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Abstract 
 
Title:   Communities in Motion: Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan 
 
Author:  Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS) 
 
Subject:   Regional growth, transportation  
 
Date:   Adopted September 20, 2010, COMPASS Board of Directors 
 
Source of Copies: Communications Coordinator 
    COMPASS 
    208-855-2558 ext 231 
    www.compassidaho.org 
 
Abstract: Communities in Motion (CIM) is the regional long-range transportation plan for 

Ada and Canyon Counties, Idaho, and provides regional transportation 
solutions for the next twenty-plus years. Communities in Motion evaluates 
projected population and employment growth, current and future 
transportation needs, safety, financial capacity, and preservation of the human 
and natural environment. Communities in Motion offers a vision for land use, 
known as “Community Choices” and addresses the way land use affects 
transportation, how investments in transportation influence growth, what and 
ideal transportation system can achieve, how transportation projects are 
selected, and how transportation projects serve regional needs. 
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Preface 
 

The Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS) is an association of local 
governments working together to plan for the future of Treasure Valley. COMPASS members set 
priorities for spending federal and state transportation dollars that come to southwest Idaho and play 
an important role in making decisions about future long-range transportation needs. They take into 
consideration environmental and economic factors that may affect our quality of life. COMPASS is 
the federally designated Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for transportation planning, 
which is required when an urbanized area reaches 50,000 people. COMPASS has served as the MPO 
for the Northern Ada County Urbanized Area since 1977 and for the Nampa Urbanized Area since 
early 2003. Members include two counties, eleven cities, three highway districts, the state department 
of transportation, and special and ex officio members. The full list is located in the Introduction. 
 
COMPASS is responsible for producing the regional long-range transportation plan and the 
Transportation Improvement Programs for Ada County and Canyon County. COMPASS also 
manages corridors studies, monitors growth, and provides demographic, modeling, and geographic 
information services.  
 

 
 

Vision for COMPASS  
COMPASS is a respected forum that helps establish a healthy, economically vibrant region, offering people 

choices in how and where they live, work, play, and travel through the planning and support of a 
comprehensive multi-modal  transportation system. 

 
 

 
 

Vision for Communities in Motion  
 We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by 

an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Preparation of this document was financed in part through grants from the U.S. Department of Transportation, the Federal 
Highway Administration, and the Federal Transit Administration. The contents are the sole responsibility of the 
Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho.  
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Communities in Motion 2035 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
DEFINING THE VISION 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and 
communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal 
transportation system. 

Communities in Motion is the regional long-range transportation plan for Ada and Canyon 

Counties, Idaho, and includes high level information for Boise, Elmore, Gem, and Payette Counties as 

well. It provides regional transportation solutions for the next 20-plus years for southwest Idaho.  

Communities in Motion evaluates projected population and employment growth, current and future 

transportation needs, safety, financial capacity, and preservation of the human and natural 

environment. 

Communities in Motion offers a vision for land use, known as “Community Choices,” and addresses: 

• How land use affects transportation 

• How investments in transportation influence growth 

• What the transportation system is supposed to achieve  

• How transportation projects are selected  

• How transportation projects serve regional needs 
 

In 2006, the Communities in Motion 

planning process identified a broad vision, 

community goals, objectives, and measurable 

tasks. This was accomplished by engaging 

people early in the process. Over 2000 

residents, stakeholders, and elected officials 

participated in developing the plan. 

Of those who reviewed and commented 

on the plan, 72 percent supported the key 

recommendations. 
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The Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS) is responsible for 
producing the region’s long-range transportation plan. COMPASS outlined these 
guidelines when beginning the planning process: 
 
 Projects from prior plans would not be carried over automatically.  
 Projects would be selected by a rational evaluation process.  
 Land use preferences would start the planning process.  
 Regional perspectives and broad corridor-level projects would be the focus. 
 Public transportation would be considered in a meaningful way.  
 The plan would be financially constrained and include only projects that could be 

funded with existing levels of revenue over the next 25 years. 

Communities in Motion Goals: 

Connections 

Provide options for safe access and 
mobility in a cost-effective manner in the 
region. 

Coordination 

Achieve better inter-jurisdictional 
coordination of transportation and land 
use planning. 

Environment 

Minimize transportation impacts to 
people, cultural resources, and the 
environment. 

Information 

Coordinate data gathering and dispense 
better information. 

 

Communities in Motion supports: 

• Balance between housing and jobs 

• Choices in housing types 

• Choices in transportation and shorter commuting distance 

• Connectivity through higher densities 

• Preservation of open space and farmland 
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Community Choices encourages growth inside city “areas of impact,” and emphasizes 
higher densities and mixed-uses with jobs, shopping and services closer to housing. If 
growth and development do not follow Community Choices and instead follow the current 
pattern (known as “Trend”), it will be possible to drive through southwest Idaho and not 
be able to tell when you’ve left one town and entered another because residential growth 
will have blurred the boundaries. 

Growing Our Region 

 
More and more people commute to Ada and Canyon Counties from Gem, Payette, Boise and 

Elmore Counties every day.  For example, more than half of Boise County’s working population and 

37 percent of Gem County’s commuted to Ada and Canyon Counties in 2000 according to the U.S. 

Census, and the percentages keep growing. Other travel pressures exist as well. Recreational travel 

affects Boise County, while Payette County faces heavy truck traffic along U.S. 95. 

But the traffic problems of today will pale in comparison to the problems in 2035, due in part to 

population growth. In 2000, the two-county region had slightly over 400,000 residents; by 2035, the 

population may swell to over 1 million.  The location of jobs to support this growing population will 

be critical.  Growth and what it means for the future of our region is the reason for Communities in 

Motion. 

The Communities in Motion planning process looked at how the region might develop.  Using 

input from public workshops, local governments, stakeholders, and elected officials, COMPASS 

developed the growth scenario — Community Choices — on which the plan is based.   

Community Choices is still the preferred scenario for the 2010 update and offers a vision for a 

more cost-effective, multi-modal transportation system.  To support this vision, funding for public 

infrastructure must be directed to areas of growth consistent with those outlined in Communities in 

Motion.  If done, new growth patterns will mean that our region will: 

• Consume less land 

• Save more open space  

• Offer more housing choices 

• Foster the use of public transportation  

• Cut one million daily vehicle miles of travel 

• Ease traffic congestion  

• Reduce fuel consumption 
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Designing the Future  

Communities in Motion identifies the need for roads and transit for the region through 2035. With 

an anticipated population of over 1 million in 2035, and even with significant investment, the roadway 

system will still be over capacity. Just five percent of the roads were over capacity in 2006. A road’s 

capacity is related to traffic volumes and effects on travel time and delay for users: as a road nears its 

maximum capacity, travel times increases sharply. For example, consider travel time on I-84 at 5:30 am 

in comparison with travel time at 7:30 am. As volumes increase, travel speeds become more erratic, 

meaning stop-and-go conditions. Without this investment, the system will be over capacity even more.  

 Communities in Motion recommends a transit system more than ten times the size of the system 

today.  The state of Idaho, however, neither 

provides funding for transit nor an option for 

communities to tax themselves to pay for expanded 

transit, so this expanded transit system is unfunded 

in the plan.  Getting the funding for transit is a high 

priority for implementation. 

 

Roadways 

Roadway improvements identified in Communities in Motion focus on regional corridors.  This 

focus means Communities in Motion does not include “minor” improvements such as intersections, 

traffic signals, and shorter-length roadway projects.  Many of the corridors cross multiple jurisdictions 

and several of these roadways connect county to county.  Each corridor is described in Chapter 5 and 

includes: 

• Regional importance 

• Characteristics and use 

• Recommendations to meet Communities in Motion goals 

• Land use decisions required to implement Communities in Motion goals (actions needed to occur to 

preserve the corridor for the future improvements) 

• Opportunities and challenges 

• Past, current, or programmed improvements 

• Recommended investments in the funded portion of Communities in Motion 

• Additional desired improvements (illustrative) or other actions needed in the future—perhaps 

beyond 2035 

Communities in Motion does not 
preclude local governments from 
approving development that is not 
consistent with the location, nature, 
and amount of growth shown under the 
Community Choice scenario. Public 
funding, however, would not be 
available for transportation 
infrastructure to serve such growth. 



Communities in Motion – Executive Summary – Page ES - 5   September 2010 
 

The needs for an optimal transportation system simply outweigh the amount of money the region 

has available over the next 20-plus years.  Financial assumptions resulted in the decision to move many 

corridors labeled as “funded” in 2006 from the “funded” category to “unfunded.” These changes in 

funding status are not related to the prioritization of the corridors themselves. Changes were based on 

a conservative approach: corridors with substantial existing funding commitments, via a capital 

improvement plan or other budget document, were deemed as “funded.”  

The corridor improvements shown in the following tables are subject to amendment by the 

COMPASS Board based on new financial situations. Projects, including new transit services, shown as 

unfunded may be moved into the funded list if more dollars are provided via local, state, or federal 

actions over the next four years. 

Ada and Canyon Counties – Funded Corridors 

In Alphabetical Order 

ID Corridor 

Status in 

2006 CIM Funded Amount 

1 Amity Road: Southside Blvd.-Cloverdale Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $67,528,000  

2 Cloverdale Road: Lake Hazel Road-Chinden Blvd. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. Includes widening of 
overpass at I-84. 

Funded $71,729,000  
 

3 Fairview Avenue: Meridian Road-Orchard. Widen from 
five lanes to seven lanes. 

Funded $53,359,000  

4 Franklin Road: Idaho Center Road-Linder Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $34,740,000  

5 I-84: Garrity Interchange-Meridian Interchange. Widen 
from four lanes to eight lanes. Includes reconstruction of 
Garrity interchange and existing over/underpasses. 

Funded $286,044,000  

6 Bowmont Road-a three-mile section. Funding shown is 
only to construct a two-lane section 

Illustrative $7,807,000  

7 Meridian Road: Waltman Drive - Ustick Road. Complete 
corridor improvements to five lanes. Includes partial 
couplet involving Main Street and Meridian Road. 

Funded $16,524,000  

8 Ten Mile Road:  Lake Hazel - Chinden Blvd. Widen from 
two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $51,941,000  

9 Ustick Road: Caldwell/Nampa Blvd.-Curtis Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $134,275,000  

   $723,947,000 
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Ada and Canyon Counties – Partially Funded Corridors 

In Alphabetical Order 

ID Corridor 

Status in 

2006 CIM 

Funded 

Portion 2009 Cost 

Programmed 

or Planned 

Funding 

Unfunded 

Amount 

1 I-84: Cole/Overland 
Interchange-Isaacs 
Canyon Interchange. 
Widen from four lanes 
to eight lanes. Includes 
interchange 
reconstruction at 
Orchard, Vista, 
Broadway and Gowen. 

Funded Orchard 
Interchange 

Vista 
Interchange 

Vista - 
Broadway 
widening 

$381,228,000  $136,151,000 ($245,077,000) 

2 I-84: Exit 29-Garrity 
Interchange. Widen 
from four lanes to six 
lanes. Includes 
reconstruction of 
Franklin and Nampa 
Blvd. interchanges and 
existing 
over/underpasses. 

Funded Franklin Blvd 
– Garrity 

$668,514,000  $286,044,000 ($382,470,000) 

3 Lake Hazel Road:  
Happy Valley - 
Eisenmann Road 
(including Gowen Road 
Realignment) 

Funded Locust Grove 
to Pleasant 

Valley - 
construct to 5 

lanes 

$135,589,000  $45,300,000 ($90,289,000) 

4 Linder Road: Kuna Mora 
Road-Ustick Road. 
Widen/construct to five 
lanes. Includes a rail 
crossing in Kuna and an 
overpass at I-84. 

Unfunded Franklin to 
Chinden – 
Construct 

$100,876,000  $28,000,000 ($72,876,000) 

5 Linder Road: Ustick 
Road-Beacon Light 
Road. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes. 

Unfunded Franklin to 
Chinden – 
Construct 

$92,400,000  $52,400,000 ($40,000,000) 

6 SH 16: Ada/Gem line-I-
84. Construct limited 
access highway with 
interchanges and 
overpasses at SH-44, 
US 20/26, Ustick, 
Franklin and I-84. Other 
interchange and 
overpass locations 
would be evaluated. 

Funded SH 44 to US 
20/26 - 

construct to 4 
lanes with 

river crossing 

$314,688,000  $119,457,000 ($195,231,000) 

7 SH 44 (State Street):  
SH 55 (Eagle Road) to 
downtown Boise (Multi-
Modal Center) 

Funded Glenwood to 
36th Street - 
construct to 7 

lanes 

$57,041,000  $36,700,000 ($20,341,000) 

    $1,750,336,000  $704,052,000 $2,454,388,000 
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Ada and Canyon Counties – Unfunded Corridors 

In Alphabetical Order 

ID Corridor 
Status in 
2006 CIM 2009 Cost 

1 Beacon Light Road Extension: Purple Sage Road-SH 16. 
Construct new two-lane road. 

Unfunded $4,033,000 

2 Beacon Light Road: SH 16-SH 55. Widen from two lanes to five 
lanes. 

Unfunded $48,701,000 

3 Black Cat Road: Franklin Road-Chinden Blvd. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes. 

Unfunded $38,123,000 

4 Cherry Lane: Middleton Road-Ten Mile Road. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $63,885,000 

5 Greenhurst Road: Middleton Road-Happy Valley Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $34,740,000 

6 Happy Valley Road (five-lane) – from Flamingo to Locust Lane Unfunded $40,907,000 

7 I-84: Future SH 16 Interchange: (vicinity of McDermott). 
Construct new interchange with ramps to connect with Franklin  

Funded $95,762,000 

8 I-84: Ustick Road Interchange. Construct new interchange. Unfunded $32,528,000 

9 Kuna Mora - Bowmont Expressway Corridor Unfunded $290,000,000 

10 McDermott Road: I-84-Lake Hazel Road (including RR overpass 
at Hubbard Road). Widen from two lanes to five lanes. Access 
management to preserve future expressway. 

Unfunded $45,019,000 

11 Meridian Interchange Funded $35,000,000 

12 Middleton Road: Greenhurst Road-SH 44. Widen from two lanes 
to five lanes. 

Unfunded $83,532,000 

13 Robinson Road: Greenhurst Road-Cherry Ln. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes north of I-84, three lanes south of I-84. 

Unfunded $48,792,000 

14 SH 44: I-84-Ballantyne Road. Widen from two lanes to four-lane 
limited access highway. Includes a new alternate route around 
Middleton. 

Funded $108,773,000 

15 SH 45: Deer Flat Road-Locust Lane. Widen from two lanes to 
four-lane limited access highway. 

Unfunded $13,792,000 

16 SH 55 (Eagle Road), I-84 to River Valley Street Funded $19,517,000 

17 SH 55: Beacon Light Road-Brookside. Widen from two lanes to 
four-lane limited access highway. 

Unfunded $1,822,000 

18 SH 55: Sunnyslope curve to Karcher Interchange. Widen from 
two lanes to four-lane limited access highway. 

Unfunded $58,420,000 

19 SH 69 Connection: Kuna Mora Road-Kuna Road. Build new road 
parallel to the Union Pacific rail (north side) to connect SH 69 to 
Kuna Mora. Broaden to include potential of a rail crossing option 
to Kuna Mora. 

