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Chapter 1 Introduction

1 What is the Corridor Study?
The Airport / Overland Road Corridor Study represents a
multi-agency effort to identify a more direct east-west
transportation route connecting the Nampa Airport and Garrity
Road Interchange in Canyon County with the newly-realigned
Overland Road/Ten Mile Road intersection in Ada County.
Several key goals were identified for the corridor, including:
a) Connect on the west to an existing arterial with
sufficient capacity;
b) Integrate with a future SH-16/I-84/McDermott
interchange as planned by ITD;
c) Serve as a detour route for the Interstate in case of
closure or incident;
d) Function as an urban principal arterial, including
curb/gutter/sidewalk and appropriate access management;
and
e) Consider short term impacts to adjacent properties and
existing uses, as well as long term impacts on future land
use designations.

Airport Road is an existing rural road
serving the Nampa Municipal Airport and
provides a connection between the
Ada/Canyon county line (McDermott Road)
and Garrity Boulevard.

The purpose of the study is to review several possible
alignment alternative options, select a preferred alternative, and
establish a centerline. This is a long range roadway
preservation and planning project, and is not currently funded
for design, right-of-way, or construction.
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2 Who is involved?
The corridor study is a collaborative effort led by the City of
Nampa, with input from the Nampa Municipal Airport, Nampa
Highway District No. 1 (NHD1), the City of Meridian, and the
Ada County Highway District (ACHD). As the agency
overseeing the expenditure of federal funds, the Idaho
Transportation Department (ITD) is also involved. A Technical
Advisory Committee (TAC) comprised of these agencies led
the study efforts.

Additional information on stakeholder
invlolvement is included in Chapter 4.

In addition, numerous stakeholders, including area property
owners (commercial and residential), the Nampa School
District, and public service providers have been engaged
through a series of interviews, public meetings, and
presentations. Input from these entities was utilized in the
development of the Corridor Plan.
A Policy Committee was developed with representatives of
each agency’s elected officials to provide high-level
recommendations on the project in areas in which decisions
could not be based solely on technical data.
3 What is the study area?
The corridor study area is approximately four miles long and
five miles wide. It extends from within the incorporated city
limits of Nampa on the west through unincorporated Canyon
and Ada counties, including portions of the impact areas of
both Nampa and Meridian (see Exhibit 1-1 and Exhibit 1-2).
Terrain in the study area is primarily flat, generally sloping
from west to east with more hilly terrain near Overland Road
and within three gravel pits. Significant residential
development exists in the western end of the study area,
especially west of Robinson Road, becoming less dense to the
east. Limited commercial development occurs throughout the
study area.

When will the corridor be built?

The proposed alternative is
anticipated to be constructed as
adjoining properties develop, and as
funding becomes available; it is quite
possible that construction of the
corridor is 20 years in the future.

The 242-acre Nampa Municipal Airport, a significant feature,
at the western side of the study area, serves over 300 based
aircraft and contains numerous commercial businesses.
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Exhibit 1-1

Vicinity Map

Exhibit 1-2

Study Area
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4 Why is the Corridor Study needed?
Future travel through the study area will, within the next 25
years, necessitate a significantly improved east-west
continuous roadway connection between and parallel to I-84 on
the north and Amity Road on the south.

The study will establish a centerline for
a direct future route that will facilitate
east-west travel south of I-84, and
accommodate traffic through 2035.

The existing roadway network is comprised of a series of local
and county roads, and is used by thousands of drivers despite
the intermittent, disjointed roadway network and lack of direct
connection. The 2035 regional travel demand model indicated
traffic volumes along a future continuous east-west corridor
could be as high as 28,200 vehicles per day – significantly
higher than current volumes along Airport Road (see Chapter 2,
Table 2-2, for current roadway traffic volumes in the study
area).
Establishing a centerline today will ensure that a future
continuous east-west roadway will be possible and that it will
be well-coordinated among all local agencies responsible for its
development.
5 Is the corridor consistent with future plans for the
area?
It is important to ensure that new regional roadways are
consistent with current and long range planning so that a future
roadway will complement the future land use conditions and
surrounding roadway network.
In the case of this corridor, several land use and transportation
plans were reviewed and documented in a Plan Review
Memorandum (Appendix A). Reviewed agency plans include:


City of Nampa Comprehensive Plan



Nampa Municipal Airport Master Plan Update



City of Meridian Comprehensive Plan



South Meridian Comprehensive Plan



South Meridian Transportation Study

July 2011

“Communities in Motion” is the long-range
transportation plan for a six-county region
in southwest Idaho.
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ACHD 2011 – 2015 Five-Year Work Plan



Communities in Motion, FY 2010-2014 Regional
Transportation Improvement Program
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A copy of the Plan Review Memo can
be found in Appendix A.

These planning documents include anticipated future land use
and zoning, as well as planned roadway improvements within
the project area. Both Meridian and Nampa assume additional
growth to occur in the area served by the new corridor, with the
majority of that growth expected to be residential. Traffic
assumptions used in this study reflect those future land use
projections. It should be noted, however, that both Nampa and
Meridian are currently in the process of updating their
Comprehensive Plans to evaluate different land uses in this
area. Should land use assumptions within the study area change
significantly, the traffic analysis may need to be revisited.
A significant transportation project within the study area
boundary noted in these plans is the SH-16 (McDermott Road)
interchange at I-84. This project is not funded, however, and is
not part of the ITD SH-16 extension project which is currently
under design. Therefore, it was not included in traffic analyses
conducted for this study.
The Ten Mile Interchange opened in late May 2011. This
connection to I-84 is anticipated to bring additional traffic to
south Meridian and eastern Canyon County.
6 What is the Corridor Study process?
The study process incorporates several primary elements:
stakeholder engagement and public outreach, a scan of
environmental resources, traffic analysis, and alternatives
development and evaluation. Based on the evaluation process,
a preferred alternative is recommended and a centerline is
defined. The process culminates in the selection of a preferred
alternative, documented in a written Corridor Plan (Exhibit 13).

ITD Project No. A009(990)

What is the difference between a
corridor “study” and a corridor
“plan?”

The corridor study is the process of
conducting the analysis to determine
why and where a corridor is needed.
The corridor plan is the final step in
the study process - a written document
that illustrates the decisions and
findings of the study.
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Upon completion of the Corridor Plan, participating agencies
will request the plan be adopted by their elected officials,
boards, and/or commissions. Formal adoption of the plan
allows the agencies to evaluate future development for
consistency with the preferred alternative.
The proposed corridor is anticipated to be constructed as
adjoining properties develop, and funding becomes available.
Although no money is currently dedicated to constructing the
corridor, selection of a preferred alternative now is necessary in
order to establish a centerline and begin to preserve right-ofway as development occurs.
Exhibit 1-3

Corridor Study Process

Stakeholder
Involvement

Conduct
Stakeholder
Interviews
(February 2010)

Hold Public
Meeting #1
(October 2010)

Follow‐Up
Stakeholder
Interviews
(February 2011)

Conduct Public
Meeting #2
(March 2011)

Policy Meeting
(April 2011)

Alignment
Alternatives

Define Corridor
Goals &
Objectives

Identify
Preliminary
Alignment
Alternatives

Establish
Evaluation
Criteria

Evaluate &
Screen
Alternatives

Select Preferred
Alternative

Technical
Investigation

Conduct
Environmental
Scan

Perform Traffic
Analysis

Refine Alignment
Alternatives

Identify Concept
Drainage Options

Prepare
Preliminary Cost
Estimate
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Prepare
Corridor
Plan
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Chapter 2 Existing Conditions

1 What are existing land uses in the area?
The study area includes a mix of land uses ranging from lowdensity residential to agricultural land to commercial
properties. The western portion of the study area is
predominately residential housing. East of Robinson Road, the
study area becomes significantly more rural - primarily
agricultural land with some residential housing and an
occasional commercial enterprise.
The Nampa Municipal Airport and three large gravel pit
operations represent significant commercial uses within the
study area. The Airport is a general aviation airport on 242
acres, with over 300 based aircraft and 72,000 operations
annually. The three gravel pits comprise a substantial amount
of acreage; all are nearing depletion and beginning to plan for
reclamation.
There are several irrigation facilities within the study area,
including the Ridenbaugh Canal, Mason Creek, Dewey Lateral,
Duval Lateral, Point Lateral, and Calkins Lateral. The entire
study area is under the jurisdiction of the Nampa & Meridian
Irrigation District.
Future land use classifications for the area, per the current
Comprehensive Plans of the cities of Nampa and Meridian,
include agricultural, rural/low density residential, commercial,
and industrial. Potential commercial nodes are planned along
Robinson Road at the intersections with Amity, Victory, and
Airport Roads.

ITD Project No. A009(990)

Existing uses in the westernmost portion of
the study area are primarily residential.

It is likely that future Comprehensive
Plan updates for Nampa and/or
Meridian will alter land use
designations from those used for this
study. Such changes, should they
occur prior to the corridor being
constructed, warrant revisiting the
traffic analysis. This analysis may
result in a need to preserve additional
right-of-way for the corridor.
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2 What is the existing transportation network?
The existing transportation network is comprised of Interstate
84 (I-84) and a series of state, local and county facilities. The
roadways within the study area are described in Table 2-1 and
shown in Exhibit 2-1.
I-84 and Garrity Boulevard are both state facilities, and are
under jurisdiction of the Idaho Transportation Department
(ITD). Garrity Boulevard is a principal arterial, serving as a
connection between the Nampa downtown core and I-84.
In Ada County, all local roadways (including those in both the
City of Meridian and unincorporated Ada County) are under
jurisdiction of the Ada County Highway District (ACHD). In
Canyon County, all local roadways within the City of Nampa
limits are under the City’s jurisdiction. Local roadways outside
the city limits are under the jurisdiction of Nampa Highway
District No. 1 (NHD1).

Table 2-1. Existing Roadway Network

Direction

No. of
2
Lanes

Classification

Posted Speed
2
Limit

Airport Road

E–W

2

Minor Collector

35

Amity Road

E –W

3

Principal Arterial

35

Black Cat Road

N –S

2

Minor Collector

35

NE – SW

5

Principal Arterial

35-45

Happy Valley Road

N–S

2

Minor Collector

35

Kings Road

N–S

2

Collector

35

McDermott Road

N–S

2

Expressway

30

Robinson Road

N–S

2

Minor Collector

45-50

Stamm Lane

E–W

2

Minor Arterial

20

Ten Mile Road

N–S

2

Principal Arterial

35

Victory Road

E –W

2

Minor Collector

45

Road Name

Garrity Boulevard

1

1

Per the COMPASS 2035 Planning Functional Classification Map for Ada and Canyon Counties

2

Information reflects current conditions

July 2011
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Exhibit 2-1

Existing Roadway Network

3 What are the existing traffic volumes?
Understanding the existing traffic volumes within the area is
important in order to evaluate how traffic is currently moving
from west to east and north to south through the study area.
Existing traffic volumes were provided by City of Nampa,
NHD1 and ACHD, with future forecast modeling conducted by
COMPASS.

The Traffic Analysis for the corridor
is included in Appendix B.

Roadways within the study area currently experience an
average daily traffic (ADT) volume ranging from 500 to 11,950
vehicles per day (Table 2-2). Due to low travel volumes, most
of the study area network generally operates at an acceptable
level of service.

ITD Project No. A009(990)
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Table 2-2. Existing Roadway Network

Location

Daily County
Year

Count Volume*

Airport Road

e/o Kings Road

2007

2,100

Airport Road

e/o Happy Valley

2007

2,200

Airport Road

Roadway Segment

e/o Robinson

2007

500

Black Cat Road

n/o Lamont

2009

2,350

Black Cat Road

n/o Victory

2009

2,200

Happy Valley Road

n/o Airport

2007

8,500

Happy Valley Road

s/o Airport

2007

7,850

Kings Road

s/o Airport

2008

11,950

e/o Black Cat

2006

1,100

McDermott Road

s/o Airport

2007

500

McDermott Road

n/o Airport

2007

600

Overland Road

e/o McDermott

2010

1,600

Robinson Road

n/o Airport

2007

4,800

Robinson Road

s/o Airport

2007

4,450

Stamm Lane

w/o Robinson

2006

1,400

Victory Road

e/o Robinson

2007

3,450

Victory Road

e/o McDermott

2008

3,500

Victory Road

e/o Black Cat

2009

3,250

Lamont Road

Source: NHD1 and ITD, 2011
* Rounded Volumes

4 If there are no existing traffic congestion
problems, why is a new corridor being
considered?
The proposed Airport / Overland Road Corridor is not needed
to relieve congestion on the existing east-west routes; the route
is primarily intended to enhance future connectivity within the
area. A future route would provide a continuous east-west
connection and could serve up to 28,200 vehicles per day,
according to the 2035 regional traffic demand model.
Additionally, the corridor would provide a second alternative
route for incident management for I-84 – the only such route
south of the interstate.

July 2011

Though existing routes are not
currently over capacity, vehicles are
currently using a series of
discontinuous roadways to travel eastwest between Ten Mile Road and
Nampa Municipal Airport.
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There are 20 intersections located within the study area, which
are identified in Table 2-3. Intersection control is defined based
upon the stop signs and/or traffic signals at each intersection:
•
•
•
•

AWSC – All way stop control (stop signs on each leg of
the intersection)
Signal – Traditional Stoplight
Stop – Stop sign at one leg of the intersection
TWSC - Two way stop control (stop signs on two legs
of the intersection)

A detailed analysis on the existing performance of the
intersections was not conducted as part of this study.

Table 2-3. Intersections and Existing Control
Intersection

Existing Control

Kings Road / Garrity Blvd

Signal

Kings Road / Airport Road

Stop - East Leg Only

Kings Road / Victory Road

AWSC

39th / Municipal Drive / Airport Road

TWSC - N/S

Happy Valley Road / Stamm Lane

Signal

Happy Valley Road / Airport Road

TWSC w Flashing Beacon - E/W

Happy Valley Road / Victory Road

TWSC - E/W

Pit Lane / Stamm Lane

Stop - East Leg Only

Pit Lane / Airport Road

Stop - South Leg Only

Pit Lane / Victory Road

TWSC - N/S

Robinson Road / Stamm Lane

Stop - West Leg Only

Robinson Road / Airport Road

TWSC - E/W

Robinson Road / Victory Road

TWSC - E/W

McDermott Road / Airport Road

Stop - West Leg Only

McDermott Road / Overland Road

Stop - East Leg Only

McDermott Road / Victory Road

TWSC - N/S

Black Cat Road / Overland Road

Stop - West Leg Only

Black Cat Road / Lamont Road

Stop - East Leg Only

Black Cat Road / Victory

AWSC

Overland Road / Ten Mile Road

Signal

ITD Project No. A009(990)
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5 What are the environmental constraints?
The project team conducted an “environmental scan” in order
to document existing environmental resources that may affect
the development of roadway alternatives. An environmental
scan is a planning level review of the area, primarily through
on-line data research and field reviews. No scientific or
technical analysis was prepared; based on the research and site
visits, significant environmental impacts are not anticipated.
However, no new roadway alignment is constructed without
some effect, and there are several areas where the built and
natural environment would be impacted.
Potential environmental impacts include topography related to
the excavation of existing gravel pits, potential historic
resources (including the irrigation canals), residential,
commercial, and industrial displacements, unknown fill
materials located within and near the gravel pits, and
permitting required for crossing irrigation canals.
Coordination with the Idaho State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) and the US Fish and Wildlife Service is recommended
when preliminary roadway design begins. This will be
necessary to avoid possible impacts to historic resources and
threatened and endangered species in the project area.

The full Environmental Scan can be
found in Appendix C.

What other environmental
analysis could be conducted in
the future?
If federal funds are planned to be used
for design or construction, this project
would be subject to further detailed
environmental documentation and
impact analysis in accordance with
the National Environmental Policy
Act.

New impervious surface would be created by constructing the
five mile long corridor, resulting in the need for additional
storm water transmission and storage facilities.
In addition to local agency requirements, the project is
anticipated to require two federal permits prior to beginning
construction. As more than one acre of ground-disturbing
activities will occur, a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Construction General Permit will be
required. If placement of fill and/or excavation is required
below the ordinary high water mark of any of the canals, a
Joint Application for Permits will need to be completed and
submitted to the Army Corps of Engineers.

July 2011

Additional information on stormwater
can be found in Chapter 5 and
Appendix F.
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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.

ITD Project No. A009(990)

For purposes of this study, the “nobuild” 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.
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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).

Project Purpose Statement

a)

b)
c)
d)
e)

Connect on the west to an
existing arterial with sufficient
capacity;
Integrate with a future SH-16/I84/McDermott interchange;
Serve as a detour four for I-84;
Function as an urban principal
arterial; and
Consider short and long term
land use impacts

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

July 2011

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.

Land use evaluation criteria addressed
direct property impacts, such as
agricultural land along the corridor.

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
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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.

One of the evaluation criteria addressed
how the alternatives accommodate the
future Nampa Municipal Airport expansion.

• 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.
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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.

The number of irrigation and drainage
canal crossings for each alternative was
used during the evaluation and screening
process.

• 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).

ITD Project No. A009(990)

Gravel pits, such as the operation pictured
above, provide significant topographic
constraints for the ability to construct the
chosen alternative.
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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.

The tools, tables, and documents used
in the evaluation process are included
in Appendix D of this document.

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
TIER 1

TIER 2

Addresses Purpose Statement

Addresses Ability to Implement

Land Use
Residential Property
Impacts
(e)

#

Acres

Commercial &
Industrial Property
Impacts
(e)

#

Acres

Agricultural Property
Impacts
(e)

Neighborhood
Impacts
(e)

Transportation
Accommodates
Airport Expansion
(e)

Accommodates
Local, Regional and
State Planning
(b)

Connectivity
(a, b)

Mobility
(d, e)

Traffic Operations
(c)

Cost

Environment
Serves as a Detour
Route to the
Interstate
(c)

Cultural and
Hazardous
Noise Impacts (# of
Irrigation and
Materials Impacts (#
properties)
Historical
Drainage Resource
Resources Impacts
of sites)
Impacts (# of
(# of properties)
crossings)

Required Right-ofWay (ROW)

Construction of
Irrigation Crossings

Business and
Residential
Relocations

Construction of
Retaining Walls

Acres

Alternative 1

Route A

Alternative 2

Route A

Route B

Route C

Route D
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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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Alternatives Evaluation & Screening

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.

Additional information on the TAC
recommended alternative is provided
in Chapter 5 of this document,
“Preferred Alternative.”

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.
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1 Who was involved in making decisions during the
study?
A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was created to engage
affected agencies in the collaborative corridor study process.
The TAC was comprised of staff members representing the
City of Nampa, Nampa Municipal Airport, Nampa Highway
District No. 1, Ada County Highway District, City of Meridian,
Idaho Transportation Department and the project design team.
The group met monthly throughout the 16-month study.

Several levels of stakeholders were
engaged throughout the project,
including:
•
Affected Agencies
•
Elected Officials and
Commissioners
•
Area business owners
•
Residential property owners
•
Public service providers such as
school districts and emergency
response
•
Irrigation Districts

TAC members presented regular updates to their elected
officials, boards and commissions throughout the study
process. The purpose of these updates was to keep elected
officials informed on the progress of the study, to advise them
of public and stakeholder input, and to seek input on alignment
alternatives.
Several elected officials also served on the project Policy
Committee. This group provided high-level recommendations
in areas for which good decisions could not be based solely on
technical data. The Policy Committee met three times during
the course of the study.

Presentation of the corridor study at the
April 2011 Policy Committee Meeting.
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2 What opportunities were provided for public
input?
A variety of forums was employed to ensure all interested
parties had an opportunity to be involved. Community outreach
included individual stakeholder interviews and public
information meetings. Stakeholder interviews and public
meetings were held in two stages – once early in the study
process and again as it neared completion when alignment
alternatives were evaluated and screened. A publicly-noticed
expanded policy meeting was also held after the evaluation and
screening process to obtain elected official input on the
alignments.

The purpose of stakeholder interviews
was to introduce the project, listen to
issues, concerns and thoughts about
the project, and answer their
questions.

Stakeholder Interviews

A first round of one-on-one stakeholder interviews was
conducted in April 2010. Key stakeholders were identified by
the TAC and included representatives from the City of Nampa,
COMPASS, Hawkins Companies Commercial Development,
Idaho Transportation Department, Nampa Highway District
No. 1, Nampa School District, Nampa & Meridian Irrigation
District, and property owners in the study area, including local
businesses and residents.
The purpose of the interviews was to introduce stakeholders to
the project, listen to their issues, concerns and thoughts about
the project, and answer questions. Eight in-person interviews
were conducted and two electronic questionnaires were
submitted. These were informal interviews, but helped the
project team gather insightful background information. Copies
of stakeholder interview summaries are available in Appendix
H.
Follow-up interviews were conducted with the same group in
February 2011. In the course of the second interviews, the
project team updated stakeholders on progress of the project,
presented alignment alternatives, discussed the evaluation
process and solicited input on the final recommended
alternatives.
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The April 2011 Policy Committee Meeting
was publicly noticed and various property
owners within the study area attended.

Civic Stakeholder Coordination

The Meridian and Nampa police and
fire departments were interviewed
during the course of the study. Both
agencies supported improved
connectivity such an alternative
would provide. Nampa Fire
Department specifically supported
Alternative 2B.
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Public Information Meeting #1

The first public information meeting was held on October 14,
2010. The purpose of the meeting was to introduce the project,
provide context for why the corridor is needed, present
preliminary alignment alternatives, and display evaluation
criteria. The study team used the public meeting as an
opportunity to gather input on each of these elements.

Over 100 people signed in at the first
meeting, and 66 comment sheets were
received. Of the comments received,
approximately 62% supported making
the new connection.

The public was notified of the October meeting through press
releases, direct mailings to over 7,800 homes within and
surrounding the study area, two notices in the Idaho Statesman,
two notices in the Idaho Press Tribune and sandwich boards at
key intersections within the study area.
Over 100 people signed in at the meeting and 66 comment
sheets were received:
•
•

•

Approximately 62% of respondents supported making
the new connection.
Alternatives 1A, 2B, and 2C were equally favored of
the five preliminary alternatives presented (1A, 2A, 2B,
2C and 2D).
Top three criteria voted most important were impacts to
surrounding neighborhoods, impacts to property, and
overall cost to construct. These three categories were
subsequently used by the TAC as a basis for evaluating
and screening alternatives.

The information from both Public
Information Meetings, including the
mailers, sign-in sheets, comment
forms, and meeting display boards are
included in Appendix H.

Public Information Meeting #2

A second public meeting was held on March 16, 2011. The
purpose of the meeting was to present results from the
screening process and technical analysis, obtain additional
feedback on the overall process, and solicit specific feedback
on the remaining two alternatives – 2B and 2C.
The second public information meeting was noticed in the
same way as the first, with individual meeting announcements
mailed to over 7,800 properties, two notices in the Idaho
Statesman, two notices in the Idaho Press Tribune, and
sandwich boards at key intersections within the study area.

ITD Project No. A009(990)

Over 80 people signed in at the
second meeting, and 56 comment
sheets were received. Of the
comments received, approximately
56% preferred Alternative 2B.
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At the second meeting, 82 attendees signed in and 56 written
comments were received. General comments submitted at the
meeting included:
•

2B appears to be more direct with less turns and curves

•

2B appears to have fewer residential impacts

•

2B appears to impact mostly farm ground

•

2C appears to be the least impact on farmland and
residential dwellings

•

Should consider allowing expansion to four lanes

•

Widening Victory seems like a better idea

In addition to the general comments, 56% of the attendees
preferred Alternative 2B over Alternative 2C.
Policy Meeting

A multi-agency, publicly-noticed Policy Committee meeting
was held on April 18, 2011 in the Meridian City Hall. This
meeting was attended by elected officials and senior staff from
the Cities of Nampa and Meridian, Nampa Highway District
No. 1, Ada County Highway District and the Board of Canyon
County Commissioners. A formal presentation provided
attendees with project history, current status, public meeting
summaries, and input on Alternatives 2B and 2C.
Policy meeting attendees generally supported both alternatives,
but did not select a preferred alternative, and no vote was
taken. The policy group indicated support for the alternative
that was the least expensive, straightest, and had the least
impacts.
The TAC utilized input from the Policy Committee, public
comment, and preliminary screening to recommend Alternative
2B as the preferred alternative.
The policy meeting conducted in April 2011
was attended by representatives from the
impacted agencies: City of Nampa, Nampa
Highway District No. 1, City of Meridian,
and Ada County Highway District.
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Chapter 5 Preferred Alternative

1

What is the preferred alternative?

Alternative 2B was recommended by the TAC as the preferred
alternative. The route is approximately five miles long,
connecting the Ten Mile/Overland intersection on the east to
the Airport/Garrity intersection on the west. The corridor will
create four new intersections as it traverses east-west: at Black
Cat Road, McDermott Road, Robinson Road, and Happy
Valley Road. The new roadway will likely be posted at 45 mph,
and is anticipated to carry up to 28,000 vehicles per day by
2035.

Exhibit 5-2 graphically depicts the
five-mile long Alternative 2B
alignment.

Alternative 2B was refined to avoid property impacts and
reduce costs at the east end of the corridor through the Busy
Bee Gravel Pit at Black Cat Road and Lamont Road. The
modified alternative avoids impacting the commercial structure
west of Black Cat Road. Reclamation of the gravel pit is
assumed to be complete by the time the alternative is
constructed, and the pit filled with materials suitable for a
roadway base.

Alternative 2B was slightly modified (to the
north) to avoid the structure west of Black
Cat Road.

ITD Project No. A009(990)
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What level of traffic is the new corridor
anticipated to carry?

2035 regional traffic forecast modeling was based upon
adopted agency plans, and conducted jointly by COMPASS
and ACHD. Results indicated by 2035 traffic volumes along
the corridor could range from 19,000 to 28,000 vehicles per
day (Figure 5-1).

