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CHAPTER 2.0     PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter describes the proposed Project Alternatives that were considered during the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  Development and assessment of the 
alternatives considered and a description of the preferred Build Alternative is included in this 
chapter.   

2.2 DEVELOPMENT OF ALTERNATIVES 

The development of alternatives to improve US-93 between I-84 and SH-25 has entailed 
two phases.  The first phase was a technical analysis associated with the preparation of the 
US-93 Needs Assessment.  The second phase is the presentation of the findings of this 
technical analysis completed for this Environmental Assessment (EA) including input from 
local, state, and federal government agencies as well as members of the public and 
adjacent property owners.  The following sections describe these activities.  

2.2.1 Agency Considerations 
Traffic volumes are anticipated to more than triple along US-93 by the year 20301.  This 
increase is primarily the result of urban development in the Twin Falls and the Jerome area 
as well as the region’s recent economic growth, particularly the development of several food 
processing manufacturing plants.  The Jerome County designation of a Commercial Overlay 
Zone (COZ) along US-93 between I-84 and SH-25 in 2000 has increased public agency 
concerns about future highway operation.   
 
Transportation experts recognized the need for the highway to be widened to accommodate 
increases in traffic volumes as well as the increased demands anticipated from future 
commercial development along the Project corridor.  In addition, agency transportation 
experts recognized the need to change the character of the highway from a rural 
designation that permitted nearly unlimited access to adjacent properties to a highway in an 
urbanizing area where access control is necessary to ensure that the mobility function of the 
highway is maintained.   
 
With this in mind, the primary purpose of the US-93 Needs Assessment (W & H Pacific 
2002) was to investigate appropriate methods of access control while addressing the long-
term capacity and safety needs of the highway.  The Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) 
Administrative Policy A-12-01 addresses state highway access control based on highway 
functional class and access type (see Chapter 1).  The two functional classes are rural or 
urban and each has five access control types.  Because the character of the roadway is in 
transition, the objective of the US-93 Needs Assessment was to evaluate which access 
control type will best meet the future needs of the highway.  

2.2.2 Stakeholder Coordination 
Stakeholder coordination was conducted as part of the process to develop and select the 
preferred Build Alternative.  The primary goals for the public outreach included the following: 

 Build upon the earlier public outreach efforts that have been conducted for this 
Project, i.e. the outreach associated with the needs assessment study; 
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 Reestablish the purpose and need statement and goals for the highway corridor; 

 Educate the public and agencies regarding the existing conditions, projected needs, 
and related technical issues affecting the potential alternatives and final configuration 
for the roadway; and 

 Present the new schedule and activities for the preparation and completion of the EA 
and Project construction. 

2.3 INITIAL RANGE OF CONCEPTUAL ALTERNATIVES 

The initial range of conceptual alternatives for improving US-93 between I-84 and SH-25 
were evaluated in the US 93 Needs Assessment.  This report evaluated needed 
improvements on US-93 between I-84 and SH-26 in Shoshone.  This corridor study 
encompassed an area that extended approximately 15 miles beyond the highway corridor 
evaluated in this EA.  In this report, a total of five corridor improvement options were 
considered and evaluated.  

2.3.1 Option #1 – No Build Alternative 
This option does not include any roadway improvements.  It was the baseline for 
comparison of all of the other alternatives. 

2.3.2 Option #2 – 5-lane Improvement, Continuous Left Turn Lane, Standard 
Access 

This option considered widening the existing roadway to four travel lanes with a center turn 
lane to allow vehicles to turn on and off of the highway with no change in access 
management. 

2.3.3 Option #3 – 5-lane Improvement, Continuous Left Turn Lane, Partial Control 
Type II Access 

This option examined widening the existing roadway to four travel lanes and a fifth center 
lane to allow vehicles to turn on and off of the highway.  At major intersections, the turning 
movements would be controlled via median channelization.  Public road access would be 
permitted based on a pre-approved plan, but there was no minimum spacing between 
accesses.  New approaches were prohibited, except to serve isolated parcels. 

