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For purposes of this study, the “no-

build” condition means not pursuing a 

new connection at this time. Because 

that option does not meet the Purpose 

Statement for the corridor, it was not 

selected as an alternative for 

evaluation. 

 

Chapter 3   Alternatives Evaluation & 
Screening 

1 What alternatives were considered? 

Several initial alignment alternatives were developed by the 

Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) based on input from 

stakeholders, guidance from the cities and highway districts, 

and professional planning and engineering staff on the design 

team. Originally, seven possible alternatives were identified: 

one no-build, one along Victory Road, three along Airport 

Road, and two along Stamm Lane. 

The “no-build” alternative would simply mean not constructing 

a connection between the Ten Mile interchange and the Nampa 

Airport. Though a no-build option was not analyzed in this 

study, if federal funding is acquired for design and/or 

construction, environmental regulations would require fully 

analyzing a no-build scenario.  

The Victory Road alternative followed existing Victory Road 

from Black Cat Road to west of Kings Road. West of Kings 

Road, capacity on the roadway decreases to the extent that it 

becomes constrained and no longer provides sufficient 

capacity.  

Both the no-build and the Victory Road alternatives were 

considered early in the study process but were not pursued as 

viable connections as they do not meet the project purpose 

statement.  
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Project Purpose Statement 

 

a) Connect on the west to an 

existing arterial with sufficient 

capacity; 

b) Integrate with a future SH-16/I-

84/McDermott interchange; 

c) Serve as a detour four for I-84; 

d) Function as an urban principal 

arterial; and 

e) Consider short and long term 

land use impacts  

 

 

Therefore, a total of five alternatives were selected to move 

forward through a formal evaluation process. The alternatives 

generally followed either Stamm Lane (Alternative 1) or 

Airport Road (Alternative 2). As the alternatives made their 

way west to east, there were four potential routes (lettered A, 

B, C, and D). These lettered routes made use of existing 

roadways where appropriate and new roadway where existing 

roadways were inadequate or unavailable. Alternative 1 can be 

“paired” with Route A, making a single continuous alternative 

from Garrity Boulevard on the west to Ten Mile Road on the 

east. Alternative 2 could follow any of the routes A through D, 

for a total of four possible Airport Road alignment alternatives 

(Exhibit 3-1). 

2 What evaluation criteria were developed? 

Evaluation criteria developed for this corridor included 

eighteen criteria separated into two tiers:  

Tier 1 criteria addressed the ability of each proposed alignment 

alternative to meet the purpose statement (see sidebar), 

focusing primarily on land use and transportation.  

Tier 2 criteria assessed the ability of local agencies to 

implement the given route, including environmental impacts 

and overall cost. 

 

Tier 1

•Land Use

•Residential Property Impacts

•Commercial / Industrial Property Impacts

•Agricultural Property Impacts

•Neighborhood Impacts

•Accommodates Airport Expansion

•Accommodates Local, Regional and State 
Planning

•Transportation

•Connectivity

•Mobility

•Traffic Operations

•Serves as a Detour Route to I-84

Tier 2

•Environment

•Cultural and Historic Resources

•Hazardous Materials

•Noise Impacts

•Irrigation and Drainage Resource Impacts

•Cost

•Required right-of-way

•Irrigation Crossings

•Business and Residential Relocations

•Construction of Retaining Walls
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Exhibit 3-1 

Preliminary Alignment Alternatives 
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Land Use 

Land use impacts were evaluated in six categories. Three 

addressed direct property impacts: 

• Residential Impacts – Number of residential units and 

acres impacted within the determined setback area. 

• Commercial and Industrial Impacts - Number of 

commercial and industrial units and acres impacted 

within the determined setback area. 

• Agricultural Impacts – Acres of agricultural land 

impacted within the determined setback area. 

All property impacts were evaluated based on an established 

right-of-way width (60’ in Canyon County and 75’ in Ada 

County) and setback (70’ from centerline in Canyon County 

and 25’ from back of curb in Ada County). The setback area is 

defined at the City level, and is subject to change based on 

local agency policy. More detailed information on roadway 

widths is presented in Chapter 5. 