The Traffic Analysis is included as
Appendix B.

Traffic projections indicate a 3-lane facility will be sufficient
for the corridor, as long as access is well controlled. However,
changes to land use designations in agency Comprehensive
Plans may affect future traffic volumes. The traffic analysis
should be revisited as those plans are revised and new updates
are adopted. Although future traffic volume forecasts may
change, the centerline of the preferred alternative should not.
Exhibit 5-1

2035 Projected Traffic Volumes (vehicles per day)
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Exhibit 5-2

Preferred Alternative (Section 1 of 3)
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Exhibit 5-2

Preferred Alternative (Section 2 of 3)
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Exhibit 5-2

Preferred Alternative (Section 3 of 3)
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How wide will the roadway be?

The alternative is planned to be classified as an arterial
roadway in both Ada and Canyon Counties. However, the
roadway itself (total width, number of travel lanes, bike lanes,
and sidewalks) will differ to accommodate roadway standards
for each county and anticipated traffic volumes.
The proposed right-of-way (ROW) width is 60 feet in Canyon
County, and between 63 and 75 feet in Ada County. Land use
decisions will determine appearance (width) of roadside
features in Ada County. Final ROW width will be determined
at that time. Proposed ROW widths will accommodate up to
four lanes in Canyon County, and three lanes in Ada County
(Exhibit 5-3).

Roadside bike lanes are planned for the
Ada County portion of the corridor. Due to
space constraints, bike lanes are not
planned west of McDermott Road.

The roadway will have continuous sidewalks along both sides.
Roadside bike lanes are planned between Ten Mile and
McDermott Roads. Because the Canyon County section of the
corridor is so developed, bike lanes were not included to avoid
increasing property impacts. However, the City of Nampa is in
the process of finalizing their bicycle and pedestrian plan. The
plan will address parallel bike routes that do not use principal
arterials.
Exhibit 5-3

Three-Lane Roadway Section

*Width dependent upon agreements with local agencies
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Could the roadway be wider in the future?

Current land use designations and projected traffic volumes
indicate a three-lane facility will be sufficient. However, if land
use designations change and additional traffic is anticipated, a
larger facility may be necessary. Adjusting the roadway width
will not adjust the route itself, but could have increased
impacts on adjacent properties.
In Canyon County, between Kings Road and Robinson Road,
Airport Road is highly developed by residential uses and the
City of Nampa has determined that the 60-foot right-of-way
(ROW) could be re-striped to accommodate four travel lanes.
This adjustment would create no additional impacts to adjacent
properties as the roadway width would not change (Exhibit 54).
A five-lane roadway in Ada County would require additional
ROW. The additional impacts associated with the wider section
are not significant and summarized in Exhibit 5-5.
Exhibit 5-4

Expanded Roadway Section

*Width dependent upon agreements with local agencies
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Exhibit 5-5

Expanded Section Impact Analysis

ADA COUNTY

Residential
Commercial / Industrial
Agricultural

Three Lane Section

Five Lane Section

Units

75' ROW
2

100' ROW
4

Units
Acres

1
18.5

2
24.5

CANYON COUNTY
Three Lane Section

Four Lane Section
60' ROW
The 60' ROW analyzed for the 3 lane
section can be re‐striped to
accommodate a 4 lane section.
Therefore, the impacts do not change.

Residential
Commercial / Industrial

Units
Units

60' ROW
8
6

Agricultural

Acres

0

CORRIDOR WIDE
Residential
Commercial / Industrial
Agricultural

Units

Three Lane Section
10

Five Lane Section
12

Units
Acres

7
18.5

8
24.5

Impacts are based upon existing GIS and aerial mapping, as well as CAD calculations.

5

How will the alignment be preserved?

The objective of this study was to determine a preferred
alternative route to improve connectivity between the Nampa
Airport and Ten Mile Road. To document the preferred
alternative, and help plan for the future roadway as
development occurs, a roadway centerline was established
(Appendix I).
Should agencies determine the need to preserve additional
right-of-way to accommodate the wider section, the centerline
would stay as located, and the ROW width adjusted
accordingly. However, since the roadway is planned to be
constructed as development occurs, the centerline location may
be slightly modified to accommodate development proposals as
long as the mobility needs of the corridor are not compromised.

ITD Project No. A009(990)
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How will access be managed?
What is Access Management?

Access management along the corridor will be implemented as
development occurs. This study identifies full access at the
one-mile intersections but does not recommend any other
strategy for managing existing or future access points. Existing
access points along the corridor may be relocated and/or
restricted in the future as land uses change or as development
occurs. It will be left up to the approving agency’s discretion
and development policies to determine future access along the
corridor.
7

Access management involves limiting
the number of direct access points,
like driveways and other roadways. In
general, the more control there is on
the number and types of accesses, the
safer and more efficiently a corridor
operates. Access can be controlled
with medians and other physical
barriers, and through land use
permitting as new developments are
proposed.

What would the intersections look like?

Traffic was evaluated at six intersections along the corridor
(Kings Road, Happy Valley Road, Robinson Road, McDermott
Road, Black Cat Road, and Ten Mile Road). The configuration
at the Airport Road / Kings Road intersection is addressed in a
separate document, Nampa Municipal Airport RPZ Shift
Impact Analysis. At each of the other five intersections, both
traffic signals and roundabouts were considered.
Based upon the traffic analysis and agency input, signalized
intersections are recommended at the east and west termini
(Ten Mile Road and Kings Road). An existing signal is located
at Ten Mile Road; it was recently constructed as part of the Ten
Mile Interchange project. Roundabouts are recommended at
Happy Valley Road, Robinson Road, McDermott Road, and
Black Cat Road. Exhibit 5-6 displays the proposed
intersections along the corridor.

Because of the specific implications
of FAA guidelines at the Nampa
Airport, the configuration at the
Airport Road / Kings Road
intersection is addressed in a separate
document, Nampa Municipal Airport
RPZ Shift Impact Analysis.

It is important to note that the traffic analysis results provided
the appropriate lane geometry for each intersection. It is likely
that road widening would be necessary to accommodate the
traffic signals/roundabouts at the intersections. However,
specific impacts associated with intersection widening will not
be addressed as part of this study. During final design,
intersection geometry and associated impacts will be
determined and any additional property impacts will be
mitigated at that time.
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Exhibit 5-6

Proposed Intersection Configurations
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How is stormwater being addressed?

The future corridor will be an urban roadway with enclosed
stormwater drainage. Because this is different than the existing
drainage facilities in the area, a conceptual drainage report was
prepared to identify general pipe size and possible retention
pond locations.

The Concept Drainage Technical
Memorandum is located in Appendix G.

Eight retention basins were located along the corridor, based
upon soil conditions and responsible agency requirements.
Placement of retention basins is based on low points in the
vertical alignment, canal crossings, major street crossings, and
availability of land to construct a retention basin.
One infiltration seepage bed was identified at the Nampa
Municipal Airport. A seepage bed is preferred over a retention
basin near the airport to prevent standing water (and therefore
control bird populations near the runway).
A stormwater trunk line, which ranges from 12” to 18” to 24”
as it runs along the corridor, was conceptually designed in
accordance with ACHD and City of Nampa Guidelines, and
will be located in the roadway ROW, within the agencies’
utility corridors. The concept drainage layout is shown in
Figure 5-6 and depicts the pipe size, retention basin locations
and identifies the infiltration seepage bed.
9

Are there any unique physical characteristics
along the alternative?

There are several significant features within the study area that
will impact design of the roadway. These include irrigation
canals, topography, agriculture, and the Nampa Municipal
Airport.
Irrigation Canals

Alternative 2B crosses four irrigation/drainage resources.
Structures anticipated for the crossings, and used in the
Opinion of Probable Costs, were a combination of two minor
48” pipe crossings and two box culvert crossings. The crossing
structure was dependent on the size of the canal or lateral.
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Alternative 2B will cross four irrigation
canals.
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Topography

Alternative 2B traverses the Busy Bee Gravel Pit east of Black
Cat Road. For purposes of constructing the road in this
location, the pit is assumed to be back-filled to an appropriate
grade and with materials suitable for a roadway base. Costs to
reclaim the pit to grade would be borne by the land owner.
Agriculture

The new roadway will cross existing irrigated farmland
between McDermott Road and Ten Mile Road. However, the
roadway is not proposed for construction until these properties
re-develop. At that time, the land is assumed to be in non-farm
use and would be served by city water facilities.

Existing irrigation facilities will likely
transition to City water facilities as
properties develop from current agriculture
uses to non-farm activities.

Nampa Municipal Airport

The Nampa Municipal Airport is located at the west end of the
corridor and significantly impacts how the corridor intersects
with Garrity Boulevard and/or Kings Road. There are unique
roadway and intersection design considerations near the
Airport, due to FAA regulations. One regulation for
development near an airport addresses impacts to the Airport’s
Runway Protection Zone (RPZ). Anything located within an
RPZ must meet specific height restrictions. For the Airport /
Overland Road corridor, the RPZ affects items such as light
poles and traffic signals at Airport Road / Kings Road / Garrity
Boulevard intersection.
The Nampa Municipal Airport is in the process of adopting an
Airport Master Plan Update. The Nampa Municipal Airport is
interested in looking at impacts associated with shifting the
existing runway and RPZ approximately 1,200 feet southeast.
A shift to the southeast would also shift the RPZ away from the
Airport Road / Kings Road / Garrity Boulevard intersection
which will need to be improved based on increased traffic
volumes created by a direct connection to Ten Mile Road.
An analysis of the impacts of a runway shift is documented in
the Nampa Municipal Airport RPZ Shift Impact Analysis,
which will be available on the City of Nampa’s website.
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What is a Runway Protection Zone
(RPZ)?

The RPZ is an area off the end of the
runway set aside to enhance the
protection of people and property on
the ground. Trapezoidal in shape,
overall dimensions of the RPZ are
determined by runway approach type
and aircraft approach speed. Airport
Planning Guidelines require 15 feet of
clearance above a public roadway to
safely accommodate vehicles without
interfering with the aircraft approach
surface.
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Exhibit 5-7

Concept Drainage (Section 1 of 3)
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Exhibit 5-7

Concept Drainage (Section 2 of 3)
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Exhibit 5-7

Concept Drainage (Section 3 of 3)
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10 How much could the new roadway cost?
An Opinion of Probable Cost was prepared for Alternative 2B,
and accounts for costs associated with the engineering, design,
and construction of the roadway, including drainage
infrastructure. The opinion does not include any costs for ROW
acquisition, as construction is planned as development occurs.
The planning-level opinion of costs will be updated as agencies
move into ROW acquisition, preliminary and final design, and
construction.
Based on the high-level analysis used in an opinion of cost,
construction of the five mile Airport Road / Overland Road
Corridor could range from $14 - $17 million dollars. All costs
are shown in 2011 construction dollars. Construction costs are
assumed to be primarily, if not all, developer borne when
development occurs.

How will the roadway be funded?

The roadway will be constructed as
adjoining properties develop and as
funding becomes available. By
identifying an alignment now, ROW
can be preserved as development
occurs.
However, local funding may be used
to fill in gaps between developments
to ensure a continuous route is built.

Exhibit 5-8

Opinion of Probable Cost
ITEM
ITEM DESCRIPTION
TOTAL RANGE
EXCAVATION
$330,000
$382,000
STANDARD 6" VERTICAL CURB AND GUTTER
$503,000
$582,000
6" MINUS UNCRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE
$827,000
$957,000
CRUSHED AGGREGATE FOR BASE TYPE I
$703,000
$814,000
PLANT MIX PAVEMENT
$1,797,000
$2,081,000
CONCRETE SIDEWALK
$699,000
$809,000
PLANTER
$55,000
$63,000
MINOR IRRIGATION CROSSINGS (48" pipe)
$59,000
$68,000
BOX CULVERT REPLACEMENTS
$399,000
$462,000
IRRIGATION EXCAVATION (REALIGN CANAL)
$2,000
$2,000
DRAINAGE BASINS
$60,000
$69,000
STORMWATER PIPE (12")
$706,000
$817,000
STORMWATER PIPE (18")
$760,000
$880,000
CATCH BASIN INLETS
$99,000
$115,000
SWPPP
$333,000
$446,000
REMOVALS
$349,000
$471,000
TRAFFIC CONTROL
$365,000
$496,000
ROADWAY TRAFFIC ITEMS
$153,000
$210,000
MISCELLANEOUS
$390,000
$535,000
CONTINGENCY
$2,040,000
$2,822,000
MOBILIZATION
$1,010,000
$1,439,000
SUBTOTAL $11,639,000 - $14,520,000
ENGINEERING
$2,328,000
$2,904,000
$13,967,000 - $17,424,000
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Chapter 6 Implementation

1

What are the next steps?

Through the Corridor Study process, several possible
alignment options were reviewed, a preferred alternative was
selected, and a centerline was established. Participating
agencies will request the completed Corridor Plan be adopted
by their respective elected officials, boards, and commissions.
Formal adoption of the plan allows the agencies to evaluate
future development for consistency with the preferred
alternative.
2

What is the proposed alignment?

A roadway centerline, generally following Alternative 2B, was
defined and documented in a metes and bounds legal
description. The complete legal description is included in
Appendix I.
3

When will the roadway be constructed?

The proposed corridor is anticipated to be constructed as
adjoining properties develop, and funding becomes available.
Although no money is currently dedicated to constructing the
corridor, selection of a preferred alternative now is necessary in
order to establish a centerline and begin to preserve right-ofway as development occurs.
4

How will the Corridor Plan be implemented?

The Plan will be implemented during the land use approval
process as development applications are received by the
impacted agencies. Canyon County and Ada County have
ITD Project No. A009(990)
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different ways to achieve implementation, and are described
below.
Canyon County

Nampa Highway District No. 1 and City of Nampa will
continue to work collaboratively to achieve the intended
outcomes of the plan. Together, NHD1 and City of Nampa will
request application of Canyon County Ordinance 07-10-21 to
prepare for declared future ROW. A ROW width of 70’ from
centerline will apply to the portion of the centerline alignment
west of Robinson Road per section 1.A.4. East of Robinson
Road, section 1.A.5 will apply and overlay 130’ from proposed
centerline.
Right-of-way acquisition will be determined as development
occurs. NHD1 and City of Nampa will make decisions specific
to each particular development in terms of precise location and
width.
Ada County

ACHD and the City of Meridian recognize that a plan is never
finished; continual assessment of the area around the Airport
Road/Overland Road alignment is necessary to ensure that the
goals of the plan remain valid and the purpose for the corridor
is achieved. Going forward, the ability for implementing
agencies to be adaptive to change is required so that the
intended outcome of the plan – an arterial connection between
the Nampa Airport and Ten Mile Road - is realized.
The first implementation steps of the plan will be carried out
concurrently with the planning of the Southwest Meridian area,
which is anticipated to contain some modified future land use
designations and a detailed roadway network. Many
improvements, including construction of the subject corridor,
will be realized by means of development project(s). Because
corridor construction is based on new development, a strong
coordinating and communication effort between Meridian and
ACHD, and the private sector, is vital.
Through their respective Planning and Development divisions,
ACHD and the City of Meridian will maintain an effective
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relationship and a consistent focus to achieve the intended
outcomes of the plan. To this end, together ACHD and the City
will:
•

Be available to discuss projected outcomes relative to
any suggested/proposed land use or roadway
modifications to the adopted plan;

•

Will review proposed development in the subject area
for conformance with the adopted plan;

•

Maintain communications with land users, property
owners, government, non-governmental organizations,
and developers participating in or affected by the plan;

•

Work with existing property owners to monitor traffic
volumes in this area; includes potential installation of
traffic mitigation measures that may be warranted on
Lamont Road and other existing roadways;

•

Assist in coordinating activities to implement the plan,
and to aid in more detailed land, transportation and
infrastructure planning of the area, to ensure that the
goals of the plan are correctly understood and put into
practice;

•

Assist in strengthening cooperation by informing and
educating the public and partners in order to maintain
an informed opinion of the plan and to advise decisionmakers on the range of options and the consequences of
decisions;

•

Coordinate with Ada County on development review
and implementation of the plan outside of City limits;

•

Jointly create a protocol to maintain a standard
development review procedure specific to this plan.
Protocol items requiring additional agency coordination
include: increased communication before and during
development review; joint use and updating of GIS
layers including the Master Street Map; consistency in
conditions of approval for projects in the study area;
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defining reasonable temporary roadway termini during
incremental development; procedure to address
separated roadway segments and ways to potentially infill gaps; avoidance of land-locked properties; phasing
of segments; procedure to require dedication and
construction of roadway through development review
and approval; and,
•

Jointly explore alternative funding sources to have in
place a remedy for shortfalls that may occur to be able
to maintain the integrity (function) of the roadway.

In their own capacities, each entity will have separate efforts
that will forward the expected goals and outcomes of the plan:
ACHD will:
•

Continue to monitor traffic data for impacts in the area,
particularly on Lamont Road, and implement traffic
mitigation measures as deemed necessary; and,

•

Maintain the Master Street Map to delineate the
adopted alignment and update roadway details as
development or planning changes occur.

Meridian will:
•

Adopt the study by reference in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan; and,

•

Make appropriate amendments to city code to ensure
consistent development of the roadway and intended
outcomes.

The responsibility for putting the plan into effect rests with
agency staff, decision-makers, and the property owners and
developers in the area working together.
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MEMORANDUM
Date:

August 30, 2010

To:

Clair Bowman, Project Manager
City of Nampa

From:

Kristen Levandusky

Subject:

Summary Report of Existing Plans & Programs

cc:

Susan Graham, PMX Project Manager

Project Name:

Airport/Overland Realignment Study

Introduction
The Airport / Overland Rd Corridor Study was developed to identify a more direct route between the Nampa
Airport/Garrity Road Interchange in Canyon County and the newly realigned Overland Road/Ten Mile Road
intersection in Ada County. The Corridor Plan will evaluate feasible alignment alternatives and associated
environmental, transportation, land use and land owner issues. The purpose of this memo is to identify planned
improvements within the study area to ensure that the proposed Airport Road / Overland Road corridor is
consistent with the area’s future plans.
Project Background
The City of Nampa has identified the need to provide a more direct “through route” between the Nampa Airport/
Garrity Road Interchange and the recently realigned Overland Road/Ten Mile Road intersection in Ada County.
The realignment of Overland was constructed in preparation for the new I-84 Interchange at Ten Mile, which is
expected to help alleviate traffic congestion at the Garrity and Meridian Road interchanges, as well as provide
enhanced access to southwest Meridian.
The existing roadway network in this area has several challenges in accomplishing this goal, including:
- Lack of a western leg of the Overland/Ten Mile intersection;
- Network gap between Robinson and McDermott roads;
- Roadways designed for local access are being used for regional travel;
- Lack of collector roadways to support future development between McDermott and Black Cat, from
Overland to Victory; and
- Lack of alternatives south of I-84 to serve as a parallel route in case of incident or closure.
Future year (2035) traffic analysis indicates that a significant amount of regional travel (destinations that are three
and four miles apart) will continue to occur on the local roadways. These roadways (Lamont, Airport Road
between Robinson and McDermott, and Overland Road between McDermott and Black Cat) were not intended
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for regional trips, and were designed for low speed travel, with no access management (lots of driveways), and
limited connectivity. In fact, without any improvements, travel from the Overland/Ten Mile intersection to
Robinson Road using existing roadways requires a total of six 90-degree turns.
Based on this, the City of Nampa, along with Nampa Highway District #1, has determined that a more direct route
will improve connectivity, support future land use, and reduce regional traffic on local east-west roadways. The
City intends for the improved route to function as an urban principal arterial, including curb, gutter, and sidewalk
and appropriate access management. Future year projections indicate that a three lane section will be sufficient,
and up to four lanes once warranted by traffic. A 3-4 lane section can be accommodated within 60’ of right-ofway (ROW), which is what the City and Highway District will preserve for the future connection.
Because of the location of the corridor, and the regional benefit it offers, the City has partnered with the Ada
County Highway District, which takes jurisdiction of the roadway at McDermott. From McDermott Road east to
the Overland intersection with Ten Mile, the roadway will function as a residential arterial, and ACHD will
preserve a 75’ ROW.
Project Purpose
The purpose of the corridor is to provide an improved east-west connection south of I-84, between the Nampa
Airport and the Garrity Interchange on the west connecting with Overland Road at the Ten Mile Interchange on
the east. The corridor shall also:
a) Connect on the west to an existing arterial with sufficient capacity
b) Integrate with a future SH-16/I-84/McDermott interchange as planned by ITD;
c) Serve as a detour route for the Interstate, in case of closure or incident;
d) Function as an urban principal arterial, including curb/gutter/sidewalk and appropriate access
management; and
e) Consider short term impacts to adjacent properties and existing uses, as well as long term impacts on
future land use designations.
Planned Improvements
To gain an understanding of the future plans for the study area, several plans and programs were reviewed,
including the City of Nampa Comprehensive Plan, City of Meridian Comprehensive Plan, ACHD 2011 – 2015 5
Year Work Plan, Communities in Motion, FY 2010-2014 Regional Transportation Improvement Program, and the
Nampa Municipal Airport Master Plan Update.
Each of the plans identifies anticipated growth for the area in coming years. Increases in development,
transportation needs, and connectivity will be important to meet demands of the growing community. The project
area lies within Ada and Canyon Counties, as well as the impact areas for both the City of Nampa and the City of
Meridian. In addition, a small portion of the project area near the Overland & Ten Mile intersection lies within the
City of Meridian limits.
The western side of the project study area is currently a mix of residential and commercial uses. East of Robinson
Boulevard, the study area is generally rural. Three large gravel pit operations lie within the study area; however,
all are nearing depletion. Existing land use classifications in the area are primarily agriculture and rural/low
density residential. Future land use classifications for the area include agriculture, rural/low density residential,
commercial, and industrial. Potential commercial nodes are possible at Robinson Boulevard, just north of Amity,
Victory, and Airport Roads.
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Transportation projects have been identified along many of the main roadways within the study area. Below is a
list of each of those roadways, their purpose and function, and identified projects from the plans listed above. All
land use decisions and future roadways should be planned with these improvements in mind.
Ten Mile Road:
•

Purpose/Function- Provides north-south mobility in Meridian and a connection to Kuna. Planned to be a
primary north-south corridor into the future.

•

Improvements- CIM identified Ten Mile Road from Lake Hazel to Chinden as a funded project, widening
from 2 to 5 lanes.

Black Cat Road:
•

Purpose/Function- Serve as a minor north-south arterial between McDermott Road and Ten Mile Road.

•

Improvements- CIM did not identify any improvements for Black Cat Road at this time.

McDermott Road:
•

Purpose/Function- Provides north-south travel and access to Ada and Canyon Counties. With its connection
to the proposed SH-16 extension, McDermott Road has potential as a future expressway.

•

Improvements- CIM identified McDermott Road as a future expressway. Funded investments include
conducting a study for the corridor as an expressway, establishing rights-of-way needs, and widening from
Lake Hazel to I-84 from 2 to 5 lanes.

Robinson Boulevard:
•

Purpose/Function- A north-south arterial that will become more important as an alternate to McDermott
Road.

•

Improvements- CIM identified Robinson as a possible location for an interchange with I-84 to relieve the
pressure from Garrity. In addition, an unfunded improvement for the corridor in the future is widening from
2 to 5 lanes.

Happy Valley Road:
•

Purpose/Function- Connects south Nampa to I-84 (via Stamm Lane). Primarily used by commuter traffic,
and serves residential developments.

•

Improvements- CIM did not identify any improvements for Happy Valley Road at this time.

Airport Road:
•

Purpose/Function- Principal arterial serving the Nampa Municipal Airport, and providing a connection
between the county line and Garrity Boulevard.

•

Improvements- Nampa Comprehensive Plan identified a project along Airport Road, between Garrity and
Robinson for widening and reconstruction (2015).

Amity Avenue:
•

Purpose/Function- Connects Nampa with Boise (south of I-84). Also provides an alternative route to I-84,
between Garrity and Meridian interchanges.

•

Improvements- CIM identified a funded investment project along Amity, widening Southside to Cloverdale
from 2 to 5 lanes.
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Summary
Overall, the plans from Meridian, Nampa, and COMPASS address the need for increased transportation
infrastructure within the study area. Although significant development in the unincorporated, rural area of the
project is not anticipated in the near future, both Meridian and Nampa are expected to grow, and will likely
expand their city limits to portions within the study area. In addition, expanding surrounding streets, as mentioned
above, will allow for additional traffic surrounding the project area and create demand for an east-west corridor
south of I-84. There is currently no direct alternate route to I-84 on the south side of the interstate. In the event of
a severe accident or emergency which causes closure of I-84, vehicles must travel on several roadways to avoid
the incident and return to the freeway. The Airport Rd / Overland Rd corridor would provide access to community
and neighborhood services, improve connectivity and mobility in the region, allow for an alternative route to I-84,
and accommodate future development.
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1.