Unfunded $22,509,000 

20 Three Cities River Crossing: SH 44-Chinden Blvd. Construct new 
roadway at four/five lanes and new bridge. 

Funded $105,359,000 

21 US 20/26: Exit 29-Eagle Road. Widen from two lanes to four-
lane limited access highway. 

Funded $264,036,000 

   $1,455,250,000 
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Transit 

Communities in Motion supports transit, walking, and biking.  Both fixed-

guideway systems and a scheduled fixed-route service are options for transit.  A 

fixed-guideway system can be light rail, commuter rail, streetcars, or bus rapid 

transit services, all of which offer higher-speed transportation on separate travel 

ways — a real benefit when the streets are congested. 

Scheduled fixed-route services, such as a buses operating on specific streets, 

are important for linking into guideway systems as well as serving more local 

trips and lower density corridors.  

The proposed system would need another $2.7 billion 

over the next 25 years to be implemented.  The transit 

system in the Treasure Valley will not improve much 

beyond what we have today without a local funding 

source.  

 

The proposed transit system would have:  

• Fifteen minute frequency during peak hours  

• Expanded service on evenings and weekends 

• Commuter bus services expanded to Elmore, Payette, Gem and 

Boise Counties  

• Rail or other fixed-guideway service between the cities of 

Caldwell, Nampa, Meridian, and Boise  

• Bus rapid transit service between the cities of Eagle and Boise  

To obtain local funds for transit, the Idaho Legislature needs to provide local governments the 

option to ask citizens to tax themselves – locally – to pay for the optimal system.  
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Finding the Money 

There is not enough money to complete all the corridors included in the optimal transportation 

system. The region will have slightly over $6.2 billion available for roads and perhaps $1.4 billion for 

transit between 2010 and 2035, and most of it will be used for operations and maintenance.  We need 

another $3.9 billion for roadways and $2.7 billion for transit, or $6.6 billion total for road and transit 

together.  

What do these large numbers mean for a resident of our region?  The total shortfall in 2010 could 

be met with additional revenues of less than $430 per household.  Funding for transportation comes 

from three general sources: federal funds, state highway distribution account, and local funds.  

Funding is not equally available.  In some counties, there are very few resources in place to build new 

major roadways or offer transit services. 

 

Major Changes in This Plan 

 There are some major changes in this version of Communities in Motion compared to what was 

adopted in 2006. These include: 

• Chapter 1 provides a broad introduction to Communities in Motion. 

• Chapter 2 provides some background information on regional history and issues and discusses 

what has happened since 2006. 

• Chapter 3 provides the goals and policies, most of which are unchanged from the 2006 plan. 

• Chapter 4 contains information about new growth forecasted through 2035. While the overall 

preferred land use pattern remains Community Choices, population is forecasted to reach 1.046 

million by 2035 versus the 825,000 forecasted for 2030 a few years ago. 

• Chapter 5 discusses roadways and shows a number of roadway corridors that were deemed funded 

in 2006 and are unfunded or partially funded in this plan. 

• Chapter 6 is a new section dealing with transportation choices—public transportation, walking, 

biking, and other modes. 

• Chapter 7 is also new and discusses ways to make more efficient use of the current transportation 

system. 

• Chapter 8 is new and presents an overview of environmental issues and strategies related to 

transportation. 

• Chapter 9 is new and addresses security issues such as natural disasters in terms of their 

transportation issues. 
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Capitol Building, Boise 

• Chapter 10 is new and presents safety issues such as rail, bicycle, and other accident categories drawn 

from the Strategic Highway Safety Plan created by the Idaho Transportation Department.  

• Chapter 11 discusses freight issues. 

• Chapter 12 provides expanded information on transportation costs and financing. 

• Chapter 13 addresses new issues dealing with sustainability. 

• Chapter 14 presents the implications of building out the area’s comprehensive plans. 
 

 Some the new chapters are required under federal rules instituted after 2006, but the inclusion of issues 

such as safety, system security, and the environment into Communities in Motion is really sound planning. 

These are integral parts of transportation and the community. As discussed in the plan, truly sustainable 

communities consider resource consumption and environmental effects on future generations.  
 

Putting Communities in Motion into Action 

A plan is not a solution. It is a guidebook.  Where do we 

want to be?  How might we get there?  What are the 

opportunities and costs?  Implementing the plan is essential. 

Between now and the next update in 2014, COMPASS and its 

members will focus on putting the vision and goals for 

Communities in Motion into effect.  If we fail to move forward 

with the plan, it means we are willing to accept current development 

patterns. What steps do we take to ensure a brighter future? 

• Search and ensure funding streams 

• Protect corridors for future needs  

• Develop guidelines for how transportation routes function, look, 

and feel 

• Refine how projects are selected 

• Track changes in plans and ordinance and work with local 

governments to encourage a more compact and diverse pattern of 

development where appropriate 

• Actively engage and encourage citizen involvement  

 
The future community envisioned in Communities in Motion is a metropolitan area of at 
least 1.046 million people in Ada and Canyon Counties with another 150,000 people in 
the surrounding counties. The area will have more congestion, but well-designed 
streets, an effective transit system, and a mixture of housing and business can result 
in a vital future for southwest Idaho. 
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COMPASS Members 
 

General Members 
 

Ada County 
Ada County Highway District 

Canyon County 
Canyon Highway District #4 

City of Boise 
City of Caldwell 

City of Eagle 
City of Garden City 

City of Kuna 
City of Meridian 
City of Middleton 

City of Nampa 
City of Notus 
City of Parma 
City of Star 

Nampa Highway District #1 
 

Special Members 
 

Boise State University 
Capital City Development     

Corporation 
Idaho Dept. of Environmental Quality 

Idaho Transportation Department 
Independent School District of Boise 

Valley Regional Transit 
 

Ex Officio 
 

Central District Health 
Office of the Governor 

Greater Boise Auditorium District 

CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 

 

Metropolitan Planning  

The Community Planning Association of Southwest 

Idaho (COMPASS) plays an important role in making 

decisions about future transportation needs in the 

Treasure Valley.  COMPASS members consider 

environmental and economic factors that affect the 

quality of life for area residents when making decisions 

about transportation. 

As an association of local governments working 

together to plan for the future of the region, COMPASS 

members set priorities for spending federal 

transportation dollars over the next twenty-five years. 

The agency conducts this work as the Metropolitan 

Planning Organization1 (MPO) for Northern Ada 

County2 and the Nampa Urbanized Area3.  The federal 

government requires the formation of an MPO when an 

urban area reaches 50,000 people.  COMPASS has 

served as the MPO for Northern Ada County since 1977 

and the Nampa Urbanized Area since early 2003.  

The Boise/Meridian urbanized area became a 

“Transportation Management Area” when the 

population exceeded 200,000 in 2000.  

                                                 
1 Metropolitan Planning Organization boundary map URL:  http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/bi-
county_uaE.pdf  

2 Northern Ada County is the area north of the “Boise Base Line.”  The invisible line runs across the county west to east 
approximately seven miles south of Kuna. 

3 Nampa Urbanized Area is comprised of the cities of Nampa, Caldwell, and Middleton, and some of Canyon County.  The U.S. 
Census Bureau designates urbanized areas. 
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Elmore
Ada

Canyon

Boise

Gem
Payette

Communities in Motion Planning Area

How many miles is it from 
southwest Idaho to… 

 
Portland = 430 

Salt Lake City = 340 
Sacramento = 550 

Denver = 830 
Seattle = 500 

This designation results in additional requirements for COMPASS to satisfy federal regulations, including 

preparation of a Congestion Management System. 

The federal government requires that an MPO, such 

as COMPASS, prepare a regional long-range 

transportation plan for its planning area.  Communities in 

Motion is the title given to the regional long-range 

transportation plan for Ada and Canyon Counties. 

Communities in Motion also provides information on 

regional transportation routes in the counties of Boise, 

Elmore, Gem, and Payette.  The partnership with Idaho 

Transportation Department (ITD) in 2006 to create the 

original Communities in Motion plan enabled true regional planning in southwest Idaho. This update of 

Communities in Motion focuses on Ada and Canyon Counties only. 

About the Area 

Boise is the capital of Idaho, and is part of the largest 

metropolitan area in the state with an estimated regional 

population of 641,000 in 2008.  This is 42% of the entire 

state’s population of 1.52 million.4  A superb 

transportation system – one that is efficient, versatile and 

sustainable – is essential to sustaining the vitality of the 

region. 

Even though the region is the most populous in the 

state, there is still a sense of remoteness about southwest 

Idaho.  Most everything a large city offers is available, 

although at a different scale.  Seattle has the Mariners; 

Boise has the Hawks (A-level baseball).  Denver has the 

Avalanche; Boise has the Steelheads (AA-level hockey).  Portland has the Trailblazers; Boise has the 

Stampede (the Development League--just below the National Basketball Association).  Sports fans support 

these vital minor league teams and often enjoy the smaller scale.  

Southwest Idaho also offers cultural activities featuring exceptional talent.  Professional theater, ballet, 

philharmonic, opera, and modern dance companies have tremendous following.   

                                                 
4 Detailed Census data for the six-county region by county is available from the Census web site at:  

http://factfinder.census.gov/servlet/DatasetMainPageServlet?_program=PEP&_submenuId=datasets_3&_lang=en  
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Employment and Transportation 

The metropolitan area had approximately 276,100 jobs in August 20066.  As of February 2010, this had 

decreased to 245,800, with much of the loss in construction and manufacturing.  Most of the jobs are located 

in Ada County.  This “jobs/housing imbalance7” ratio is discussed in Chapter 4.  The imbalance is caused 

when people need to travel long distances from home to work.  The transportation system works much better 

when jobs are located near housing and vice-versa, thus creating shorter commute distances. 

As noted in Chapter 4, demographers expect an additional 225,000 jobs in the region by 2035.  

Communities in Motion anticipates that jobs will be spread more efficiently throughout the six-county region, 

thus creating the opportunity for people to live closer to where they work – creating better balance in jobs 

and housing.  

The challenge facing this region, similar to many rapid growth 

areas around the U.S., is that new jobs may result in escalating 

housing prices and land values.  Many workers, especially those 

with lower wages, may not be able to find affordable housing near 

their place of employment, thereby, driving up commuting costs 

and demands on existing transportation facilities.  One example of 

this phenomenon is in Silicon Valley, near San Jose, California.  

Fueled by the technology boom in the 1980s and 1990s, housing 

costs spiraled upward, with fairly modest homes costing $1 

million.  This caused many workers to face commutes of up to 

two hours from surrounding communities.  In turn, these workers 

displaced lower paid residents in those communities.  

                                                 
5 US Census Bureau, Table H34, Year Structure Built. Universe: Housing units. Data Set: Census 2000 Summary File 3 (SF 3) - 

Sample Data 
6 Idaho Department of Labor.  Boise-Nampa MSA Nonfarm Jobs Data. 

http://lmi.idaho.gov/Employment/IdahoNonfarmJobs/tabid/760/Default.aspx 
7 Jobs/Housing Imbalance – when people do not live near where they work, there is an imbalance in the jobs and housing ratio.  

Table 1-1: Percentage of Housing5 
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Built Since 1990 17% 25% 34% 31% 32% 20% 24% 21% 32% 

Built Since 1980 33% 38% 48% 56% 42% 31% 33% 30% 45% 

Built Since 1950 78% 82% 89% 92% 82% 87% 77% 74% 87% 

To accommodate growth to 
2030, I estimate that the U.S. 
will construct 50% more 
residential units and 90% 
more nonresidential space 
than existed in 
2000…Assuming these 
projections hold, why should 
we be interested in them? 
They show that, for those 
who fear we cannot change 
current development 
patterns, there is hope.  

Arthur C. Nelson, FAICP. 
Planner’s Estimating 
Guide: Projecting Land-
Use and Facility Needs. 
2004  
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Figure 1-1: Interstate-84 Traffic Growth 

With low fuel prices, the cost of commuting is often not considered when making housing location 

decisions.  Fuel went to $4 per gallon in 2008, dropped due to the economic slump, but is slated to increase. 

How will changing fuel pricing affect location decisions?  For a commuter facing a 60 mile round trip each 

day, a one-dollar increase could amount to a $66 monthly increase in commuting costs. The “jobs/housing 

balance” concept addresses this issue. What happens to a community when its teachers, police officers, and 

mechanics can no longer afford to buy homes in the community where they work?  

In addition to those who live in southwest Idaho, many people also pass through the region, particularly 

on Interstate-84 (I-84).  This freeway is the major 

east/west route through southern Idaho, and carries 

people and products from the west coast to locations in 

the Intermountain West and beyond.   

Trucks are often a major issue noted by the public.  

Studies commissioned by COMPASS concluded that of 

6,500+ commercial trucks surveyed, through truck 

traffic was only 10% of the total traffic.  Figure 1-1 

shows that the major demand point is between the Wye 

Interchange and Eagle Road—five times the volumes 

just outside the urban area. 

Assumptions 

To develop Communities in Motion, planners used a set of assumptions to establish baseline information. 

For this purpose, an “assumption” takes a fact, notion or idea for granted; thus, the plan “assumes” certain 

things about the future.  These assumptions for the year 2035 include:    

 The Treasure Valley will experience high levels of growth.  The economic and development slump 

that started in 2007 will end. 

 Water will remain available. 

 Most automobiles will continue to have gasoline/diesel engines, although they will be more efficient. 

 Fuel prices will fluctuate, but will not rise beyond what many people are willing to pay.  

 Fuel taxes will remain stable and will continue to be used for roadways. 

 Residents in the Treasure Valley will use transit choices as they become viable. 

 Until legislation for local funding for expanded transit services is approved, major expansion of the 

transit system cannot be funded.   
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 Federal funding for both roadways and transit will remain stable for capital purchases through new 

iterations of the transportation bill.  Any federal reductions for transit operating costs will be offset 

by local general revenues from the local governments within Ada County and Canyon County. 

 Jobs will be dispersed throughout the region. 

 Parking will become less available and more expensive. 
 

A financial analysis prepared in 2009 estimated that the roadway shortfall could be as high as $3.9 billion 

through 2035, while the transit shortfall could be as high as $2.7 billion. The growth assumptions are 

discussed in greater detail in Chapter 4, while financial assumptions are laid out in Chapter 12. Financial 

assumptions resulted in the decision to move many corridors from the “funded” category to “unfunded.” 

These changes in funding status are not related to the prioritization of the corridors themselves. Changes 

were based on a conservative approach: corridors with substantial existing funding commitments, via a capital 

improvement plan or other budget document, were deemed as “funded.” The “funded” and “unfunded” 

designations are driven by two federal requirements: 

• Plans must be fiscally constrained, meaning that only current and reasonably available funding 

sources can be included. 

• Air quality evaluations that determine if emissions budgets for air pollutants are being met must be 

based only on those corridors and services that are funded. 

Corridors shown as unfunded remain eligible for future funding, if new funding become available. The 

COMPASS Board can amend Communities in Motion to change the funding status of corridors and services as 

conditions warrant. 

