also identified and prioritized as part of the RPO work.   

Projects were primarily identified from the work done in the Eastern Iron 

County Emerging Area Plan and the Tri-County Coal Truck Route Study (The 

Alton Coal Mine Study).  Other projects of significance were added to complete 

the list.  Priorities were again reviewed by the RPO members and a new list 

published in 2016.  The projects with their current rankings are shown in the 

following table. 

 

Capacity Projects Estimated Cost 
LOS 

Project Location Rank 

 

 

     
Improve Iron Springs Road (Includes signal) County 1 $2,524,000 N/A 

Coal Creek Road Project - SR-130 to Kitty 

Hawk Road - Phase II Earthwork and Structural 

widening Cedar City 2 $1,103,000 

 

Coal Creek Road Project - SR-130 to Kitty 

Hawk Road - Phase III Surface Improvements 

Etc. Cedar City 3 $1,670,000 

 

SR-56 / Iron Springs Road - Widen NE Radius County 4 $41,000 N/A 

Middle Leg of Belt Route Phase II 

Cedar 

City/Enoch/County 5 

 

Upgrade Intersection at SR-56/Airport Rd Cedar City 6 $619,000 B 

Realign SR-271 and associated roads Parowan 7 $500,000  

Upgrade Intersection at SR-56/Lund HWY Cedar City 8 $106,000 B 

Steam Engine Drive – From Town Hall to 

approximate Kodiak Drive Brian Head 9 $268,000 

 

Upgrade Kanarraville Interchange Kanarraville/County 10  

North Leg of Belt Route Phase III Enoch/County 11  

New Enoch Interchange Enoch 12 $25,000,000  

West View Drive - Center Street to Old 91 in 

Hamilton Fort County/Cedar City 13 $3,500,000 

 

Source:  ICRPO Transportation Priority List, revised Jan. 24, 2017 

  Table 7- ICRPO Capacity Projects 

                                                           
1 A policy on Geometric Design of Highways and streets, 2004 Fifth Edition, American Association of State Highway 

and Transportation Officials 
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Several of the projects identified in the Tri-County Truck Route Study have had a 

Level of Service analysis performed on them.  Other projects identified and 

prioritized have not yet had this done.  Some of the projects identified may not 

be appropriate for Level of Service analysis at this time as that analysis should 

take place in a regional or sub-regional traffic study or traffic model.   

Several projects in the above Capacity Project list have already been funded or 

partially funded and are in the process of moving closer to completion. These 

projects are noted in the Funded Section of the priority list included in the 

appendix.   

The approximate location of Capacity Projects and other RPO identified projects 

are shown in Figure 6.   
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Figure 6 - ICRPO Project Location Map      
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3. Recommendations 

The following roadway recommendations are given to assist the RPO 

communities in moving forward with project development. 

1) Continue to pursue the implementation and funding of those projects 

on the Project Priority lists. 

2) Identify regionally significant roadways throughout the RPO.  Include in 

that list those roads that are in the Functional Class System. 

3) Prepare a Regional Road Master Plan  

4) Continue the use of a Project Concept Report.  This will aid in providing 

consistent project information for prioritization and assistance in obtaining 

funding sources such as State and Federal programs. 

5) Begin a program of roadway safety assessments. These assessments will 

identify deficiencies such as sight distance, visibility, access issues, 

inadequate signage, accident hot spots, edge drop off issues etc. Identify 

each by jurisdiction.  

6) Pursue funding through the Joint Highway Committee for repair and 

rehabilitation of Bridge ID 021004D, located at the south end of Parowan 

Main Street.  This bridge, although structurally sound, needs repairs to 

enhance safety and updating.   

7) Determine geometric deficiencies on those roadways and intersections 

that have regional significance such as substandard lane widths, shoulder 

widths, horizontal and vertical curvature.  Identify each by jurisdiction. 

8) Perform level of service analyses on all functionally classified roadways 

and intersections within the ICRPO.  Assess both current year and projected 

year as determined.  Generally, a 20 to 30-year planning window is used. 