INTRODUCTION
The Airport / Overland Road Corridor Study is a collaborative effort among the City of
Nampa, Nampa Highway District No. 1 (NHD1), City of Meridian, Ada County Highway
District (ACHD), and the Nampa Municipal Airport. The study was developed to identify a
more direct route between the Nampa Airport/Garrity Road Interchange in Canyon County
and the newly realigned Overland Road/Ten Mile Road intersection in Ada County. The
study area is shown in Figure 1.
This study will make recommendations for lane configurations at each of the identified
intersections, as well as any improvements to the existing roadway network. Traffic
projections for the 2035 planning horizon were provided by the Community Planning
Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS) and ACHD. The roadway is intended to be
constructed as development occurs, likely over the next 20 years.
In September 2009, ACHD and the City of Meridian prepared a macro traffic analysis for the
South Meridian Transportation Plan. The project area boundaries for that plan were I-84 at
the north, Cloverdale Road to the east, Columbia Road/Lake Hazel Road to the south and
McDermott Road to the west. According to the plan, “The potential for an Overland Road
Connection from Ten Mile Road to McDermott Road is feasible. Additional analysis is
needed and there is an opportunity to coordinate this with the City of Nampa’s transportation
planning efforts for Airport Road”. The traffic analysis documented in the Airport Road /
Overland Road Corridor Study identifies these potential needs and should be considered
when adopting capital improvement plans.
A Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) was created for the Corridor Study comprised of
members of the City of Nampa, Nampa Municipal Airport, NHD1, ACHD, City of Meridian,
Idaho Transportation Department (ITD), and the project design team. The group met monthly
during the course of the study to collaboratively make decisions and guide the project to
completion. Key decisions, including those related to this traffic analysis, modeling, and
future forecasting were made through the TAC.
The following is the Purpose Statement that was originally identified for the Corridor Study:
The purpose of the corridor is to provide an east-west connection south of I-84, between the
Nampa Airport and the Garrity Interchange on the west connecting with Ten Mile Road
near Overland Road on the east. The corridor shall also:
a) Connect on the west to an existing arterial with sufficient capacity
b) Integrate with a future SH-16/I-84/McDermott interchange as planned by ITD;
c) Serve as a detour route for the Interstate, in case of closure or incident;
d) Function as an urban principal arterial, including curb/gutter/sidewalk and
appropriate access management; and
e) Consider short term impacts to adjacent properties and existing uses, as well as
long term impacts on future land use designations.

2.

STUDY AREA CONDITIONS
The study area indicated in Figure 1 is located within both Ada and Canyon counties, and
incorporated and unincorporated areas of the cities of Nampa and Meridian. The general
study area for the corridor is defined by 1-84 at the north, Kings Road/Garrity Boulevard at
the west, Amity Road at the south, and Ten Mile Road at the east.
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A variety of land uses exist within the study area. In Ada County, the proposed alternatives
are surrounded by Rural Urban Transition (RUT) zoning. In Canyon County, however, the
proposed alternatives are surrounded by a variety of zoning designations. East of Happy
Valley is zoned Rural Residential (RR). Between Happy Valley Road and Kings Road, the
land uses range from residential near the Happy Valley Road and Airport Road intersection,
to industrial south of Airport Road, (primarily the Nampa Municipal Airport), to commercial
near Garrity Boulevard. It is important to note that both Nampa and Meridian intend to revisit
future land use and zoning for this area as part of their respective Comprehensive Plan
updates.

3.

EXISTING CONDITIONS

3.1 ROADWAY NETWORK
The existing roadways identified within the study area are described in Table 1.
Table 1. Existing Roadway Network
No. of
Road Name

Posted Speed
1

Classification

Airport Road

E–W

2

Minor Collector

35

Amity Road

E –W

3

Principal Arterial

35

Black Cat Road

N –S

2

Minor Collector

35

NE – SW

5

Principal Arterial

35-45

Happy Valley Road

N–S

2

Minor Collector

35

Kings Road

N–S

2

Collector

35

McDermott Road

N–S

2

Expressway

30

Robinson Road

N–S

2

Minor Collector

45-50

Stamm Lane

E–W

2

Minor Arterial

20

Ten Mile Road

N–S

2

Principal Arterial

35

Victory Road

E –W

2

Minor Collector

45

1

Source: COMPASS 2035 Planning Functional Classification Map for Ada and Canyon Counties

2

Source: Information reflects current conditions

Limit

2

Lanes

Garrity Boulevard
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3.2 TRAFFIC VOLUMES
Existing Average Daily Graffic (ADT) volumes for segments within the study area were
obtained through NHD1 and ACHD and are shown in Table 2.

Table 2. Existing Roadway Network
Roadway Segment

Location

Daily Count
Year

Count Volume*

Airport Road
Airport Road
Airport Road
Black Cat Road
Black Cat Road
Happy Valley Road
Happy Valley Road
Kings Road
Lamont Road
McDermott Road
McDermott Road
Overland Road
Robinson Road
Robinson Road
Stamm Lane
Victory Road
Victory Road
Victory Road

e/o Kings Road
e/o Happy Valley
e/o Robinson
n/o Lamont
n/o Victory
n/o Airport
s/o Airport
s/o Airport
e/o Black Cat
s/o Airport
n/o Airport
e/o McDermott
n/o Airport
s/o Airport
w/o Robinson
e/o Robinson
e/o McDermott
e/o Black Cat

2007
2007
2007
2009
2009
2007
2007
2008
2006
2007
2007
2010
2007
2007
2006
2007
2008
2009

2,100
2,200
500
2,350
2,200
8,500
7,850
11,950
1,100
500
600
1,600
4,800
4,450
1,400
3,450
3,500
3,250

Source: NHD1 and ITD, 2011
* Rounded Volumes

4
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3.3 INTERSECTIONS
The intersections within the study area are currently primarily two-way stop controlled
(TWSC). Potentially impacted intersections and existing traffic control are summarized in
Table 3.
There are other intersections within the study boundary area that may be impacted as a result
of the proposed improvements. However, only the intersections in Table 3 were considered
for analysis based on the TAC direction.
Table 3. Intersections and Existing Control
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Intersection

Existing Control

Kings Road / Garrity Blvd

Signal

Kings Road / Airport Road

Stop - East Leg Only

Kings Road / Victory Road

AWSC

39th / Municipal Drive / Airport Road

TWSC - N/S

Happy Valley Road / Stamm Lane

Signal

Happy Valley Road / Airport Road

TWSC w Flashing Beacon - E/W

Happy Valley Road / Victory Road

TWSC - E/W

Pit Lane / Stamm Lane

Stop - East Leg Only

Pit Lane / Airport Road

Stop - South Leg Only

Pit Lane / Victory Road

TWSC - N/S

Robinson Road / Stamm Lane

Stop - West Leg Only

Robinson Road / Airport Road

TWSC - E/W

Robinson Road / Victory Road

TWSC - E/W

McDermott Road / Airport Road

Stop - West Leg Only

McDermott Road / Overland Road

Stop - East Leg Only

McDermott Road / Victory Road

TWSC - N/S

Black Cat Road / Overland Road

Stop - West Leg Only

Black Cat Road / Lamont Road

Stop - East Leg Only

Black Cat Road / Victory

AWSC

Overland Road / Ten Mile Road

Signal
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4.

PROPOSED ALTERNATIVE
Several alignment alternatives were developed based on input from key stakeholders and the
public, guidance from the cities, highway districts and professional engineering judgment.
Figure 2 depicts the preliminary alignment alternatives for the Airport Road / Overland Road
Corridor Study. From those alternatives, Alternative 2-B was selected as the recommended
alternative for the corridor (Figure 3).
Alternative 2-B is approximately five miles long from the Kings Road / Airport Road
intersection on the west to the Ten Mile Road / Overland Road intersection on the east. As
proposed, Alternative 2-B is planned to intersect six major north-south roadways (Kings
Road, Happy Valley Road, Robinson Road, McDermott Road, Black Cat Road, and Ten Mile
Road). Because the alignment follows existing Airport Road from Kings Road to McDermott
Road, the connections at Black Cat and Ten Mile are the only two new proposed intersecting
roadways.
The 2035 approved COMPASS traffic volume projections, depicted in Figure 4, were used
for this analysis. Through close coordination with ACHD it was determined that the
approved COMPASS traffic volume projections were somewhat inconsistent with ACHD’s
understanding of the future demand at the Ten Mile Road / Airport Road intersection. Based
on this understanding, ACHD used the 2035 demographic numbers and modified the traffic
assignment procedures to better fit the procedures ACHD currently uses. The traffic
projections provided from ACHD are represented on Figure 4 only for the Ten Mile Road /
Airport Road intersection. All other traffic projections reflect the data obtained from
COMPASS, and are contained in Appendix B-1.

6
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5.

STUDY PERIOD
The forecasted year for all traffic analysis is 2035, as the corridor is anticipated to be
constructed as development occurs, likely 20 years in the future. For purposes of this analysis
it was determined that the PM Peak Hour traffic, as estimated by COMPASS, will be the
analysis period for all identified intersections. The 2035 Ten Mile Road / Airport Road PM
Peak Hour traffic volumes were provided by ACHD and utilized for analysis as directed by
ACHD (see Appendix B-4).
The TAC determined that the potential future McDermott Road Interchange would not be
included in the 2035 model projections provided by COMPASS nor in any of the analysis
because it is not a programmed improvement.

5.1 ROADWAY SEGMENTS
The proposed corridor is primarily intended to enhance connectivity and is not needed to
relieve congestion on other existing east-west routes. Therefore, the associated roadway
segment volumes displayed on Figure 4 indicate the amount of traffic that could utilize the
corridor. As development occurs along the corridor, and each agency gains a better
understanding of the actual land uses occurring, each agency may adjust these proposed
segment volumes to reflect changes in future land uses and the corresponding traffic
increases.
Because this is a connectivity corridor, the roadway segment criteria, or number of thru lanes
required, have been established by each agency. Currently, ACHD has designated sufficient
Right-of-Way (ROW) for preservation of a three lane facility with two thru lanes, a two-wayleft-turn-lane (TWLTL), bike lanes with curb, gutter and sidewalk with a planter (Figure 5).
In Canyon County, the City of Nampa and Nampa Highway District No. 1 have designated
sufficient Right-of-Way for preservation of a three lane facility with two thru lanes, a
TWLTL, 4’ shoulder with curb, gutter and sidewalk (Figure 5). The proposed Canyon
County typical section can be re-striped in the future to accommodate four thru lanes (without
a TWLTL or 4’ shoulders) without need for additional ROW.
The South Meridian Transportation Plan has recommended preservation of five lanes for the
proposed Overland Road connection. Preservation for a five lane facility is consistent with
the segment volumes provided by COMPASS.
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Figure 5. Typical Sections
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5.2 INTERSECTIONS
The following intersections were identified for analysis based on input from the TAC:
•
•
•
•
•

Happy Valley Road / Airport Road
Robinson Road / Airport Road
McDermott Road / Airport Road
Black Cat Road / Airport Road
Ten Mile Road / Airport Road

Intersection improvements associated with Kings Road / Airport Road and Kings Road /
Garrity Boulevard will be investigated under another study and are not addressed specifically
in this document.
Each of the intersections was analyzed for traditional signalized control and roundabout
control. Under the current Overland Road extension project, a signal is in-place at the eastern
terminus of the corridor, which is the future Ten Mile Road / Airport Road intersection. The
potential for a roundabout at this location was not investigated due to the current in-place
traffic signal infrastructure at the intersection.
The provided data was analyzed to address potential mitigation measures for the intersection
with either signalized control or roundabout control utilizing Highway Capacity Manual
(HCM) criteria to measure level of service (LOS) and corresponding delay. Table 4 identifies
acceptable delay ranges and corresponding LOS for signalized intersections.
Table 4. LOS Criteria for Signalized Intersections
LOS

Control Delay per Vehicle (s/veh)

A
B
C
D
E
F

≤ 10
> 10-20
> 20-35
> 35-55
> 55-80
> 80

5.2.1 Signalized Intersection Analysis
Table 5 identifies the control type, lane configurations, LOS and average delay associated
with each identified intersection. As the table indicates, all proposed intersections with the
exception of the Ten Mile Road / Airport Road intersection will operate at an acceptable LOS
if the proposed lane configurations are developed. Refer to Appendix B-2 for the model
output information specific to the information contained in Table 5.
Figure 6 graphically represents the proposed lane configurations, LOS and anticipated
average delay for the identified intersections utilizing the 2035 COMPASS turning movement
projections. The lane configuration and associated delay identified for the Ten Mile Road /
Airport Road Corridor intersection reflect the 2035 ACHD turning movement projections,
independent of the 2035 COMPASS turning movement projections.
This is the only intersection that could operate beyond the LOS D threshold criteria outlined
for the corridor. According to the 2035 ACHD traffic projection this intersection will operate
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at LOS E. It is at ACHD’s discretion to allow a LOS E to occur at this intersection.
Additional capacity (at Ten Mile) would be required to meet the 2035 COMPASS or ACHD
model projections at a LOS D.

Table 5. Intersection Configuration and Delay

Intersection

Control

Configuration

Int. LOS

Avg.
Control
Delay
(sec/veh)

Happy Valley Rd /
Align 2-B

Traditional
Signal

1 EBL, 1 EBT, 1 EBTR

C

31.0

B

14.3

C

29.6

D

40.4

E

69.8

1 WBL, 1 WBT, 1 WBTR
1 NBL, 2 NBT, 1 NBR
1 SBL, 2 SBT, 1 SBR
Robinson Rd /
Align 2-B

Traditional
Signal

1 EBL, 1EBT, 1EBTR
1 WBL, 2 WBT, 1 WBR
1 NBLT, 1 NBTR
1 SBL, 1 SBT, 1 SBR

McDermott Rd /
Align 2-B

Traditional
Signal

1 EBL, 1 EBT, 1 EBR
1 WBL, 1 WBT, 1WBTR
1 NBL, 1 NBT, 1 NBR
1 SBL, 1 SBTR

Black Cat Rd /
Align 2-B

Traditional
Signal

1 EBL, 1 EBT, 1 EBTR
1 WBL, 1 WBT, 1 WBTR
1 NBL, 1 NBT, 1 NBTR
1 SBL, 1, SBT, 1 SBTR

Ten Mile Rd /
Align 2-B
(ACHD 2035
Projections)

16

Traditional
Signal

2 EBL, 2 EBT, 1 EBR
2 WBL, 2 WBT, 1 WBR
2 SBL, 2 SBT, 1 SBR
2 NBL, 2 NBT, 1 NBR
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5.2.2 Roundabout Analysis
Table 6 indicates the control type, lane configuration, LOS and average delay associated with
each identified intersection. As the table indicates, all intersections will operate at an
acceptable LOS if the proposed lane configurations are developed. Refer to Appendix B-3 for
the model output information specific to the information contained in table 6.
Table 6. Roundabout Analysis

Intersection

Control

Configuration

LOS

Avg. Control
Delay
(sec/veh)

Happy Valley Rd
& Align 2-B

Roundabout

Two-Lane

B

17.0

Robinson Rd
& Align 2-B

Roundabout

Two-Lane

C

20.9

McDermott Rd
& Align 2-B

Roundabout

Two-Lane

A

9.0

Roundabout

Two-Lane

B

13.3

RBT Not Analyzed

N/A

N/A

N/A

Black Cat Rd
& Align 2-B
Ten Mile Rd
& Align 2-B

Figure 7 graphically represents proposed lane configurations, LOS and anticipated average
delay for the identified intersections utilizing 2035 COMPASS turning movement
projections.
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5.2.3 Results
One common theme emerges in comparing the traditional signalized intersection results to
the roundabout results: delay and corresponding LOS is improved in the roundabouts
scenarios. The only intersection that is predicted to function more efficiently with the
placement of a signal over a roundabout is at Airport Road / Robinson Road.
5.2.3.1 Canyon County
The City of Nampa requested that roundabouts be prioritized for any intersection along the
corridor as it crossed thru Canyon County. Based on that direction, and the predicted
acceptable LOS/delay results, it is recommended the intersection of Happy Valley Road /
Airport Road and Robinson Road / Airport Road be developed as roundabouts.
Preliminary analysis of the Kings Road / Airport Road and Kings Road / Garrity Boulevard
intersection indicates that the physical footprint and associated number of approach and
departure lanes required for a roundabout make it impractical at this location. Because much
of the ability to improve the Kings Road / Garrity Boulevard/ Airport Road intersection is
directly related to the Nampa Municipal Airport expansion, more detailed analysis of that
intersection is included in the “Nampa Municipal Airport RPZ Shift Impact Analysis Report,”
a separate report documenting recommendations for that key intersection.
5.2.3.2 Ada County
The ACHD traffic department conducted an independent preliminary control type analysis to
determine the placement priority of roundabouts or traditional signals. The following is
consistent with recommendations outlined by ACHD. Information provided from ACHD is
contained in Appendix B-4.
Ten Mile Road / Airport Road
Signalized traffic control infrastructure is in the process of being placed at the intersection of
Ten Mile Road / Airport Road as part of the Ten Mile Road Interchange project. As the
corridor develops to the west, the signal will be in place.
According to 2035 ACHD model projections, the lane configuration indicated in Figure 8
will achieve a LOS E in 2035 with an average delay of 69.8 seconds. ACHD has
recommended the use of the existing signalized infrastructure and it is anticipated that an
exception will be granted for the signal to operate at a LOS E.
Black Cat Road / Airport Road
According to the analysis, a traditional signalized intersection is predicted to operate at LOS
D with an average delay of 40.4 seconds. The placement of a dual lane roundabout would
result in an LOS B with an average delay of 13.3 seconds. Strictly from a capacity demand
standpoint, a roundabout is anticipated to operate more efficiently than a traditional
signalized intersection. It is recommended that the placement of a roundabout be prioritized
over the placement of a traditional signalized intersection at this location. According to the
analysis conducted by ACHD, a roundabout is preferred. ACHD traffic department also
indicated preservation for right-turn bypass lanes may be warranted based on their internal
analysis of this intersection.
5.2.3.3 County Line (McDermott Road)
This intersection will be located in both Ada and County as the eastern leg of the proposed
intersection is located in Ada County and the western leg of the intersection is in Canyon
County. A signalized intersection is predicted to operate at LOS C, with an average delay of
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29.6 seconds. The placement of a dual lane roundabout would result in an LOS A with an
average delay of 9.0 seconds.
Due to the anticipated 2035 northbound and southbound traffic volumes, the need for a full
dual lane roundabout for all approaches is warranted. A dual lane roundabout with one
through lane on the McDermott approaches, and two through lanes on the Airport Road
approaches, will operate at LOS B with an average delay of 19.7 seconds. However, the
northbound and southbound approaches are anticipated to operate at LOS E (62.0 seconds of
delay) and LOS F (215.1 seconds of delay), respectively. This is primarily due to the
eastbound and westbound thru volumes not providing sufficient gaps for northbound and
southbound traffic to enter the roundabout under this condition.
Both ACHD and the City of Nampa concur that a roundabout is appropriate for the
McDermott Road / Airport Road intersection.

24
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6.

CONCLUSION
Figure 8 depicts the overall control type, lane configuration, and associated delay resulting
from the 2035 anticipated traffic volume analysis. All of the proposed intersections meet the
LOS D threshold criteria outlined for this project with the exception of the Ten Mile Road /
Airport Road intersection. The proposed improvements are a result of close coordination
between the project team and the TAC.
Land uses will likely change as this project nears the physical construction of the corridor.
This document has assumed land uses associated with the corridor based on existing
Comprehensive Plans and zoning. However, as this corridor moves into the design process, it
is recommended that the baseline land use and Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) assumptions be
adjusted as necessary to reflect revised projections and conditions along the corridor.
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APPENDIX B-1

APPENDIX B-2

APPENDIX B-3

APPENDIX B-4

The Traffic Department has completed the preliminary intersection analysis for the Ten Mile, Black Cat,
and McDermott intersections with Overland Road as a part of the Overland-Airport Connection Study. In
addition, they have taken a cursory look at the study intersections in Canyon County to provide some
additional context. This preliminary analysis is to provide an idea on the general traffic control devices at
the study intersections. The analysis only considers 2035 weekday p.m. peak hour traffic forecasts and
utilizes the volumes provided by the consultant (based on the COMPASS model). They have
supplemented the consultant projections with the ACHD model projections at the intersections in Ada
County. Below is a summary of the findings.
•

•

•

•

•

Overland/Ten Mile
o This intersection is forecast to have a significant amount of traffic passing through it
(5,500 to 5,900 TEV during the peak hour). This volume level will not permit a
roundabout. In addition, the intersection is already designed as a signalized intersection.
In the long term it is anticipated this will be best served as a large signalized intersection
with dual left-turn lanes, exclusive right-turn lanes, and two through lanes on each entry
approach (or similar.)
Overland/Black Cat
o This intersection is forecast to have between 3,000 and 3,300 TEV during the peak hour.
A dual-lane roundabout is anticipated to operate acceptably at this intersection with the
forecast volumes. Depending on the forecast volumes, one or two right-turn bypass
lanes may be desirable. A roundabout is the preferred intersection treatment at this
intersection; however, a signal is an acceptable alternative.
Overland/McDermott
o This intersection is forecast to have between 2,500 and 3,100 TEV during the peak hour.
A multilane roundabout with two through lanes on Overland and one through lane on
McDermott is anticipated to operate acceptably with the forecast volumes. Depending
on the forecast volumes, an exclusive right-turn lane may be desirable on one or two
approaches. A signalized intersection is another viable alternative and depending on the
design and forecast volumes may operate more efficiently than a roundabout. For
instance, assuming two through lanes on Overland, one through lane on McDermott,
and exclusive left-turn lanes, a signal will operate more efficiently than a dual-lane
roundabout with the consultant forecasts but less efficient with the ACHD forecasts.
Bottom line: a roundabout and signal are acceptable and the final decision may depend
on the forecast traffic volumes and the selected traffic control at the adjacent section
line intersections.
Airport/Robinson
o This intersection is forecast to have approximately 3,500 TEV during the peak hour.
Based on the consultant’s projections, this intersection is right at the cusp of providing
sufficient capacity as a dual-lane roundabout during the forecast year. If these volumes
are achieved or higher volumes are expected in the long term, a dual-lane roundabout
may not be the best long term choice. However, if less volume is realized or they are
confidant this is the absolute maximum traffic that will pass through the intersection, a
roundabout may be the preferred choice. Another thing to keep in mind - maybe it is ok
for the intersection to be congested 1 hour of the day because a roundabout will likely
be more efficient the other 23 hours of the day.
Airport/Happy Valley
o This intersection is forecast to have approximately 3,400 TEV during the peak hour. The
summary for Airport/Robinson intersection also applies here. One additional comment

•

is that a roundabout may be desirable as it would build upon the roundabouts on Happy
Valley at Amity and Greenhurst.
Garrity/Kings
o This intersection is forecast to have approximately 6,600 TEV during the peak hour. This
volume level will not permit a roundabout.
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Project Number:

314-5812-001

Project Name:

Airport Rd./Overland Rd. Corridor Study

INTRODUCTION
The Airport Road / Overland Road Corridor Study was designed to look at alignment alternatives that extend
Overland Road from the Overland Road / Ten Mile Road Intersection west to a connection point in the vicinity of
Robinson Boulevard via Stamm Lane, Airport Road or Victory Road. The corridor study is also looking at the
impacts associated with widening existing Stamm Lane or Airport Road west of Robinson to the connection with
Garrity Boulevard and Kings Road, respectively. The corridor is anticipated to be constructed as adjoining
properties develop, and funding becomes available, possibly 20 years in the future.
This Environmental Scan was prepared to identify the environmental constraints within the project study area.
This information will be critical to the project in order to identify environmental concerns in the area, and address
any impacts the proposed alternatives may have.
ALTERNATIVES
The project study area is located within Ada and Canyon Counties and the Areas of Impact for the Cities of
Nampa and Meridian. The alignment alternatives described below used a 3 lane section throughout the entire
corridor. Because Ada County and Canyon County have different roadway standards, different right-of-way
(ROW) widths were used to determine impacts for the project area in both counties. A typical section for both
counties can be seen in Figure 1. Though the current Canyon County section shows 3 lanes, the road can be
expanded to 4 lanes once warranted by traffic. The expansion would require striping modifications, but additional
ROW would not be required.
Two main alternatives on the west end of the corridor and four routes to the east are being proposed for the
project. The alternatives will be evaluated based on the identified criteria and screened based on their ratings. A
preferred alternative will be selected to carry forward once all evaluation has been completed. A map of the
proposed alternatives is shown in Figure 2.
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Figure 1. Preliminary Alternatives
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Figure 2. Typical Sections
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Alternative 1 begins at the Garrity Boulevard and Stamm Lane intersection and terminates at Robinson
Boulevard. This alternative follows the existing Stamm Lane.
Alternative 2 begins at the Airport Road and Kings Road intersection and terminates at Robinson Boulevard.
This alternative follows the existing Airport Road.
Route A can connect with both Alternative 1 and 2. If connecting with Alternative 1, the route begins at Robinson
Boulevard and Stamm Lane. The route continues east along a new alignment, and travels south to follow the
existing Overland Road until it drops south to connect with the Overland Road and Ten Mile Road intersection. If
connecting with Alternative 2, the route begins at Robinson Boulevard and Airport Road. The route continues east
along existing Airport Road and travels north to follow the existing Overland Road until it drops south to connect
with the Overland Road and Ten Mile Road intersection.
Route B begins at Robinson Boulevard, and follows the existing Airport Road through the McDermott Road
intersection. The route continues directly east, as a new roadway, to the connection with the Overland Road and
Ten Mile Road intersection.
Route C begins at Robinson Boulevard, and follows the existing Airport Road until just west of McDermott
Road. The roadway then continues directly east, as a new roadway, until Lamont Road, which it follows until the
connection with the Overland Road and Ten Mile Road intersection.
Route D begins at Robinson Boulevard and creates a new roadway south to Victory. The alignment continues
east along existing Victory Road through the intersection at Black Cat Road, and then creates a new alignment
north to the connection with the Overland Road and Ten Mile Road intersection.
ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY
Socioeconomics
The project study area is located within Ada and Canyon Counties, and the Areas of Impact for the Cities of
Nampa and Meridian. Table 1 shows the most recent US Census Bureau population data for the counties and
cities within the study area.
Table 1. Demographic Characteristics
Median
Household
Income

Homeownership
Rate

2.58

$57,159
(2008)

70.7%

9%
(2008)

67,954
(2008)

2.85

$43,976
(2008)

73.3%

14.9%
(2008)

76,587
(2006)

19,379
(2000)

2.77

$34,758
(1999)

69.5%

12.4%
(1999)

59,832
(2006)

12,293
(2000)

2.93

$53,276
(1999)

84.3%

5.6%
(1999)

Population

Housing
Units

Persons per
Household

Ada County

38,092
(2008)

155,919
(2008)