Elements 

Community goals -- developed in public workshops, open houses, and other public comment 

opportunities throughout the planning process -- created the foundation of Communities in Motion.  These goals 

are:  

 Connections 

 Coordination 

 Environments 

 Information 
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Two key elements -- “Community Choices” and Regional Corridors – link with the goals.  The first 

element, Community Choices, is the scenario for land use and transportation that emerged from public 

workshops.  The COMPASS Board approved the scenario in 2006 and continues to endorse it for the 2010 

update.  As such, the transportation investments in this plan are intended to support implementation of the 

Community Choices scenario. The name reflects choice in housing types (single family, multi-family, town 

homes, zero lot line homes, condominiums, and large lot) and in transportation modes (automobile, transit 

options, bike lanes, and walking paths). 

The second element is Regional Corridors.  With a much larger planning area than past plans, 

Communities in Motion analyzes transportation systems at the regional corridor level.  The matrix on the 

following page (Table 1-2) links the goals and issues. 

 Communities in Motion, if followed, will result in preservation of open space, infill and redevelopment, 

choices in housing types that are currently not available, a much expanded transit system and other 

alternatives to the automobile, and jobs/housing balance.  

 Table 1-2: Matrix of Key Issues as Related to Goals 
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Connections - Provide options for 
safe access and mobility in a cost-
effective manner. 

High High High Medium 

Coordination - Achieve better inter-
jurisdictional coordination of 
transportation and land use planning.  

High Medium High Medium 

Environmental - Minimize 
transportation impacts to people, 
cultural resources, and the 
environment.  

High High High High 

Information - Coordinate data 
gathering and dispense better 
information. 

Medium Medium Low Low 

 

Expectations 

The region is planning for rapid growth over the next 25 years.  To give a sense of scale, by 2035 the six-

county area will likely have population and employment equal to three new Boise Cities or four new Canyon 

Counties, growing from the 2000 population of 504,000 to 1.046 million. Given this anticipated increase, the 

region faces challenges of meeting the needs of a future transportation system while preserving quality of life 

and open spaces – two areas of concern to both elected officials and local residents.  The planning process 

analyzed these concerns, as well as many others.  
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Growth, however, can be greater—or less--than what is assumed in the plan. As noted in Chapter 14, a 

build out under the combined comprehensive plans just in Ada and Canyon Counties could result in almost 

three million people in the region.  The reality is that no one can say for sure what this region will be like in 

25 years.  But planning is not about forecasting; it is about laying out a vision of what we want the 

future to be.  

Communities in Motion offers a detailed summary of the transportation system and proposed 

improvements, a description of the process to create the plan, and results of the planning analysis.  Links 

throughout the electronic document provide more technical and detailed information.  Communities in Motion 

will be updated by September 2014, to meet the four-year update cycle mandated by the Federal 

Transportation Act, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-

LU).  

New chapters on safety, system security, and the 

environment are required under federal rules instituted after 

2006, but the inclusion of such issues into Communities in Motion 

is really sound planning. These are integral parts of 

transportation and the community. As discussed in the plan, 

truly sustainable communities consider resource consumption 

and environmental effects on future generations. 

Note that SAFETEA-LU was slated to expire in 2009. Federal priorities on the economy, the housing 

crisis, health care, and the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan preempted the reauthorization.  It is possible that a 

new transportation act will be approved within the life of Communities in Motion.  If new requirements are part 

of the transportation act, COMPASS may need to amend the plan sooner than 2014. Changes in federal or 

state funding could also trigger an amendment. 

As noted in Chapter 3, COMPASS will continue to prepare an annual performance monitoring report. 

This report tracks growth, transportation investments, transportation performance and policy changes tied to 

the goals and objectives espoused in Communities in Motion. 

Sustainable development is 
development which meets the 
needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future 
generations to meet their own 
needs. 
 

~ World Commission on Environment and   

Development 
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Map of Idaho, 1895 

CHAPTER 2 
TAKING SHAPE  

A Region Takes Shape 

Southwest Idaho offers a mix of landscape, natural 

resources, culture, and economy.  The region’s broad swath of 

six counties includes a vast and remote desert of sagebrush 

and lava rock, mountain peaks that reach almost 10,000 feet, 

and crystalline rivers that provide water for sustenance and 

recreation.  For much of its human history, the region has 

been lightly populated—relative to other areas in the country. 

 Native people lived along the Snake and Boise Rivers, 

and early emigrants crossed the region on the Oregon Trail.  

Julius Morrow, an Oregon Trail pioneer, who passed through 

the area in the autumn of 1864, commented on the landscape 

when he wrote:  

When we first came in sight of Boise City and the valley, we were upon a hill seven miles distant, considerable timber exists 

along the banks of the river.  There were ranches and fields of grain, some in shock and some standing ready for reapers.  

Such scenery to us is beautiful in the extreme, when compared to the hundreds of miles we have traveled over so barren and 

desolate. 1 

Some pioneers stayed in the area, rather than traveling further west.  

Boise was founded in 1863 as an army post.  In the fall of 1863 the town 

had 725 people; a year later the number reached 1,658.  In 1864, Boise 

became the territorial capital.  The discovery of gold in the Boise Basin in 

Boise County brought almost 19,000 miners to southwest Idaho.  By 

1864, Idaho City was the largest community in the territory, home to 

20,000 miners and more than 250 businesses.  In 1890, when Idaho 

became a state, Boise’s population had reached 2,300.  Ten years later 

almost 6,000 people lived in the area. 

 

 

                                                 
1 As read by Barbara Perry-Bauer in her presentation for COMPASS, “Historic Land Use in the Treasure Valley: A Changing 

Landscape,” May 25, 2005. 

Caldwell Depot 
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…consider the state of Idaho. Its 
boundaries in 1900 enclosed a portion 
of the earth about equal in size to 
England, Scotland, and Wales 
combined, but contained only 161,000 
residents… how so few people could 
raise enough money to construct and 
maintain even a modest system of 
roads and highways offers testimony to 
ingenuity and perseverance. A further 
nightmare for aspiring highway builders 
was that the sizeable portions of Idaho 
were mountainous and unpopulated. 
They still are. 

Carlos Schwantes, Going Places 

The Hudson’s Bay Company established Fort Boise in 1834 near what is now the City of Parma, but 

abandoned it in 1855. During the Boise Basin and Owyhee gold rushes of 1862 and 1863, Canyon County 

provided highways to and from the mines.  Its earliest permanent communities, founded along the Snake and 

Boise rivers in the 1860s, were farming centers developed to feed the mining population.  

 Arrival of the Oregon Short Line Railroad in 1883 stimulated the growth of the cities of Nampa, 

Caldwell, Parma, and Melba and soon became the territory’s most densely populated area.  The county was 

created from a portion of Ada County by act of the legislature on March 7, 1891. 2  

 Settlers came to the region for gold and other precious metals.  A census in 1870 showed that the 

majority of miners were Chinese.  By 1888, the county was better known for its cattle, horse, and sheep 

industries.  Young Basque men from the Pyrenees Mountains, between France and Spain, provided the labor 

for the sheep industry.  Thus, many nations form the historical culture for the county.3 

 Like today, the majority of the state’s population 

throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries 

lived in southwest Idaho.  Yet, in 1900, the state had 

only two communities with more than 2,500 

residents.  Almost 100 years later, in 1990, only three 

cities in the state had 30,000 people or more (Boise, 

Pocatello, and Idaho Falls).  Even in the late 

twentieth-century, “Idaho managed to keep one foot 

firmly planted in the country while sliding the other 

ever so tentatively toward the city.” 4   

Throughout the twentieth century, economic 

instability of the state’s natural resource-based 

industries caused the population to rise and fall.  

Southwest Idaho was more resilient to these 

population swings, particularly later in the century, when an economy based on natural resources – lumber, 

mining, and agriculture (wood chips, mineral chips, potato chips!) – now included industries based on a new 

kind of chip…the electronic kind.   

 Hewlett-Packard built a plant west of Boise in the 1970s and Micron started business on the southeastern 

fringe of the city a decade later.  Many other high technology firms have emerged throughout the area, from 

Boise to Nampa, and employ thousands of people. 

 
  

                                                 
2 Canyon County Government, 2010 Canyon County Comprehensive Plan. http://www.canyonco.org/dsd/CompPlan.htm  
3 Elmore County Government Pages, http://elmorecounty.org/, December 5, 2005. 
4 Carlos A. Schwantes, In Mountain Shadows: A History of Idaho, page 122. 
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Transportation and Development Patterns 

The region’s terrain, hydrology, and climate have played a prominent part in the pattern of development. 

The “Treasure Valley,” a marketing term applied to an area with no specific boundary, is roughly defined by 

the mountains to the north, mountains and desert to the south, the eastern edge of Ada County to the east, 

and the western edge of Canyon County to the west with a deep gorge cut by the Snake River and the 

Bonneville Flood 20,000 years ago.  Within these difficult environments lie more hospitable areas watered by 

the Payette and Boise Rivers.  Early settlement occurred in the original Fort Boise site near Parma, but the 

fort relocated to what was to become the City of Boise.  This new site was closer to the booming gold mines 

around Idaho City. 

The City of Boise was nestled against the foothills, convenient to the Boise River and with ready access 

to the timber in the mountains.  However, when the railroad was built in the late nineteenth century the 

Union Pacific rail company was unwilling to cover the expense of bringing the line down into the Boise River 

Valley.  Instead it followed easier terrain through Kuna and created a rail center in Nampa.  The rail presence 

and construction of irrigation canals led to a booming agricultural economy in Canyon County.  Boise itself 

lacked direct passenger rail service until 1926, with the construction of the eastern portion of the Boise 

Cutoff. 5 

The next major transportation investment came in the 1950s and 1960s with the construction of 

Interstate -84 (I-84).  The original literature promoting an interstate called this section I-80 North and was 

coined the “Boise Bypass.”  The region’s terrain again became an issue in determining the path of I-84, which 

veered south of the City of Boise, connecting with a spur-line, I-184, to downtown Boise.  This alignment 

was fortunate for the Boise River itself.  Rivers in other metropolitan areas were prime alignments for the 

new interstate highways, depriving the community of a wonderful natural amenity.  

 As population growth took off around 1990, developable land, water, and transportation facilities (section 

line roads intended for farm access) supported the westward development patterns that continue to this day.  

The difficult terrain and lack of water in the Boise Foothills have limited growth to the north, with mostly 

higher-end housing being built there.  To the south and east of Boise City, roads, surface water, and good 

soils are scarce.  So while the City of Boise is the largest city in the region, and thereby considered the 

“central” city, the pattern of growth has actually moved the population center farther west.  Today the 

population center of Ada and Canyon Counties is downtown Meridian. 

 
  

                                                 
5 The Boise Cutoff is the section of the rail line between the City of Nampa and the City of Boise north of I-84. 
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Figure 2-1:  Regional Growth 

Demographics 

The juxtaposition between urban and rural 

lifestyles – a theme throughout the history of 

southwest Idaho – exerts pressure on competing 

land uses.  The six-county areas population grew 

by nearly 40,000 people between 1980 and 1990, 

for a total of just under 350,000 (Figure 2-1).  

This small growth spurt foreshadowed what was 

to come in the 1990s.   

Early in that decade only 0.3% of the state’s 53 

million acres was urban…and that was predominantly in Ada County.  This percentage grew by a tenth of a 

percent in the early 2000s. 

By the early 21st century, the population for the planning area (Ada, Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, and 

Payette Counties) reached 647,000, with more than 552,000 additional people predicted to live in the area by 

2035. While growth has slowed dramatically since 2006, Census estimates indicate that the 2009 population of 

the region is 143,000 more than it was in 2000.6   

. 

An Organization Takes Shape:  Community Planning Association of 
Southwest Idaho  

Managing growth requires foresight, planning, and cooperation on a regional scale.  The Community 

Planning Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS) is the regional planning agency that provides such 

service, specifically to conduct transportation planning in northern Ada County and the Nampa Urbanized 

Area.  The history and need for this type of planning extends back over 50 years. 

Following the end of World War II in 1945, the population of the urban area paralleled the growth of key 

industries and services.  Examples include the expansion of Boise Junior College, the creation of new 

departments in state government, and construction of the interstate highway through Idaho.  Locally grown 

businesses such as Albertsons, Simplot, Boise-Cascade, Ore-Ida, and Morrison-Knudson thrived.  The 

regional growth stimulated the need for infrastructure planning. 

In July 1958, the Boise Transportation Planning Organization was formed to review transportation 

planning activities in the Boise Metropolitan Area.  Elected officials and appointed representatives of city, 

county, and transportation agencies served on the steering committee and collected data to assess future 

transportation needs.  In 1964, the group became known as the Boise Metropolitan Transportation Study 

(BMTS) and developed a transportation plan for the Boise region.   

                                                 
6 Source: US Bureau of the Census. Found on line at http://www.census.gov/popest/counties/counties.html  
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COMPASS Board Meeting, September 19, 2005. 

In the early 1970s, Governor Cecil 

Andrus designated BMTS, in cooperation 

with the newly formed Ada Council of 

Governments (ACOG), as the Metropolitan 

Planning Organization (MPO) for the Boise 

Urbanized Area.  In 1977, Governor John 

Evans designated the Ada Planning 

Association (APA, formerly ACOG) as the 

MPO for the Boise Urbanized Area with the 

goal to conduct urban transportation 

planning for the urban area. 

The APA changed its name to the COMPASS in 1999 to recognize its new transportation planning role 

in Canyon County.  COMPASS amended its “Joint Powers Agreement” to authorize the agency to work with 

any public agency in southwest Idaho, not just Ada County, for the purpose of regional transportation 

planning.  In March 2000, several Canyon County governments became members of COMPASS, and, in May 

2003, COMPASS became the official MPO for Canyon County, specifically the Nampa Urbanized Area 

(Nampa, Caldwell, and Middleton). 

Changes continued for the organization as a result of population growth.  With the results of the 2000 

United States Census, the Boise Urbanized Area became a Transportation Management Area (TMA) because 

the population exceeded 200,000.  This designation added the Idaho Transportation Department and (ITD) 

and Valley Regional Transit (VRT) as voting members of the COMPASS Board and required COMPASS to 

develop a Congestion Management Process7.  It also increased the stature of the MPO regarding on-going 

collaboration with ITD.  This relationship was important for the development of Communities in Motion.  

 

A Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan Takes Shape: 

 Communities in Motion 
The federal government requires that an MPO prepare a long-range transportation plan.  Communities in 

Motion is that plan for Ada County and Canyon County and offers transportation solutions for the next 25 

years.  Federal legislation8 requires the MPO to work in cooperation with state transportation departments 

and public transportation agencies in carrying out a “continuing, cooperative, and comprehensive” 

metropolitan planning process. These agencies determine their roles, responsibilities, and procedures 

governing cooperative efforts.  