9) Work with UDOT and others to develop a more sophisticated CUBE 

model for the RPO region to assist the RPO with the Transportation Planning 

Needs 

10) Enhance the Project Priorities List to identify and document short-term 

(2013-2020), medium-range (2030) and long-range transportation needs 

covering the RPO horizon and set forth an effective, cost-feasible action 

plan to meet those needs. 

11) Develop a priority study location list that is based on roadway 

performance measures, safety considerations or a combination of both.  

Incorporate this into the Project Priorities. 
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12) Pursue the funding and replacement of the Parowan Main Street Bridge, 

Bridge ID   021009D.  Although this bridge only services a few residents, it 

appears to provide for services such as waste disposal, etc.  Other options 

should be investigated that may provide needed access to the area and 

clean up a geometrically difficult intersection with 300 South Street.  

13) Continue to follow the provisions in the Access Management 

Agreement.  Coordinate access points with all necessary partners.   

14) Develop an Access Management Policy and Standards for each local 

community. 

B. Public Transportation   

In 2007 the Five County Association of Governments, along with a transportation 

committee developed the Utah’s Coordinated Human-Services Public Transportation Plan 

(CHSTP).  The committee, now called the Five County Regional Mobility Council, is made 

up of human service transportation providers and meets on a regular basis to coordinate 

community transportation needs throughout the five-county area.   In 2011 and again in 

2016 addendums were issued to update the Coordinated Plan.  Recommended strategies 

have been developed to address the needs and deficiencies identified by the plan. 

Strategies include utilizing vanpools to transport low-income workers, increasing 

operating funds to better meet the demand for transportation services, and coordinating 

with inter-city bus services to better serve rural communities.    A copy of the current 

plan is available at the following link:   

http://fcaogtpo.files.wordpress.com/2010/08/utahs-coordinated-human-service-public-

transportation-plan.pdf .  The 2013 addendum Executive Summary is available in the 

appendix. 

One of the most important services for people with limited mobility is Demand-

Responsive Transit (DRT).  DRT is a vital service offered in many rural areas throughout 

rural America and is often the only means of transportation for many individuals in the 

community.  In the Iron County RPO, the Cedar City and Parowan Senior Centers offer 

limited DRT services to seniors and people with disabilities that cannot access the fixed-

route bus.   

Target populations for the CHSTP are seniors, people with disabilities and low income 

individuals who have limited mobility and special transportation needs.  The following 

table identifies the target population in Iron County. 
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Total 

Population 

Population with a 

disability 

Population Below 

Poverty Level 

65 and over 

Population 

Iron County 46,163 5,695 12.3% 9,117 20.7% 2,364 5.1% 

Five County Region 

Total 
203,204 29,731 14.6% 27,754 14.0% 28,525 14.0% 

Statewide Total 2,763,885 373,656 13.5% 374,859 13.5% 249,462 9.0% 

Sources: US Census 2000, US Census 2010, 2011 ACS 5-year Estimates 

 

 Table 8 - DRT Target Populations 

Notes: 65 and over: 2010 Census data; Poverty: 2011 ACS 5-year estimates; Disability data: 2000 Census data 

expanded using growth factor from 2010 Census 

In 2013 the Five County AOG updated the CHSTP Plan for the Five County area.   This update 

reviewed the existing plan and provided updated needs and strategies to meet those needs. This 

plan was adopted Summer of 2013. 

1. Transit 

The review of the disadvantaged population groups shows that, other than in 

the CATS serviced Cedar City area, there is limited access to public 

transportation for the target populations.  These target populations are the 

riders that need and count on the transit service.  Recent ridership records 

indicate a very large percentage of para-transit ridership (dial-a ride) when 

compared to the overall program.  These records show that an average of over 

25% of the ridership comes from Dial-A-Ride usage.  Information indicates that 

requests for this service are higher than can be accommodated.  CATS agency is 

also seeing a growing number or requests that are outside of the service area 

and cannot be accommodated.   

 

   Figure 7 - CATS Ridership 
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It can be seen that with fluctuations in ridership, that the dial-a-ride is fairly 

consistent with an upward trend.   This would indicate a consistently increasing 

need for this service in the RPO area. 