Canyon County

183,939
(2008)

Meridian
Nampa

Area

Persons Below
Poverty Line

Source: US Census Bureau, 2000

City of Nampa
Draft Environmental Scan

4

314-5812-001
August 30, 2010

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED)

Census tracts and block groups within the study area are identified in Table 2, as well as demographic
characteristics within those groups.
Table 2. Census Tract / Block Group Demographic Characteristics
Median
Household
Income

Persons
Below
Poverty Line

3.11

$54,688
(1999)

1.7%
(1999)

1,283

3.04

$50,539
(1999)

6.1%
(1999)

1,017

2.89

$39,136
(1999)

6.6%
(1999)

Population

Housing
Units

Persons per
Household

103.13 / 1

3,296

1,089

207 / 2

3,722

207 / 3

2,793

CT / BG

The primary businesses in the area include three gravel pit operations located near the Airport Rd/ McDermott Rd
intersection and the Black Cat Rd/Lamont Rd intersection. However, all three pits are nearing depletion. The
Nampa Municipal Airport and associated commercial facilities are also significant businesses in the area.
Additional smaller, home based businesses (such as auto repair shops) are intermittently located throughout the
study area.
Relocations & Displacements
Each of the proposed alternatives includes sections of both new roadway and existing roadway widening. Table 3
displays the number of impacted properties based on each alternative for residential and commercial properties.
The number listed represents structures that lie within either the right-of-way or determined setback area. The
right-of-way width in Canyon County (between Kings Road and Robinson Boulevard) is 60’ and 75’ in Ada
County (Robinson Boulevard to Ten Mile Road). The setback areas are 50’ from road centerline from Kings Road
to Robinson Boulevard, 70’ from centerline from Robinson Boulevard to McDermott Road, and 25’ from back of
curb from McDermott to Ten Mile.
Table 3. Impacted Properties
Alternative 1

Alternative 2

Route A

Route A

Route B

Route C

Route D

Residential

11

10

10

8

17

Commercial /
Industrial

4

7

7

8

6

Parks, Recreation Areas and Historic Resources
A review of the City and County public park maps and plans indicated no existing public parks within the study
area. However, the City of Nampa’s 2004 Comprehensive Plan identifies a future off-street trail/bike path and
open space south of Victory Road and the airport to the county line.
A research of the National Register of Historic Places in Idaho from the State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) indicated that there are no listed historic places in the study area. A field survey was completed, and 86
City of Nampa
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impacted properties along existing public roadways were photographed. Properties accessed from private
driveways were not photographed. Several properties are believed to be 50 years old or older; however, formal
eligibility determinations were not completed as part of this project. A table with the impacted properties’
addresses and photos can be found in Appendix A.
Farmland
Multiple soil types are located within the project area, none of which are classified as Prime or Unique Farmland,
per the USGS. Just under 50% of the study area is considered “Prime Farmland if Irrigated,” although that
designation appears to be located throughout much of the developed area, west of Robinson Boulevard. A soils
report from the USGS online Web Soil Survey can be found in Appendix B. Further investigation will be required
to determine prime farmland areas once a preferred alternative had been selected. The Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating Form AD-1006 would also need to be completed.
Known/Suspected Hazardous Materials
The EPA Enviromapper was used to determine possible hazardous material and air quality concerns within the
project area. Table 4 identifies all facilities within the project study area which currently report to EPA in the
areas of air, water, waste, land, and toxics.
Table 4. Possible Hazardous Materials – Identified by EPA
Name

Address

Area

G & B Redi-Mix Nampa

6701 E. Flamingo Ave
Nampa, ID 83657
1320 S. Blackcat Rd.
Meridian, ID 83642
3611 Amity Ave.
Nampa, ID 83687
5819 Howard Ln.
Nampa, ID 83687
4925 Joe Ln.
Nampa, ID 83651
101 Municipal Dr.
Nampa, ID 83687

Air

C Wright Construction
Swift & Co. Beef
LT Lube & Oil
Western Oil
Nampa Municipal Airport

Air, Water
Air, Water, Waste,
Land, Toxics
Waste, Land
Waste, Land
Waste, Land

Source: US EPA – EnviroMapper for Envirofacts

In addition to facilities listed above, the design team identified the gravel pits (operated by Nampa Paving, Busy
Bee, and Thueson Construction) as possibly having hazardous materials on-site. Alternatives 1A, 1A, and 2B
traverse at least one of the gravel pit operations. However, no other possible hazardous material locations were
identified along or within the vicinity of the proposed alignment alternatives.
Air Quality
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) establishes regulatory requirements and various ambient air
quality standards. The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) implements EPA’s regulations,
enforces them, develops state implementation and maintenance plans, and monitors air quality statewide. The
EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), which specify maximum concentrations
for each of seven criteria pollutants:
City of Nampa
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• Carbon Monoxide (CO)
• Coarse Particulate Matter -10 micrometer in diameter and below (PM10)
• Fine Particulate Matter – 2.5 micrometers in diameter and below (PM2.5)
• Ozone (O3)
• Sulfur Dioxide (SO2)
• Lead (Pb)
• Nitrogen Dioxide (NO2)
The project study area is not located within any federally designated air quality nonattainment or maintenance
areas for PM2.5, O3, NO2, SO2, or Pb. Because Ada and Canyon Counties are attainment areas for these
pollutants, they are not required to demonstrate conformity.
Each of the alignment alternatives would impact air quality both for the short and long term. Construction
activities associated with all alternatives may cause temporary air pollutant impacts. Dust created from
demolition, land clearing, ground excavation, cut-and-fill operations, and road construction can all cause PM10
emissions. Heavy duty diesel engines used during construction can cause PM2.5, CO, SOx, NOx, MSAT, and
GHG emissions. However, it is anticipated that decreased congestion on surrounding roadways and reduced travel
in the project vicinity would likely improve air quality in the longer term.
Threatened/Endangered Species
The US Fish & Wildlife Service Listed Species were reviewed for both Ada and Canyon Counties. The Snake
River physa snail (endangered), and Slickspot peppergrass (threatened) were listed for both counties. In addition,
bull trout was listed as a threatened species in Ada County only. The threatened and endangered species lists for
both Ada and Canyon Counties can be found in Appendix C.
The Snake River physa snail is a freshwater snail, found primarily in the Snake River and southeastern Idaho, and
therefore is not likely to be found within the project study area. Bull trout are found primarily in upper tributary
streams and several lake and reservoir systems, and therefore are not likely to be within the study area for this
project. Slickspot peppergrass is found almost exclusively in the slick spots of southwestern Idaho, and not likely
to be found within the project study area.
Wetlands
A review of the National Wetland Inventory maps did not indicate any wetlands in the project area. However,
there are several canals and laterals in the area, including the Ridenbaugh, Rawson, and Kuna Canals, as well as
the Calkins Lateral. Any modifications to those facilities would require approval by the Nampa & Meridian
Irrigation District and permitting as necessary. Refer to Appendix D for a map of the water ways within the study
area, per the National Wetland Inventory.
Permitting
Because this is a corridor study project, no permits are required at this time. However, future construction of the
selected alternative is likely to require several permits, including the NPDES Construction General Permit,
Section 404 Permit, and Irrigation License Agreement(s). Permitting requirements and procedures are ever
changing. The permits listed in this memorandum are the required permits at the time this report was prepared. By
the time construction is nearing on the Airport Road / Overland Road Corridor, there may be additional permits
required and/or alterations to the existing permit requirements. In addition, if federal funding is used for
construction, additional and permitting would be required.
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NPDES Construction General Permit
Ground-disturbing activities are likely to be greater than 1 acre to construct any of the proposed alternatives for
the Airport Rd/Overland Rd Corridor. Under the federal Clean Water Act, any business or industry that
discharges pollutants of any kind into surface waters (lakes, rivers, and streams) must have a National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.
This permit outlines a set of provisions construction operators must follow to comply with the requirements of the
NPDES stormwater regulations. This permit covers any site 1 acre and above, including smaller sites that are part
of a larger common plan of development or sale. In order to be covered under the construction general permit, a
site-specific stormwater pollution prevention plan must be developed. The construction manager must document
the erosion, sediment, and pollution controls she intends to use, inspect the controls periodically, and maintain the
controls throughout the life of the project.
A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) must be prepared indicating potential sources of pollution and
measures to take to prevent it. Once the SWPPP is completed, a Notice of Intent (NOI) would need to be filed
with the US Environmental Protection Agency. The Idaho Department of Environmental Quality’s “Catalog of
Stormwater Best Management Practices for Idaho Cities and Counties” should be consulted on the best ways to
manage storm water runoff if a project is constructed.
Section 404 Permit
If waters of the US, including wetlands and irrigation canals, would be dredged and/or filled by proposed
construction activity, a Section 404 permit would need to be prepared and submitted to the US Army Corps of
Engineers for review to obtain permission for such activity.
Irrigation License Agreements
Nampa & Meridian Irrigation District has jurisdiction of the canal and drainage facilities in this memo. They
require a license agreement prior to construction or modifying any facility that they claim ownership over. These
license agreements are generally strict legal agreements allowing NMID to hold the developer/contractor liable
for any issue resulting from construction or modifications of the facility.
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Farmland Classification–Ada County Area, Idaho, and Canyon Area, Idaho

MAP LEGEND
Area of Interest (AOI)

Prime farmland if
subsoiled, completely
removing the root
inhibiting soil layer

Area of Interest (AOI)
Soils

Not prime farmland

Prime farmland if irrigated
and the product of I (soil
erodibility) x C (climate
factor) does not exceed 60

All areas are prime
farmland

Prime farmland if irrigated
and reclaimed of excess
salts and sodium

Soil Map Units
Soil Ratings

Prime farmland if drained

US Routes

Map Scale: 1:44,300 if printed on A size (8.5" × 11") sheet.

Major Roads

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:20,000.
Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for accurate map
measurements.
Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL: http://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov
Coordinate System: UTM Zone 11N NAD83
This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Farmland of statewide
importance

Prime farmland if
protected from flooding or
not frequently flooded
during the growing season

Farmland of local
importance

Soil Survey Area: Ada County Area, Idaho
Survey Area Data: Version 8, Jan 31, 2008

Farmland of unique
importance

Prime farmland if irrigated
Prime farmland if drained
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the growing
season

MAP INFORMATION

Soil Survey Area: Canyon Area, Idaho
Survey Area Data: Version 8, Jun 25, 2008

Not rated or not available
Political Features

Your area of interest (AOI) includes more than one soil survey
area. These survey areas may have been mapped at different
scales, with a different land use in mind, at different times, or at
different levels of detail. This may result in map unit symbols, soil
properties, and interpretations that do not completely agree
across soil survey area boundaries.

Cities
Water Features

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

Oceans

Prime farmland if irrigated
and either protected from
flooding or not frequently
flooded during the growing
season

Streams and Canals

Date(s) aerial images were photographed:

Transportation

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Rails

6/21/2004

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor shifting
of map unit boundaries may be evident.

Interstate Highways

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Farmland Classification–Ada County Area, Idaho, and Canyon Area, Idaho

Farmland Classification

Farmland Classification— Summary by Map Unit — Ada County Area, Idaho
Map unit symbol

Map unit name

Rating

1

Abo silt loam

Prime farmland if irrigated

5

Aeric Haplaquepts, nearly level

40

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI
3.5

0.1%

Not prime farmland

29.5

0.5%

Colthorp silt loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

25.3

0.4%

41

Colthorp silt loam, 2 to 4 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

162.0

2.8%

48

Elijah silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

403.0

7.0%

49

Elijah silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

247.4

4.3%

50

Elijah silt loam, 4 to 8 percent slopes Not prime farmland

67.8

1.2%

52

Elijah silt loam, bedrock substratum, 2 Prime farmland if irrigated
to 4 percent slopes

31.1

0.5%

99

Lankbush-Tindahay sandy loams, 0
to 2 percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

2.4

0.0%

119

Pipeline silt loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

212.8

3.7%

120

Pipeline silt loam, 2 to 4 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

572.0

10.0%

121

Pipeline silt loam, 4 to 8 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

130.4

2.3%

123

Pits, gravel

Not prime farmland

31.0

0.5%

129

Power silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

31.8

0.6%

130

Power silt loam, 2 to 4 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

37.6

0.7%

132

Power silt loam, 8 to 12 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

12.6

0.2%

141

Purdam silt loam, 0 to 2 percent
slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

2.2

0.0%

142

Purdam silt loam, 2 to 4 percent
slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

31.8

0.6%

143

Purdam silt loam, 4 to 8 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

88.5

1.5%

198

Xerollic Haplargids, very steep

Not prime farmland

94.4

1.7%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area

2,216.9

38.7%

Totals for Area of Interest

5,723.1

100.0%

Farmland Classification— Summary by Map Unit — Canyon Area, Idaho
Map unit symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

BdA

Baldock loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

0.6

0.0%

DrA

Draper loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

15.8

0.3%

DrB

Draper loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

13.6

0.2%

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Farmland Classification–Ada County Area, Idaho, and Canyon Area, Idaho

Farmland Classification— Summary by Map Unit — Canyon Area, Idaho
Map unit symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

EhA

Elijah silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

570.5

10.0%

EhB

Elijah silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

938.3

16.4%

ElA

Elijah silt loam, shallow, 0 to 1 percent Not prime farmland
slopes

267.6

4.7%

ElB

Elijah silt loam, shallow, 1 to 3 percent Not prime farmland
slopes

368.5

6.4%

ElC

Elijah silt loam, shallow, 3 to 7 percent Not prime farmland
slopes

314.4

5.5%

EvC

Elijah-Vickery silt loams, 3 to 7
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

32.1

0.6%

Gp

Gravel pit

Not prime farmland

27.2

0.5%

LaD

Lankbush sandy loam, 7 to 12 percent Not prime farmland
slopes

17.0

0.3%

LaE

Lankbush sandy loam, 12 to 30
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

51.7

0.9%

LhE

Lankbush-Power complex, 12 to 30
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

108.7

1.9%

PcC

Potratz-Power silt loams, 3 to 7
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

5.6

0.1%

PhA

Power silt loam, 0 to 1 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

72.6

1.3%

PhB

Power silt loam, 1 to 3 percent slopes Prime farmland if irrigated

55.6

1.0%

PhC

Power silt loam, 3 to 7 percent slopes Not prime farmland

38.5

0.7%

PhD

Power silt loam, 7 to 12 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

26.2

0.5%

PlD

Power-Lankbush silt loams, 7 to 12
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

5.2

0.1%

PoA

Power-Potratz silt loams, 0 to 1
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

89.6

1.6%

PoB

Power-Potratz silt loams, 1 to 3
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

34.8

0.6%

PpA

Power-Purdam silt loams, 0 to 1
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

44.4

0.8%

PpB

Power-Purdam silt loams, 1 to 3
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

31.9

0.6%

PpC

Power-Purdam silt loams, 3 to 7
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

47.0

0.8%

PpD

Power-Purdam silt loams, 7 to 12
percent slopes

Not prime farmland

54.7

1.0%

PrB

Purdam silt loam, 1 to 3 percent
slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

43.5

0.8%

PrC

Purdam silt loam, 3 to 7 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

22.8

0.4%

PsA

Purdam silt loam, water table, 0 to 1
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated
and drained

163.3

2.9%

PtA

Purdam-Sebree silt loams, 0 to 1
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

0.6

0.0%

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Farmland Classification–Ada County Area, Idaho, and Canyon Area, Idaho

Farmland Classification— Summary by Map Unit — Canyon Area, Idaho
Map unit symbol

Map unit name

Rating

Acres in AOI

Percent of AOI

PtB

Purdam-Sebree silt loams, 1 to 3
percent slopes

Prime farmland if irrigated

11.3

0.2%

Tc

Terrace escarpments

Not prime farmland

16.9

0.3%

TkE

Trevino-Rock outcrop complex, 0 to
20 percent slopes

Not prime farmland

8.5

0.1%

TrD

Trevino silt loam, 3 to 12 percent
slopes

Not prime farmland

7.0

0.1%

W

Water

Not prime farmland

1.2

0.0%

Subtotals for Soil Survey Area

3,507.3

61.3%

Totals for Area of Interest

5,723.1

100.0%

Description
Farmland classification identifies map units as prime farmland, farmland of
statewide importance, farmland of local importance, or unique farmland. It identifies
the location and extent of the soils that are best suited to food, feed, fiber, forage,
and oilseed crops. NRCS policy and procedures on prime and unique farmlands
are published in the "Federal Register," Vol. 43, No. 21, January 31, 1978.

Rating Options
Aggregation Method: No Aggregation Necessary
Tie-break Rule: Lower

Natural Resources
Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey
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Aug 11, 2010

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.

User Remarks:

Aug 11, 2010

This map is for general reference only. The US Fish and Wildlife Service is not
responsible for the accuracy or currentness of the base data shown on this map. All
wetlands related data should be used in accordance with the layer metadata found on
the Wetlands Mapper web site.

User Remarks:

ADA COUNTY, IDAHO

LISTED SPECIES

STATUS

Snake River physa snail (Haitia (Physa) natricina) Listed Endangered
Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus)

Listed Threatened

Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum)

Listed Threatened

PROPOSED SPECIES & DESIGNATED/PROPOSED CRITICAL HABITAT
None

CANDIDATE SPECIES
None

CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO

LISTED SPECIES

STATUS

Snake River physa snail (Haitia (Physa) natricina) Listed Endangered
Slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum)

Listed Threatened

PROPOSED SPECIES & DESIGNATED/PROPOSED CRITICAL HABITAT
None

CANDIDATE SPECIES
None

Appendix D - Evaluation & Screening

AIRPORT/OVERLAND ROAD CORRIDOR STUDY

EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX
TIER 1

TIER 2

Addresses Purpose Statement

Addresses Ability to Implement

Land Use
Residential Property
Impacts
(e)

Commercial &
Industrial Property
Impacts
(e)

Agricultural Property
Impacts
(e)

#

Acres

#

Acres

Acres

2

1

1

0.5

0

2
+9
11

1
+3.5
4.5

1
+3
4

0.5
+5
5.5

14

4

1.5

3

2

0

Route A

4
+6
10

1.5
+2.5
4

3
+4
7

2
+3
5

14.5

Route B

4
+6
10

1.5
+1.5
3

3
+4
7

2
+1.5
3.5

Route C

4
+4
8

1.5
+0.5
2

3
+5
8

Route D

4
+ 13
17

1.5
+3.5
5

3
+3
6

Alternative 1

Route A

Alternative 2

Residential Property
Impacts (# displaced
within setback)

Residential Property
Impacts (# acres)

Agricultural Property
Impacts (# acres)

Explanation of "low,
medium, high"
impacts for each
criterion.

Neighborhood Impacts

Accommodates Airport
Expansion

Accommodates Local,
Regional & State
Planning

and

and

Environment

Transportation

Neighborhood
Impacts
(e)

Accommodates
Airport Expansion
(e)

Accommodates
Local, Regional and
State Planning
(b)

Connectivity
(a, b)

Mobility
(d, e)

Traffic Operations
(c)

Serves as a Detour
Route to the
Interstate
(c)

Cultural and
Hazardous Materials
Historical Resources Impacts (# of sites)
Impacts (# of
properties)

Cost

Noise Impacts (# of
properties)

Irrigation and
Drainage Resource
Impacts (# of
crossings)

Required Right-ofWay (ROW)

Construction of
Irrigation Crossings
(in thousands $)

Business and
Residential
Relocations (in
millions $)

Construction of
Retaining Walls (in
millions $)

1

0

12

2

$75,000

$0

$0.8

$0

1
+3
4

2

12
+5
17

2
+3
5

75,000
+ 900,000
975,000

$300

0.8
+3.0
3.8

$3

21

0

62

0

$150,000

$0

$2

$0

1235

21
+ 3
24

2

62
+10
72

4

150,000
+ 800,000
950,000

$475

2.0
+ 2.7
4.7

$1

18.5

3441

21
+ 4
25

1

62
+3
65

3

150,000
+ 850,000
1,000,000

$525

2.0
+ 2.7
4.7

$1

2
+3
5

16.5

1102

21
+ 3
24

0

62
+5
67

4

150,000
+ 900,000
1,050,000

$450

2.0
+ 2.6
4.6

$0.5

2
+0
2

17

3032

21
+ 3
24

0

62
+9
71

6

150,000
+ 850,000
1,000,000

$1,000

2.0
+ 3.9
5.9

$0

Historic Impacts (# of
properties w/ potential
historic value)

Low

0-5

Low

$0 - $500K

Medium

6-10

ROW costs (based on
cost/acre)*

Medium

$501K - $1M

Commercial & Industrial
Property Impacts (#
displaced within
setback)

Commercial & Industrial
Property Impacts (#
acres)

3391

Low

0-5

Medium

6-10

Connectivity

High

Meets 2

Medium

Meets 1

High

11+

Low

Meets none

High

11+

High

$1.1M +

Low

0-2.0

High

Meets 2

Low

0-2

Low

$0-$400K

Medium

2.1-4.0

Medium

Meets 1

Medium

3-5

Medium

$401K-$800K

High

4.1 +

Low

Meets none

High

6+

High

$801K+

Low

0-5

Medium

6-10

High

11+

Low

Positive

Medium

Neutral

High

Negative

Mobility

Traffic Operations
(VHD)

Serves as a detour route
to the Interstate

High

0-1200

Medium

1201-2400

Low

2401+

High

Positive

Medium

Neutral

Low

Negative

Hazardous Materials (#
of site w/ potential haz
mat impacts)

Impacts to Noise (# of
homes within 80 ft of
centerline)

Impacts to Irrigation
Canals (# of crossings)

Low

0-30

Medium

31-60

High

61+

Low

1-3

Medium

4-6

High

7+

Irrigation crossing costs
(based on cost/LF)**

Relocation costs (based
on cost per
relocation)***

Construction of
Retaining Walls (based
on cost/sf)

Low

$0 - $2M

Medium

$2.1M - $5M

High

$5.1M+

Low

$0 - $500K

Medium

$501K - $1M

High

$1M+

Low

Positive

* ROW costs= $40,000/acre

Medium

Neutral

** Structure costs = $150/lf for 48" pipe; $1500/lf for 8'x10' box culvert

High

Negative

Low

Positive

Medium

Neutral

High

Negative

*** Relocation costs= $220,000 (res); $350,000 (comm/ind)

Airport/Overland Road – EVALUATION CRITERIA

Matrix
ID No.

Element

Evaluation Measurement

Source of Data /
Methodology

Factors in Rating

Land Use
L-1

Residential Property Impacts
(addresses Purpose
Statement item e)

Addresses Purpose Statement

L-2

Garrity-Robinson – 50’ from C/L

a) # of displacements

Robinson-McDermott – 70’ from C/L

b) acres impacted

McDermott-Ten Mile – 25’ from Back of Curb
(sidewalk & planter included in setback area)

Commercial and Industrial
Property Impacts

# of commercial/industrial units impacted within
setback area. Setback areas:

(addresses Purpose
Statement item e)

Garrity-Robinson – 50’ from C/L

a) # of displacements

L-3

# of residential units impacted within setback
area. Setback areas:

Robinson-McDermott – 70’ from C/L

Setback requirements
provided by local jurisdictions.
Aerial graphics with
alignments were used to
identify residential units

Rating based on total number of
structures and acres displaced, relative to
other alternatives

Setback requirements
provided by local jurisdictions.
Aerial graphics with
alignments were used to
identify commercial &
industrial units

Rating based on total number of
structures and acres displaced, relative to
other alternatives

b) acres impacted

McDermott-Ten Mile – 25’ from Back of Curb
(sidewalk & planter included in setback area)

Agricultural Property Impacts

Acres of agricultural land displaced

CAD, aerial photos, and
preliminary alignment
drawings

Rating based on acres displaced relative
to other alternatives

Impacts to existing and planned schools,
access routes, and walkways

School District & emergency
services plans and programs.
Aerial photos with preliminary
alignment drawings and
judgment of project Technical
Advisory Committee

Rating team evaluation

Nampa Airport Master Plan,
traffic analysis and judgment
of project Technical Advisory
Committee

Rating team evaluation

(addresses Purpose
Statement item e)
a) acres impacted
L-4

Neighborhood Impacts
(addresses Purpose
Statement item e)

L-5

Accommodates Airport
Expansion
(addresses Purpose
Statement item e)

L-6

Accommodates Local,
Regional and State Planning

Ability to accommodate future airport
expansion, including runway extensions, RPZ
protection, and access to commercial properties

Medium – Neutral
High - Negative

Low – Positive
Medium – Neutral
High - Negative

Extent to which the alternative is consistent with
plans adopted by potentially impacted agencies

(addresses Purpose
Statement item b)

Airport/Overland Road Corridor Study
Evaluation Criteria Annotation

Low – Positive

1

Meridian, Nampa, ACHD,
NHD #1, and ITD planning
documents, and judgment of
project Technical Advisory
Committee

Rating team evaluation
Low – Positive
Medium – Neutral
High - Negative

314-5812-001
5/2/2011

Matrix
ID No.

Element

Evaluation Measurement

Source of Data /
Methodology

Factors in Rating

Transportation
T-1

Connectivity

Addresses Purpose Statement

(addresses Purpose
Statement items a and b)

Degree to which alternative provides linkages
and gap closure as related to appropriate
connections on the west and integration with
future I/C at McDermott

GIS, preliminary alignment
drawings, and judgment of
project Technical Advisory
Committee

Low – does not meet purpose statement
Medium – meets 1 purpose statement
item
High – meets 2 or more purpose
statement items

T-2

Mobility
(addresses Purpose
Statement items d and e)

T-3

Traffic Operations
(addresses Purpose
Statement item c)

T-4

Serves as a detour route to
the Interstate

Degree to which alternative functions as urban
principal arterial, including access management

GIS, preliminary alignment
drawings, and judgment of
project Technical Advisory
Committee

Low – does not meet purpose statement

Utilized data provided through COMPASS
model runs, including total volumes and delay

Model run from COMPASS

Rating based on delay relative to other
alternatives

Serves as a detour route for the interstate, in
case of closure or incident

Aerial photos, preliminary
alignment drawings, and
judgment of project Technical
Advisory Committee

Rating based on distance from I-84
relative to other alternatives

(addresses Purpose
Statement item c)

Airport/Overland Road Corridor Study
Evaluation Criteria Annotation

2

Medium – meets 1 purpose statement
item
High – meets 2 purpose statement items

314-5812-001
5/2/2011

Matrix
ID No.

