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2.  ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives are strategies that can satisfy the purpose of and need for the project. This section includes a summary of the process used for identifying and screening alternatives, the range of alternatives developed, alternatives eliminated, and alternatives retained for analysis.  The detailed information for Steps 1-3 is included in the Draft EIS.  Step 4 was completed after the Draft EIS comments were evaluated and agency concurrences on the preferred alternative were received.  The information for Step 4, identifying the preferred alternative, is included in Section 2.5 of this Final EIS.
2.1
Process for Identifying and Screening Alternatives
A detailed process was used to identify and evaluate the alternatives that meet the project purpose and to address problems identified as needs that can be satisfied by the project.  Alternative solutions were developed and screened as follows:

Step 1
Develop a range of alternatives to consider.

Step 2
Evaluate the range of alternatives. Eliminate from further consideration any that do not meet the project purpose and need or have unacceptable impacts.

Step 3
Identify the alternatives that meet the project purpose and need and should be carried forward for detailed study. Develop preliminary alignments and other details for each.

Step 4
Identify the preferred alternative based on engineering considerations, potential environmental impacts, input from regulatory agencies, and public opinion. 
The following explains what was done during these steps.

2.2
Step 1:  Range of Alternatives
The following alternatives were initially considered:

No-Build Alternative - The no-build alternative is defined as no new major construction along the I-29 corridor.  Improvements implemented with the No-Build alternative would be limited to short-term restoration activities (maintenance improvements) needed to ensure continued roadway pavement and the structural integrity of the bridges over the Floyd River and Bacon Creek.  The design of the existing roadway, including its location, geometric features, and current capacity constraints, would remain unchanged.  Under this alternative, some minor improvements at high volume ramp intersections could occur.  Under the no-build alternative, it is assumed that other committed and planned improvements (as detailed in Iowa DOT multi-year programs for the Sioux City Metropolitan Area) would still be undertaken and that safety concerns identified in Section 1, Purpose and Need, would still remain.
Build Alternatives - Six initial concepts were developed that considered project purpose and need, potential environmental constraints, future traffic projections, and order of magnitude costs.  The development and evaluation of the initial concepts also considered operational and driver expectancy issues, constructability, maintenance of traffic during construction, environmental impacts, estimated right-of-way impacts, and order of magnitude costs.  A complete description of the six initial concepts is in Section 2, Alternatives, of the Draft EIS.  
2.3
Step 2:  Alternatives Eliminated From Consideration
The No-Build Alternative, though unable to meet the project purpose and need, was carried forward in accordance with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1502.14, Alternatives including the proposed action, of the Regulations for Implementing NEPA.  As the range of alternatives was evaluated, other alternatives that did not meet the project purpose and need were eliminated from further consideration as follows:

Concept 2 - The main disadvantages of Concept 2 were the five-leg intersection at Gordon Drive and Pierce Street, the use of Gordon Drive as part of the northbound frontage road, and the conversion of Pierce to two-way traffic.  The elimination of Concept 2 was based primarily on concerns about two-way traffic on Pierce Street.  Two-way traffic was noted as being incompatible with existing one-way traffic in the downtown area and concerns surfaced regarding traffic backing up during railroad grade crossing blockages.  Additionally, the five-leg intersection at Gordon Drive and Pierce Street was anticipated to operate at level of service (LOS) D and provided undesirable intersection geometry, introducing the potential for wrong-way traffic on the northbound exit ramp.

Concept 3 - Concept 3 provided the most direct access to and from downtown and I-29 and fully satisfied traffic operations criteria, it provided these advantages by eliminating access from Gordon Drive to Wesley Parkway and isolating the Tyson Events Center.  Concept 3 also included the most bridges and correspondingly the highest construction cost.  Finally, traffic patterns between Gordon Drive and Wesley Parkway would have been diverted to other city streets by Concept 3.  For these reasons, Concept 3 was not recommended for further refinement or modification.

Concept 4 - Concept 4 did not advance for further development because of changes this alternative made to downtown access and accompanying operations problems at key intersections.  Direct access from Gordon Drive to I-29 and Wesley Parkway was severed in the concept, forcing traffic to divert to Virginia Street or through downtown.  The rerouting of this traffic tended to focus traffic on Virginia Street and severe traffic operation problems were anticipated on the intersections along Virginia Street.  The concept also severed interstate connections for Floyd Boulevard, the industrial areas adjacent to Floyd Boulevard south of Gordon Drive, and the Tyson Events Center.  The local stakeholders on the Siouxland Metropolitan Advisory Council (SMAC) strongly objected to Concept 4.

Stockyard Interchange Concept - Upon completion of further study of the Stockyard Interchange concepts, the City of Sioux City determined that the Stockyards Interchange was not desirable because of its effects on access from I-29 to the Hoeven Valley corridor to the north.  Additionally, the City of Sioux City determined that the likely delay on constructing I-29 improvements caused by the time required to obtain and clear the necessary right-of-way was not desirable.  The City of Sioux City sent a letter to the Iowa DOT on May 9, 2006 requesting that the Stockyards Interchange concept be eliminated from further consideration.
2.4
Step 3:  Alternatives Carried Forward
Three build concepts were carried forward because they meet the aspects of the project’s purpose and need.  The three build concepts carried forward in the Draft EIS were Concept 1 (Alternative A), Concept 5 (Alternative B), and Concept 6 (Alternative C), as shown on Figures 2-3a, b, c, Alternatives Carried Forward in the Draft EIS.  Alternatives A, B, C and the No-Build Alternative
 were carried forward for impact analysis.  A brief summary of the major components of the three build alternatives is presented below.
Alternative A:
· Reconstructing 15 bridges.
· Providing a full access interchange for Hamilton Boulevard.