2. Project Priorities 

Project priorities were developed for Transit throughout the RPO.  These 

priorities were divided into two areas.  The first being Transit Studies and the 

second being Transit Projects.  Note that the Transit Studies are part of the 

"Studies" section of the Priority List and are ranked as part of that list.  Each of 

these is identified in following tables. 

 

Transit Studies Estimated Costs 

Project Location Rank  

Transit Connectivity - Cedar City to employment 

and manufacture base - Port 15 to SR-56 
Cedar City 3 Not available 

Provide a coordinated dispatch of transit assets 

(e.g. Senior Center Vans) 
All 5 Not available 

Brian Head to Cedar City Transit Study  Brian Head, 

Parowan, 

Enoch 

6 $70,000 

Create a transit district (Study) All 7 Not available 

CATS Route Optimization Study Cedar City 8 $75,000 

Source:  ICRPO Transportation Priority List, revised Jan. 24, 2017 

  Table 9 - ICRPO Transit Study Priority List 

 

Transit Projects Estimated Costs 

Project Location Rank  

Provide public transit from Brian Head to Cedar    

City 
Multiple 1 Not available 

Expand CATS to Enoch and Parowan 
Enoch / 

Parowan 
2 Not available 

Cats Route Optimization Cedar 3 Not available 

Source:  ICRPO Transportation Priority List, revised Jan. 24, 2017 

  Table 10 - ICRPO Transit Project Priority List 
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3. Recommendations 

1) Continue to pursue the Project Priorities List as noted above, namely 

the Transit Studies and Transit Projects. 

2) Pursue the expansion of CATS into the more densely populated areas of 

Enoch to increase ridership and improve paratransit service. 

3) Review the 2013 Five County update of the CHSTP Plan and incorporate 

the needs and strategies as part of these recommendations. 

4) Conduct an on-board ridership survey to help determine needs and 

desired usage of the Transit System. 

5) Review the existing bus routes and determine the need and ability to 

expand the route to include Cove Drive.   

C. Bicycle, Pedestrian and ATV Facilities 

The primary source of recommendations were local jurisdictions, the EAP (Emerging Area 

Plan) and other available sources.  The need and desire for bicycle and pedestrian 

facilities has been clearly noted by the RPO partners and is duly documented in the EAP 

and in the EAP’s supporting public involvement information.  The RPO fully supports the 

planning and implementation of regional facilities as well as internal (local) facilities to 

support future regional infrastructure.  Funding continues to be a challenge for 

improvements of this type.  Therefore, it is imperative that when these alternative 

projects are funded that consideration be given to each from a regional perspective in 

hopes to maximize the use of every available dollar.    

1. Project Priorities 

The ICRPO used available resources including jurisdictional knowledge to develop 

project priorities.  Many of the projects were either fully or partially identified 

through information presented in the Emerging Area Plan.  Utilizing steering 

committee information and stakeholder’s comments, provided in the EAP, a 

number of projects and / or studies emerged and warranted consideration in the 

Project Priority List.  These projects were then discussed, ranked and then placed 

on the Transportation Alternatives list with one item also being placed on the 

Studies List.  This information is shown in the tables below.  Note that estimated 

costs have only been developed for those projects that are currently moving 

forward.  Additional cost estimates will be prepared as project scopes are 

refined.   
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Transportation Alternatives Estimated Cost 

Project Location Rank   
Brian Head Town Paved Pedestrian Trail - Along SR 

143, Aspen Dr. to Driftwood Drive 
Brian Head 1 $490,070 

Install improved lighting and other infrastructure 

from SUU to downtown Cedar 
Cedar City 2 Not available 

Provide parking/water/restrooms and lay-down 

areas near recreation trails 
All 3 Not available 

Hiking, biking loop connecting Parowan, Brian 

Head, Cedar Breaks, Cedar City, and Enoch 
Parowan 4 Not available 

Establish circular ATV routes between communities All 5 Not available 

Coal Creek Backbone with segments to other 

communities (walking/biking trail) 
Multiple 6 Not available 

Install information signs and kiosks for ATV and 

recreation uses from UDOT roads 
All 7 Not available 

Establish an ATV connection to High Desert Trail 
 

8 Not available 

Widen roads for bike use SR-143, SR-148, SR-14 Multiple 9 Not available 

Develop a connection from Paiute Trail to SR-20 in 

Garfield County to Great Western Trail.  
10 Not available 

Source:  ICRPO Transportation Priority List, revised Jan. 24, 2017 

  Table 11 - ICRPO Transportation Alternatives Priority List 

 