Element

Evaluation Measurement

Source of Data / Methodology

Factors in Rating

Addresses Ability to Implement

Environment
E-1

Cultural and Historical
Resources Impacts

# of impacted properties appearing to
be possibly historical (50 years or older)

Possibly impacted properties include
all properties adjacent to future
ROW

Rating assigned based on total # of
possible historic impacted sites, relative to
other alternatives

E-2

Hazardous Materials Impacts

# of sites with potential hazardous
material impacts

EPA Hazardous Material Data;
Aerial Photography and surrounding
uses

Rating based on # of sites with potential
hazmat impacts relative to other
alternatives

E-3

Noise Impacts

# of homes/structures within area of
proposed centerline to 80’ on either
side

Aerial Photography; 80’ determined
based from Bowmont project, which
anticipated 15dB change in noise
likely occurs 80’ from centerline

Rating based on # of homes residing
within 80’ from centerline that were NOT
considered displaced in L-1 relative to
other alternatives

E-4

Irrigation and Drainage
Resource Impacts

Based on # of crossings

Aerial photos, preliminary alignment
drawings, judgment of rating team

Rating assigned based on # of crossings
relative to other alternatives

C-1

Required Right-of-Way

Acres of New Right-of-Way Required
(average $40,000/ac)

GIS, CAD. Avg $/acre provided by
ITD

Total acreage of private property required
for construction

C-2

Construction of Irrigation
Crossings

Extent of structures needed for
crossings (cost per lf of structure)

GIS, plus preliminary alignment
drawings

Cost per lf of structure- costs used were
from previous PMX projects. $150/lf for
48” pipe crossings (based on KMP), and
th
$1500/lf for box culvert (based on 8 St).
Box culvert assumed to be 8’x10’

C-3

Business and Residential
Relocations

Cost to relocate residences and
commercial businesses ($220,000 per
residential relocation, $350,000 per
commercial relocation)

Aerial photos, plus preliminary
alignment drawings. High-level
relocation costs provided by ITD

Rating based on total value of
displacements, relative to other
alternatives

C-4

Construction of Retaining
Walls

Square feet of retaining wall required to
maintain ROW footprint over areas with
significant topographic constraints (i.e.
gravel pits)

Topography data (evaluated in
locations where roadway crosses
gravel pit)

Cost per sq. ft taken from previous ITD
bids

Cost

Airport/Overland Road Corridor Study
Evaluation Criteria Annotation

3

314-5812-001
5/2/2011

AIRPORT / OVERLAND RD CORRIDOR STUDY

Yellow

Red

Green

Yellow

Red

4
4
4
4
2

2
5
6
6
4

6
3
2
2
6

4
1
2
2
x

3
5
4
4
x

1
2
2
2
x

Notes:
2C has least delay of all alternatives
lowest ROW cost of all alternatives
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Appendix E - Design Criteria

AIRPORT / OVERLAND ROAD CORRIDOR STUDY
Design Criteria - 3 Lane Section

DESIGN GUIDELINE
Functional Classification
Ownership
Terrain
Access (Current)
Access (Proposed)
Design Speed (mph)
Existing Posted Speed (mph)
Design Vehicle
Stopping Sight Distance (ft)
Level of Service
Right-of-way (ft)

Airport/Overland Proposed Corridor Ada County

Airport/Overland Proposed Corridor Canyon County

Residential Arterial
Ada County Highway District
Level
N/A
N/A
45 mph
No Existing Facility
WB-67 & WB-50
360
D
63-75*

Arterial
City of Nampa / NHD 1
Level
N/A
N/A
45 mph
No Existing Facility
WB 67 & WB 50
360
D
60

643
6

643
6

N/A
6
0.50
79
61
17
17

N/A
6
0.5
79
61
17
17

3

3

13
11
5
5-7*
4-6*
2

14
12
4' (Shoulder)
5
0
2

Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb

Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb

GEOMETERY
HORIZONTAL
Minimum Radii - Depends on max superelev. (ft)
Maximum Superelevation (%)
VERTICAL
Maximum Grade (Current) (%)
Maximum Grade (Proposed) (%)
Minimum Grade (%)
Rate of Vertical Curvature (Ksag)
Rate of Vertical Curvature (Kcrest)
Vertical Clearance - Roadway Structures (ft)
Vertical Clearance - Sign Structures (ft)

CROSS SECTION
NO.OF TRAVEL LANES
LANES WIDTHS
Lane Width - TWLTL / Median (ft)
Lane Width - Thru Lanes (ft)
Shoulder Width / Bike Lane (ft - not including curb and gutter)
Sidewalk Width (ft)
Planter Width (ft)
Normal Crown (%)
Minimum Clear Zone Distance (ft) -Fill 6:1 / 5:1 to 4:1 / 3:1
(Cut 6:1 / 5:1 to 4:1 / 3:1)
Fill Slope
Cut Foreslope
Cut Backslope
Notes:
NHD 1 - Highway Standards and Dev. Procedures for the Association of Canyon County Highway Districts - 2010 Revision
City of Nampa - Road Standards from Subdivision Process and Policy Manual - Default to ITD/AASHTO design standards for undefined criteria
Ada County Highway District - Criteria obtained from Livable Street Design Guide (LDSG) or Development Policy Manual. Right-of-way based on Residential Arterial
criteria, Design Speed based on Mobility Arterial Criteria
AASHTO - A POLICY ON GEOMETRIC DESIGN OF HIGHWAYS AND STREETS, 2004 (AASHTO)
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices - Most Current (MUTCD)
Ada County Criteria - Applicable from McDermott Road to Overland Road Connection
Canyon County Criteria - Applicable from Garrity Blvd/Kings Road to McDermott Road
* Width dependant upon agreements with local agencies.

May 2011

AIRPORT / OVERLAND ROAD CORRIDOR STUDY
Design Criteria - 5 Lane

DESIGN GUIDELINE
Functional Classification
Ownership
Terrain
Access (Current)
Access (Proposed)
Design Speed (mph)
Existing Posted Speed (mph)
Design Vehicle
Stopping Sight Distance (ft)
Level of Service
Right-of-way (ft)

Airport/Overland Proposed Corridor Ada County

Airport/Overland Proposed Corridor Canyon County

Residential Arterial
Ada County Highway District
Level
N/A
N/A
45 mph
No Existing Facility
WB-67 & WB-50
360
D
97

Arterial
City of Nampa / NHD 1
Level
N/A
N/A
45 mph
No Existing Facility
WB 67 & WB 50
360
D
100

643
6

643
6

N/A
6
0.50
79
61
17
17

N/A
6
0.5
79
61
17
17

5

5

13
11
11
5
7
6
2

14
12
12
0
5
6
2

Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb

Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb
Vertical Curb

GEOMETERY
HORIZONTAL
Minimum Radii - Depends on max superelev. (ft)
Maximum Superelevation (%)
VERTICAL
Maximum Grade (Current) (%)
Maximum Grade (Proposed) (%)
Minimum Grade (%)
Rate of Vertical Curvature (Ksag)
Rate of Vertical Curvature (Kcrest)
Vertical Clearance - Roadway Structures (ft)
Vertical Clearance - Sign Structures (ft)

CROSS SECTION
NO.OF TRAVEL LANES
LANES WIDTHS
Lane Width - TWLTL / Median (ft)
Lane Width - Inside (ft)
Lane Width - Outside (ft)
Shoulder Width / Bike Lane (ft - not including curb and gutter)
Sidewalk Width (ft)
Planter Width (ft)
Normal Crown (%)
Minimum Clear Zone Distance (ft) -Fill 6:1 / 5:1 to 4:1 / 3:1
(Cut 6:1 / 5:1 to 4:1 / 3:1)
Fill Slope
Cut Foreslope
Cut Backslope
Notes:
NHD 1 - Highway Standards and Dev. Procedures for the Association of Canyon County Highway Districts - 2010 Revision
City of Nampa - Road Standards from Subdivision Process and Policy Manual - Default to ITD/AASHTO design standards for undefined criteria
Ada County Highway District - Criteria obtained from Livable Street Design Guide (LDSG) or Development Policy Manual. Right-of-way based on Residential Arterial
criteria, Design Speed based on Mobility Arterial Criteria
AASHTO - A POLICY ON GEOMETRIC DESIGN OF HIGHWAYS AND STREETS, 2004 (AASHTO)
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices - Most Current (MUTCD)
Ada County Criteria - Applicable from McDermott Road to Overland Road Connection
Canyon County Criteria - Applicable from Garrity Blvd/Kings Road to McDermott Road
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Appendix F - Concept Drainage

7761 W RIVERSIDE DRIVE, SUITE 201
BOISE, ID 83714-5044
T. 208.898.0012 F. 208.947.1655
www.parametrix.com

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM
Date:

June 8, 2011

To:

City of Nampa

From:

Jeremy Robbins, PE

Subject:

Concept Drainage Report

cc:
Project Number:

314-5812-001

Project Name:

Airport/Overland Corridor Study, Nampa - ITD Key # 09990

INTRODUCTION & METHODOLOGY
This concept drainage report is based on Alternative 2B from the Airport / Overland Road Corridor
Study. The alignment generally follows the existing Airport Road corridor as it traverses through
Canyon County, extending east to the Ten Mile Road / Overland Road intersection in Ada County. All
drainage facilities located in Canyon County will follow the City of Nampa’s Stormwater Policy Manual
and those in Ada County will follow ACHD’s Stormwater Design Manual. The drainage analysis was
prepared at a planning (conceptual) level only; a detailed drainage design will be necessary during the
preliminary design phase(s).

EXISTING CONDITIONS
Existing conditions along Alignment 2B include both flat and rolling terrain through developed
residential and commercial areas on the west, and bare agricultural land on the east. The western
portion of the corridor, between Kings Road and Robinson Road, is highly developed with primarily
residential dwellings and some commercial enterprises, including the Nampa Municipal Airport. East of
Robinson Road is primarily undeveloped agricultural land, with the exception of a few single-family
residential dwellings and a commercial gravel pit east of Black Cat Road.
Soil conditions along the corridor were determined using the United States Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Natural Resources Conservation Service website. Conditions are fairly consistent along the
corridor, with the top 9 – 24 inches consisting of silty loam material over a thin layer of cemented
material. Approximately 30 – 48 inches below the surface is a mixture of gravel and sand, classified as
well-draining material. Groundwater is over 80 inches below the surface, though its exact depth was
not identified on the USDA website. A geotechnical investigation will be necessary to determine actual
soil conditions and groundwater elevations prior to developing a more detailed drainage design.

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED)

PROPOSED CONDITIONS
The proposed typical section for the corridor in both Ada and Canyon counties will be an urban roadway
with a two foot curb and gutter on both sides of the road. The roadway width is 49 feet in Ada County
(from top back of curb to top back of curb) and 50 feet in Canyon County.
The storm system is comprised of two components - conveyance and storage. For conveyance, a
stormwater trunk line was designed along the middle of the roadway, assuming PVC pipe. Stormwater
pipe velocities will fall in the range of two feet per second and eight feet per second per City of Nampa
and ACHD guidelines. The software program “Flowmaster” was utilized to size the trunk line, which
suggested 12, 18, and 24 inch pipe be used throughout the corridor. Approximately 8,100 feet of 12
inch, 7,700 feet of 18 inch, and 8,800 feet of 24 inch pipe may be required (see Appendix F-1). Inlet
spacing was estimated using a conservative approach, assuming a 400 foot maximum spacing
throughout the corridor. Inlet spacing and pipe sizing should be determined during preliminary design,
once the horizontal and vertical alignment has been finalized. Manhole spacing was estimated at 300
foot maximum spacing throughout the corridor. Manhole spacing and type should be determined during
the preliminary design once the horizontal and vertical alignment has been finalized.
Retention ponds were identified as the primary storage facilities, given the existing soil conditions are
classified as well-draining material, approximately 30 to 48 inches deep. The maximum allowable
percolation rate used in sizing the retention basins is eight inches per hour. The City of Nampa and
ACHD both require 90% of stormwater evaporate and infiltrate into the ground within 24 hours of a
storm event.
Placement of retention ponds is based on low points in the vertical alignment, canal crossings, major
street crossings, and availability of land to construct a stormwater pond. Existing aerial photos provided
by the City of Nampa and ACHD were used to identify eight potential retention ponds and one
infiltration seepage bed along Alignment 2B (see Figures 1, 2 and 3). However, relocation may be
required as development occurs and if the identified sites are no longer available.
Stormwater storage at the Nampa Municipal Airport is assumed to be a “subsurface infiltration seepage
bed,” to prevent standing water and attracting birds to the area. Retention basin #7 is located west of an
existing gravel pit with a span of over 3,000 feet. Ideally, another retention basin would be placed to
reduce that span length and basin area. However, that would locate the basin within the gravel pit,
approximately 80 – 100 feet below the proposed vertical profile. The location of this retention basin will
need to be addressed in greater detail during final design, as the span length and basin area size are not
recommended. Approximate sizes of the identified storage facilities are listed in the table on the
following page.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED)

Storage Facility

Size

Volume

Infiltration Seepage Bed #1

75’x35’x5’

13500 Ft3

Retention Basin #1

60’x60’x6’

21600 Ft3

Retention Basin #2

60’x60’x5’

18100 Ft3

Retention Basin #3

70’x70’x6’

29500 Ft3

Retention Basin #4

75’x75’x4’

22700 Ft3

Retention Basin #5

80’x80’x6’

17800 Ft3

Retention Basin #6

100’x100’x7’

31300 Ft3

Retention Basin #7

120’x110’x6’

34000 Ft3

Retention Basin #8

90’x90’x6’

21100 Ft3

Drainage basins located in Canyon County follow the guidelines set forth in Section 105.1 Criteria For
Calculating Runoff Volumes of the City of Nampa Stormwater Policy Manual. Ada County pond
calculations utilized stormwater spreadsheets provided on ACHD’s website. Drainage pond calculations
are attached in Appendix F-2.

OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
An Opinion of Probable Costs was developed for the conveyance and storage of stormwater along
Alignment 2B. Costs are based on 2011 construction costs and do not include inflation. Unit costs were
derived from ITD estimating software based on recent contractor bids. All quantities were increased by
10% to account for changes in the drainage system that are anticipated during a future detailed design
process. A 15% contingency was added to account for other items included with construction of
retention ponds, inlets, and pipes. Right-of-way (ROW) acquisition costs were not included. The full
Opinion of Probable Costs is located in Appendix F-3. A summary of the costs are listed below:
Item

Unit Cost

Quantity

Cost

Excavation (basins)

$8.00/CY

8,500 CY (229,500 Ft3)

$68,000

12” Stormwater Pipe

$32.00/Ft

8,100 Ft

$260,000

18” Stormwater Pipe

$37.00/Ft

7,700 Ft

$285,000

24” Stormwater Pipe

$39.00/Ft

8,800 Ft

$344,000

Manholes

$1500/Ea

185 Ft

$278,000

Inlets

$800/Ea

145

$116,000

Initial Total =

$1,351,000

Additional Drainage Facilities (15%) =
Total Opinion of Probable Cost =

City of Nampa
Concept Drainage Report
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED)

CONCLUSION
The conceptual drainage design indicates a need for 12”, 18” and 24” PVC pipe to convey stormwater to
eight retention ponds and one subsurface infiltration seepage bed along Alignment 2B. An infiltration
bed is recommended near the airport, to control standing water and the resulting bird populations. The
ponds are currently identified in locations that would need to be reassessed as development occurs. The
location for pond #7 is approximate and is based on the gravel pit nearby and the vertical alignment.
The location of this particular pond shall reassessed once the gravel pit is reclaimed and filled, and the
surrounding area develops.
Costs associated with the conceptual design do not include purchasing ROW, and are presented in 2011
dollars.
This study is intended for planning purposes only; a more detailed analysis and drainage design will be
required during preliminary design. A geotechnical report to identify soil conditions will also be
required.
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PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

FIGURE 1 (TOP)

FIGURE 1 (BOTTOM)

FIGURE 2 (TOP)

FIGURE 2 (BOTTOM)

FIGURE 3 (TOP)

FIGURE 3 (BOTTOM)

APPENDIX A
Flowmaster Results

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa Report
Label

Channel Slope
(ft/ft)

Normal Depth
(ft)

Diameter
(ft)

Discharge
(ft³/s)

Flow Area
(ft²)

Critical Depth
(ft)

Percent Full
(%)

Velocity
(ft/s)

Flow Type

Sta 132+79.9 to 93+00

0.00700

1.02

2.00

12.74

1.61

1.28

51.0

7.90

SuperCritical

Sta. 93+00 to 65+00

0.00850

0.94

1.50

8.96

1.16

1.16

62.4

7.73

SuperCritical

Sta. 65+00 to 35+00

0.00850

0.98

1.50

9.60

1.22

1.20

65.4

7.84

SuperCritical

sta. 132+79.9 to 155+85

0.00200

1.07

2.00

7.36

1.71

0.96

53.5

4.30

SubCritical

Sta. 173+00 to 155+85

0.00900

0.68

1.50

5.46

0.78

0.90

45.3

7.02

SuperCritical

Sta. 179+00 to 182+00

0.01330

0.42

1.00

2.00

0.32

0.60

42.4

6.31

SuperCritical

Sta. 190+35 to 182+00

0.01000

0.66

1.50

5.52

0.75

0.91

44.3

7.32

SuperCritical

Sta. 190+35 to 192+60

0.00570

0.45

1.00

1.48

0.35

0.52

45.4

4.27

SuperCritical

Sta. 219+00 to Sta 192+60

0.00480

0.59

1.00

4.22

0.48

0.62

59.2

4.36

SuperCritical

Sta. 251+80 to 219+00

0.01100

0.70

1.50

6.38

0.81

0.98

46.8

7.87

SuperCritical

Sta. 251+80 to 264+61

0.01300

0.68

1.00

4.24

0.57

0.87

67.8

7.48

SuperCritical

Sta. 274+84 to 264+61

0.01500

0.56

1.00

3.38

0.45

0.79

55.6

7.54

SuperCritical

Sta. 35+00 to 13+00

0.00530

0.64

1.00

2.52

0.54

0.68

64.5

4.71

SuperCritical

Bentley Systems, Inc. Haestad Methods Solution Center
6/7/2011 5:37:15 PM

27 Siemons Company Drive Suite 200 W Watertown, CT 06795 USA +1-203-755-1666

Bentley FlowMaster V8i (SELECTseries 1) [08.11.01.03]
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APPENDIX B
Pond Calculations

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa
Pond Sizing per City of Nampa Requirements

Infiltration Seepage Bed #1 @ 13+00
Basin Length (ft)
75
Basin Area (SF)
2625
Basin Area (Acres)
0.060
Percolation Rate (in/hr)
8.000
0.482
Perc Flow = QOUT (ft3/sec)
Soil Conditions
0 - 9 inches
9 - 19 inches
19 - 22 inches
22 - 40 inches
40 - 65 inches

Duration Check
(min or Hours)
10
15
20
30
40
50
60
2
3
4
5
6
8
10
12
18
24

Basin Width (ft)
Depth (ft)
Volume (ft3)

35
5
13125

Silt Loam
Silty Clay Loam
Silt Loam
Cemented Materials
Very Gravelly Sand
Duration
Conversion
(seconds)
600
900
1200
1800
2400
3000
3600
7200
10800
14400
18000
21600
28800
36000
43200
64800
86400

Intensity
(in/hr)
3.1
2.5
2.2
1.6
1.4
1.3
1
0.61
0.46
0.35
0.3
0.26
0.2
0.17
0.14
0.11
0.08

Volume
Volume
Storage
Produced Removed Volume
Area (acre)
(ft3/sec)
(ft3)
(ft3)
(ft3)
2.525
7.04
4227
289
3938
2.525
5.68
5113
434
4679
2.525
5.00
5999
579
5421
2.525
3.64
6545
868
5677
2.525
3.18
7636
1157
6479
2.525
2.95
8863
1446
7416
2.525
2.27
8181
1736
6445
2.525
1.39
9981
3471
6510
2.525
1.05
11290
5207
6083
2.525
0.80
11453
6942
4511
2.525
0.68
12272
8678
3594
2.525
0.59
12762
10413
2349
2.525
0.45
13090
13884
-795
2.525
0.39
13908
17355
-3448
2.525
0.32
13744
20826
-7082
2.525
0.25
16198
31240
-15041
2.525
0.18
15708
41653
-25945
Accumulated Volume (ft3) 10792
Is Pond Volume Greater than Storage Volume Required
YES
Qin

C
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9

Removal of 90%

9712.5
Delta =

24-hour Removal Rate = Qout * 3600 * 24

41652.7

-31940.2

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa
Pond Sizing per City of Nampa Requirements
Retention Basin #1 @ 35+00
Basin Length (ft)
Basin Area (SF)
Basin Area (Acres)
Percolation Rate (in/hr)
Perc Flow = QOUT (ft3/sec)

60
3600
0.083
8.000
0.661

Basin Width (ft)
Depth (ft)
*Volume (ft3)

60
6
21600

*Volume does not account for side slopes
Soil Conditions
0 - 9 inches
9 - 19 inches
19 - 22 inches
22 - 40 inches
40 - 65 inches

Silt Loam
Silty Clay Loam
Silt Loam
Cemented Material
Very gravelly Sand

Duration
Conversio
Duration Check (min
n
or Hours)
(seconds)
10
600
15
900
20
1200
30
1800
40
2400
50
3000
60
3600
2
7200
3
10800
4
14400
5
18000
6
21600
8
28800
10
36000
12
43200
18
64800
24
86400

Intensity
(in/hr)
3.1
2.5
2.2
1.6
1.4
1.3
1
0.61
0.46
0.35
0.3
0.26
0.2
0.17
0.14
0.11
0.08

Volume
Volume
Storage
Produced Removed Volume
Area (acre)
(ft3/sec)
(ft3)
(ft3)
(ft3)
3.44
9.60
5759
397
5362
3.44
7.74
6966
595
6371
3.44
6.81
8173
793
7380
3.44
4.95
8916
1190
7726
3.44
4.33
10403
1587
8816
3.44
4.02
12074
1983
10091
3.44
3.10
11146
2380
8765
3.44
1.89
13598
4760
8837
3.44
1.42
15381
7140
8240
3.44
1.08
15604
9521
6083
3.44
0.93
16718
11901
4818
3.44
0.80
17387
14281
3106
3.44
0.62
17833
19041
-1208
3.44
0.53
18948
23802
-4854
3.44
0.43
18725
28562
-9837
3.44
0.34
22068
42843
-20775
3.44
0.25
21400
57124
-35724
3
Accumulated Volume (ft ) 13198
Is Pond Volume Greater than Storage Volume Required
YES
Qin

C
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9
0.9

Removal of 90%

11878.2
Delta =

24-hour Removal Rate = Qout * 3600 * 24

57123.7

-45245.5

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa
Pond Sizing per City of Nampa Requirements
Rention Basin #2 @ 65+00
Basin Length (ft)
Basin Area (SF)
Basin Area (Acres)
Percolation Rate (in/hr)
Perc Flow = QOUT (ft3/sec)
Soil Conditions
0 - 9 inches
9 - 17 inches
17 - 60 inches

60
3600
0.083
8.000
0.661

Basin Width (ft)
Depth (ft)
*Volume (ft3)

60
5
18000

Silt Loam
Silt Loam
Silt Loam

Duration
Conversio
Duration Check
n
Intensity
(min or Hours) (seconds)
(in/hr)
10
600
3.1
15
900
2.5
20
1200
2.2
30
1800
1.6
40
2400
1.4
50
3000
1.3
60
3600
1
2
7200
0.61
3
10800
0.46
4
14400
0.35
5
18000
0.3
6
21600
0.26
8
28800
0.2
10
36000
0.17
12
43200
0.14
18
64800
0.11
24
86400
0.08

Volume
Volume
Storage
Produced Removed Volume
C
Area (acre)
(ft3/sec)
(ft3)
(ft3)
(ft3)
0.9
3.21
8.96
5374
397
4977
0.9
3.21
7.22
6500
595
5905
0.9
3.21
6.36
7627
793
6834
0.9
3.21
4.62
8320
1190
7130
0.9
3.21
4.04
9707
1587
8120
0.9
3.21
3.76
11267
1983
9284
0.9
3.21
2.89
10400
2380
8020
0.9
3.21
1.76
12688
4760
7928
0.9
3.21
1.33
14353
7140
7212
0.9
3.21
1.01
14561
9521
5040
0.9
3.21
0.87
15601
11901
3700
0.9
3.21
0.75
16225
14281
1944
0.9
3.21
0.58
16641
19041
-2401
0.9
3.21
0.49
17681
23802
-6121
0.9
3.21
0.40
17473
28562
-11089
0.9
3.21
0.32
20593
42843
-22250
0.9
3.21
0.23
19969
57124
-37155
Accumulated Volume (ft3) -2922
Is Pond Volume Greater than Storage Volume Required
YES
Qin

Removal of 90%

-2629.7
Delta =

24-hour Removal Rate = Qout * 3600 * 24

57123.7

-59753.5

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa
Pond Sizing per City of Nampa Requirements
Retention Basin #3 @ 93+00
Basin Length (ft)
Basin Area (SF)
Basin Area (Acres)
Percolation Rate (in/hr)
3
Perc Flow = QOUT (ft /sec)

70
4900
0.112
8.000
0.900

Basin Width (ft)
Depth: (ft)
*Volume: (ft3)