2.3.4 Option #4 – 5-lane Improvement, Continuous Median Channelization, 
Partial Control Type III Access 

This option studied widening the existing roadway to four travel lanes with a continuous 
middle fifth lane for limited access to adjacent properties restricted to no more than four per 
mile.  The roadway would have a median channelization with left-turn lanes at major 
intersections.  Access roads were provided when economically justified and as part of 
property redevelopment.  Adjacent properties would have a highway access primarily 
though the development of a frontage road network. 



 

Chapter 2 – Project Alternatives 
September 2007                                                       Page 2-3  

2.3.5 Option #5 – 4-lane Improvement, Partial Type IV Access, No Direct Private 
Access 

This option considered widening the existing roadway to four travel lanes with continuous 
median control and development on a frontage road network.  Adjacent property access 
would have been from these frontage roads or public access roads.  New approaches would 
have been prohibited.  Access roads or right-of-way (ROW) for frontage roads were to be 
provided when appropriate or economically justified. 
 
Compared to the existing two-lane highway, the proposed improvements all involved 
widening the highway to accommodate four traffic lanes and various methods of controlling 
roadway and property access. 

2.4 EVALUATION OF CONCEPTUAL PROJECT OPTIONS 

The evaluation of the four build options for the proposed Project involved both public input 
as well as detailed analysis of the several project options. 
 
Meetings with the public and governmental agencies were held to review and discuss the 
Project options.  Members of the general public as well as property owners along the 
highway corridor were consulted and input was solicited from local, state, and federal 
government agencies.  After considerable discussion, both groups recommended dropping 
Option #2 because the continuation of the existing standard approach access policy that 
would not support the Project objectives.  Further, Option #2 would not meet the Projects 
purpose and need as defined in Chapter 1.  Specifically, the standard approach access 
policy would reduce the operational characteristics of the facility and decrease safety as 
compared to the other alternatives. 
 
For the remaining three build options, a rigorous evaluation was conducted to compare and 
contrast these options to the No Build option.  The analysis for each option included the 
preparation of 20-year travel forecasts followed by detailed evaluation of level of service 
(LOS) for roadway segments and intersections, traffic delay at intersections, signal warrant 
analysis, and railroad crossing assessments.  The US-93 Needs Assessment provides the 
details of this analysis. 
 
The results of the analysis indicated that in the future, left-turn movements from the minor 
street approaches to US-93 are expected to operate at LOS F.  As a result, despite the 
access restrictions and roadway improvements, these intersections will still be out of 
compliance with ITD’s intersection standard of LOS C.  In addition, Option #3 would provide 
full access to commercial centers that would result in all left-turns out of the driveways 
operating at LOS F.  The signal warrant analysis revealed that based on future projected 
traffic volumes, signal warrants will be met at all intersections and signals will improve 
intersection operation to LOS B or better for all Project options (except the No Build).  
Furthermore, signal warrant analyses for the commercial driveways allowed under Option #3 
showed that if signalized, these intersections will also operate at LOS B.   
 
ITD has developed a statewide index to prioritize improvements at railroad crossings based 
on roadway traffic, rail traffic, and crashes.  Based on current trends, crash potential for the 
next ten years was projected and indicated that the existing Eastern Idaho Railroad (EIRR) 
crossing will rank high enough to warrant improvements.  When improved, the existing 
flashing lights will be augmented with motion sensors and cantilevered lights to improve 
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sight distance, but automatic gates will not be warranted.  This was identified as another 
Project need. 

2.4.1 Selection of the Build Alternative (Preferred Alternative) 
Based on the analysis and comparison of the Project options, Option #5 was considered the 
best; Option #4 was second and Option #3 was the least desirable of the three build options.  
To develop the final recommendation, additional public and agency input was again 
considered for the three build options and an initial review of potential environmental 
impacts was performed.  Environmental impacts were minor for all options and therefore, not 
considered a differentiating factor between alternatives.  Impacts resulting from the 
alternatives considered would be the same since the cross sections are similar.  However, 
upon designing the Preferred Alternative, measures were taken to avoid important 
resources such as historic properties and to minimize the number of relocations. 
 
All along, public reaction had been unfavorable towards Option #5 because of the very 
limited access to commercial development.  Local government agencies also discussed the 
large amount of public road right-of-way needed for this option.  Ultimately, the local 
government agencies concluded that Option #5 could be problematic.  Due to these 
reservations, ITD decided that Option #4 should be adopted as the conceptual plan for 
making improvements to US-93 between I-84 and SH-25. 