 

Studies  

Project Location Rank  

Development of a regional bike/ped/atv use plan All 4 
 

Source:  ICRPO Transportation Priority List, revised Jan. 24, 2017 

  Table 12 - ICRPO Studies Priority List 
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2. Recommendations 

1)  Continue to pursue the development of a regional plan for bicycles and 

pedestrians. 

2) Create a regional bicycle/trail committee to provide coordination 

between RPO entities on these projects. 

3) Tighten up project scopes and prepare planning level cost estimates. 

4) Research and explore Alternative Funding sources and make use of 

partnering resources where available.  

 

D. Goods Movement - Rail 

The movement of goods or "Freight Movement" as it is commonly called consists of 

several different transportation modes including Air, Inland and Deepwater ports, Truck, 

Rail and Waterway.  It is noted by the US Department of Transportation that freight 

volumes and their attendant impacts are anticipated to grow over 60 percent 

(nationally) over the next 25 years.  This projected growth will have a significant impact 

on the transportation system as a whole.   The modes of primary interest to the RPO are 

Truck and Rail.   

1. Rail Roads 

As previously discussed, the rail road is extremely important to the RPO.  

Through the Union Pacific connecting link the rail provides significant raw 

materials to the industrial and manufacturing business throughout the area.  

Although no specific projects have been identified by this RTP the RPO has 

developed recommendations to recognize the continuing importance of rail 

service as a critical transportation mode. 

2. Utah’s Freight Plan 

In 2015 UDOT developed the Utah Freight Plan.  UDOT’s goal was to develop a 

freight plan that was compliant with the requirements of Moving Ahead for Progress in 

the 21st Century Act (MAP-21) as accepted by the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA).   

The purpose of this freight planning effort was to guide effective capital and 

operating investments in the state freight system to ensure maximum benefit and 

efficient movement of goods.   

Because freight transportation plays such a major role in supporting Utah’s 

economy, UDOT has put a great effort in preparing this plan and identifying Utah’s 
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Primary Freight Network of Highways.  The plan can be accessed on the UDOT’s web site 

and is titled Utah Freight Plan, November 2015. 

The routes identified as part of the Primary Freight Network in Iron County are  

I-15 and SR-20.  Although other routes are certainly important to freight transportation, 

these are the only routes identified as part of the Primary Network.  A copy of the 

Primary Network Map is in the Appendix. 

3. Recommendations 

1) Continue to recognize the importance of the rail connection to the 

Cedar area as a freight-exclusive transportation facility. 

2) Develop strategies that improve transportation system safety; limit the 

potential impacts of the movement of goods by rail or by truck on the 

quality of life of the people at large.  

3) Protect and preserve the rail corridor to effectively service existing and 

future industrial and manufacturing areas. 

4) Create transportation corridor plans that consider (freight) needs and 

impacts and work with rail and freight planners to determine regional 

needs. 

5) Strive to recognize the rail system as a "Good Neighbor when preparing 

transportation plans and identifying projects within the RPO. 

Be aware of and provide consideration to the State-wide Freight Plan and 

Primary Freight Network.  

  

E. Travel Demand Management 

In the rural areas of the RPO, low residential densities and lack of transit route support 

are not necessarily conducive to high public transportation use.   However, review of U.S 

Census data shows that over 90% of all employees worked within Iron County, with a 

majority of them concentrated within Cedar City.  It would appear that decreases in 

single-occupant vehicle trips are possible in and around the towns of Cedar City and 

Enoch and possibly Parowan as well as on heavily traveled commuter routes.  
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Where Workers Worked Iron 

County, UT 

Cedar City, 

Utah 

Enoch 

City, Utah 

Parowan, 

Utah 

Pop. Est. Pop. Est Pop. Est Pop. Est. 