70
6
29400

*Volume does not account for side slopes
Soil Conditions
0 - 9 inches
Fine Sandy Loam
9 - 32 inches
Fine Sandy Loam
32 - 60 inches Gravely Sand

Duration Check
(min or Hours)
10
15
20
30
40
50
60
2
3
4
5
6
8
10
12
18
24

Duration
Conversion
(seconds)
600
900
1200
1800
2400
3000
3600
7200
10800
14400
18000
21600
28800
36000
43200
64800
86400

Intensity
(in/hr)
3.1
2.5
2.2
1.6
1.4
1.3
1
0.61
0.46
0.35
0.3
0.26
0.2
0.17
0.14
0.11
0.08

Volume
Volume
Storage
Produced Removed Volume
C
Area (acre)
(ft3/sec)
(ft3)
(ft3)
(ft3)
0.9
4.568
12.74
7647
540
7107
0.9
4.568
10.28
9250
810
8440
0.9
4.568
9.04
10854
1080
9774
0.9
4.568
6.58
11840
1620
10220
0.9
4.568
5.76
13814
2160
11654
0.9
4.568
5.34
16034
2700
13334
0.9
4.568
4.11
14800
3240
11561
0.9
4.568
2.51
18056
6479
11577
0.9
4.568
1.89
20424
9719
10705
0.9
4.568
1.44
20720
12959
7762
0.9
4.568
1.23
22200
16198
6002
0.9
4.568
1.07
23088
19438
3651
0.9
4.568
0.82
23681
25917
-2237
0.9
4.568
0.70
25161
32397
-7236
0.9
4.568
0.58
24865
38876
-14011
0.9
4.568
0.45
29305
58314
-29009
0.9
4.568
0.33
28417
77752
-49335
Accumulated Volume (ft3)
9958
Is Pond Volume Greater than Storage Volume Required
YES
Qin

Removal of 90%

8962.6
Delta =

24-hour Removal Rate = Qout * 3600 * 24

77751.8

-68789.1

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa
Pond Sizing per City of Nampa Requirements
Retention Basin #4 @ 155+85
Basin Length (ft)
Basin Area (SF)
Basin Area (Acres)
Percolation Rate (in/hr)
Perc Flow = QOUT (ft3/sec)

75
5625
0.129
8.000
1.033

Basin Width (ft)
Depth (ft)
*Volume (ft3)

75
4
22500

*Volume does not account for side slopes
Soil Conditions
0 - 5 inches
Silt Loam
5 - 17 inches
Silt Loam
17 - 19 inches
Cemented Materials
19 - 29 inches
Unweathered Bedrock
Web Soil Survey indicates well drained material

Duration Check
(min or Hours)
10
15
20
30
40
50
60
2
3
4
5
6
8
10
12
18
24

Duration
Conversion
(seconds)
600
900
1200
1800
2400
3000
3600
7200
10800
14400
18000
21600
28800
36000
43200
64800
86400

Intensity
(in/hr)
3.1
2.5
2.2
1.6
1.4
1.3
1
0.61
0.46
0.35
0.3
0.26
0.2
0.17
0.14
0.11
0.08

Volume
Volume
Storage
Produced Removed Volume
(ft3/sec)
(ft3)
(ft3)
(ft3)
C
Area (acre)
0.9
5.277
14.72
8834
620
8214
0.9
5.277
11.87
10686
930
9756
0.9
5.277
10.45
12538
1240
11298
0.9
5.277
7.60
13678
1859
11818
0.9
5.277
6.65
15958
2479
13478
0.9
5.277
6.17
18522
3099
15423
0.9
5.277
4.75
17097
3719
13378
0.9
5.277
2.90
20859
7438
13421
0.9
5.277
2.18
23595
11157
12438
0.9
5.277
1.66
23936
14876
9060
0.9
5.277
1.42
25646
18595
7051
0.9
5.277
1.23
26672
22314
4358
0.9
5.277
0.95
27356
29752
-2396
0.9
5.277
0.81
29066
37190
-8124
0.9
5.277
0.66
28724
44628
-15904
0.9
5.277
0.52
33853
66942
-33089
0.9
5.277
0.38
32827
89256
-56429
Accumulated Volume (ft3) 13753
YES
Is Pond Volume Greater than Storage Volume Required
Qin

Removal of 90%

12378.0
Delta =

24-hour Removal Rate = Qout * 3600 * 24

89255.8

-76877.8

ACHD Calculation Sheets for Finding Peak Discharge/Volume
Retention Pond #5 (182+00)
A. Steps for Peak Discharge Rate using the Rational Method calculated for post-project
Calculate Post-Project Flows (for pre-project flows, copy spreadsheet to new tab)
User input in yellow cells
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft
100 Post-

2 Enter Post-Project Storm Frequency (100-year per ACHD policy)
3 Number of Contributing Basins

2 Post-

2

Post (ft )Acres

4 Area of Drainage Basin (SF)

Basin 1
Basin 2
Basin 3
Basin 4
Basin 5
14700 40921.37
0.34
0.94
0.00
0.00
0.00

5 Determine the Weighted Runoff Coefficient (C)
PostC = [(C1 * A1) + (C2 * A2) + (Cn * An)]/A
Weighted Average

0.95
0.95

0.95

NRCS Land

Heavy

Tillage/

Short

Nearly

Grassed

Paved Areas &

Type

Meadow

Field

Pasture/

Bare

Swales/

Shallow Paved Swales

Lawns

Ground

Waterways

(Sheet Flow)

Conveyance

2.5

5

7

10

15

20

Start
Sta.

End
Sta.

Reach

Slope

Length

ID

S

L

ft/ft

ft

0.0133
0.0112

300
835

NRCS

Manning's

Conveyance Roughness
n

Hydraulic

Flow

Flow

Radius

Velocity

Time

R

V

Tf

fps

minutes

2.31
2.12

2.17
6.58

Overland
1
2
3

20.00
20.00

Gutter
4
5
6
Pipes
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
Sum

1,135

Computed Tc =
User-Entered Tc =

8.74
8.74

#REF!

Determine the average rainfall intensity (i) from IDF Curve based on Tc

Post-

3.10 in/hr

#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project peak discharge (QPeak).

Post-

3.76

ft3/s

Post-

5,022

ft /s

QPeak = (C) * (i) * (A) in ft3/s
#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project volume of runoff (V).
3

V = CiAx3600 (ft )

3

#REF!

#REF!

#REF!

Calculate Vwq
Enter Percentile Storm
Enter WQ Depth (80th percentile = 0.34 in)
Enter Area

80th
0.34 in
1.28

Enter Volume

1,485

Calculate Qwq
Enter C factor
Calculate Qwq

0.95

Total Storage
Pond
WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin
Seepage Bed
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin + 25% Sediment

0.41

Acres
ft3

ft3/s

1,707

ft3

3,537

ft3

6,278

ft3

Pond Sizing Calculations - Retention Basin #5 (182+00)
A. Steps for Sizing Ponds
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft

Forebay
2 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE
2 Side Slopes

ft
ft
ft
s

ft/ft

3 Sand Infiltration Rate

in/hr

4 Forebay Bottom Length
Forebay Bottom Width

ft
ft
ft2

or Enter Bottom Surface Area

6 Volume WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment

ft3

#DIV/0!

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)
V

1,707

7 Is Forebay Size Adequate?

#DIV/0!

Primary Storage Basin
1 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE

2,654.00 ft
2,640.00 ft
2,659.00 ft
3 ft/ft

2 Side Slopes

8.00 in/hr

3 Sand Infiltration Rate

85 ft
80 ft
ft2

4 Primary Storage Basin Bottom Length
Primary Storage Basin Bottom Width
or Enter Bottom Surface Area

17,694

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)

13,536

Volume in 1 hour

8 Is Primary Storage Basin Adequate?

ft3

3.8 ft3/s

6 Approved Pre-Project Discharge

7 Volume Primary Treatment/Storage Basin

1,707 ft3

V

3,537
OK

ft3/s
3,537 ft3

ACHD Calculation Sheets for Finding Peak Discharge/Volume
Retention Pond #6 (192+60)
A. Steps for Peak Discharge Rate using the Rational Method calculated for post-project
Calculate Post-Project Flows (for pre-project flows, copy spreadsheet to new tab)
User input in yellow cells
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft
100 Post-

2 Enter Post-Project Storm Frequency (100-year per ACHD policy)
3 Number of Contributing Basins

2 Post-

2

Post (ft )Acres

4 Area of Drainage Basin (SF)

Basin 1
Basin 2
Basin 3
Basin 4
Basin 5
11018.63
129360
0.25
2.97
0.00
0.00
0.00

5 Determine the Weighted Runoff Coefficient (C)
PostC = [(C1 * A1) + (C2 * A2) + (Cn * An)]/A
Weighted Average

0.95
0.95

0.95

NRCS Land

Heavy

Tillage/

Short

Nearly

Grassed

Paved Areas &

Type

Meadow

Field

Pasture/

Bare

Swales/

Shallow Paved Swales

Lawns

Ground

Waterways

(Sheet Flow)

Conveyance

2.5

5

7

10

15

20

Start
Sta.

End
Sta.

Reach

Slope

Length

ID

S

L

ft/ft

ft

0.0057
0.0048

225
3,241

NRCS

Manning's

Conveyance Roughness
n

Hydraulic

Flow

Flow

Radius

Velocity

Time

R

V

Tf

fps

minutes

1.51
1.39

2.48
38.87

Overland
1
2
3

20.00
20.00

Gutter
4
5
6
Pipes
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
Sum

3,466

Computed Tc =
User-Entered Tc =

41.35
41.35

#REF!

Determine the average rainfall intensity (i) from IDF Curve based on Tc

Post-

1.50 in/hr

#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project peak discharge (QPeak).

Post-

4.59

ft3/s

Post-

12,675

ft /s

QPeak = (C) * (i) * (A) in ft3/s
#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project volume of runoff (V).
3

V = CiAx3600 (ft )

3

#REF!

#REF!

#REF!

Calculate Vwq
Enter Percentile Storm
Enter WQ Depth (80th percentile = 0.34 in)
Enter Area

80th
0.34 in
3.22

Enter Volume

3,747

Calculate Qwq
Enter C factor
Calculate Qwq

0.95

Total Storage
Pond
WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin
Seepage Bed
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin + 25% Sediment

1.04

Acres
ft3

ft3/s

4,309

ft3

8,927

ft3

15,843

ft3

Pond Sizing Calculations - Retention Pond #6 (192+60)
A. Steps for Sizing Ponds
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft

Forebay
2 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE
2 Side Slopes

ft
ft
ft
s

ft/ft

3 Sand Infiltration Rate

in/hr

4 Forebay Bottom Length
Forebay Bottom Width

ft
ft
ft2

or Enter Bottom Surface Area

6 Volume WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment

ft3

#DIV/0!

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)
V

4,309

7 Is Forebay Size Adequate?

#DIV/0!

Primary Storage Basin
1 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE

2,635.00 ft
2,642.00 ft
2,641.00 ft

4,309 ft3

3 ft/ft

2 Side Slopes
3 Sand Infiltration Rate

8.00 in/hr

4 Primary Storage Basin Bottom Length
Primary Storage Basin Bottom Width

100 ft
100 ft
ft2

or Enter Bottom Surface Area

31,212

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)

5.6 ft3/s

6 Approved Pre-Project Discharge

20,016

Volume in 1 hour
7 Volume Primary Treatment/Storage Basin
8 Is Primary Storage Basin Adequate?

ft3

V

8,927
OK

ft3/s
8,927 ft3

ACHD Calculation Sheets for Finding Peak Discharge/Volume
Retention Pond # 7 (219+00)
A. Steps for Peak Discharge Rate using the Rational Method calculated for post-project
Calculate Post-Project Flows (for pre-project flows, copy spreadsheet to new tab)
User input in yellow cells
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft
100 Post-

2 Enter Post-Project Storm Frequency (100-year per ACHD policy)
3 Number of Contributing Basins

1 Post-

2

Post (ft )Acres

4 Area of Drainage Basin (SF)

Basin 1
Basin 2
Basin 3
Basin 4
Basin 5
160671
3.69
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00

5 Determine the Weighted Runoff Coefficient (C)
PostC = [(C1 * A1) + (C2 * A2) + (Cn * An)]/A
Weighted Average

0.95
0.95

NRCS Land

Heavy

Tillage/

Short

Nearly

Grassed

Paved Areas &

Type

Meadow

Field

Pasture/

Bare

Swales/

Shallow Paved Swales

Lawns

Ground

Waterways

(Sheet Flow)

Conveyance

2.5

5

7

10

15

20

Start
Sta.

End
Sta.

Reach

Slope

Length

ID

S

L

ft/ft

ft

0.0079

3,279

NRCS

Manning's

Conveyance Roughness
n

Hydraulic

Flow

Flow

Radius

Velocity

Time

R

V

Tf

fps

minutes

1.78

30.70

Overland
1
2
3

20.00

Gutter
4
5
6
Pipes
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
Sum

3,279

Computed Tc =
User-Entered Tc =

30.70
30.70

#REF!

Determine the average rainfall intensity (i) from IDF Curve based on Tc

Post-

1.82 in/hr

#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project peak discharge (QPeak).

Post-

6.38

ft3/s

Post-

14,507

ft /s

QPeak = (C) * (i) * (A) in ft3/s
#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project volume of runoff (V).
3

V = CiAx3600 (ft )

3

#REF!

#REF!

#REF!

Calculate Vwq
Enter Percentile Storm
Enter WQ Depth (80th percentile = 0.34 in)
Enter Area

80th
0.34 in
3.69

Enter Volume

4,289

Calculate Qwq
Enter C factor
Calculate Qwq

0.95

Total Storage
Pond
WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin
Seepage Bed
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin + 25% Sediment

1.19

Acres
ft3

ft3/s

4,932

ft3

10,218

ft3

18,134

ft3

Pond Sizing Calculations - Retention Pond #7 (219+00)
A. Steps for Sizing Ponds
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft

Forebay
2 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE
2 Side Slopes

ft
ft
ft
s

ft/ft

3 Sand Infiltration Rate

in/hr

4 Forebay Bottom Length
Forebay Bottom Width

ft
ft
ft2

or Enter Bottom Surface Area

6 Volume WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment

ft3

#DIV/0!

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)
V

4,932 ft3

4,932

7 Is Forebay Size Adequate?

#DIV/0!

Primary Storage Basin
1 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE

2,644.00 ft
2,650.00 ft
2,649.00 ft
3 ft/ft

2 Side Slopes
3 Sand Infiltration Rate

8.00 in/hr

4 Primary Storage Basin Bottom Length
Primary Storage Basin Bottom Width

120 ft
110 ft
ft2

or Enter Bottom Surface Area

6.0 ft3/s

6 Approved Pre-Project Discharge

21,636

Volume in 1 hour
7 Volume Primary Treatment/Storage Basin
8 Is Primary Storage Basin Adequate?

ft3

33,965

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)

V

10,218
OK

ft3/s
10,218 ft3

Pond Sizing Calculations - Retention Pond #8 (264+60)
A. Steps for Sizing Ponds
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft

Forebay
2 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE
2 Side Slopes

ft
ft
ft
s

ft/ft

3 Sand Infiltration Rate

in/hr

4 Forebay Bottom Length
Forebay Bottom Width

ft
ft
ft2

or Enter Bottom Surface Area

6 Volume WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment

ft3

#DIV/0!

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)
V

1,925

7 Is Forebay Size Adequate?

#DIV/0!

Primary Storage Basin
1 Enter Bottom Elevation
Enter Top Elevation
Enter 100 year WSE

2,644.00 ft
2,650.00 ft
2,649.00 ft
3 ft/ft

2 Side Slopes

8.00 in/hr

3 Sand Infiltration Rate

90 ft
90 ft
ft2

4 Primary Storage Basin Bottom Length
Primary Storage Basin Bottom Width
or Enter Bottom Surface Area

21,007

5 Volume V by Average End Area
(J15+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*(J16+(J9-J7)/2*(1/J11)*2)*((J9-J7)/2)

15,264

Volume in 1 hour

8 Is Primary Storage Basin Adequate?

ft3

4.2 ft3/s

6 Approved Pre-Project Discharge

7 Volume Primary Treatment/Storage Basin

1,925 ft3

V

3,987
OK

ft3/s
3,987 ft3

ACHD Calculation Sheets for Finding Peak Discharge/Volume
Retention Pond #8 (264+60)
A. Steps for Peak Discharge Rate using the Rational Method calculated for post-project
Calculate Post-Project Flows (for pre-project flows, copy spreadsheet to new tab)
User input in yellow cells
1 ACHD Policy Version

2010 Draft
100 Post-

2 Enter Post-Project Storm Frequency (100-year per ACHD policy)
3 Number of Contributing Basins

2 Post-

2

Post (ft )Acres

4 Area of Drainage Basin (SF)

Basin 1
Basin 2
Basin 3
Basin 4
Basin 5
62698.93 50116.22
1.44
1.15
0.00
0.00
0.00

5 Determine the Weighted Runoff Coefficient (C)
PostC = [(C1 * A1) + (C2 * A2) + (Cn * An)]/A
Weighted Average

0.95
0.53

NRCS Land

Heavy

Tillage/

Short

Nearly

Grassed

Paved Areas &

Type

Meadow

Field

Pasture/

Bare

Swales/

Shallow Paved Swales

Lawns

Ground

Waterways

(Sheet Flow)

Conveyance

2.5

5

7

10

15

20

Start
Sta.

End
Sta.

Reach

Slope

Length

ID

S

L

ft/ft

ft

0.0266
0.0235

1,280
1,023

NRCS

Manning's

Conveyance Roughness
n

Hydraulic

Flow

Flow

Radius

Velocity

Time

R

V

Tf

fps

minutes

3.26
3.06

6.54
5.56

Overland
1
2
3

20.00
20.00

Gutter
4
5
6
Pipes
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
Sum

2,302

Computed Tc =
User-Entered Tc =

12.10
12.10

#REF!

Determine the average rainfall intensity (i) from IDF Curve based on Tc

Post-

3.10 in/hr

#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project peak discharge (QPeak).

Post-

4.24

ft3/s

Post-

5,661

ft /s

QPeak = (C) * (i) * (A) in ft3/s
#REF!

Calculate the Post-Project volume of runoff (V).
3

V = CiAx3600 (ft )

3

#REF!

#REF!

#REF!

Calculate Vwq
Enter Percentile Storm
Enter WQ Depth (80th percentile = 0.34 in)
Enter Area

80th
0.34 in
2.59

Enter Volume

1,674

Calculate Qwq
Enter C factor
Calculate Qwq

0.53

Total Storage
Pond
WQ Pond Forebay + 15% sediment
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin
Seepage Bed
Primary Treatment/Storage Basin + 25% Sediment

0.46

Acres
ft3

ft3/s

1,925

ft3

3,987

ft3

7,076

ft3

APPENDIX C
Cost Estimate

Airport/Overland Corridor Study - Nampa
Conceptual Drainage - Quantities & Estimate

Drainage Basins
Storage Facility
Infiltration Seepage Bed #1
Retention Basin #1
Retention Basin #2
Retention Basin #3
Retention Basin #4
Retention Basin #5
Retention Basin #6
Retention Basin #7
Retention Basin #8
Total
10% Increase
Unit Cost
Cost

Stormwater Pipe
Station to Station
13+00 to 35+00
35+00 to 65+00
65+00 to 93+00
93+00 to 132+80
132+80 to 155+85
155+85 to 173+00
179+00 to 182+00
182+00 to 190+35
190+35 to 219+00
219+00 to 251+80
251+80 to 264+61
Total
10% Increase
Unit Cost
Cost

Volume (ft3)

Volume (CY)

13125
21600
18000
29400
22500
17694
31212
33965
21007
208503
229353

486
800
667
1089
833
655
1156
1258
778
7722
8495
$8
$67,956.53

12" Pipe (ft)

18" Pipe (ft)

24" Pipe (ft)

2120
2400
2500
3500
2000
1700
660
650
2500
2250
2100
7380
8118
$32
$255,717.00

7000
7700
$37
$284,900.00

8000
8800
$39
$343,200.00

Inlets
Station to Station
13+00 to 35+00
35+00 to 65+00
65+00 to 93+00
93+00 to 132+80
132+80 to 155+85
155+85 to 173+00
179+00 to 182+00
182+00 to 190+35
190+35 to 192+60
192+60 to 225+00
225+00 to 251+80
251+80 to 264+61
264+61 to 274+84

Slope (ft/ft)

Approximate
Spacing (ft)

Length (ft)

Quantity

0.0053
0.00955
0.01014
0.00984
0.0265
0.0276
0.0133
0.0112
0.0057
0.0048
0.011
0.0266
0.0235

400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400
400

2117
2395
2500
3485
2010
1700
660
640
201
3089
2250
1258
839

12
12
14
18
12
10
4
4
2
16
12
8
6
130
143
$800.00
$114,400.00

Total
10% Increase
Unit Cost
Cost

Manholes
Station to Station
13+00 to 35+00
35+00 to 65+00
65+00 to 93+00
93+00 to 132+80
132+80 to 155+85
155+85 to 173+00
179+00 to 182+00
182+00 to 190+35
190+35 to 192+60
192+60 to 225+00
225+00 to 251+80
251+80 to 264+61
264+61 to 274+84

Approximate
Spacing (ft)
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
300
Total

Length (ft)

Quantity

2117
2395
2500
3485
2010
1700
660
640
201
3089
2250
1258
839

16
16
18
24
14
12
6
6
2
22
16
10
6
168
184.8
$1,500.00
$277,200.00

10% Increase
Unit Cost
Cost

Appendix G - Cost Estimate

AIRPORT / OVERLAND RD. CORRIDOR STUDY
PLANNING LEVEL COST ESTIMATE
CANYON COUNTY (2011 Dollars)

ALTERNATIVE 2 - B - CANYON COUNTY - PLANNING LEVEL COST ESTIMATE
ITEM DESCRIPTION
EXCAVATION
STANDARD 6" VERTICAL CURB AND GUTTER
6" MINUS UNCRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE
CRUSHED AGGREGATE FOR BASE TYPE I
PLANT MIX PAVEMENT
CONCRETE SIDEWALK
MINOR IRRIGATION CROSSINGS (48" pipe)
BOX CULVERT REPLACEMENTS
DRAINAGE BASINS
STORMWATER PIPE (12")
STORMWATER PIPE (18")
CATCH BASIN INLETS
SWPPP
REMOVALS
TRAFFIC CONTROL
ROADWAY TRAFFIC ITEMS
MISCELLANEOUS
CONTINGENCY
MOBILIZATION
SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING

UNIT
CY
LF
TON
TON
TON
SY
LF
LF
CY
FT
FT
EA
EST
EST
EST
EST
EST
EST
EST

ESTIMATED
QUANTITY
29800
31500
52300
30000
17500
17500
100
100
3900
11600
15800
75
5%
5%
5%
2%
5%
25%
10%

EST

20%

UNIT
PRICE
$7.00
$10.00
$10.00
$15.00
$65.00
$25.00
$150.00
$1,500.00
$8.00
$32.00
$37.00
$800.00
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM

LUMP SUM
PROJECT TOTAL*

ITEM
TOTAL RANGE
$199,000
$230,000
$300,000
$347,000
$497,000
$576,000
$428,000
$495,000
$1,081,000
$1,252,000
$416,000
$482,000
$15,000
$17,000
$143,000
$165,000
$30,000
$35,000
$353,000
$409,000
$556,000
$644,000
$57,000
$66,000
$194,000
$260,000
$203,000
$274,000
$213,000
$289,000
$90,000
$122,000
$227,000
$312,000
$1,188,000
$1,644,000
$589,000
$839,000
$6,779,000
$8,458,000
$1,356,000
$1,692,000
$8,135,000
- $10,150,000

*Does not include Right-of-Way Costs

Parametrix

5/31/2011

AIRPORT / OVERLAND RD. CORRIDOR STUDY
PLANNING LEVEL COST ESTIMATE
ADA COUNTY (2011 Dollars)

ALTERNATIVE 2 - B - ADA COUNTY - PLANNING LEVEL COST ESTIMATE
ITEM DESCRIPTION
EXCAVATION
STANDARD 6" VERTICAL CURB AND GUTTER
6" MINUS UNCRUSHED AGGREGATE BASE
CRUSHED AGGREGATE FOR BASE TYPE I
PLANT MIX PAVEMENT
CONCRETE SIDEWALK
PLANTER
MINOR IRRIGATION CROSSINGS (48" pipe)
BOX CULVERT REPLACEMENTS
IRRIGATION EXCAVATION (REALIGN CANAL)
DRAINAGE BASINS
STORMWATER PIPE (12")
STORMWATER PIPE (18")
CATCH BASIN INLETS
SWPPP
REMOVALS
TRAFFIC CONTROL
ROADWAY TRAFFIC ITEMS
MISCELLANEOUS
CONTINGENCY
MOBILIZATION
SUBTOTAL
ENGINEERING

UNIT
CY
LF
TON
TON
TON
SY
SY
LF
LF
LF
CY
FT
FT
EA
EST
EST
EST
EST
EST
EST
EST

ESTIMATED
QUANTITY
19800
21400
34700
19300
11600
11900
14300
310
180
225
3900
11600
5800
55
5%
5%
5%
2%
5%
25%
10%

EST

20%

UNIT
PRICE
$7.00
$10.00
$10.00
$15.00
$65.00
$25.00
$4.00
$150.00
$1,500.00
$8.00
$8.00
$32.00
$37.00
$800.00
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM
LUMP SUM