                                                 
7 Congestion Management Process (CMP) is the systematic process for managing congestion.  The CMP provides information on 

transportation system performance and finds alternative ways to alleviate congestion and enhance the mobility of people and goods, 
to levels that meet state and local needs. (URL: http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/cms-intro.htm ) 

8 Federal Legislation:  23 USC 134 (URL:  http://frwebgate.access.gpo.gov/cgi-
bin/getdoc.cgi?dbname=browse_usc&docid=Cite:+23USC134)  
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What is the region? They’re the competitive 
engines in today’s global knowledge intensive 
economy. … We hire from a regional labor force, 
we count on a regional transportation system to 
move the people and materials involved in the 
regional economy. We rely on regional 
infrastructure to keep the bridges, roads, and 
sewers all intact and functioning. We live in a 
regional environment, where water and air 
quality do not recognize the traditional political 
boundaries. 
 

William Hudnut  
Senior Resident Fellow for Public Policy 
May 2004 

 

The long-range transportation plan considers 

projected population growth and economic changes, 

current and future transportation needs, safety, quality 

of life issues, preservation of the human and natural 

environment, a realistic balance of transportation 

alternatives, and management of the transportation system. 

The partnership between COMPASS, its members, local governments in the region, and ITD provided 

the opportunity to evaluate transportation modes and policies for maintenance, improvements, and 

development and enabled true regional planning in southwest Idaho. 

In 2002, COMPASS completed Destination 2025, the long-range transportation plan for Ada County; it 

was updated in late 2004.  The agency also prepared the first long-range transportation plan for Canyon 

County, Moving People: 2025, in early 2003.  This work laid the foundation for the agency to build relationships 

with cities and highway districts in Canyon County.  These plans identified transportation needs for 

agricultural purposes, for the rural towns that supported agriculture, for larger towns feeling the pressure of 

rapid urbanization, and for a growing Hispanic ethnic minority in Canyon County that needed attention for 

its unique transportation considerations.  

In an effort to plan transportation systems to 

meet the needs of the growing communities in the 

Treasure Valley, COMPASS partnered with ITD 

in early 2004 to expand the planning area to 

include Boise, Elmore, Gem, and Payette counties 

in addition to Ada County and Canyon County.  

Success of the next long-range transportation 

plan, this time a six-county regional plan (Ada, 

Boise, Canyon, Elmore, Gem, and Payette), 

depended on “regionalism” and how well elected 

officials supported the concept. 
 

A Change in Focus 

The juxtaposition between urban and rural issues was again apparent, and the need for the valley to 

identify itself as a region became more real. 

Long-range transportation plans developed over the past 20 years generally lacked underlying goals and 

did not address questions such as: What is the transportation system supposed to achieve?  How do we know 

that one project is better than another? How does the project collectively serve regional needs?  

 

 

The problem facing our cities today is not 
the problems themselves. It is rather the 
inability to decide what to do about them.  
 

     John W. Gardner 
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More than 500 people participated in workshops in 
November 2004. 

Furthermore, there was no evaluation of how land use affects transportation issues or how transportation 

investments influence growth.  Instead, past plans started with a single view of future growth and became a 

process of asking participants what transportation projects they wanted.  The resulting lists were assembled 

into a plan.  Without having an overall set of goals, how could success be measured?  

To develop Communities in Motion in a new way, COMPASS outlined these guidelines when beginning the 

planning process in 2004: 

1. Projects from prior plans would not be carried over automatically. 

2. Projects would be selected by a rational evaluation process. 

3. Land use preferences would start the planning process. 

4. Regional perspectives and broad corridor-level projects would be the focus. 

5. Public transportation would be considered in a meaningful way. 

6. The plan would be financially constrained and include only projects that could be funded with 
existing levels of revenue over the next 25 years. 

Public Outreach, Education, Involvement 

COMPASS will seek representation from the wider community, will reach an underserved population, will offer a range of 

educational opportunities, and provide public input to planners and decision-makers in a timely manner.  – Philosophy of 

Communities in Motion public involvement 

 Public and stakeholder involvement was crucial to the success of Communities in Motion and its public 

involvement plan in 2006 was flexible enough to respond to emerging issues and data.  

Communities in Motion public involvement was tied to thematic phases that built and enhanced public 

participation throughout the planning process.  These phases included support materials, public events such 

as presentations and workshops, media 

communication strategies, and public meetings. 

Phase 1 included work with The Regional 

Transportation Task Force (RTTF). The RTTF, 

comprised of business leaders from Ada County and 

Canyon County, engaged business people in a series of 

meetings to learn about transportation needs, explore 

options to meet those needs, and develop 

recommendations for the future.  The summary report 

of those discussions and the RTTF final report9 to the 

regional leadership are available online.  

 

 

                                                 
9 Regional Transportation Task Force URL:  http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/rltp/finalreport.pdf 
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 Phase 2, “Choice, Awareness, Participation,” began in October 2003 and ran throughout the project.  

Phase 2 asked the community to state their choices for growth, to become more aware of regional planning 

issues, and to participate in the planning process. Events in Phase 2 included “Community Cafés,”10 

educational forums, and an in-depth review of other public involvement processes in the region to determine 

public transportation needs.  

Phase 3, “Expanding, Collecting, Sharing,” started in 

June 2004.  To accomplish the integration with ITD and the 

partnering counties, the agencies established the Plan 

Coordination Team comprising member agency staff, and 

the Steering Committee, represented by COMPASS 

Executive Committee and elected officials from the 

partnering counties.  

COMPASS continued to gather additional public input 

by holding workshops, meetings, open houses, and 

speakers’ bureau presentations. 

In November 2004 and February 2005, COMPASS held 

workshops for the general public and stakeholders to 

consider future options for transportation and land use, 

with the ultimate goal of developing effective strategies that 

support implementation of Communities in Motion.  Almost 

1,000 people participated in these workshops.  Most 

participants supported changing development patterns 

rather than follow the current propensity for land use, 

known as “Trend.” Almost 60% wanted a new form of land 

use, which eventually became the scenario titled 

“Community Choices.” Participants also supported use of the existing Union Pacific rail line as commuter 

rail. 

Participants also noted the importance of roadway design. They wanted roadways to be more visually and 

acoustically pleasing.  For example, near neighborhoods and downtown areas, people wanted to see a 

boulevard or “main street” treatment to create a welcoming atmosphere, known as “context sensitive” design.  

Context sensitive design incorporates design elements to make the transportation project fit the land use.  

 

 

 

                                                 
10 The café process is an informal way to bring together the collective wisdom of people to confront community challenges—in this 

case, transportation planning). 

 

VISION 
Communities in 

Motion 
 

We envision a Treasure Valley 
where quality of life is enhanced 

and communities are connected by 
an innovative, effective,  

multi-modal transportation system. 
 

 
 

The name and logo symbolize the 
vision for the project. The flow of 

the logo connects people with 
urban centers, small towns, the 

valley, mountains, and everything 
in between, and symbolizes a 

means of getting somewhere – a 
road, a pathway, the river, rail, 

and airspace. 
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The community received bags of materials to 
host their “Communities in Conversation” 

meetings in May 2006. 

The February 2005 workshops focused on transportation systems – both roadway and alternative modes 

– for both preferred future land use as well as the funding needed to pay for improvements.  Even with 

money a consideration, 58% of the maps created by workshop participants supported use of the rail line from 

Nampa to Boise; another 13% supported a rail system expanded to Caldwell.     

 While many favored an alternate freeway south of I-84 at the November 2004 workshops when costs 

were not a factor, the financial limits placed on transportation improvements deterred most from putting a 

full southern freeway system on their maps in February 2005.  Even those who favored a stronger transit 

system continued to put new and expanded roadways on the 

maps.  

Phase 4, “Reviewing, Evaluating, Adopting,” began in May 

2005, and ended at the completion of the process in August 

2006.  Phase 4 asked the public to review and evaluate 

Communities in Motion, and requested the COMPASS Board to 

adopt the plan.  Specific elements included open houses public 

meetings to present workshop results and obtain comment on 

the proposed transportation network. a special event to present 

the draft plan to the general public, and compiled evaluation 

results to determine effectiveness of public involvement.  

 A special event, “Communities in Conversation,” was the last  

opportunity for the public to provide input on the draft Communities in Motion plan during the comment 

period, which began April 18, 2006, and ended May 19, 2006. “Communities in Conversation” was the focus 

of the last two weeks of the comment period and was a new approach for gathering public comment about 

transportation issues in the region and for COMPASS in particular.  Rather than presenting the draft  

Communities in Motion: Regional Long Range Transportation Plan to the community in a traditional open house 

setting, residents hosted meetings with their friends, peers, and/or colleagues to review and discuss the plan.  

Meetings were held in homes, places of work, and community centers.  Meeting hosts picked the date, 

time, and location of their meeting.  The purpose of the meetings was to provide the public with an 

opportunity to review and provide input on the draft plan, try a new public involvement activity, and give 

people a way to channel their concerns about the future of the region.  

 A total of 600 people signed in as participants in these meetings, and many others submitted comments 

without attending a meeting. 

 Four major themes emerged from the public comments received: 

 Strong support for a regional transit system with walking and biking paths. 

 Strong support for the new growth scenario, particularly keeping jobs, services, and homes closer 
together. 

 Willingness to support increased taxes, especially for public transportation. 

 Support for improving regional corridors. 
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 The result of the three-year effort was not only a radical departure in how the plan was developed, but 

also how the public was engaged in the process.  For a region of this size to get 2,000 people involved in the 

planning process was impressive enough to gain several awards including: 

 Transportation Planning Excellence Award, Honorable Mention, 2008.  Federal Highway 
Administration and Federal Transit.  

 Project of the Year, Merit Award, 2007.  International Association for Public Participation. 

 National Award for Outstanding Achievement in Metropolitan Transportation Planning, 2007.   
Association for Metropolitan Planning. 

 First Place, Website Special Purpose, 2007.  Idaho Press Club.  For the Communities in Motion website, 
www.communitiesinmotion.org.  

 Second Place, Special Purpose Publication, 2007.  Idaho Press Club.  For the Communities in Motion 
Executive Summary Booklet. 

 Honorable Mention, 2007.  Idaho Press Club.  For the Communities in Motion Newsletter. 

 International Summit Creative Awards, Bronze Medal, 2007.  Public Service/Advocacy Multiple-
Media Campaign.  

 Excellence in Transportation Award, 2007.  Idaho Transportation Department.  Transportation 
Planning-Large Project.  

 

The Current Update 

 As discussed later in the plan, the federal rules 

require that the regional plan be updated every four 

years in areas with more than 200,000 people or with 

air quality issues.  Since this region meets the test on 

both elements, a new plan has to be adopted by 

August 2010.  Much has changed in the region since 

2006.  Then the pace of growth seemed to be endless.  

In 2005, more than 11,000 residential building permits 

were issued (Figure 2-2). But even then the market was 

beginning to turn.  By 2009 there were only 2,087 permits issued—less than 20% of the peak. 

 As you will see in the plan, the forecasts are still optimistic, with a forecast of a population of 1.046 

million people in the two-county area by 2035.  But as also will be discussed, the financial outlook is much 

grimmer than it was just a few years ago.  What appeared to be reasonably cautious forecasts of revenue now 

appear to be far too rosy.  This information is provided in great—perhaps overwhelming—detail in Chapter 

12. 

 

 

 

Figure 2-2:  Total Residential Permits 
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 This update does not focus on growth patterns, although Chapter 4 will cover the forecasted growth and 

how it was allocated.  Rather, this plan discusses cutbacks in the planned roadway corridors (Chapter 5) and 

continued need for resources for public transportation (Chapter 6).  Other chapters present new information 

on environmental issues, operations and management opportunities to make more efficient use of the current 

system, safety issues, security issues such as flood evacuations, and freight.  Many of these issues are now 

required elements of the plan under the 2005 federal transportation authorization law, Safe, Accountable, 

Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act – a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). SAFETEA-LU was 

approved in late 2005, but the rules interpreting how it should be applied did not come out until early 2007—

nearly six months after Communities in Motion was adopted. 
 

Implementation Since 2006 

 One of the major goals of Communities in Motion, or any transportation plan, is to make real improvements 

to the transportation network.  However, major transportation projects are typically years, even decades, in 

the making.  The illustration below (Figure 2-3) highlights the efforts that go into the planning process before 

a new road is constructed, bridge is built, or highway is widened.  Several new roadway projects have been 

completed since the 2006 Communities in Motion was adopted.  Those projects are visible to the public and 

increase efficiencies for roadway users.  However, with each project, planning work was done to ensure that 

construction project was done most effectively, equitably, and economically as possible.  These behind-the-

scenes efforts, including corridor studies, growth and transportation system monitoring, and other studies, 

policies, and toolkits, are not directly improving the traffic but are an essential part of the bigger picture. 
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Figure 2-3: Planning Work Supports Transportation Construction Projects. 
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Corridor Studies 

Corridor studies are a critical step in the comprehensive metropolitan transportation system planning 

process required to support decisions on substantial transportation investments.  When the transportation 

plan calls for a major travel corridor to undergo significant changes, such as widening or a change in path, a 

“corridor study” is often conducted.  This process serves as a bridge between the regional planning process 

and the more detailed project design and engineering phases.  These studies evaluate regional travel corridors 

from a regional perspective and often include a regional vision for the highway, an implementation plan, an 

access management plan, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and an analysis of alternate routes.  

Corridor studies are collaborative processes with land use agencies, highway districts, transit providers, 

neighborhood groups, and other stakeholders contributing.  Examples of corridor studies are shown below. 

More can be viewed at a COMPASS web site at http://www.compassidaho.org/planning/studies-

ongoing.htm.  

 
Highway 44. Highway 44 lies in an 

important east-west corridor that 

connects Ada and Canyon Counties 

(Figure 2-4).  Idaho 44 runs from the 

city of Eagle, through the downtown 

areas of Star and Middleton, and ends at I-

84 in Canyon County.  The highway is one 

of only three east/west highways carrying traffic between Ada and Canyon counties.  

 
U.S. 20/26. U.S. 20/26 is one of the 

few east-west roadways in the 

Treasure Valley that runs from 

Caldwell to Boise (Figure 2-5).  

 
Key components of these studies include: 

• Corridor plans that identify future right-of-way needs and proposed lane configurations.  

• Approved environmental documents that evaluate possible impacts. 

• Access management plans that describe a set of design techniques control access to highways and other 

roadways. 

More information on these two studies can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/D3/.   

State Street Study. This project will identify and prioritize specific transit and traffic improvements that will 

develop State Street into a premier transit corridor in the Treasure Valley (Figure 2-6). The current study 

builds upon the transit vision established during the State Street Corridor Strategic Plan Study in 2004.      

 

Figure 2-4: Highway 44 Corridor Study Area 

Figure 2-5: US 20/26 Corridor Study Area 
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More information can be found at 

http://www.valleyregionaltransit.org/PROJEC

TSSTUDIES/tabid/60/Default.aspx.  

 

Kuna-Mora Road Corridor. Identified in the 

2006 Communities in Motion as a future regional 

corridor, Kuna-Mora Road was analyzed by 

Ada County Highway District along its eastern 

portion from Cloverdale Road to I-84 (Figure 2-7). The first phase determined the future traffic needs of the 

corridor, identified the corridor's 

intended function, established a 

planning document for right-of-way 

preservation and policy-setting 

purposes, and determined the 

appropriate interchange and 

intersection locations and typical cross-

sections for the roadway. A second phase to evaluate alignments west of Cloverdale was put on hold due to 

financial shortfalls. More information can be found at 

http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?ProjectID=79.  