2.4.1.1 Access Management 
From the State Highway Access Control policy2 all principal arterials that are multi-lane 
facilities are recommended to be an access Type IV roadway (see first table on page 1 of 4 
of this policy).  Option #5 meets the goals established by ITD for access control for US-93.  
However, due to the number of accesses currently along the corridor and public and agency 
input Option #4 was chosen as the Build Alternative.  Option #4 meets the Projects purpose 
and need as discussed in Chapter 1.  However, a modified Type III access control will be 
adopted for this highway corridor as the area transitions from agricultural uses to 
commercial uses.  This includes public road intersections at every ½ mile (500 South, 450 
South, 400 South, 350 South etc…).  As land uses change from agricultural uses to 
commercial uses as planned by Jerome County, accesses will be provided at ½ mile 
intervals.  Access will be restricted, where possible, to the public roads located at ½ mile 
intervals.  Existing accesses may be consolidated during the construction phase of the Build 
Alternative.  Figure 2-2 illustrates the access management concepts with examples of how 
accesses and turning movements might be modified with a divided median.  ITD will 
continue to coordinate with Jerome County to develop an access control policy along the 
corridor that meets the needs of the adjacent land owners while meeting the corridor needs. 

2.5 ALTERNATIVES ADVANCED FOR FURTHER STUDY 

Based on the screening analysis and input from government agencies and the public during 
the planning process, the analysis in this EA is based on two alternatives - the No Build 
Alternative and the Build Alternative.  These alternatives are described in the following 
subsections.  A detailed description of the Build Alternative is found in Section 2.5.2.    

2.5.1 No Build Alternative 
Under NEPA, the No Build Alternative is used as the basis against which the proposed build 
alternatives are evaluated (typical section is shown in Figure 2-1).  The figures in Appendix 

                                                 
2 Administrative Policy A-21-01 



 

Chapter 2 – Project Alternatives 
September 2007                                                       Page 2-5  

A show the existing conditions and access along the Project corridor.  This alternative 
includes programmed transportation improvements in a project area except the proposed 
action.  The following is a list of key features of the No Build Alternative. 

 The highway will not be widened and most of the highway corridor will continue to be 
a two-lane rural highway; 

 Existing access roads and approaches currently intersecting US-93 will continue in 
their current locations and 500 South will not be constructed to the north of 
Crossroads Parkway; 

 Standard access management control will continue to allow every property adjacent 
to the highway to have a private approach as long as it meets ITD’s basic safety and 
operation requirements;   

 No traffic signals will be installed at existing or future road intersections; 

 The EIRR track crossing near 300 South will be improved consistent with statewide 
agreements; 

 A shared use trail will not be constructed.  Pedestrians and bicyclists will continue to 
use the existing substandard roadway shoulders; and 

 Existing maintenance and repair work will continue and will eventually over time lead 
to highway repaving. 

2.5.2 Build Alternative 
The Build Alternative consists of widening the highway to four through lanes, two lanes in 
each direction with a divided median (typical section is shown in Figure 2-1).  In the median 
left-turn lanes will be constructed where vehicles from either direction could use to slow 
down and wait for a gap in the on-coming traffic before turning.  As discussed above, access 
control will be a modified Type III as the area transitions to commercial development.  It is 
envisioned that with this alternative, access onto US-93 will be limited to existing roads and 
possible roads at ½ mile intervals.  ITD will provide access to properties that already have 
access onto US-93; no property will be inaccessible from US-93 if there is an existing 
access point.  In some locations access will be limited to right-in and right-out access to be 
consistent with the divided median (see Figure 2-2).  Frontage roads may be constructed as 
needed to access future development and to consolidate existing accesses.  It is envisioned 
that these roads will be built and maintained by property developers and included in the 
approval process.  In instances where an existing access onto US-93 cannot be maintained 
and there is not access via the potential ½ mile roadways or existing roads ITD will construct 
frontage roads.  Appendix A, Figures A-1 through A-9 illustrates the existing transportation 
system and identifies the existing access points along the US-93 corridor.  During the 
design, ITD will coordinate with landowners regarding movement and/or consolidation of 
accesses onto US-93. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 