Total workers 18,477 12,171 2,169 984 
Worked in county of residence: 16,582 11,072 1,846 984 
Worked outside county of residence 1,489 896 263 0 
Worked outside state of residence 406 203 60 0 
Source: American Fact Finder Commuting Characteristics, 2007 - 2011 Community Survey 5-Year Estimates 

  Table 13 -  Where Workers Work 

Park and ride lots within the region are non-existent.  With the nearly 1500 workers 

working outside of the county park and ride lots may be of considerable use in 

promoting increased use of carpooling.  Currently those workers taking advantage of 

carpooling must either find unauthorized locations to park resting vehicles or arrange 

locations to be picked up and dropped off.   

1. Recommendations 

1) Work with UDOT and other appropriate parties to develop two park and 

ride lots.  One located near the interchange at MP 57 and another near the 

interchange at MP 62 

2) Look for ways to leverage public and private funds to increase the use of 

ridesharing and other commuting options that reduce traffic congestion and 

improve air quality. 

3) Identify and investigate possible van-pooling opportunities that would 

benefit the RPO communities 

4) Promote and support the use of car-pooling to work. 

5) Where appropriate support the transportation needs and strategies 

developed in the Southwest Utah Coordinated Human Services Public 

Transportation Plan. 

 

F. Airports 

The Cedar City Regional Airport has seen a steady increase in enplanements over the 

last five years.  They surpassed the 10,000 mark in 2012, which makes them eligible for 

the yearly one-million-dollar airport improvement entitlement grant from the Federal 

Aviation Administration (FAA).   
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  Figure 8 -  Cedar City Regional Airport Enplanements:     

The Cedar City Regional Airport is completing an Airport Master plan to identify 

potential projects to keep the airport safe and efficient.  The Airport and the FAA have 

developed a Capital Improvement Program to address identified needs through 2025.  

Below is the supported CIP through 2025: 

 Grant Year Possible Projects 
2017 Prairie Dog Fence 

2017 Apron and Taxiway Rehab Design 

2017 Rehab Apron and TWY C 

2018 Design for RWY Rehab 

2019 RWY Rehab with TWY A and C 

2020 ARFF Truck 

2021 Rehab TWY D 

2022 SRE 

2025 SRE Building 

Source:  Cedar City Regional Airport  

  Table 14- Potential Airport Projects - Cedar City Regional Airport 

It is important to note that the Regional Airport has not been a direct part of the RPO 

planning process.  The RPO has not been involved in planning and prioritizing airport 

projects.   Information concerning Cedar City Regional Airport Master Plan can be found 

on the engineer’s website at:  www.gdaengineers.com. 
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1. Recommendations 

1) Coordinate with Airport officials to exchange planning level information. 

2) Invite airport planning presentations to the RPO meetings. 

3) Consider the future airport needs when planning transportation 

corridors. 
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V. Appendices 
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Appendix 1. Current IRCPO membership and current meeting 

schedule (2017) 

 



46 

Appendix 2. ICRPO By-Laws
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Appendix 3. UDOT Owned Bridges 

 



56 

Appendix 4. ICRPO Access Management Agreement 
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Appendix 5. Southwest Utah Coordinated Human Services Public 

Transportation Plan (CHSPTP)  
 The Executive Summary is attached; for the full report visit the Five County AOG - Transportation 

Planning Office Web Site:  Coordinated Human Services Transportation Planning – Agreements, Plans & 

Studies | Transportation Planning Office 
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Appendix 6. Eastern Iron County Emerging Area Plan, June 2009  
 

The plan is available on the Five County AOG Transportation Planning Office web-site at 

http://fcaogtpo.wordpress.com/iron-county-rpo/documents/.  It can also be found on the Utah 

Department of Transportation web-site at: http://www.udot.utah.gov/main/f?p=100:pg:0:::1:T,V:1367, 
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Appendix 7. ICRPO Project Priorities List Feb. 1 2017  
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Appendix 8.   Utah Freight Plan Primary Freight Network Map 

 