 The above examples are just a few of the many studies underway in the region. Readers are urged to visit 

the COMPASS web site as noted above for more information. 

 

 Why are corridor studies important? Corridor studies allow transportation agencies to: 

• Develop safety and congestion management strategies. 

• Identify opportunities to accommodate alternative transportation modes, such as transit, cycling, and 

walking. 

• Identify strategies to preserve right-of-way to save future construction costs and preserve corridor 

options. 

• Prioritize proposed improvements to construct roadway improvements where they are most 

important. 

• Assure consistency between the corridor plan and the land use comprehensive plans for the cities 

and counties to promote appropriate growth in appropriate locations. 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-6: State Street Study Area 

Figure 2-7: Kuna-More Road Corridor Study Area 
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Growth and Transportation System Monitoring 

 COMPASS tracks growth in the economy, jobs, building permits, and other indicators to determine the 

health of the area and the potential demand on the transportation system.  The Treasure Valley annual 

Congestion Management Process Report highlights congestion and mitigation strategies, the Development 

Monitoring Report indicates growth impacts, and the Performance Monitoring Report tracks and evaluates 

how communities and government agencies are doing in implementing the Communities in Motion plan. 

 

Treasure Valley Annual Congestion Management Process Report. In 1991, the Intermodal Surface 

Transportation Efficiency Act (ISTEA) required MPOs in a TMA to develop, establish, and implement a 

Congestion Management System (CMS).  In 2005 the Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act – a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) retained the CMS requirements but retitled it a Congestion 

Management Process (CMP).   

 Northern Ada County was designated a nonattainment area for two primary pollutants: carbon monoxide 

in the 1980s, and coarse particulate matter (PM10) in 1990s. TMAs designated as nonattainment areas by the 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for carbon monoxide and/or ozone have an additional requirement 

under the CMP rules.  CMPs in these areas must analyze any proposed transportation project that would 

result in a significant increase in capacity for single occupancy vehicles.  The analysis must show that travel 

demand reduction and operational management strategies cannot fully satisfy the need for the proposed 

increase in single occupancy vehicle capacity. 

 Generally, a CMP should be designed to: 

• Define and measure congestion. 

• Identify and evaluate congestion and its causes. 

• Identify and evaluate mitigation strategies. 

• Define implementation responsibilities. 

• Define an evaluation process. 

• Be included in all aspects of transportation planning. 

 

Development Monitoring Report. The Development Monitoring Report contains an overview of 

development activity using building permit information collected from city and county jurisdictions in the 

Treasure Valley.  The reports reflect the most frequently requested information.  Development Monitoring 

Reports are on the COMPASS website at: http://compassidaho.org/prodserv/gtsm-devmonitoring.htm. 
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When performance is measured performance 
improves and when performance is measured 
and reported the rate of performance 
accelerates. 

Thomas S. Monson 
Author 

Performance Monitoring Report. One of the 

provisions of Communities in Motion was the 

development and implementation of a monitoring 

report that “summarizes progress toward achieving 

alternative transportation and desired land use 

objectives” (CIM Task 4.4.3).  The Performance Monitoring Report is the annual report that evaluates factors to 

depict progress on meeting goals of the plan (Figure 2-8).  The importance of the data grows as information 

is tracked across time. As data accumulate, the results will portray how the region is moving forward with 

Communities in Motion.  

The 2009 Communities in Motion Performance Monitoring Report and previous monitoring reports can be found 

at: http://www.compassidaho.org/reports.htm 

 

Figure 2-8: Walkable Neighborhoods Analysis Map in Performance Monitoring Report. 

 

Why is growth and transportation system monitoring important? Monitoring reports were designed to help 

elected officials, staff, and others see where progress is being made and where it is lagging. The analysis will 

be used in decisions on transportation investments, future land use forecasts, and establishment of planning 

activities. 
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Studies 

Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study. As the Treasure Valley continues to grow, high-quality 

transportation connections among the communities in the valley will become increasingly important.  The 

Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study involves three related planning projects: 

• Downtown Multimodal Center—a facility that would bring together transportation modes and services in 

downtown Boise. The center would serve as a hub for buses, streetcars, and regional high-capacity transit such 

as bus rapid transit or passenger rail and may include parking and retail space. The study portion of this 

project is complete and the federal government has accepted the “Environmental Assessment” to allow 

federal funding to be used for the project. Valley Regional Transit (www.valleyregionaltransit.org) is designing 

the facility and expects to start construction in 2011. 

• Downtown Circulator—alignment of a streetcar to connect primary destinations downtown as part of an 

integrated regional transportation system. 

• I-84 Priority Corridor—a plan for high capacity transit service for locations along the I-84 corridor within 

Ada and Canyon Counties. The Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study evaluated a range of transit 

options to serve the corridor and serves as a first step to position the corridor to potentially compete for 

a federal New Starts Capital Funding Grant. Several alignments were studied: Chinden Boulevard, Ustick 

Road, Fairview Avenue/Cherry Lane, Boise Cutoff Railroad, Franklin Road/ I-84/I-184, Overland Road, 

and Victory Road/Powerline Road (Figure 2-9).  

 The Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study Priority Corridor Phase 1 Alternative Analysis is at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/specialprojects/HCTFinalReport.pdf . 

 

 

 

 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2-9: High Capacity Transit Corridor Potential Alignments 
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Treasure Valley Truck Freight Travel Study. The purpose of this project was to collect data needed to analyze 

truck freight movements on major regional roadways.  Data collected are being used by COMPASS to 

develop more reliable through-trip and truck-trip tables for the travel demand model.  This project provided 

information on truck freight origin/destinations, type/weight of freight, and preferred travel routes in the six 

county Communities in Motion study area with emphasis on travel routes using congested interstates and 

principal arterials.  Additional information on the Treasure Valley Truck Freight Travel Study is at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-tvtfs.htm. 

 

High Volume Intersection Study. The key objectives of the High Volume Intersection Study were to develop 

guidelines and recommendations for implementing innovative intersection designs in the region, to analyze 

ten intersections in Ada County for possible applications of innovative designs, and to spotlight a concept at 

each intersection. Each layout spotlight includes a drawing with lanes, performance and cost expectations, 

cost/benefit ratio, and likely right-of-way requirements.  The recommendations of the High Volume 

Intersection Study report are suitable for use by highway agencies, land use agencies, and by other agencies 

throughout the COMPASS region. The High Volume Intersection Study is on the COMPASS website at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-hvis.htm. 

 Figure 2-10 (Continuous Flow Intersection) and Figure 2-11 (Median U-Turn with Bowtie) are examples 

of high volume intersection that could be used in the region. 

 

 
 
 

 

Figure 2-11: Median U-Turn with Bowtie Figure 2-10: Continuous Flow Intersection  
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Why are studies important?  Studies take an in-depth look at the potential benefits, opportunities, and 

weaknesses of potential actions. Many times studies are required as part of federal funding mechanisms.  The 

Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study is a requirement by the Federal Transit Administration which 

oversees the New Starts Program that typically provides up to 60% of the capital cost for selected projects.  

The Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study represents the first step for this region towards exploring 

the ability of the Treasure Valley corridor to compete for this federal funding. 

 The High Volume Intersection Study recommendations will help land use agencies establish standards for 

innovative intersection types, which will facilitate implementation of innovative intersections.  Information 

from the reports will also be useful for updating the regional travel demand model, which forecasts future 

travel demands. 

 

Policies  

 COMPASS policies establish how, when, and why decisions about the use of federal funds for 

transportation improvements.  COMPASS has adopted several policies to engage stakeholders, expedite 

funding to needed projects, and promote streets for all users.  

 

Public involvement plans.  COMPASS maintains a broad policy of public involvement, so that staff may 

tailor the public involvement process/approach for each planning project (Figure 2-12).  These public 

involvement plans are subject to review by public officials from affected areas, their representatives, 

representatives from affected constituent groups, and the general public.  COMPASS Public Involvement 

Plans include: 

• Public Involvement Policy: The 

planning process includes an 

active public involvement process 

that provides comprehensive 

information, timely public notice, 

full public access to key decisions, 

and supports early and continuing 

involvement of the public in 

developing plans.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-12: Public Participation  
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• Title VI Plan: COMPASS is committed to compliance with Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 and all 

related regulations and directives.  No person shall on the grounds of race, color, national origin, gender, 

age, or disability be excluded from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be otherwise subjected to 

discrimination under any COMPASS service, program, or activity.  COMPASS also assures that every 

effort will be made to prevent discrimination through the impacts of its programs, policies, and activities 

on minority and low-income populations.  COMPASS takes reasonable steps to provide meaningful 

access to services for persons with Limited English Proficiency. 

• Environmental Justice Consideration Area:  Presidential Executive Order 12898 (February 1994) amplifies Title 

VI by requiring every agency utilizing federal funds to review the positive and negative effects of federally 

funded projects on the surrounding populations. COMPASS identified several Environmental Justice 

Consideration Areas by using 2000 Census data to locate block groups with a 30% or more minority or 

low income population.  For projects falling within these identified areas, COMPASS enhances outreach 

to minority and low-income populations as well as special consideration of project effects. 
 
Transportation Improvement Program prioritization.  The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a 

short-range (3-5 year) capital improvement program (budget) of transportation projects consistent with 

federal regulations and area policies and strategies.  The TIP lists all projects for which federal funds are 

anticipated, along with non-federally funded projects that are regionally significant.11  The TIP represents the 

transportation improvement priorities of the region and is required by federal law. 

 COMPASS produces a TIP for both the Northern Ada County and Nampa Urbanized Area and updates 

the document annually.  The U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requires that all projects in the TIP 

be derived from an approved long range transportation plan, meet air quality requirements, and be financially 

constrained to the amount of funds that are expected to be available.  The TIP shows the estimated costs and 

projected construction schedule of transportation projects.  More information about the TIP is at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/transimprovement.htm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
11 Regionally significant projects are defined under Rules for the Control of Air Pollution in Idaho. Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA 

58.01.01) for the Department of Environmental Quality. At a minimum these projects include: all principal arterial highways; fixed 
guideway transit facilities; and any other facilities determined to be regionally significant through interagency consultation. 
Regionally significant projects must be evaluated for emissions in regions that are in non-attainment or maintenance status for any 
of a number of air pollutants. Source:  On-line rule at http://adm.idaho.gov/adminrules/rules/idapa58/0101.pdf.  
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 Complete Streets policy. 

 COMPASS adopted a “Complete Streets” policy 

in August 2009 to promote roadways with an 

appropriate balance for motorists, bicyclists, transit, 

and pedestrians of all ages and abilities.  By 

considering all users of roads, communities can 

increase their safety, efficiency, and economic vitality 

(Figure 2-13).  

 The COMPASS Complete Streets policy is at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodser

v/reports/dmr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. 

 

Toolkits 

 Toolkits are “a collection of information, resources, and advice for a specific subject area or activity.” 

COMPASS has developed several toolkits for the use by highway districts, land use agencies, and other 

organizations to better manage and improve the transportation system.  The Access Management Toolkit, Mobility 

Management Development Guidebook, and Communities in Motion Implementation Guidebook are examples of the 

toolkits that COMPASS has designed to promote best practices. 

 

Access Management Toolkit. The principles of access management have been under-utilized on most of 

America’s roadways.  Our roadways, which are arguably our largest public investment, are also often very 

dangerous facilities. While we constantly improve our streets and highways with better designs and safety 

features, access management tools and strategies are sometimes overlooked or overruled.  This is unfortunate, 

since access management may provide the greatest opportunity to improve traffic safety and efficiency along 

new and existing roadways. The COMPASS Access Management Toolkit can be found at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/planning/studies/AcMgtTlkt_08Cover_Electronic.pdf. 

 

Figure 2-13: Complete Streets 
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Communities in Motion Implementation Guidebook. 

 The Treasure Valley can grow in a 

way that improves the quality of life 

and competitive advantage for the 

region.  By the adoption of Communities 

in Motion in August 2006, the region 

has agreed on a common vision.  

However, stated in Communities in 

Motion, “a plan is not a solution.” 

Leadership in the region must act to 

put the regional plan into action, 

securing the legacy of growing to 

improve.  

 The Communities in Motion 

Implementation Guidebook provides more 

specific strategies for land use and 

transportation necessary to move this 

vision into action. This guidebook 

illustrates strategies of how to direct 

mixed uses such as jobs, shopping, 

services, and housing (Figure 2-14).  The Communities in Motion Implementation Guidebook is online at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/reglrtranpl.htm. 

 

Mobility Management Development Guidebook. 

The mobility management program develops strategies and tools for better managing and delivering 

coordinated transportation services throughout the region, especially to older adults, individuals with 

disabilities, and those with low incomes.  The program analyzes service coverage and gaps, compiles options 

to use new and existing technologies to enhance access and mobility, provides better tools to better integrate 

mobility management into local land use decisions, and develops performance measures to assess 

accessibility, efficiency and effectiveness of transportation services.  

The Mobility Management Development Guidebook is online at: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/mobility.htm. 

 

  

Figure 2-14: Example of a Major Activity Center. 
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Why are toolkits important? Many roadway improvements are permanent.  They become part of the built 

environment for decades, help shape existing communities and future growth, and impact quality of life of 

communities by affecting commute times, neighborhood cohesion, air quality, economic conditions, and 

more.  Doing things right is critical.  These toolkits provide best practices and provide additional information 

to decision makers regarding how communities can and should look in the future.  

 

Other Projects 
Annual public education series. COMPASS sponsors a 

public education series to enhance the discussion about 

transportation, land use, and communities (Figure 2-

15).  Over the past several years, the education series 

has hosted presentations from renowned speakers on 

walkable communities, access management, context 

sensitive solutions, mobility coordination, 

transportation funding, revitalizing transportation 

corridors, and more.  The presentations are well 

attended by planners, elected officials, and members of 

the general public. 

 

Public Outreach  

Public outreach on Communities in Motion is a continual process and not limited to the update or “official” 

opportunities for comment.  Between adoption of the plan in 2006, and spring 2009, when the update 

process started, COMPASS gave numerous presentations and attended outreach events throughout the valley 

where staff shared the concepts contained in Communities in Motion and received feedback on those concepts.  

COMPASS has been conducting outreach specific to the plan update and soliciting comment on issues 

relevant to the update since spring 2009.  A key element of this outreach was an effort to “bring it to the 

people”; that is, to reach out to individuals on their own turf, such as at club meetings, rather than relying on 

them coming to us.  Specific elements of this outreach are described below. 

 

Presentations 

Between May 2009, and June 2010, COMPASS staff gave 16 presentations to community groups 

specifically discussing the 2010 update of Communities in Motion.  The audiences included workplace “brown 

bag” lunches, Kiwanis clubs, neighborhood associations, chambers of commerce, Boise State University 

classes, and more.  Approximately 515 people attended these presentations. 