LUMP SUM
PROJECT TOTAL*

ITEM
TOTAL RANGE
$132,000
$153,000
$204,000
$236,000
$330,000
$382,000
$276,000
$319,000
$717,000
$830,000
$283,000
$328,000
$55,000
$63,000
$45,000
$52,000
$257,000
$297,000
$2,000
$2,000
$30,000
$35,000
$353,000
$409,000
$204,000
$237,000
$42,000
$49,000
$140,000
$187,000
$146,000
$197,000
$153,000
$208,000
$65,000
$88,000
$164,000
$224,000
$855,000
$1,182,000
$424,000
$603,000
$4,877,000
$6,081,000
$976,000
$1,217,000
$5,853,000
$7,298,000

*Does not include Right-of-Way Costs

TOTAL PROJECT

PARAMETRIX

$13,988,000

$17,448,000

May 16, 2011

Appendix H - Public Involvement

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rustyrue2@aol.com
Wednesday, October 27, 2010 4:03 PM
Kristen Levandusky
Airport/Overland Corridor Study

To the entities involved in the planning of the Airport/Overland Rd. Corridor Study,
I am Vernon M. Nichols. My wife and I are opposed to the Alignment 2C proposal and want to give you feedback. We
moved to this area because of the quiet, relaxed rural lifestyle, with the ability to raise a family and livestock without the
cumbersome influences of city life. This proposal will impact our property, our neighborhood and our lifestyle. We feel that
proposing a 5 lane major east/west thoroughfare down Lamont and extending Lamont will impact many people’s
properties and lifestyle. This is a rural and agricultural area. Most places are 5 to 100 acres with livestock and active
farming .
Approximately 12 years ago, when Boise City wanted to annex a section of southeast Ada County that was comprised of
many small rural acreages, it was meet buy a great number of property owners that were against the annexation. When
all was said and done, Boise City and Ada County planners said (which is on record) that if property owners wanted a
rural life style with livestock they needed to find property in the far west end of Ada County.
Many property owners purchased their land in the far west end of Ada County because of it’s rural residential and rural
agricultural designation. With the 5 lane major east/west thoroughfare that is being proposed, the traffic, noise, pollution
and general unnecessary growth would greatly impact farming, the property owners, and the lifestyle in this area that the
Ada County planners stated would remain rural. We hope that you find that there are other routes more cost effective
which do not impact a way of life and the rural/ farming area that has been established for many years.
In general, We as rural property owners in the far west end of Ada County view all these Nampa Airport/ Overland Road
Alignment Proposals as an extreme impact to farming and our rural lifestyle. We moved here for the peace and quiet, to
raise livestock and our families. All these proposals will destroy prime farm land, bring noise, increased traffic, increased
pollution, and bring unwanted commercial ventures into our rural area. As with all purposed city growth, it brings with it,
higher taxes, more crime, and forces those living in the rural area to change their lifestyle or move away.
We seriously ask that you thoroughly study the Meridian proposal that is documented in a full page of the Statesman on
May 21, 2007, in the Main section, page 3 and was on the City of Meridian’s website . That proposal shows Overland
extending from Ten Mile west to the east and north sides of Busy Bee Sand and Gravel directly to Overland Rd at Black
Cat. The right-of-way on Overland Rd is already established. This proposal has less of an impact on active farming and
on fewer residential property owners. This proposal would directly connect into Route A. We believe that this proposal
would cost less than purchasing right-a-way from residential and farm land owners.
Here are some other questions and comments to take into consideration in your study.
The minor traffic congestion issues at Garrity and Airport Rd or Stamm Rd mentioned by the entities involved in this plan
only occur during the rush hour times of the day (two hours in the morning and two hours in the evening, five days a
week). It seems to me that the reduction in the minor traffic issue is coming at a greater expense to the tax payers.
Why would the entities involved in this proposal want to go to the further expense of purchasing right-of-way for a major 5
lane road when a better alternative would be to use existing Franklin Rd, Victory Rd or Amity Rd which already have
established rights-of-way.
If the City of Nampa wants to improve on access to the Nampa Airport and not impact established residential property
owners in that area, the City of Nampa needs to bite the bullet like the City of Caldwell did and move their airport. There
seems to be plenty of open property that is already for sale on the north side of the I-84 or the north side of Franklin Rd.
between Robinson and McDermott Rd with direct future access from the proposed interchange on McDermott Rd. The
existing property that the Nampa Airport is on now could be used for light, clean industry with far less impact to residential
property owners and would highly increase the city’s tax base.
Why wasn't the public notified earlier about this study when there have be 7 meetings involving this proposal?
1

We feel that the public, up to this point, has been left out of the process. There has not been enough public information
and time allowed for proper public evaluation and comments about these proposals. We firmly and respectively request
that you provide feedback based on the comments you have received from the Oct. 14, 2010 meeting. We also want more
public meetings before you make a final decision.
I expect a prompt reply by email on my questions and comments.
Respectively,
Vernon M. Nichols
5200 Valle Grande Dr.
Meridian, Idaho, 83642
Phone: 208-888-1811
rustyrue2@aol.com

2

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Justin Stoffel <JStoffel@americangeotechnics.com>
Thursday, October 21, 2010 2:32 PM
Kristen Levandusky
Airport & Overland Corridor Study

Kristen,
Although I was unable to attend the open house meeting regarding the Airport Road and Overland Road Area Corridor
Study, I felt inclined to offer my opinion regarding it.
I have the opportunity of living just off Airport Road on Pit Lane. There are several frustrations that occur with the
location of my home. One of which is the intersection of Garrity/Kings Road/ Airport Road. This intersection used to be
arranged so that one could travel east on Airport Road from Garrity Blvd. This is no longer the case, which forces people
in my area to either backtrack onto either 29th or to Stamm in order to reach our destinations which are adjacent to
Airport Road. The intersection would need to be reevaluated for a better solution that would allow traffic to access
Airport Road from Garrity Blvd.
Another item that would need to be addressed are the intersections. Although additional ROW would need to be
purchased for a larger corridor, the intersections of Happy Valley and Robinson Road would also need addressed for
increased traffic. These intersections have seen severe increase in traffic in recent years and have become the primary
arterial roadways in the area. Because of the increased traffic safety has become an increasing concern for vehicles as
well as pedestrians.
From an improvement standpoint I feel the addition of an east-west corridor in this area provides many advantages for
the community, especially where the Ten Mile Interchange will be coming online soon. Currently the only reasonable
access we have to the freeway is the much congested Garrity IC. With the addition of a corridor to Meridian, it would
open access to the Ten Mile IC and relieve some pressure at Garrity. The corridor would also provide opportunities for
more businesses to develop in the area which will help the area to further expand.
I think the corridor is a wonderful idea, especially if it can bring in more business, improve safety and make the area
more accessible from east to west.
Respectfully,
Justin Stoffel

1

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andre S. Zivkovic <andrez@cableone.net>
Saturday, October 16, 2010 12:35 PM
Kristen Levandusky
Airport Road Corridor Study

Kristen,
I was thrilled to get the card in the mail concerning the Overland Road-Airport Road Corridor
Study. We have lived in Canyon County for the past thirty years, and as the population exploded, the
road building did not keep pace. It would be GREAT, FANTASTIC, AWESOME, to have another
route away from Boise. In light of the recent construction all over I-84 westbound, and with daily
traffic accidents, more alternative routes are needed to help move the traffic going to Canyon
County. We would welcome such a route. Please keep us updated as progress continues.
Thank you,
Andre Zivkovic (the resident at 16560 Mahogany Dr. Nampa)

1

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Beamer <beamer@bigskytel.com>
Tuesday, October 12, 2010 11:29 AM
Kristen Levandusky
beamer@bigskytel.com
Ten Mile Road

Hello,
Do you know the date for the beginning of widening to start on Ten Mile Road, south of the
new interchange? Would you also happen to know if the first widening project is planned to
end at Victory Road?
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Most sincerely,
Bonnie Breiner

1

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bob Braun <BBRAUN@amalsugar.com>
Friday, October 08, 2010 10:13 AM
Kristen Levandusky
Airport/Overland Corridor Study

Dear Kristen:
I received a notice regarding your study of the alignment to extend Overland Road into Canyon County. I will not be
able to attend the open house on October 14. Can you please email copies of materials that will be discussed at the
open house to me?
Regards,
Robert Braun, Resident
Canyon County
w: 383-6534
email: bbraun@amalsugar.com

1

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

June Long <mamajune06@clearwire.net>
Wednesday, October 06, 2010 3:32 PM
Kristen Levandusky
Airport Road and OverlandRoad Corridor Study

We live on a little street off of Stamm Lane in Nampa and only about two blocks west of Robinson Road.
Since we frequently have appointments in a medical complex on just off of Overland, we generally use
Overland Rd. to get there. We access Overland by going South on
Robinson to Victory Rd, Go East to
Ten Mile, jog one block north, then proceed east on Overland. This
works out well for us.
I see no reason to try to extend Airport Road thru the existing gravel pit and other private property to access the
Overland Ten-Mile connection.
I have also heard that the City of Nampa has been anticipating the use of Amity Blvd. as a main East-West connection,
and have plans underway to make it a five lane street in the near future.
Since we are disabled Sr. Citizens, we will not be able to attend the
October 14th meeting. Any further information
that you might be able to E-Mail to us would be appreciated. June
Long, 1208 No. 59th St., Nampa, Idaho.
E-Mail: mamajune06@clearwire.net.

1

Kristen Levandusky
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeffrey and Renee <jereiska@gmail.com>
Wednesday, October 06, 2010 10:45 AM
Kristen Levandusky
Airport Road & Overland Road Corridor Study

Attn: Kristen Levandusky,
I just received the postcard about the Open House for the corridor study.
I will not be able to attend but would like to encourage efforts to improve access to the Nampa Airport.
Additionally, the I-84 corridor would be better served by designing a 2-lane reversible roadway between the
general purpose roadways. The reversible roadway would be open to all vehicles in the direction of peak traffic;
so that would provide 2 lanes of traffic in addition to the directional general purpose roadway; providing 5 or
more lanes in the direction of peak period traffic.
There are several cities that have reversible roadways. I am more familiar with ones on the north side of
Denver, and know that they work great!

Thanks,
Jeffrey
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WELCOME!
The purpose of this open house is to give you an
opportunity to:
•

Learn about the study

•

Review evaluation criteria and preliminary alignment alternatives

•

Provide your input

Please visit each display station. Ask questions and provide comments.
There is no formal presentation at tonight’s meeting.
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CORRIDOR PURPOSE
Provide a future east-west connection south of I-84, between Nampa Airport and
Garrity interchange on the west, connecting to Ten Mile Road near Overland
Road on the east. The corridor shall also:
•

Connect on the west to an existing arterial with sufficient capacity

•

Integrate with future SH-16/I-84/McDermott interchange

•

Serve as detour route for I-84

•

Function as urban principal arterial, including curb/gutter/sidewalk

•

Consider short and long term impacts to adjacent
properties and future land uses

Roadway would be constructed as adjoining properties develop and if funding becomes
available. This is anticipated to be 20 years in the future.

2

CORRIDOR STUDY PROCESS
•

Define project purpose

•

Conduct stakeholder interviews

•

Create Technical Advisory Committee

•

Establish Policy Committee

•

Identify preliminary alternatives

•

Establish evaluation criteria & evaluate alternatives

•

Conduct Public Meeting (Tonight)

•

Select preferred alternative

•

Conduct 2nd public meeting

•

Prepare Draft Corridor Report

3

WHY IS A STUDY NEEDED NOW?
Provide a more direct route in the future between Nampa Airport/Garrity
Road Interchange and Overland Road/Ten Mile intersection.
•

Preserve right-of-way now, so future development will not prevent
proposed alignment

•

Accommodate projected increase in traffic from Ten Mile Interchange

•

Provide adequate facilities for 2035 traffic

•

Accommodate future development between McDermott and Black Cat,
from Overland to Victory

•

Create east-west roadway for regional traffic and I-84 detour route

4

INTERIM LANE CONFIGURATION

* Width dependant upon agreements with local agencies.

Right-of-way would be preserved for five lanes, and all impacts have been
evaluated using the five lane, ultimate build-out.

5

ULTIMATE LANE CONFIGURATION
(when traffic volumes are warranted)

* Width dependant upon agreements with local agencies.

Right-of-way would be preserved for five lanes, and all impacts have been
evaluated using the five lane, ultimate build-out.

6

ALIGNMENT ALTERNATIVES

7

EVALUATION CRITERIA

8

Low
Medium
High

AIRPORT TRAFFIC ANALYSIS
These three intersections may
be evaluated to determine the
best access routes to the
Nampa Municipal Airport.

9

WHAT IS NEXT?
•

Evaluate public comments

•

Refine evaluation criteria and preliminary alternatives

•

Develop a preferred alternative

•

Conduct public open house #2 (Early 2011)

•

Prepare Draft Corridor Plan (Spring 2011)

•

Present Draft Corridor Plan for potential adoption

Roadway would be constructed as adjoining properties develop and if funding becomes
available. This is anticipated to be 20 years in the future.
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1

WELCOME!
The purpose of this open house is to give you an
opportunity to:
•

Learn about the work completed since the last public meeting

•

Review alignment alternatives

•

Provide your input

Please visit each display station. Ask questions and provide comments.
There is no formal presentation at tonight’s meeting.

March 16, 2011

WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF THE CORRIDOR?
Provide a future east-west connection south of I-84, between Nampa Airport and
Garrity interchange on the west, connecting to Ten Mile Road near Overland Road
on the east. The corridor shall also:
a) Connect on the west to an existing arterial with sufficient capacity
b) Integrate with future SH-16/I-84/McDermott interchange
c) Serve as detour route for I-84
d) Function as urban principal arterial, including curb/gutter/sidewalk
e) Consider short and long term impacts to adjacent
properties and future land uses

Roadway would be constructed as adjoining properties develop or if funding
becomes available. Construction is anticipated to be up to 20 years in the future.

March 16, 2011

2

WHY IS A STUDY NEEDED NOW?

3

Provide a more direct route in the future between Nampa Airport/Garrity
Road Interchange and Overland Road/Ten Mile intersection.
•

Preserve right-of-way now, so future development will not prevent
proposed alignment

•

Accommodate projected increase in traffic from Ten Mile Interchange

•

Provide adequate facilities for 2035 traffic

•

Accommodate future development between McDermott and Black Cat,
from Overland to Victory

•

Create east-west roadway for regional traffic and I-84 detour route

March 16, 2011

WHAT IS THE STUDY PROCESS?
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

4

Define project purpose
Conduct stakeholder interviews
Create Technical Advisory Committee
Establish Policy Committee
Identify preliminary alternatives
Establish evaluation criteria & evaluate alternatives
Conduct public meeting #1 (October 14, 2010)
Refine and screen alternatives
Conduct 2nd public meeting (Tonight)
Evaluate comments from public meeting
Select preferred alternative
Prepare Corridor Plan

March 16, 2011

RESULTS FROM OCTOBER 14, 2010 OPEN HOUSE
•

More than 100 people attended the public meeting

•

66 comment forms were received

•

62% agreed with the need to determine an alignment for the corridor

•

Alternatives 1A, 2B, and 2C were favored equally

•

The three most important Tier 1 criteria were:

5

• Neighborhood impacts
• Property impacts
• Improving connectivity and mobility (tied)
•

The three most important Tier 2 criteria were:
• Noise impacts
• Cost of right-of-way
• Relocation costs

March 16, 2011

WHAT WOULD THE ROADWAY LOOK LIKE?

* Width dependant upon agreements with local agencies.

Note: Right-of-way is based on current land use designations and traffic demand through 2035.

March 16, 2011

6

HOW WERE THE ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED?

7

EVALUATION CRITERIA MATRIX
TIER 1

TIER 2

Addresses Purpose Statement

Addresses Ability to Implement

Land Use
Residential Property
Impacts
(e)

#

Acres

Commercial &
Industrial Property
Impacts
(e)

#

Acres

Agricultural Property
Impacts
(e)

Neighborhood
Impacts
(e)

Transportation
Accommodates
Airport Expansion
(e)

Accommodates
Local, Regional and
State Planning
(b)

Connectivity
(a, b)

Mobility
(d, e)

Traffic Operations
(c)

Cost

Environment
Serves as a Detour
Route to the
Interstate
(c)

Cultural and
Hazardous
Noise Impacts (# of
Irrigation and
Historical
Materials Impacts (#
properties)
Drainage Resource
of sites)
Impacts (# of
Resources Impacts
(# of properties)
crossings)

Required Right-ofWay (ROW)

Construction of
Irrigation Crossings

Business and
Residential
Relocations

Construction of
Retaining Walls

Acres

Alternative 1

Route A

Alternative 2

Route A

Route B

Route C

Route D

Evaluation Criteria Legend
Low
(Least impacts, least cost, best addresses transportation purpose)
Medium (Average impacts, average costs, addresses transportation purpose)
High
(Most impacts, highest cost, does not address transportation purpose)

March 16, 2011

WHAT WAS THE SCREENING PROCESS?
Tier 1 Screening

• Land Use and
Property Impacts

Meets Purpose
Statement

8

Alternative 2D Discarded
Highest residential impacts
Furthest route from the Interstate
Longest route/most out-of-direction travel

• Transportation

NO

YES

Tier 2 Screening
Ability to
Implement

• Cost and Ability
to Implement
• Environmental

Alternative 2A Discarded
Topography constraints (gravel pits)
Significant out-of-direction travel

Impacts

NO

YES
• Recommendations of
the Technical Advisory

Tier 3 Screening

Committee

Alternative 1A Discarded
Severe congestion at
Stamm / Happy Valley / Flamingo
intersection

NO
YES

Remaining

• 2B

Alternatives

• 2C

March 16, 2011

WHAT ARE THE REMAINING ALTERNATIVES?

March 16, 2011

9

HOW DO THE REMAINING ALTERNATIVES COMPARE?
Based on technical analysis alone, a single "preferred alternative" could not be
identified. Alternatives 2B and 2C are essentially the same in terms of:
•

Ability to meet the purpose statement

•

Extent and type of environmental impact

•

Operational performance (mobility and connectivity)

•

Overall cost

Therefore, we are requesting your input. Please use the comment form to tell us
which alternative you prefer, if any.

2B

2C

No Preference

March 16, 2011
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WHAT IS THE WORK BEING DONE WITH THE AIRPORT?
The Nampa Municipal Airport Master
Plan was recently adopted. Its goal of
airport expansion impacts traffic at two
locations:
1. Kings / Airport / Garrity intersection
2. Happy Valley / Victory intersection

This project will evaluate future traffic
needs to identify possible intersection
reconfigurations at those locations.

March 16, 2011
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12

WHAT IS NEXT?
•

Evaluate public comments

•

Conduct multi-agency meeting to establish a recommended alternative

•

Prepare Corridor Plan

•

Present Draft Corridor Plan to local agencies

•

Agencies consider adopting the Plan (early Summer 2011)

Roadway would be constructed as adjoining properties develop or if funding
becomes available. Construction is anticipated to be up to 20 years in the future.

March 16, 2011

Airport and Overland Road Corridor Study Open
House #2

Which remaining alternative do you prefer (please refer to map below)?

Response

Response

Percent

Count

2B

56.0%

28

2C

30.0%

15

No preference

14.0%

7

Why?

43

answered question

50

skipped question

39

1. Which remaining alternative do you prefer (please refer to map below)?

1

By the time you dicide to build, we may no longer be alive. My husband is in his
eraly 80's and I am in my late 60's.

Mar 18, 2011 3:08 PM

2

More direct

Mar 18, 2011 3:20 PM

3

We live at the end of Nova near the freeway.

Mar 18, 2011 3:24 PM

4

Already existing roads and will disturb less homes and people.

Mar 18, 2011 3:27 PM

5

Seems most direct to use 2B, but not much difference.

Mar 18, 2011 3:32 PM

6

Mostly farmland. Away from residential homes, will keep traffic noise away from
Overland Rd. which already gets the freeway noise.

Mar 18, 2011 3:35 PM

7

It looks to me that it would be the least amount of impact on farm land and
residential dwellings.

Mar 18, 2011 4:28 PM

8

Most efficient, least expensive.

Mar 21, 2011 8:42 AM

9

Less cost less impact, mostly bare land. The noise from 2B will impact us too
much.

Mar 21, 2011 8:46 AM

10

This route will benefit the larger portion of users with minimal impact to existing
residence and more direct access to Garity.

Mar 21, 2011 8:50 AM

1 of 4

1. Which remaining alternative do you prefer (please refer to map below)?

11

Neither. This makes absoutely no sense to impact these properties or the
properties in 2D. Overland Rd (1A) is an existing roadway that could easily be
exdpanded with little impact. You can't convince me that the ? intersection
cannot be redesigned to accomodate the amount of traffic. The amount of impact
and cost totally leads to 1A,

Mar 21, 2011 8:56 AM

12

Prefer Rt. A
Route B is a more direct route, straighter. I think Overland is a wiser choice.
That intersectionat Happy Valley already needs the support.

Mar 21, 2011 9:01 AM

13

This route seems more direct.

Mar 21, 2011 9:03 AM

14

Does not deveate off of Airport Rd. heading East to McDermott as to 2C would
effect our subdivision, and the future development of it.

Mar 21, 2011 9:10 AM

15

In my oponion it presents less impact. Corridor should be straight, as it is, it is no
longer aligned with Overland. S. Overland and Airport don't complete it by
adding Lamont into the mix.

Mar 21, 2011 9:21 AM

16

Strait shot from Overland to Airport. Less residential impact, mostly Farm
ground, we are loosing our from ground.

Mar 21, 2011 9:24 AM

17

Path of least resistance. Most direct.

Mar 21, 2011 9:32 AM

18

Neither, they both affect my land that you worthless state and county eployees
need to leave alone. Find another road, like Victory.

Mar 21, 2011 9:43 AM

19

Most direct

Mar 21, 2011 9:44 AM

20

Straighter, more direct, does not displace as many residences.

Mar 21, 2011 9:46 AM

21

Impacts fewer home owners along LaMont and west of Blackcat

Mar 21, 2011 9:52 AM

22

It is the least impact to ? and homeowners west of Black Cat.

Mar 21, 2011 10:01 AM

23

"Logic" If 2C is used a lot more homes and property will be involved, disrupting
Lamont traffic. The only significant problem I see is dealing with the gravel pit.

Mar 21, 2011 10:34 AM

24

The one that can be built first. Either route would help traffic and safety issues
that currrently exist.

Mar 21, 2011 10:43 AM

25

More straight shot. Less turns and curves. Less property impact.

Mar 21, 2011 10:46 AM

26

Cost effective and straight line.

Mar 21, 2011 10:56 AM

27

It is the most direct route and makes the most sense.

Mar 21, 2011 10:58 AM

28

Route 2B runs right down my driveway and would drastically reduce my property
values. My home was built only 5 1/2 years ago and I am raising my young
family in the country.

Mar 21, 2011 11:12 AM

29

Doesn't go through current gravel pit, and it's further awany from my home.

Mar 21, 2011 11:26 AM

30

We live at 2155 S. Black Cat Rd.

Mar 21, 2011 11:36 AM

31

Both are very good, maybe 2B is best simply because it is straighter.

Mar 21, 2011 11:38 AM
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1. Which remaining alternative do you prefer (please refer to map below)?

32

Safety. Cars coming South on McDermott will not be as visible to cars crossing
Airport Rd. And vice versa. The natural hill creates a blindside to drivers and
would be very expensive to grade down. It's also a steep grade to stop cars
upon should a 4 way stop ever need to be considered for the future
Airport/McDermott intersection.

Mar 21, 2011 11:42 AM

33

Less impact on home owners, straighter more direct route.

Mar 21, 2011 11:46 AM

34

I lke it because it looks a little straighter. The part between McDermott and
Robinson would effect fewer homes and straighten up a dangerous road.

Mar 21, 2011 11:49 AM

35

Less impact on property

Mar 21, 2011 11:51 AM

36

Seems to impact fewer people.

Mar 21, 2011 11:59 AM

37

2B, only because it appears more direct. 2C would actually be a close 2nd
choice. I am satisfied that all the other options were considered and eliminated.

Mar 21, 2011 12:04 PM

38

It seems to be the most direct route. There is not much difference between 2B
and 2C. Either one is OK with us.

Mar 21, 2011 12:50 PM

39

I seems to be a more direct route, although .1 mile shorter than 2B. It looks less
expensive to buy right-of-way property.

Mar 21, 2011 12:53 PM

40

(With possible alternative) Least effect for my property and straightest alignment
for getting to Airport Rd.

Mar 21, 2011 1:01 PM

Really would like to see a couple of other alignments considered, one extending
Airport Rd. straight through the Black Cat pit and then angle to Nova Lane as
shown on (i) map.
Second connect to old Overland (route A) going through the Black Cat pit
through the low spot on Black Cat along the existing drain ditch marked (2) on
the map.
Also consider that the pit may be filled by the time the roadway is built.
41

Neither. We definately DO NOT approve of Route B. This plan would literally cut
our farm in half with no means to irrigate the lower half.

Mar 31, 2011 10:37 AM

42

Either one crosses property the same.

Mar 31, 2011 10:54 AM

3 of 4

1. Which remaining alternative do you prefer (please refer to map below)?

43

Of the two alternatives left we prefer 2C. This affects our property less (2065 S.
Black Cat Rd.) than the other route selected. 2C will go along the south
boundary of my property and make a straight shot west from Lamont Road
instead of curving north and going right through my house, shop building and
mint still.
The other reason my wife and I do not like 2B is it goes through the north side of
our property where the view of both the Boise Mountains and the Owyhee
Mountains are very nice because it is the high spot of the 40 acres. We have two
children living in Meridian and have plans to deed them 5 to 10 acres in the
future to build their dream homes for their families. The reason I am telling you is
this is our 40 will not ever be sold for development, it will be kept in the family.
We have other property that will be sold for our retirement. It was said at the
open house that an overlay will be made of the final plan and as the land is
developed it will allow for easement of Overland Road. This will not happen with
our property! This is why we prefer route 2C it does not go through the north
center of our 40 acres.
I do think there might be a route overlooked that takes Overland Road north
through the Black Cat gravel pit (which we also own) and connect with Overland
Road west of Black Cat Road. If you look 1/4 mile south of Overland and Black
Cat roads there is a draw on the west side and the gravel pit that is shallower
there than anywhere along Black Cat. This would be a modifired 1B. In 20 years
the Black Cat pit will be filled back to some sort of desired grade for Overland
Road. Then Overland could go through the pit and up the draw to connect to the
existing Overland Road.
Feel free to contact us at any time if you have questions and thank you for this
opportunity to give our thoughts and concerns with this project!