Exhibit 3-2 

ROW and Setback 

 

 

 

Land use evaluation criteria addressed 

direct property impacts, such as 

agricultural land along the corridor. 



3-6       Alternatives Evaluation & Screening 

July 2011 ITD Project No. A009(990)  

The final three land use criteria assessed each alternative’s 

ability to accommodate existing and planned land uses: 

• Neighborhood Impacts – Impacts to existing and 

planned schools, access routes, and walkways.  

• Accommodates Airport Expansion - Ability of the 

alternative to accommodate future airport expansion, 

including runway extensions, runway protection zone 

(RPZ), and access to commercial properties.  

• Accommodates Local, State, and Regional Planning – 

Extent to which the alternative is consistent with plans 

adopted by potentially impacted agencies. This 

included planning documents from the city of Nampa, 

city of Meridian, Nampa Highway District No. 1, and 

the Idaho Transportation Department.  

Transportation 

The transportation portion of the evaluation matrix was 

grouped into four elements: 

• Connectivity - How the alternative provides linkages 

and closes network gaps and how well it integrates with 

a future interchange near McDermott Road and I-84.  

• Mobility – How well the alternative functions as an 

urban principal arterial, including ability to implement 

appropriate access management. 

• Traffic Operations – How the alternative functions in 

terms of total volume and travel delay (the length of 

delay one experiences when driving a particular route).  

• Serves as a Detour Route to the Interstate – Ability for 

the alternative to serve as a detour route for I-84 in 

event of closure or incident.  

  

 

One of the evaluation criteria addressed 

how the alternatives accommodate the 

future Nampa Municipal Airport expansion. 

 

 

To evaluate Cultural and Historic 

Resources along the corridor, any structure 

adjacent to the proposed right-of-way 

appearing 50 years or older was 

photographed. The number of structures 

was compared for each of the alternative 

alternatives. 
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Environment 

Four environmental impact elements were identified, each 

addressing an environmental constraint likely to occur within 

the study area: 

• Cultural and Historic Resources – Number of 

structures adjacent to the future ROW appearing to be 

50 years or older. 

• Hazardous Materials – Number of sites with potential 

hazardous material impacts, utilizing the database of 

the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). In 

addition, recommendations of the TAC were used to 

identify other possible sites, including the gravel pits. 

• Noise Impacts – Number of structures between the 

proposed centerline and 80’ on either side. The 80’ was 

established based on previous projects, as that is where 

a 15dB change in noise was likely to occur.  

• Irrigation and Drainage Resources –Number of 

irrigation and drainage canal crossings. 

Cost 

Cost impacts were evaluated from four different perspectives: 

• Required Right-of-Way (ROW) – Required ROW (in 

acres) based on costs that ITD has experienced in recent 

acquisitions.  

• Construction of Irrigation Crossings – Two crossing 

options were evaluated – a 48” pipe crossing and a box 

culvert depending on the size of the canal. 

• Business and Residential Relocations – Relocating any 

residences and commercial businesses identified in the 

Land Use section of the matrix. 

• Construction of Retaining Walls - Retaining walls 

required to maintain the ROW footprint over areas of 

significant topographic constraints (i.e. gravel pits). 

 

 

The number of irrigation and drainage 

canal crossings for each alternative was 

used during the evaluation and screening 

process. 

 

Gravel pits, such as the operation pictured 

above, provide significant topographic 

constraints for the ability to construct the 

chosen alternative.  
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The tools, tables, and documents used 

in the evaluation process are included 

in Appendix D of this document. 

 

In order to organize and document the evaluation criteria, the 

project team utilized a table that summarized each criterion, 

how it was measured, and how an individual rating was 

applied. This table is included in Appendix D. 