 

 

 

Figure 2-15: Public Education Series 
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Focus Groups 

Some populations tend to be under-represented in public outreach processes.  To help ensure all people 

were included in the outreach process for the update of Communities in Motion, COMPASS hosted focus 

groups primarily targeting populations who are frequently missing at typical public meetings.  The focus 

groups were coordinated with the assistance of individuals already working with these populations, and 

whenever possible the focus group meetings were held at the time and place of a regularly scheduled meeting 

for that group.  For example, COMPASS staff met with teen and young adult refugees during a meeting of a 

refugee leadership club and met with parents of young children during a meeting of a mothers group at a 

church.  A total of 105 individuals participated in these focus groups, which occurred between July 2009 and 

February 2010.  The groups consisted of: 

• Refugees 
• Parents of young children 
• Retirees 
• People with low incomes 
• Individuals with disabilities 
• College students 
• Rural interests 
• Urban Land Institute members 

 

Open Houses – Fall 2009 

In October 2009, COMPASS held three 

open houses to invite all members of the public 

to learn about the update of Communities in 

Motion and comment on their transportation 

priorities (Figure 2-16).  Open houses were held 

in Meridian, Nampa, and Boise, from 4:00 p.m. 

– 7:30 p.m. on three different evenings.  

COMPASS staff answered questions and 

provided information and interactive displays 

on transportation financing, environmental 

issues, transit, modeling/forecasting, and other 

issues relevant to Communities in Motion.  Forty-six individuals attended these open houses. Three additional 

open houses were held in conjunction with the spring 2010 public comment period. These are discussed 

under “Public Comment Period – Spring 2010” below. 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2-16:  Open House, Fall 2009 
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Stand-Alone Display 

In keeping with the theme of reaching out to people where they already are, COMPASS developed a 

stand-alone display and placed it at different public venues throughout the valley between September 2009 

and May 2010 (Figure 2-17).  In general, the display was placed in each location for a one-month period.  

Placed with the display were COMPASS brochures, copies of the 2006 Communities in Motion summary, a short 

survey (see below), and contact information for questions.  The display was placed in the following locations: 
 

• September 2009:  Idaho Power lobby, 

Boise (1 week) 

• October 2009:  Meridian City Hall, 

Meridian 

• October 2009:  Hewlett Packard campus, 

Boise (posters) 

• November 2009:  Caldwell City Hall, 

Caldwell 

• December 2009:  Boise Airport, Boise  (1 

day; for Leadership Boise class) 

• January 2010:  Syringa Bank, Middleton 

• February 2010:  Star Branch Library, Star 

• March 2010:  Eagle City Library, Eagle 

• April 2010:  Kuna City Library, Kuna 
 

Community Events 

In addition to the stand-alone display, COMPASS participated in 14 community events, ranging from the 

May in Motion alternative transportation celebration to the Idaho Green Expo to a Cinco de Mayo 

celebration to transportation-related open houses and events sponsored by COMPASS member agencies.  At 

each event, COMPASS staff answered questions and discussed the plan with event visitors and provided a 

display and take-home information on Communities in Motion.  
 

Survey 

From May 2009, through April 2010, COMPASS surveyed valley residents about their transportation 

priorities and their willingness to pay additional taxes to fund those priorities.  Individuals could take the 

survey online (http://www.surveymonkey.com/s/X88MYYS) or hard copy.  Online surveys were advertised 

through emails and on the COMPASS web site.  Hard copy surveys were distributed at community events, 

presentations, and the unstaffed display (all described above).  In addition, participants in the focus groups 

and October 2009 open houses were asked the same two questions; their responses are included with survey 

results.  Including focus group and open house participants, 843 surveys were completed.  Results are shown 

in Table 2-1, below. 

Figure 2-17: Stand-Alone Communities in 
Motion Display 
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Table 2-1. Public Survey Questions and Answers (n = 843) 

Question 1: There isn’t enough money to pay for all of the transportation-related projects that are 
needed or wanted in the Treasure Valley. If it were up to you, what types of projects do you think 
should receive the highest priority? Please check the TWO you think should be given top priority. 
 
Maintain current roads and bridges (e.g., fix potholes) 19% 

Expand transit (e.g., more buses, add streetcars or a train) (Requires a different type of 
funding than is now available) 

33% 

Improve current roads and bridges (e.g., widen roads) 13% 

Add or improve walking and biking paths and lanes 22% 

Build new roads and bridges 3% 
Use technology to better manage traffic to reduce congestion 10% 

  
Question 2: Would you be willing to pay more in taxes to help pay for the types of transportation 
projects you chose in question #1? 
 
Yes 83% 
No 17% 
 
 
Public Comment Period: Spring 2010 

COMPASS solicited public comment into the draft Communities in Motion update from May 10 through 

June 18, 2010. In total, over 200 comment forms (hard copy and online) were returned, in addition to more 

detailed emails/letters from the public and member agency comments. The elements of the public comment 

period are outlined below, as is a general discussion of comments received.  
 

Public Events. COMPASS participated in four public events in conjunction with the spring 2010 public 

comment period: Cinco de Mayo (Caldwell), Idaho Green Expo, May in Motion Alternative Transportation 

Celebration, and Planning in the West (all Boise). COMPASS staffed a booth with information on the update 

at each of these events. These events are also included in the total count of community event s listed above. 

Two of these (Cinco de Mayo and Idaho Green Expo) occurred immediately before the public comment 

period officially opened, but COMPASS provided the same materials and opportunity to comment at these 

events as at others during the comment period. 

 

Open Houses – Spring 2010. COMPASS held three open houses to discuss the updated plan with the public 

and to solicit feedback: Boise (May 10), Meridian (May 12), and Nampa (May 13). All open houses were 

extensively advertised and were held from 4:00 – 7:30 p.m. 

 Approximately 50 people attended the three open houses; few comment forms were completed and 

returned at the open houses, but several people took materials and information on where to comment online.  
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Figure 2-18: Bags for 
“Meeting in a Bag.” 

Meetings in a Bag. The primary method of receiving input into the draft plan 

update was through a “Meeting in a Bag” process, following the same general 

model as the 2006 “Communities in Conversation” process described earlier – 

COMPASS provides all materials necessary to host a public comment meeting 

(in a bag) and provides bags to citizens to host their own meetings (Figure 2-

18). 

COMPASS solicited Meeting in a Bag hosts through newspaper 

advertisements, a news release, an extensive email campaign, COMPASS 

committees, and at public events and presentations. In total 47 bags were 

distributed beginning May 10. Hosts were requested to hold their meetings 

no later than June 15 and return comment forms and related materials to COMPASS no later than June 18. 

Over 180 comment forms were received through the Meeting in a Bag process. 
 

Advertising. COMPASS used print and radio advertising and news releases, coupled with electronic 

communications (email, COMPASS web page, Facebook) to advertise the open houses, solicit Meeting in a 

Bag hosts, publicize the public comment period, and generally raise awareness of COMPASS’ role in long-

term planning. In total, COMPASS ran 46 newspaper advertisements (including legal notices), spread among 

the following newspapers: 

• Idaho Statesman 

• Idaho Press Tribune 

• Kuna Melba News 

• Valley Times 

• Boise Weekly 

• Idaho UNIDO (Spanish) 

 

COMPASS also advertised on 107.1 FM and 94.9 FM during morning and evening rush hours with 10-

second traffic report sponsorships and 60-second commercials. 
 

Other. COMPASS provided all materials, including a copy of the draft plan and executive summary, summary 

handouts, and a comment form, online on its web site, on CD, and in hard copy. The hard copies were 

available at the COMPASS office and at libraries in Caldwell, Nampa, Meridian, and Boise. 
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Summary of Public Comments. Over 200 comment forms, emails, and letters were received from members 

of the public – mainly through the Meeting in a Bag process. A copy of the comment form and a complete 

list of public comments and responses to them can be found in Appendix A; comments from member 

agencies can be found in Appendix B. Quantitative results can be found in Table 2-2, page 29. A summary of 

qualitative comments is below. 

In general, the public expressed support for improvements and new funding sources for both roads and 

transit, and expressed a willingness to pay more in taxes for those improvements. However, the additional 

amount people stated they were willing to pay in taxes is not enough to cover shortfalls (see Table 2-2). There 

were several written comments expressing a desire for more efficiency and accountability before, or if/when, 

taxes were raised. Several others indicated they were willing to pay more in taxes but only for certain projects 

or types of projects. 

Just under half of the respondents agreed with the funded/unfunded project list. There were many 

recommendations for what corridors should move from unfunded to funded and vice versa (see bulleted lists 

below).  

U.S. 20/26 (Chinden), State Highway 44 (State Street), and a rail corridor were noted most often as being 

necessary projects that needed funding. Bowmont Road and Ustick Road were mentioned most often as 

being elements that could be taken out of the plan; some people questioned Bowmont Road’s fit with the 

Community Choices scenario. Note that seven of the corridors listed below (noted in italics) appear on both 

lists. 

Move from unfunded to funded/ add more funding (public comment, in order of number of times 

mentioned): 

• US  Highway 20/26 (Chinden) 

• Rail 

• State Highway 44 (State Street) 

• State Highway 16 

• Meridian Interchange 

• Greenhurst Road 

• Kuna-More Road 

• Three Cities River Crossing 

• Cherry Lane 

• Lake Hazel Road 

• I-84 

• Fairview Avenue 

• Happy Valley Road 

• Cloverdale Road 
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• Ustick Road 

• Eagle Road 

 

Move from funded to funded/provide less funding (public comment, in order of number of times 

mentioned): 

• Bowmont Road 

• Ustick Road 

• Fairview Avenue 

• Three Cities River Crossing 

• State Highway 16 

• Amity Road 

• Kuna-Mora Road 

• Cloverdale Road 

• US  Highway 20/26 (Chinden) 

 

Most people agreed with the Community Choices growth scenario, but others did cite a desire for less 

density.  

Other common themes that emerged through public comment were the need for additional/better 

transit, alternative transportation, and bike/pedestrian facilities and the need for a local option tax (the 

comment form did ask questions concerning taxes, it did not specifically mention local option). Several 

people stated a desire to put more funding and effort into transit before putting more funding and effort into 

roadways. 

Table 2-2.  Quantitative Public Comment Results* 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results 
What prompted you to comment on this plan?  
That is, is there a specific concern, or a particular road 
or issue that interests you?  
 

140 NA 
 

How did you learn about this opportunity to 
comment?  
 
 

220 Invitation to Meeting in a Bag: 
41.4% 
Email: 25.5% 
Radio Advertisement: 4.5% 
COMPASS Web Site: 3.2% 
Word of Mouth: 1.8% 
Display/Booth: 1.8% 
Newspaper Advertisement: 1.4% 
News Story: 0.9% 
Other: 19.5% 
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Table 2-2.  Quantitative Public Comment Results* 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results 
Where did you receive this comment form? 
 
(Not asked on the online form.) 

185 
 
 
 

Meeting in a Bag: 78.9% 
Open House: 4.9% 
COMPASS Office: 0.5% 
May in Motion: 0.5% 
Public Library: 0% 
Idaho Green Expo: 0% 
COMPASS Web Site: 0% 
Cinco de Mayo: 0% 
Other: 15.1% 

Transportation Systems – Roadways: The draft 
plan supports improvements to regional roads. The cost 
of the improvements listed in the plan would be $6.6 
billion, with a total cost to improve and maintain the 
road system of $10.1 billion by 2035. At least $3.9 
billion in new revenues would be needed to pay for the 
improvements and maintenance.    
Do you support improvements to regional roads?   

194 Yes: 88.7% 
No: 7.7% 
No Opinion: 3.6% 
 
 

Do you support seeking new revenue sources for 
roadways?         

192 Yes: 78.1% 
No: 15.6% 
No Opinion: 6.3% 

Would you be willing to pay more in taxes to 
support improvements to regional roads?                 

188 Yes: 68.6% 
No: 22.9% 
No Opinion:8.5% 
 

If “yes,” how much per year?  
                    
 

137 $0 - $100: 48.9%       
$101 - $200: 33.6%              
$201 - $300: 7.3%            
$301 or more: 10.2%      
  

Transportation Systems – Transit: The draft plan 
supports an expanded public transportation system and 
more opportunities for walking and biking. The 
expanded public transportation system would cost $4.1 
billion and require the region to seek new revenue 
sources of $2.7 billion. 
Do you support an expanded transit system?     
 

201 Yes: 91.0% 
No: 5.5% 
No Opinion: 3.5% 

Do you support seeking new revenue sources for 
transit?  

196 Yes: 85.2% 
No: 8.7% 
No Opinion: 6.1% 
 

Would you be willing to pay more in taxes to 
support improvements to transit? 

192 Yes: 77.6% 
No: 15.1% 
No Opinion: 7.3% 
 

If “yes,” how much per year?  
            

 

150 $0 - $100: 52.0%       
$101 - $200: 29.3%              
$201 - $300: 9.3%            
$301 or more: 9.3%       
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Table 2-2.  Quantitative Public Comment Results* 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results 
Changes between 2006 and 2010 – Funded 
Projects: By law, only projects that can be paid for 
(funded) can be included in the planned transportation 
system. Because of rising costs without increased 
funding, many projects that were “funded” in 2006 had 
to be removed from the planned transportation system 
in 2010 because there is not funding for them, even 
though they are priorities.   
Given this constraint, do you agree with the 
changes that were made?  
 

189 Yes: 49.2% 
No: 20.6% 
No Opinion: 30.2% 

Recognizing there is not enough money for 
everything, what different changes, if any, would 
you recommend? 

80 NA 

Growth Scenarios: The Communities in Motion 
update examines two different scenarios for growth and 
land use in the Treasure Valley:  
 
• Community Choices, which encourages more compact 

growth and high-density housing in existing 
communities; more open space between 
communities; and building housing, jobs, services, 
and shopping closer together. 

 
• Preservation, which assumes each community will 

grow to the maximum possible, based upon that 
community’s comprehensive plan.  

 
While Communities in Motion examines both, the plan 
supports the “Community Choices” scenario, based 
upon extensive public input when the 2006 
Communities in Motion plan was developed. 
 
Do you support the “Community Choices” growth 
scenario? (Encourages compact growth and high 
density housing.)  
 

192 Yes:72.9% 
No: 18.2% 
No Opinion: 8.9% 

If “No,” what type of growth do you want to see 
in the Treasure Valley?  (e.g., Less compact? More 
growth in undeveloped areas?)  
 

21 NA 

Please provide any additional comments about 
the draft plan. 
 

61 NA 

*Individual written comments can be found in Appendix A. 
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Goals 
 

• Connections 

• Coordination 

• Environment 

• Information 

We envision a Treasure Valley 
where quality of life is enhanced 
and communities are connected 
by an innovative, effective, multi-
modal transportation system. 

CHAPTER 3 
DEFINING THE VISION 

Where Do We Want to be in 2035? 

Planning for the future – to 2035 and beyond – requires a regional 

commitment. Regions include urban, suburban, and rural communities.  

Southwest Idaho is a region comprised of unique cities and towns yet all rely 

on a regional labor force and count on a regional transportation system to 

move the people and materials involved in the regional economy.  A regional 

infrastructure keeps the bridges, roads, and sewers intact and functioning.1  

Communities that act alone will not solve regional transportation 

demands. People work, shop, and attend recreation events throughout the region.  And, with limited funding 

available, communities need to collaborate to ensure that transportation systems function effectively. 