· Extending 3rd Street to Wesley Parkway to provide additional access from Wesley Parkway to downtown.

· Reconstructing the existing Wesley Parkway Interchange as a two-level interchange.

· Providing southbound access from Wesley Parkway through the south side frontage road and the Nebraska/Pierce Street interchange.  

· Providing southbound access to Wesley Parkway through the south side frontage road and the Hamilton Boulevard exit ramp.  

· Providing direct access to and from Wesley Parkway through northbound exit and entrance ramps.

· Connecting northbound and southbound downtown frontage roads directly to Iowa 12, locally known as Gordon Drive, at Virginia Street.  

· Providing northbound entrance access from downtown through a frontage road and US 77, locally known as the Wesley Parkway Interchange.  

· Constructing braided downtown and Floyd Boulevard ramps. 
· Providing an interchange for downtown access to and from Nebraska Street and Pierce Street, similar to the existing downtown interchange. 

· Providing full access interchange for Floyd Boulevard, which separates industrial traffic from downtown commercial traffic.  

Alternative B:
· Reconstructing 13 bridges.
· Providing a full access interchange for Hamilton Boulevard.  

· Extending 3rd Street to Wesley Parkway to provide additional access from Wesley Parkway to downtown.  

· Shifting Gordon Drive to the north in the vicinity of Pearl Street to accommodate the I-29 alignment.  

· Reconstructing the existing Wesley Parkway Interchange as a two-level interchange.  

· Provisioning full access to and from Wesley Parkway except for southbound access to Wesley Parkway.  

· Extending the north frontage road to Nebraska Street and the south frontage road to Pierce Street, which is extended under I-29 providing additional access to and from the downtown area.  

· Connecting Floyd Boulevard to Virginia Street with a one-way pair of frontage roads.  

· Combining access to Floyd Boulevard and to Downtown in the form of a split-diamond interchange with ramps connecting from I-29 to Floyd Boulevard and Virginia Street.  

Alternative C:
· Reconstructing 9 bridges. 
· Constructing braided ramps between Hamilton Boulevard and Wesley Parkway.   

· Reconstructing the existing Wesley Parkway Interchange as a two-level interchange.  

· Realigning Wesley Parkway to tie directly into 3rd Street.  

· Constructing a split diamond interchange between Wesley Parkway and Pearl Street to access the downtown area, removing the need for an interchange at the Nebraska and Pierce Street locations.

· Modifying the on and off ramps of the Floyd Boulevard Interchange and keeping Floyd Boulevard in its existing location.

2.5
Step 4:  Preferred Alternative
Step 4 and was completed after agencies and the public had a chance to review and comment on the Draft EIS.  The information below is an update to Section 2 of the Draft EIS.

FHWA, in coordination with Iowa DOT and public input, identified Alternative B as the preferred alternative for the following reasons:

· Evaluation of the existing and planned transportation network indicated that Alternative B would best meet the project purpose and need.

· Alternative B would satisfy traffic operations criteria at all locations.

· Alternative B would separate Floyd Boulevard traffic from downtown traffic, per stakeholder preference.

· Alternative B would provide more convenient local access during construction compared to the other two alternatives.

· Alternative B received the most support from stakeholders and agencies.

· Alternative B would take less time to construct compared to the other alternatives.

· Alternative B would reduce the number of I-29 entrances and exits by consolidating Floyd Boulevard and downtown access, per agency preference.

· Alternative B would minimize parkland impacts.

Alternative B was identified as the preferred alternative after reviewing all the reasonable alternatives under consideration (including the No-Build Alternative) with respect to their ability to meet the project purpose and need.  
Subsequent to the Draft EIS, FHWA and Iowa DOT (the signatory agencies) further evaluated potential impacts, as discussed in Section 3, Environmental Analysis and reviewed the comments received on the Draft EIS, as addressed in Section 4, Comments and Coordination.  Based on the updated information obtained in this manner, the signatory agencies decided that the preferred alternative to implement for the project is Alternative B.  From this point forward Alternative B will be referred to as the Preferred Alternative.  Figures 2-1a, b, and c shows the Preferred Alternative.
The alignment for the Preferred Alternative has not been modified from the Draft EIS.  No comments received from the public or agencies required the evaluation of additional or different alternatives than what was presented in the Draft EIS.  Agency support for the Preferred Alternative is discussed in Section 4, Comments and Coordination of this Final EIS. 
Figure 2-1a.  Preferred Alternative (Western Section of Corridor)
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Figure 2-1b.  Preferred Alternative (Central Section of Corridor)
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Figure 2-1c.   Preferred Alternative (Southern Section of Corridor)
11x17
� The No-Build Alternative is included in accordance with 40 CFR 1502.14, Alternatives including the proposed action, of the Regulations for Implementing NEPA.
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