4 of 4
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Airport and Overland Road Corridor Study Open
House #2

General Comments

Response
Count
31
answered question

31

skipped question

58

2. General Comments

Response Text
1

Close Kings Road North of Garrity. Make Garrity/Airport/Kings a 4 road
intersection.
(see drawing)

Mar 18, 2011 3:20 PM

2

Consider 4 lanes with a center turn lane to move traffic between Meridian &
Nampa.

Mar 18, 2011 3:24 PM

3

2C will cause me to lose my home of 42 years. I will not aprove or sell my land or
home.

Mar 18, 2011 3:27 PM

4

Please consider how McDermott may be a future interchange and eventually link
into this proposed route in regard to potential future traffic flow. Besides traffic
from 10 Mile interchange future traffic may come from McDermott interchange.

Mar 18, 2011 3:32 PM

5

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and provide input for this critical
project. Good information and displays.

Mar 21, 2011 8:50 AM

6

How is this going to impact McDermott over pass, connecting to the North?
We need to keep the airport interchange at Airport Rd. vs. Victory.

Mar 21, 2011 9:01 AM

7

We are mostly concerned about the intersection of Airport and Garrity and the
changes it would cause to the airport runway.

Mar 21, 2011 9:03 AM

8

Serve as a detour Route for I-84, should I-84 be closed for a hazmat incident,
certainly 1A is too close. However, Overland remains too close and 2B & 2C are
probably border line. Plan for all hazards not just colsing the I-84 for road work
and a 'minor' accident.

Mar 21, 2011 9:21 AM

9

No comment will change the existing train of thought.

Mar 21, 2011 9:24 AM
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2. General Comments

Response Text
10

What is the effect of the opening of Ten Mile on Lamont Rd. There is already an
increase in traffic without Ten Mile bing open. It is already difficult to get on Ten
Mile from LaMont. Rd.

Mar 21, 2011 9:31 AM

11

Route A or Victory is the best option. Victory is the best overall because it can
handle the growth. There is no reason to spend the tax dollars on this project
because no body wants the traffic through that area. We live there because it
has less traffic and noise and now you want to change that. The new road will
not be able to handle growth in the future I think this project is a waste of tax
dollars.

Mar 21, 2011 9:43 AM

12

An alternative 1/2 way between 2B and 2C, WEst of Black Cat appears even
better.

Mar 21, 2011 10:01 AM

*Make a revision/design for connector to Hwy 16 extension South from I-84.
13

From the drawings it shows the proposed extention as a 2 lane through fare.
This would be a mistake. Installed curb and gutters S/B placed back far enough
to allow expantion to 4 lanes.

Mar 21, 2011 10:34 AM

14

Where Airport meets Garrity, change this so people can access Airport Rd when
going East bound on Garrity

Mar 21, 2011 10:56 AM

15

It is a good idea to develop a plan to give people an alternate route S. of the
existing freeway.

Mar 21, 2011 10:58 AM

16

I disagree with the decision to choose Airport Rd. to align the two counties. With
Victory Rd. already as a main thorough fare to the South and Franklin to the
North, there is no reason why the area needs an additional route only another
1/2 mile South of I-84.
I do believe the commuters inpacting the area come fron the South end of the
county. There is also additional traffic due to the lack of focus on the part of the
Nampa Highway District. We need a South loop to link Kuna into 84.

Mar 21, 2011 11:12 AM

Bring back Kuna-Mora loop!.
17

Why do the proposed road changes have bike lanes in Ada Cunty, but not in
Canyon Co? Bike riders deserve a safe place to ride regardless of the county
they ride in.

Mar 21, 2011 11:26 AM

18

Need to add bike lanes in Canyon County.

Mar 21, 2011 11:30 AM

19

I am very concerned about the proximity of the road to my home. It appears I am
not close enough to the proposed B route to be bought out, but the road would
be very close to our home.

Mar 21, 2011 11:36 AM

This makes the market for the home terrible and we would like to sell already so
the chances of selling with route B is impossible. The right of way is already
purchaced or planned for Lamont so that appears the way to go.
20

I would like to know hat the general center line is for either road. I understand it
may not happen for many.

2 of 6
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2. General Comments

Response Text
21

I recognize the need to get traffic through the Valley, especially when the freway
is stopped. I think 2B may be the least cost.

Mar 21, 2011 11:58 AM

22

I seemed to collect people from the east end of this area who were concerned
about the Lamont and Ten-Mile intersection. They mostly asked how it will work
after Ten-Mile interchange opens and before Overland is exdetended. I have
used that intersection, too and think it may need to move sooner in ACHD's plan.

Mar 21, 2011 12:04 PM

23

WE are disappointed this projuct is so far in the future. We need more good
East-West alternatives.

Mar 21, 2011 12:50 PM

24

Airport/Overland Rd Study Consultants and Technical Council

Mar 28, 2011 11:32 AM

Neither remaining alternatives 2B or 2C are acceptable. The proposal of a main
thoroughfare that splits prime farm land or goes through the middle of prime
quiet rural residential properties is not an appropriate use of the land. More time
and study needs to be put into a route that utilizes the existing right of way and
road bed of Overland Rd west of Black Cat Rd.
I prefer the much better plan discussed with Claire Bowman (Nampa) and Calab
Hood (Meridian) and property owners Drew Eggers, Leon & Ann Huber, Vaughn
Barson, and Mark & Karen Nichols at the March 16, 2011 public meeting. This
plan incorporates a portion of the Route A alternative that was equally favored
by the public. During this discussion Drew Eggers (Owner of Black Cat Farms &
part owner of land used by Busy Bee Sand & Gravel) suggested a better plan
that had not been looked at by the technical council members and would
eliminate the 2 current proposals. This would keep the farm land in tacked and
for the most part reduce the biggest impact to the Lamont/Valle Grande Rd
neighborhood.
Drew’s plan is to run Overland Rd west from Ten Mile to the southeast side of
the Busy Bee Gravel Pit and then cut it down into the pit and run it diagonally
across and through the partially filled area on the west side of the gravel pit and
across Black Cat Rd at its lowest point where the irrigation drainage ditch is
between his property and the house at the S/W corner of Overland Rd and Black
Cat Rd. This would tie into the 2A route to Airport Rd.
The diagonal part of this road plan that runs across the already filled in area of
Busy Bee along Black Cat Rd would not be a compaction problem because it
has been there for approximately six years. They are continuing to fill in the pit
and in another 5 to 10 years it will have settled enough to meet any engineering
criterion for a road base. This proposal would cost less than your previous study
across Busy Bee to the junction of Overland Rd and Black Cat Rd.
Thank you for evaluating this proposal. I’m extremely hopeful you will accept this
routing of Overland Rd as the valid solution to our neighborhood’s objections to
proposed routes 2B and 2C.
Please contact me with your comments to this plan.
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2. General Comments

Response Text
25

Please pardon the informality of sending this to you via email, but time has
escaped me once again. Both my husband, Kenneth A. Bateman, and myself
support the new proposal brought up by Drew Eggers at the March 16 over the
other proposals presented. If there is any way to implement this proposal, we
would be most appreciative. We have read and concur with the comments made
by Mark Nichols that appear below. It truly makes no sense to us to not follow
Drew’s plan.
As Mark stated, “Neither remaining alternatives 2B or 2C are acceptable. The
proposal of a main thoroughfare that splits prime farm land or goes through the
middle of prime quiet rural residential properties is not an appropriate use of the
land. More time and study needs to be put into a route that utilizes the existing
right of way and road bed of Overland Rd west of Black Cat Rd.
I prefer the much better plan discussed with Claire Bowman (Nampa) and Calab
Hood (Meridian) and property owners Drew Eggers, Leon & Ann Huber, Vaughn
Barson, and Mark & Karen Nichols at the March 16, 2011 public meeting. This
plan incorporates a portion of the Route A alternative that was equally favored
by the public. During this discussion Drew Eggers (Owner of Black Cat Farms &
part owner of land used by Busy Bee Sand & Gravel) suggested a better plan
that had not been looked at by the technical council members and would
eliminate the 2 current proposals. This would keep the farm land in tacked and
for the most part reduce the biggest impact to the Lamont/Valle Grande Rd
neighborhood.
Drew’s plan is to run Overland Rd west from Ten Mile to the southeast side of
the Busy Bee Gravel Pit and then cut it down into the pit and run it diagonally
across and through the partially filled area on the west side of the gravel pit and
across Black Cat Rd at its lowest point where the irrigation drainage ditch is
between his property and the house at the S/W corner of Overland Rd and Black
Cat Rd. This would tie into the 2A route to Airport Rd.
The diagonal part of this road plan that runs across the already filled in area of
Busy Bee along Black Cat Rd would not be a compaction problem because it
has been there for approximately six years. They are continuing to fill in the pit
and in another 5 to 10 years it will have settled enough to meet any engineering
criterion for a road base. This proposal would cost less than your previous study
across Busy Bee to the junction of Overland Rd and Black Cat Rd.
Thank you for evaluating this proposal. I’m extremely hopeful you will accept this
routing of Overland Rd as the valid solution to our neighborhood’s objections to
proposed routes 2B and 2C.”

4 of 6
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2. General Comments

Response Text
26

I would like to comment on the Airport Road to Overland Project.
1. I am opposed to the project in it's entirety for the following reasons.
a. This project is not a local community generated project. This project has
been envisioned by corporate and business interests to create a commercial
corridor from Meridian to Nampa. The local neighborhood neither requested this
improvement nor will stand to gain from this project.
b. This is a very expensive project when there are existing corridors, ie Franklin
/old us 30 that could use the funding for a much needed improvement on an
existing commercial corridor.
c. The will be a total disrupting of a quiet rural country setting. The road will
reduce an extremely large number of existing rural parcels to a size that will not
be conducive for continued rural lifestyle choices. Currently these areas serve
as pastureland and irrigated crop lands. This road will effective kill the remaining
agricultural parcels and practices that are present. ( I am one of these small
farmers.). I believe that this issue of irrigated farmland is prime, as it is
irreplaceable and the amount of land that is available for replacement is either
cost prohibitive or too far away for efficient business and farming practices.
d. This funding for this plan is at this point non-existent or is a drain on moneys
that could be used to maintain the existing infrastructure and improvement to
roads that already exist. New alignments are always the most expensive to
build.
e. Again, I will re-state the fact that the area is unincorporated County properties
and the land grab that the nearby municipalities have supported is not a locally
requested project. The neighbor hood has rejected Meridian's entreats for
inclusion several times in the past and this is just another attempt to gain control
of our rural area. We have rejected incorporation and we reject this most recent
commercial interest proposal.
d. This will negatively impact the quality of life that we have enjoyed in this
neighborhood since it's creation in the 1930"s. We are a rural family farming,
chickens and horses and cows in the pasture type of neighbor hood. This new
road will destroy it all.
If the project is destined, then the Alternate B will be less disruptive to the area
as it will utilize a portion of an existing gravel pit as a portion of the alignment.
Again, as an landowner who will be directly impacted by this project, I stand
opposed to the disruption of my neighborhood, my business, and my rural
tranquility quality of life that will result from the construction of this project.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. (also own farm land on Lamont Road)
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2. General Comments

Response Text
27

I do not believe that proposals 2B and 2C are acceptable. I prefer and definitely
want the new study proposal discussed with Claire Bowman and Calab Hood at
the March 16 public meeting. This would be a new study based on new input
given to them at the public meeting about the gravel pit and a possible new
location of the road. This new location would be along the south end of the
gravel pit to the lower area where the drainage ditch across Black Cat is located
south of the house on the S.W. corner of Black Cat and Overland. Then the
road would follow the ditch to the current Overland Road. Overland Road could
turn south to match up with Airport Road, Alternative 2.

Mar 31, 2011 10:28 AM

The gravel pit is currently being refilled. By the time of the proposed road
constructed (10 to 20 years), the ground will be compacted and ready to use.
The current Overland road west of Black Cat has existing road bed and a
majority of the right-a-way purchased. Based upon the information given to Mr.
Bowman, I believe the cost of this new proposal would be considerably less than
the previously investigated route across the gravel pit.
This plan incorporated some of 1A plan which was equally favored. This plan
would have much less impact on the farming in proposal 2B or on the
Lamont/Valle Grande neighborhoods in proposal 2C.
Please do this new study and provide me feedback.
28

I just heard from ****. He lives on Airport Road and works for Nampa Paving. He
cannot attend the public meeting tonight, but would like to “vote” for 2C for both
himself, Nampa Paving, and Rock Contractors.

Mar 31, 2011 10:33 AM

I told him I’d make sure his votes are counted!
Kristen Levandusky
Planner
29

I do not know the projected cost of this project nor do I know how much this
proposal will impact the people or property that live in the proposed corridor
(Airport Road and Overland Rd Corridor Study Open House #2).

Mar 31, 2011 10:35 AM

My question is this, what would the impact be on people or property and cost to
go in a different direction and put on/off ramps from I-84 at Black cat Rd and
Robertson Rd. This could lessen the traffic congestion at Garrity intersection and
even more so when there is an event at the Idaho Center.
I was not able to attend tha last meeting and will not be able to attend this open
house meeting either.
Thank You
30

Our preference would be:
From Nova Lane proceed west along the south side of the gravel pit then follow
the contour of the drainage ditch to Overland, continue west to McDermott and
eventually connect with Airport Road.
ThisRoute would probably be less invasive to all property owners involved and
even less costly.

Mar 31, 2011 10:37 AM

31

We would like this to start right away. The sooner the better.

Mar 31, 2011 10:54 AM
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Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Nampa Highway District No. 1 _____________________________________
Address: 4507 12th Avenue Road, Nampa, ID 83686 ____________________________________

Interview date: April 30, 2010 ______________________________________________________

Interviewer: ______________________________________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
Overland to Airport provides a more direct route into Nampa and would service a larger land area south
of the interstate, with fewer lane miles. However, providing an effective connection to the west (at
Garrity) has multiple potential issues.

2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
The Stamm Lane alternative introduces additional intersection traffic close to the Garrity interchange.
Pushing the additional traffic away from the interstate, by using airport may be beneficial.
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
Industrial and commercial along the interstate, Garrity Boulevard, the Airport & Overland Corridor and
around the Nampa Municipal Airport. Residential infill outside those areas.

4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

1

The Nampa School District has purchased property near the corner of Robinson and Airport for the future
development of a middle school and an elementary school.
5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?

Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology _Possible historic canals _____________________________________
□ Wetlands ____________________________________________________________
□ Geology & Soils _Potential for low “R” value (low bearing capacity requiring
increased roadway structural section) soils _________________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species ________________________________________
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials ___________________________________________________
Air Quality ___________________________________________________________
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates

2

Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Don Matson, COMPASS ___________________________________________

Address: 800 S. Industry Way, Suite 100 Meridian, ID 83642 _______________________________

Interview date: April 14, 2010, 1:30 p.m. _______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky / Susan Graham ________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
Don’s preference is with Airport Road.

2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
Stamm Lane- would create significant bottlenecks at Garrity
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
The area seems to be destined for residential development, but Don is not aware of any significant
developments in the works. One thing to keep in mind with this corridor is the area currently allows a
large number of access points. Access Management will need to be addressed.
4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

1

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___
__________________________
□ Wetlands ____________________________________________ ________________
□ Geology & Soils _
______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials ______Possibility with gravel pit equipment
Air Quality _
____
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
Don believes the roadway would make most sense as a principal arterial, which generally has 1 mile
spacing. Amity is the closest principal arterial. COMPASS has a committee that can be of assistance
regarding functional classification, if need be.
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates

2

Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Harmon Hurren, Nampa School District ________________________________

Address: 619 S. Canyon St. Nampa, ID 83686___________________________________________

Interview date: April 14, 2010, 11:30 a.m. ______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky / Susan Graham ________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
Victory Road, followed by Airport Road

2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?

Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
The School District owns 43 acres at the corner of Airport Road and Robinson Blvd. The site will provide
a future middle/elementary school. The water/sewer extensions for the site are in design, and construction
is planned for this fall.
4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

1

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
The school district will have a lot of bus traffic on Airport Road. However, the new corridor would not
impact them significantly (good or bad), as thy will not be travelling to/from Meridian. It will be helpful
to know if the site would need to give up land for ROW.
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___
__________________________
□ Wetlands __Possible wetland just south of I-84, along Robinson
_____________
□ Geology & Soils _
______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials _____
Air Quality _
____
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
The school district is not significantly impacted by this corridor. However, they would like to be kept in
the loop as the project progresses, and will need to know if the corridor is decided to be on Airport Road,
and the school district will need to provide ROW.
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates

2

Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Jeff Hess, Hawkins Companies _______________________________________

Address: 855 Broad Street, Suite 300 Boise, ID 83702 _____________________________________

Interview date: April 13, 2010, 3:30 p.m. _______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky _____________________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
First preference, without a doubt, is Airport Road. The Nampa Airport is an asset to the community, and
Airport Road provides a way for people to travel to downtown Nampa. The Airport/Garrity/Kings would
need to be reconfigured, but that seems like an easier fix than Victory on the west end.

2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
Stamm Lane is least preferred.
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
Amity/Happy Valley is most likely the next retail development area. Jeff would like to see attention given
to the corridor as it relates to commercial and retail development. Typically, those nodes are about 2
miles apart, so Airport Road would be a logical corridor to provide those services for the residential
development that will later fill in the area.
4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

1

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
Jeff resides near McDermott & Victory. He also owns property to the south and west. He anticipates
those parcels being developed from 1 acre residential lots up to 4 units/acre. One of the biggest battles
with developing that area is being able to afford bringing utilities. He feels residential development will
be the majority of the development in that area.
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___
__________________________
□ Wetlands ____________________________________________ ________________
□ Geology & Soils _
______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species Not a problem, but there are a lot of hawks in the
area
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials ___________________________________________________
Air Quality ___________________________________________________________
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
Jeff believes one of the most important things to look at when planning this corridor is the commercial
development. That development will ultimately feed and serve the residential development that can occur
anywhere, at any spacing. However, commercial development must be strategically placed, and Airport
Road seems like the only realistic option for the corridor. .
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates
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Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Jeff Towner, Nampa Paving _________________________________________

Address: Karcher Road Nampa, ID ___________________________________________________

Interview date: April 14, 2010, 10:00 a.m. ______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky / Susan Graham ________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
Stamm or Victory. If the road is intended to be 5-6 lanes, he could see Victory being an easy route to
provide that capacity.
2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?

Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
The Nampa Paving pit is just about depleted, and is anticipated to be completely depleted this year. From
a business standpoint, this corridor does not impact them. However, Jeff lives off of Airport Road.
4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

1

Yes! A lot of trucks use McDermott to Ten Mile/Deer Flat. Their truck trips are very inconsistent. They
will go months without using that pit, and then will have trucks going in and out every 5 minutes. It
depends on the job and time of year. However, the pit in the study area will be depleted very soon.
6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
Jeff has no plans to redevelop or subdivide.
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___
__________________________
□ Wetlands __
_____________
□ Geology & Soils _
______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials _____
Air Quality _
____
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates
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Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Lance Thueson, Thueson Construction _________________________________

Address: 455 S. Kings Rd Nampa, ID 83687 ____________________________________________

Interview date: April 14, 2010, 9:00 a.m. _______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky / Susan Graham ________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
Stamm Lane. It serves as a frontage road to the interstate. Airport Road would be the next best
alternative.
2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
What does tying in to Victory improve? It is already an east-west corridor. Seems to be less value as the
others.
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
Rockport, a Planned Unit Development, was submitted to the City a few years ago. That development has
been put on hold, but includes hi property as well as others.
4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

1

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?
No. The pit is depleted.
6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___
__________________________
□ Wetlands __
_____________
□ Geology & Soils _
______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials _____
Air Quality _
____
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
Thueson’s plans for their land is to develop, as the pit has been depleted. If Stamm Lane is chose, Lance
would be willing to give the needed ROW through his property for the roadway improvements.
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates
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Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Mark Wasdahl, ITD _______________________________________________

Address: PO Box 8028 Boise, ID 83707 ________________________________________________

Interview date: April 14, 2010, 3:30 p.m. _______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky / Susan Graham ________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
Depending on the goal for the corridor, Mark likes the idea of Stamm Lane, as it would provide a
secondary roadway close to the interstate. However, his main concern is Airport/Kings/Garrity
intersection, which is currently a congested mess that could possibly just get worse with this corridor.

2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
Victory- it currently serves as an east-west corridor and has issues at the west end.
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
He is unaware of development in the area, but is interested in how the corridor will feed to Garrity, as it
is in ITD’s jurisdiction, as the business route. He would also like the corridor study to keep in mind the
future plans for the interstate and McDermott Road.
4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?

1

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___
__________________________
□ Wetlands ____________________________________________ ________________
□ Geology & Soils _
______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials ___________________________________________________
Air Quality _COMPASS’ Long Range 2035 Plan- Check for AQ Conformance_____
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
Mark is interested in this corridor and would like to be kept up to date with the project’s progress. His
interest is primarily how the corridor will impact the interstate and Garrity Blvd.
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates
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Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions
Stakeholder Name: City of Nampa
Address: 411 3

rd

Street South, Nampa, ID 83686

Interview date: 4/12/10
Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky
Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
The most important intersection that should be studied is Airport, Kings and Garrity. I believe
this general area is the best terminus for the western end of the study.
2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
Victory Road is least satisfactory and impacts future runway length and would not provide a
logical western terminus.
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
o
o
o

Airport related development along Airport Road
Commercial development along Stamm Lane
Residential development along Victory Road and South of Stamm Lane, east of Happy
Valley

4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?
Nampa Municipal Airport
5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

1

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
See Nampa Municipal Airport Master Plan. Stamm and Happy Valley improvements pending.
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___________________________________________________________
□ Wetlands ____________________________________________________________
X Geology & Soils
o Substantial lava along Stamm Lane and Victory Road
o Numerous gravel pit operation exist along the area that would lie within
the Airport Road corridor. The assumption could be made that this
alignment may lend itself better to the construction of utilities and the
placement of bridges and/or culverts due to the assumed underlying gravels
□ Threatened & Endangered Species ________________________________________
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials ___________________________________________________
Air Quality ___________________________________________________________
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
o
o

The western edge of the study area should be Garrity Boulevard (I-84 business).
Happy Valley, as indicated on the photo, is insufficient to ensure a western terminus
Nampa School District has plans to develop a future school site at the northeast corner
of Robinson and Airport Roads. This needs to be taken into account with the study

Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates
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Airport Road/Overland Road Corridor Study, Nampa, Idaho
Stakeholder Interview Questions

Stakeholder Name: Norm Holm, Planning Director / Rodney Ashby, Planner __________________
Address: Nampa City Hall, 411 3rd Street S. Nampa, ID 83651 ______________________________

Interview date: April 13, 2010, 9:00 a.m. _______________________________________________

Interviewer: Kristen Levandusky / Susan Graham ________________________________________

Introduction:
1. Review project purpose and scope
2. Review aerial map, specifically in area of interest to the stakeholder
3. Explain why stakeholder input is important
Transportation Questions:
1. Potential western connections for this study are Stamm Lane, Airport Road and Victory Road. From a
traffic/mobility perspective, is there one of these alignments that you see as being better than another?
For traffic purposes, the preference is Victory. It is an existing major corridor, used more than the others,
and could serve the development south of the City more efficiently. However, they also like the idea of
Airport Rd. It provides definition to the airport. Stamm Lane would also be nice to provide access to the
shopping center.

2. Is there one that is likely to be less satisfactory than another?
The Airport/Garrity/Kings intersection is a major concern, as is the Victory/Happy Valley intersection.
Land Use Questions:
3. How do you envision possible future development of this study area?
The City’s Area of Impact terminates at McDermott. The current Comprehensive Plan identifies the area
as rural residential. A few years ago, a planned development, “Rockport,” was submitted to the City for
the area between McDermott and Robinson, and Flamingo and Airport.

1

4. Are you aware of any nearby properties that have invested heavily in capital improvements that we
should know about (E.g., a manufacturing plant or specialty business)?
No. Most of the study area is outside of the City.

5. Optional for business owners: Does your business utilize Stamm Lane, Airport or Victory Road or
other local roads for hauling? If so, about how many truck trips does your firm generate daily? At
what times of day?

6. Optional for land owners: What are your plans for the future of your property? Do you intend to
continue the current use for the foreseeable future, or do you anticipate a change?
Environmental Questions:
7. Do you know of any specific environmental impacts that the team should be aware of, as we proceed
with this study?
• Natural Environment
□ Hydrology ___No known floodplain issues
__________________________
□ Wetlands ____________________________________________ ________________
□ Geology & Soils _Very hard rock in the area ______________________________
□ Threatened & Endangered Species ____________________________ ____________
• Built Environment

□
□
□
□
□
□

Relocations __________________________________________________________
Parks, Recreation, and Historic Resources __________________________________
Hazardous Materials ___________________________________________________
Air Quality ___________________________________________________________
Noise _______________________________________________________________
Light & Glare ________________________________________________________

Conclusion:
8. Are there any other comments or suggestions that you would like to offer as we initiate this study?
They are in the process of updating the Comprehensive Plan for the City, and would like to incorporate
this Corridor Plan in theirs. There will be Future Land Use Public Open Houses on May 18th and 20th.
Next Steps:
1. Schedule
2. Future Opportunities for input/involvement
a. Policy Committee
b. 2 Public Meetings (late summer 2010, and winter 2010)
c. Agency Updates
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Appendix I - Centerline Legal Description