Transportation improvements in one community make the regional system stronger.  

Where do we want to be in 2035? The vision strategies, goals, and tasks developed for Communities in 

Motion are a guide to help us get there. 

Vision, Goals, and Scenarios 
Early in the 2004-2006 planning process, the COMPASS 

Board articulated the following vision for Communities in 

Motion: We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of 

life is enhanced and communities are connected by an 

innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation 

system. 

 The vision of Communities in Motion reiterates a commitment to regional planning and supports a belief 

that each community should keep a unique identity.   

Goals for the plan were established several months later. Four broad goals emerged from a series of 

“community cafés” with local residents.  A technical working group then examined the goals and crafted core 

objectives and tasks to reach the vision.  When COMPASS and the Idaho Transportation Department 

extended the planning boundaries in 2006 to include Boise, Elmore, Gem, and Payette Counties, the original 

goals remained as the underlying theme of what residents want for the region.  

 
 

                                                 
1 William Hudnut, “Working Together to Plan for the Future”, May 17, 2004. Presentation summary URL: 

http://www.communitiesinmotion.org/workshopsMay04.html  
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Figure 3-1: “Trend” residential 
development 

Figure 3-2: “Community Choices” 
residential development 

Trend vs. Community Choices 

Public workshops in November 2004 and February 2005 resulted in a number of land use scenarios that 

examined the relationship between land use and transportation.  The two final candidates for inclusion in the 

plan were “Trend” and “Community Choices.” 

 

Trend  
The Trend growth scenario was based on the general 

growth patterns of the region over the last several 

decades (Figures 3-1 and 3-3).  This scenario describes a 

future that continues the current, relatively low density 

pattern of development throughout the region.  Of the 

various scenarios, the Trend scenario consumed the most 

land and generated the highest amount of Vehicle Miles 

of Travel (VMT).  
 

 

Community Choices  

The Community Choices scenario blended two of the 

more popular workshop scenarios, and was updated in 

March 2005 and April 2005, to reflect emerging land 

development (Figures 3-2 and 3-4). The amount of 

growth reflected in residential subdivisions under 

consideration at that time cut into the growth that could 

be assigned to the desired, more compact and diverse land 

use pattern. 

Community Choices did far better than Trend in 

meeting goals for Communities in Motion and met the 

desires most commonly expressed by the workshop participants (Table 3-1).  Community Choices supports: 
 

 Growth into the areas of impact, which reduces the need to consume farmland and open space.  

 A greater diversity of housing and more of that housing near jobs and services.  More townhomes, patio 

homes, and apartments will be provided near planned public transportation services.  

 A more compact growth pattern that will more likely support transit, walking, and biking.  Some of the 

increased density would occur from the greater diversity of housing types, but some would also come 

from decreased lot sizes for single-family housing.  Lots of less than 5,000 square feet can attain the 

needed density with careful design.  
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The growth depicted in the Community Choices land use scenario is a broad 
vision to guide investment decisions by COMPASS and its member agencies in 
seeking to provide a cost-effective, multi-modal transportation system. As 
such, investments will be directed to areas of efficient growth consistent with 
Community Choices. This does not preclude development being approved by 
local governments that is not consistent with the location, nature and amount 
of growth shown under Community Choices. 

 A future growth pattern that brings homes, jobs, and services closer together to reduce the need to travel 

and to encourage use of alternative travel modes such as walking and biking. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
2 These estimates were based on the 2006 projected growth of 825,000 people by 2030. Chapter 4 provides the new projections and 
allocation information through 2035. The 2035 growth is based on honoring the Community Choices principles while recognizing 
the development that has occurred since 2006. 

Table 3-1: Estimated Effects of Growth Scenarios 

Trend Community Choices2 

125,400 acres 42,200 acres 

72% single family 55% single family 

20% new homes at 
transit density 

52% new homes at 
transit density 

20.7 Million Daily 
Vehicle Miles of Travel 

19.6 Million Daily Vehicle 
Miles of Travel 

This table compares the two scenarios. Both scenarios 
provide for the same amount of growth. 
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Figure 3-3: Trend Map 2006 Plan 
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Figure 3-4: Community Choices Map 2006 Plan 
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Guiding Principles for Land Use 

 Plan for growth and share in 
benefits and costs 

 Facilitate growth in cities and 
areas of impact to efficiently 
use public infrastructure 

 Promote economic vitality and 
housing choices for all 
residents while retaining 
natural beauty  

 Support a successful central 
city to maintain regional 
economic health and vitality 

 Coordinate transportation and 
land use decisions to support 
travel choices 

Guiding Principles for Land Use 

During 2004-2006, COMPASS worked closely with the Blueprint for Good Growth 3 project in Ada County 

to identify “guiding principles” for land use.  These guiding principles help make the transportation goals a 

reality by better linking land use with transportation.  Since land use decisions are under the governance of 

member agencies, their support of the principals and goals help ensure implementation of the preferred 

scenario, Community Choices.   
 

Performance Monitoring Report 
One of the recommended products in the 2006 

plan was for COMPASS to report annually on the 

progress of Community Choices throughout the 

region in the Communities in Motion Performance 

Monitoring Report.4  This report includes information 

about how much progress the region is making 

towards the goals and objectives in Communities in 

Motion, as well as the Community Choices land use 

scenario. 
 

Definitions 
The following strategies/summary principles, 

goals, objectives, and tasks provide the “road map” 

for the destination – the Communities in Motion vision.  

The COMPASS Board supported these elements5 and 

will use them to guide decision-making.  Goals need to be accomplished as a region, while the objectives and 

tasks offer detail of how the region will complete and measure the goals (Table 3-2).  COMPASS defines the 

following as: 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 Focusing and sustaining the growth was the aim of the Ada County Land Use and Transportation Guide Plan, or Blueprint for Good 

Growth - an attempt to create efficient and beneficial development. The Ada County Consortium is a partnership of governments in 
charge of local land use and roadway planning. More details are available on the Blueprint for Good Growth website:  
http://www.blueprintforgoodgrowth.com 

4 COMPASS Performance Monitoring Report , 2007– 2009 URL:  http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/gtsm-
devmonitoring.htm   

5 COMPASS Board adopted these definitions at the December 19, 2005 Board meeting. 
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Strategies – The decisions that guide a plan.  The strategies will inform the policy level decisions by the 

COMPASS Board that guide the direction of the regional long-range transportation plan. 

Goals – The broad and general goals of the plan.  A goal is the end toward which effort is directed.  There are 

four goals: Connections, Coordination, Environment, and Information. 

Objectives – A more detailed breakdown of specific areas of the goals.  Aim, goal, end of action – a strategic 

position to be attained. 

Tasks – The specific ways in which the objectives are carried out.  Tasks also describe who is assigned to do 

the work.  These should be measurable. 
 

Strategies/Summary Principles 

The intent of Communities in Motion is to integrate land use and transportation planning.  As such, it is 

intended to provide for an effective multimodal outcome, with land use patterns that support and encourage 

transportation alternatives. 

Community Choices is the preferred growth and transportation scenario. Investment decisions regarding 

public funds will support implementation of this scenario. 

1. The annual Communities in Motion Performance Monitoring Report will track comprehensive plan changes 

as well as building and subdivision activity. 

2. An essential outcome of the plan must be the establishment of a regional transportation investment 

prioritization system to provide and maintain a safe, efficient, multi-modal transportation system. 

3. A 50% split of funding between operations/maintenance and capital improvements is acceptable 

pending subsequent annual reviews to determine pavement, bridge, safety and equipment standards. 

4. Maintenance and safety of the transportation system are highest priority when considering funding 

allocations.   

5. The COMPASS Board recognizes the need to identify funding shortfalls and to secure new funding 

for a multi-modal transportation system as the highest priority. 

6. A longer-term growth analysis is appropriate to consider issues beyond 2035. 

7. Performance standards, including Levels of Service, may vary depending on a corridor’s context (e.g., 

a downtown area versus a suburban area). 
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Key Issues 

Key issues as they relate to the goals of Communities in Motion are discussed below and shown in Table 3-3. 

 
 

Issue 1: Housing/Jobs Balance and Housing Choices 

The planning process evaluated the physical and fiscal needs of the region. The balance between housing 

and workplace is a critical area. A balance between housing and jobs results in a transportation system that 

works well because of the close proximity of commute trips. 

The price of land and housing affects location decisions of many home-buyers. Lower income home-

buyers have been going further and further away from employment and service centers to afford the type of 

home they desire.  Maureen McAvey7 described this phenomenon as “Drive until you qualify.”  One of the 

products in the Performance Monitoring Report shows the location of affordable housing. The report also 

looks at the transportation costs: when those are included, much of the “affordable” housing becomes less 

affordable. 

The Community Choices scenario will support a better jobs and housing balance between the two 

counties by shifting more jobs to Canyon County. In 2035 69% of households are projected to be located in 

Ada County and 31% in Canyon County, with 73% of jobs in Ada County and 27% in Canyon County.  

Future housing stock will need to change significantly to encourage a better balance.  

                                                 
7 Maureen McAvey, Senior Resident Fellow, Urban Development, Urban Land Institute at the ULI event, Higher Density Development 

Myth & Facts, on August 30, 2005. 

Table 3-3: Matrix of Key Issues as Related to Goals 
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Connections - Provide options for safe 
access and mobility in a cost-effective 
manner. 

High High High Medium 

Coordination - Achieve better inter-
jurisdictional coordination of transportation 
and land use planning. 

High Medium High Medium 

Environmental - Minimize transportation 
impacts to people, cultural resources, and 
the environment. 

High High High High 

Information - Coordinate data gathering 
and dispense better information. 

Medium Medium Low Low 
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In Boise, Elmore, Gem, and Payette Counties, 

projected land use follows current growth patterns.  

Growth in these areas will more than likely be 

suburban and rural in nature.  Housing types are 

projected to be predominantly single-family with little 

multi-family housing.  Employment is expected to 

remain in the service sector, with government, 

professional, and retail being the mainstays in the 

wider region.  The major corridors in these counties lead to Ada and Canyon Counties and thus will have a 

significant impact on future transportation needs. 

 Throughout the 2004-2006 planning process, many participants requested a choice in housing.  Currently 

a suburban family home or a rental apartment is predominant in most communities.  As circumstances 

change, housing choices are an asset.  For example, someone first starting out may prefer a rental apartment.  

As he or she advances to a better paying job and possibly gets married, a small home, a condominium, or 

town home might be the best match for a busy lifestyle.  Later, as children are born, a home with a yard in a 

subdivision or maybe a home in the country may be desired.  When the children leave and one nears 

retirement, he or she may no longer want to maintain a large yard and may prefer a smaller home, 

condominium, or apartment — essentially closing the circle.  These are the “choices” that participants in the 

planning process want. 

 Growth in the region has been dramatic, but the nature of that growth is also changing.  Nationally there 

have been several patterns that can affect communities, including demand for housing and public services: 

 A trend toward smaller household sizes. 

 More non-traditional households (single-person households, unrelated person households). 

 An increase in average population age, particularly as the baby boom generation of post World War II 

nears retirement. 

 Some national trends may be muted by regional influences—religion, culture, ethnicity, in-migration, and 

immigration—some of these trends can be seen in our region.  For Ada County and Canyon County, the 

number of households increased 46% between 1990 and 2000, but the number of households with a married 

couple increased 39%.  Households with a female householder increased 52%, a male householder increased 

104%, and non-family households increased 53% (non-family includes single-person and two or more 

persons sharing a house but not related by blood or marriage.)8 

 

                                                 
8 Information presented here is from the 2000 Census, conducted every ten years. The next release of Census will be in 2011. 

Emmett, Idaho (Gem County) 
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Figure 3-5: Age/Gender Ada/Canyon 
Counties

 
Figure 3-7:  Age/Gender Ada County 
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Figure 3-6: Age/Gender Canyon County 

Age Distribution Canyon - 2000
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Figure 3-5 depicts the age by gender distribution for 

Ada and Canyon Counties.  This type of chart is 

sometimes called a population pyramid.  The pattern 

matches a description put out by the U.S. Bureau of the 

Census:  “…a population pyramid that resembles a square, 

indicating slow and sustained growth with the birth rate 

exceeding the death rate, though not by a great margin.”  

But within the region, there can be a great deal of 

difference.  Compare the regional pyramid with the more 

“classic” pattern seen for Canyon County (Figure 3-6). 

Note the broader base at the bottom, indicating a much 

younger population than the region as a whole. The 

reason for the difference is the influence of Ada County 

(Figure 3-7).  

For Ada County, the bulge in the middle is the baby 

boomer population, the last of which were born in 1961 

and oldest nearing 60.9  Should this pattern persist with 

growth, how will it affect demand for smaller homes and 

lots?  Will convenient access to urban amenities become 

a more marketable feature? 

 For more information, COMPASS has compiled 

additional census data10 for the six-county region. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
9 Numbers are based on the 2000 U.S. Census data by CensusScope, www.censusscope.org/us/chart_house.html.  
10 Additional census information URL: http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/demo/CensusData.pdf 
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Jeff Stahler, The Cincinnati Post, 2003 

Issue 2: Transportation Choices / Shorter Commute Distances 

The COMPASS Travel Demand Forecast 

Model11 predicts the roadways that will be over 

capacity in 2035.  In Chapter 5, there are maps 

showing the current situation and projected 

conditions using the growth under the Community 

Choices land use scenario.  The additional growth in 

population through 2035 creates more trips on the 

roadways.  The deficiency maps in Chapter 5 show 

those roads that are over capacity resulting in much 

slower daily speeds with the additional traffic. 

Growth in a dispersed pattern creates even more 

demand on the transportation system.  Even with a 

more compact land use pattern, there will be 

major increases in travel time. These are 

described in Chapter 5.  With traffic and 

congestion on the rise, we heard clearly from 

our residents that this is not the choice for 

the future. Therefore, more options are needed 

such as transit, bike lanes, and walking paths 

(Figure 3-8).  The vision for Communities in Motion 

provides for a greatly expanded transit system.  

The discussion about the issues of jobs/housing 

balance is also a factor.  If people live closer to 

their jobs, the commute is not nearly as difficult as 

traveling across the region. 

 

  

                                                 

11 The COMPASS Travel Demand Forecast Model provides a forecast of average (week) day traffic (ADT) for each link of a given 
transportation network and demographic data set. The model is regularly maintained and updated to include all completed roadway 
projects.  Future-year model networks include anticipated widening and new roadway projects.  A more detailed description of the 
transportation model can be found on the COMPASS website: http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/traveldemand.htm. 

Figure 3-8: Transportation Choices 
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Figure 3-9: Example of Higher Density 

 

Issue 3:  Connectivity through Higher Densities and Less Land Developed 

These issues are inter-connected. Some density is 

needed to make the Communities in Motion vision a reality. 

Expansion of the transit system is a major part of the 

vision. However, the current densities in housing and 

commercial properties do not support transit. Higher 

densities strategically placed around transit centers, 

downtown core areas, and transit corridors can provide 

better connectivity to jobs and every day needs than low 

densities throughout the region (Figure 3-9). “Higher 

density” does not mean New York City.  