3 How were the alternatives evaluated? 

Each alternative was “judged” against the 18 evaluation criteria 

and given a rating of either low (green), medium (yellow), or 

high (red). In general, the lower the impacts caused by an 

alternative, the better the alternative was assumed to be. In 

other words, lower impacts mean lower cost or fewer impacts 

(and would therefore be given a “green” rating). Higher 

impacts (higher cost or higher impacts) were given a “red” 

rating. Moderate impacts were indicated in yellow.  

This was summarized in a colored evaluation matrix (Exhibit 

3-2). Quantitative data used to generate green, yellow, and red 

ratings can be found in Appendix D.   
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Exhibit 3-3 

Evaluation Matrix 

 

 

  

Agricultural Property 

Impacts

(e)

# Acres # Acres Acres

Alternative 1 

Route A 

Alternative 2 

Route A 

Route B

Route C

Route D 

Addresses Purpose Statement Addresses Ability to Implement

Land Use Transportation Cost
Commercial & 

Industrial Property 

Impacts

(e)

Construction of 

Retaining Walls

Irrigation and 

Drainage Resource 

Impacts (# of 

crossings)

Required Right-of-

Way (ROW)

Construction of 

Irrigation Crossings

Traffic Operations

(c)

Serves as a Detour 

Route to the 

Interstate

(c)

Residential Property 

Impacts

(e)

Connectivity

(a, b)

Mobility

(d, e)

Cultural and 

Historical 

Resources Impacts 

(# of properties)

 Neighborhood 

Impacts

(e)

Accommodates 

Airport Expansion

(e)

Accommodates 

Local, Regional and 

State Planning

(b)

TIER 1 TIER 2

Business and 

Residential 

Relocations

Environment
Hazardous 

Materials Impacts (# 

of sites)

Noise Impacts (# of 

properties)
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4 Which alternatives were eliminated and why? 

Alternatives 1A, 2A, 2B, 2C, and 2D were “screened” for 

performance following completion of the evaluation matrix. 

The screening process was comprised of three tiers. Tier 1 and 

Tier 2 screening addressed how well each alternative met the 

goals of the purpose statement. Tier 3 screening was based on 

recommendations of the TAC. Public input was incorporated at 

the Tier 1 and Tier 3 levels.  

Results of the evaluation and screening process, supplemented 

by professional judgment of TAC members, led to the 

elimination of Alternatives 1A, 2A, and 2D from further 

consideration (see Exhibit 3-3).  

 

Exhibit 3-4 

Alternatives Screening Process 
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Additional information on the TAC 

recommended alternative is provided 

in Chapter 5 of this document, 

“Preferred Alternative.” 

 

 

Alternative 1A was removed from further analysis as a result of 

discussions with the City of Nampa and the Nampa Highway 

District No. 1, primarily due to the inability of the Stamm Lane 

/ Garrity Road intersection to operate at an acceptable level of 

service by 2025 (well before the 2035 planning horizon). 

Alternative 2A was also eliminated during the evaluation and 

screening process. This alternative had the least number of Tier 

2 “green” ratings of the remaining alternatives, with a higher 

cost and greater environmental impact than the other 

alternatives. 

Alternative 2D was also dropped during the screening process, 

as it had significantly higher property displacements, and 

higher costs. It was the farthest alternative from I-84, making it 

the least desirable detour route. 

5 What alternatives remained after the initial 

screening process? 

Following the three-tier screening process, Alternatives 2B and 

2C both remained as viable options, with very similar impacts, 

rating similarly on many of the eighteen evaluation criteria. 

Therefore, the TAC was unable to determine a single 

recommended or preferred alternative based upon technical 

analysis alone.  

To assist in their decision, the TAC solicited public comment, 

asking the public to state their preference at the March 16, 

2011 public meeting. Fifty-six percent of the public who 

submitted comments preferred Alternative 2B. 

The TAC also convened an expanded Policy Committee 

meeting on April 18, 2011, inviting all elected officials and 

agency staff, in order to get additional input on a preferred 

alternative. Subsequently, taking all data, evaluation criteria, 

public comments and Policy Committee discussion into 

account, on April 18, 2011, the TAC recommended Alternative 

2B as the preferred alternative.  