 A transit system can be supported with densities as low as seven or eight housing units per acre12  in these 

strategic locations. The typical subdivision in Ada County or Canyon County ranges from two and a half to 

four homes per acre.  

 

Issue 4: Open Space and Farmland 

Communities in Motion encourages the retention of open space.  This includes prime farm land13 and 

“buffer zones” between cities to support the unique boundaries of each city.  Transportation decisions play a 

role in preserving open space.  For example, a decision 

to build a road may result in an unanticipated outcome 

of encouraging development. This “induced” 

development could happen in places that are not 

consistent with the land use vision.  

More specifically, an example of induced 

development is when a roadway is developed between 

two cities to provide better connections between the 

cities, which can encourage increased business 

development in the area. This can cause an unintended 

outcome of developed land between the cities, thus reducing available open space between them.  The 

decision to develop the roadway “induced” the development along that corridor. 

 

 

                                                 
12 Transit supportive housing density – seven or eight units per acre can be derived a variety of ways including a wide mix of densities 

that averages the desired density per acre. 
13 Prime farmland is a combination of prime soils as defined by the US Soil Conservation Service and areas served by irrigation.  
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 Multi-family housing is constantly    
encouraged by city and county 
planners. Yet, the common space 
often is a berm, or storm drainage. 
There is a real need for true 
functional open space. 

 
             Treasure Valley resident 

In Sum 

Regional growth will transform the valley over the next 25 

years.  The issues and opportunities presented by that growth 

have been discussed in this chapter.  Two distinct futures, 

Community Choices and Trend, were presented, each with a 

potential to happen.  Community Choices would result in more 

compact growth, with a mixture of land uses and a greater 

potential for walking, biking and transit use. Design principles 

appropriate to Community Choices are described in Table 3-4. Trend would result in a much less compact 

region, less open space and a continued reliance on the automobile for virtually all travel. 

The plan opts for Community Choices as described in Chapter 4.  The transportation systems to serve 

that vision are laid out in Chapters 5 and 6.  Financial information is provided in Chapter 12.  Chapter 14 

provides a view of what might lie beyond 2035.  

 

 

 

                                                 
14 Creating Great Neighborhoods: Density in Your Community; Local Government Commission Report 2003.  Found on-line at  

http://www.lgc.org/freepub/docs/community_design/reports/density_manual.pdf  
 

Five Density and Design Principles14 
 

Increase densities in appropriate locations 
 

Connect people and places through a complete street network that invites walking and 
bicycling and provides convenient access to bus or rail 

 
Mix uses to create a quality of life where people may chose to live near their work, walk to 

the local store, or bike to the library with their kids 
 

Place parking in alternative locations to support density and create inviting places to walk 
 

Create great places for people 
 

Table 3-4: Design Principles Consistent with Community Choices 
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CHAPTER 4
GROWING THE FUTURE 
 

Regional Growth 

During the past decade the economy, housing, and the job market have all been through cycles of boom 

and bust, demonstrating the difficulty of predicting the future.  The next 25 years will likely have more ups 

and downs. Communities in Motion forecasts that in 25 years, the valley will host more than 1.046 million 

people, almost 400,000 households, and one-half million jobs.  This would make the region larger than 

Tucson, AZ, is now and almost as big as Salt Lake City, UT, is now.  The effect of this population on roads, 

energy, air quality, water, agricultural land, and other resources can be problematic.  However, taking 

necessary steps now can help to alleviate or even improve the situation in the future. 

Communities in Motion considered future transportation needs by developing the Community Choices 

scenario (see Chapter 3: Defining the Vision).  Community Choices is the scenario for land use and 

transportation that emerged from public workshops during 2004-2005.  The COMPASS Board approved this 

scenario in 2006 and reconfirmed this vision in 2010.  The name reflects choice in housing types (single 

family, multi-family, town homes, zero lot line homes, condominiums, and large lot) and in transportation 

modes (automobile, transit options, bike lanes, and walking paths). It is the growth pattern to be supported 

by public investments in transportation. 

Understanding and anticipating demographic, housing, and transportation trends will be critical to 

anticipating and solving traffic problems of today and tomorrow. 

 

Demographic Trends 

Historically, the nuclear family has been the most common form of household in the United States.  The 

Baby Boom generation is an example of how this family unit has impacted today’s conditions.  The way we 

shop, work, live, and commute is largely the result of the way our households are established.  In the last 

decades, a tremendous shift has occurred; away from nuclear families and toward more diverse household 

units. Modern families will likely require a different built environment.  Changing demographics, such as 

household makeup and age, will impact the demand for different types of housing and transportation options.   
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Housing Trends 

Over the first part of the 2000s, the Treasure Valley saw sharp increases in in-migration, and housing 

prices escalated dramatically in accordance with this new demand (Figure 4-1).  This caused a decline in 

housing affordability and pushed many family-wage households to suburban fringes.  This new demand for 

road capacity expansion and transportation agencies caused difficulties building and maintaining a 

transportation network with limited resources. 

The last several years saw the opposite as the subprime mortgage crisis struck.  This crisis brought on a 

dramatic rise in mortgage delinquencies and foreclosures in the United States, with major adverse 

consequences for banks and financial markets around the globe.  

The need for more affordable housing, together with shrinking household sizes and higher energy rates, 

have generated a demand for a different housing stock, with smaller houses in more walkable communities.1  

Mixed use and transit oriented developments can decrease the cost of housing and reduce the costs placed on 

the transportation network.  However, high-density housing often face opposition from communities 

concerned about home values, safety, traffic, and other burdens to public services.  Poorly-designed density 

and subsequent opposition to these developments can continue the trend of sprawling communities and 

associated transportation costs.  

 

 

                                                 
1“The Coming Demand,” Congress for the New Urbanism, 2001. URL: 

http://www.cnu.org/sites/www.cnu.org/files/Coming_Demand.pdf. 
 

Figure 4-1: Total New Construction Permits Issued by Year 
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Figures 4-2 and 4-3 show how the “drive to qualify” mentality (a person must travel away from the city 

center and major job centers to find a home in a price range where he or she can qualify for the mortgage), 

has pushed affordable housing to the rural areas, while making transportation costs higher. 

 

Figure 4-2: Housing Affordability 

 

Figure 4-3: Housing + Transportation Affordability 
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Energy Trends 

Energy trends, both supply and demand, could have a drastic impact on planning the future 

transportation network.  From a supply standpoint, the Gulf oil spill in summer 2010 shows the difficulty of 

extracting cheap oil in environmentally-sensitive ways. Demand is also likely to increase as many developing 

nations are entering into an economy that promotes increased energy use. Both factors can result in higher 

energy costs.  Rising energy costs, both incremental and sudden, can result in macro-level changes in travel 

behavior and new technologies that planning agencies may not be able to accurately predict.  This can result 

in reactive instead of proactive efforts to build and maintain an effective transportation network. Increasing 

fuel prices may also shift growth demands toward employment centers, walkable neighborhoods, and near 

transit routes. 

Household fuel prices for heating and cooling could also reduce the amount of discretionary income for 

households.  This increased economic burden may make it difficult for households to afford consumer 

expenditures, taxes for roadway and transit improvements, and other quality of life demands.  Should fuel 

cost continue to rise, will this begin to affect such decisions  

 

Employment Trends 

Despite losing more than 30,0002 jobs in the metropolitan area during the Great Recession (Figure 4-4), 

demographers expect almost 500,000 jobs will be added in the region by 2035.3 The location and type of 

employment can have a significant impact on the type and level of transportation improvements needed to 

keep up with demand. Jobs that are spread out and far from housing create a greater burden on 

transportation networks. New jobs may result in escalating housing prices and land values, which in turn can 

result in affordable housing located further and further from employment centers.  

This “jobs/housing imbalance” is facing this region and many other metropolitan areas.  The 

transportation system works much better when jobs are located near housing and vice-versa, thus creating 

shorter commute distances.  Communities in Motion anticipates that jobs will be spread more efficiently 

throughout the region, thus creating the opportunity for people to live closer to where they work – creating 

better balance in jobs and housing.  Also, jobs that are clustered near transit routes can reduce the amount of 

vehicles on the road. 

                                                 
2 Idaho Department of Labor, Monthly Labor Force Data. URL: 

http://lmi.idaho.gov/EmploymentUnemployment/CivilianLaborForceLAUS/tabid/804/Default.aspx. 
3 Idaho Department of Labor and “Economic and Population Forecasts for Ada and Canyon Counties in Idaho,” John Church, Idaho 

Economics. URL: http://compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/demo/JohnChurchForecast.pdf. 
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Figure 4-4: Boise-Nampa Unemployment Rate 

 

Changes in how, when, and where people will work in the future can change transportation patterns.  For 

example, if more people work from home or work flexible schedules, then rush-hour traffic can become less 

severe, not because of a reduction in employment or population, but because fewer workers will be working 

during similar hours of the day.  
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Treasure Valley as a Key Regional Hub 

In addition to those who live and work in 

southwest Idaho, many people also pass 

through the region. Interstate-84 (I-84) is the 

major east/west freeway through southwest 

Idaho, and is the main route for people or 

products to get from major shipping ports 

such as Seattle, Tacoma, and Portland to 

locations in the Intermountain West and 

beyond (Figure 4-5).  The prosperity of 

southwest Idaho is tied in part to the futures 

of other regional cities.  

Most newcomers to the Treasure Valley 

come from Los Angeles, Salt Lake, Seattle, 

Phoenix, and other areas of Idaho.4  Would the success of other regional areas likewise promote this area or 

attract households and jobs to those places?  On the other hand, would failure in other regional areas make 

this a more or less attractive place to relocate? 

Additional information on freight and air traffic can be found in chapter 11 of Communities in Motion. 
 

Continuing Compact Growth Vision 

Forecasting 

Planning transportation facilities for rapidly growing urban area like the Treasure Valley requires an 

adequate understanding of future usage.  Population, employment, and land use are basic determinants of 

travel; therefore, a first step in assessing transportation needs is to prepare a population estimate and forecast. 

One of the initial steps to identifying transportation improvements is to realize land use, growth, and 

subsequent travel demand impacts. 

COMPASS’ forecasts are used by policymakers and the general public, as well as by public and private 

agencies throughout the region.  Local jurisdictions use the forecasts for general plan updates and capital 

facilities planning, including environmental impact reports, and for local transportation planning. Other 

agencies such as the school districts, public services, and retail businesses use aspects of COMPASS’ forecasts 

to develop plans for providing services. 

COMPASS’ forecasts represent the changes we can anticipate for the region and its communities based upon 

the best available information at the time the forecast is produced and reputable computer models.  

 They are meant to help policy and decision-makers prepare for the future and are not an expression for 

or against growth.  

                                                 
4 Census 2000 Migration Data. County-to-County Migration Flow Files - U.S. Census Bureau. 

Figure 4-5: Truck Flows Map 
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Modeling 

COMPASS uses models in travel demand and land use forecasting.  Models are reflections of rational 

views of how the world works and provide a consistent framework for our discussions and analyses.  Good 

models are complex enough to represent a great variety of social, economic, and environmental phenomena 

and simple enough to create transparency. Models are valuable tools for consensus building and for making 

informed planning decisions; however, models do not make policy decisions.  Models can be useful for the 

following: 

1. Analysis of past and present growth patterns and travel demand. 

2. Projection of land use patterns and conditions. 

3. Prescription of desired future conditions and requisite policies. 

For a more rational and scientific approach to growth forecasting COMPASS acquired a land use model.  

This model, UPlan, demonstrates likely areas for growth due to their level of attractiveness, such as the 

proximity to transportation facilities, 

existing infrastructure, political boundaries, 

and employment sites.  Areas are given 

values based on their characteristics and 

then growth is allocated accordingly (Figure 

4-6).  This model reflects land use types 

desired by local land use plans and policies 

and shows how decisions made today are 

most likely to impact the region decades 

into the future. 

COMPASS uses a travel demand model 

to forecast roadway deficiencies, level of 

service analysis, and other transportation planning applications.  The COMPASS travel demand model is 

discussed in more detail in Chapter 5 and at www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/traveldemand.htm. 

A summary of the growth allocation is shown in Table 4-1. This table depicts changes in population and 

jobs by demographic areas. These areas are not city limits, but generally are close to the area of impact5 

configurations. More detailed allocation information can be viewed at 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/demo-forecasts.htm. Current and future population and 

employment forecast maps are on pages 4-10 through 4-12 (Figures 4-7 through 4 -9). 

 

                                                 
5 Areas of impact are required under Idaho Statute (Idaho Code 67-65, et. al.) as part of the annexation process. Such areas are 

approved by the county commissioners upon negotiation with the city or cities. Within the area of impact, city plans and 
development standards are often adopted by the county. 

Figure 4-6: UPlan Land Use Model 
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Monitoring the Vision 

COMPASS tracks growth in the economy, jobs, building permits, and other indicators to determine the 

health of the area and the potential demand on the transportation system. Growth and Transportation 

Monitoring Reports were discussed in Chapter 2.  These reports highlight traffic congestion, growth impacts, 

and implementing results. 

 

Implementing the Vision 

  Community Choices offers a vision for a more cost-effective, multi-modal transportation system.  

Implementation of the Community Choices vision will require buy-in of many different stakeholders.  Livable 

and sustainable communities (Chapter 13) are not created by a single organization.  Public, private, and non-

profits are needed to coordinate land use, transportation, environmental, economic development, education, 

health, social services, housing, and transit.  Every stakeholder has a role, including local municipalities, 

transportation agencies, neighborhood groups, developers, financial institutions, and the public   

(Figure 4-10, page 4-12).  

 A variety of local government policies and projects were initiated to implement the Community Choices 

vision of Communities in Motion.  These are tracked in the Communities in Motion Implementation Guidebook: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/reglrtranpl.htm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Table 4-1: Summary Demographics for 2035 

Demographic 
Area 

Population 

 

Employment 

 Ratio of 
Employment to  

Population 
2008 2035 Increase  2008 2035 Increase  2008 2035 

Boise  250,645 343,712 37%  150,656 232,836 55%  0.60 0.68 

Caldwell 49,149 96,691 97%  12,298 40,570 230%  0.25 0.42 

Nampa 101,396 168,078 66%  30,869 65,108 111%  0.30 0.39 

Meridian 86,229 172,576 100%  28,662 74,469 160%  0.33 0.43 

Eagle 24,049 54,179 125%  5,364 12,304 129%  0.22 0.23 

Kuna 17,102 54,599 219%  1,516 5,896 289%  0.09 0.11 

Middleton 10,743 33,965 216%  1,131 7,924 601%  0.11 0.23 

Garden City 11,459 25,753 125%  8,364 13,815 65%  0.73 0.54 

Star 7,476 20,825 179%  729 2,061 183%  0.10 0.10 

Parma 3,611 10,703 196%  759 4,381 477%  0.21 0.41 
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Figure 4-7: 2030 Population Density 
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Figure 4-8: 2010 Employment Density 
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.   

 Figure 4-9: 2035 Employment Density 
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Figure 4-10: Stakeholder Benefits 
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CHAPTER 5 

DESIGNING THE FUTURE ROADWAY NETWORK 

Where Are We Now? 

Roadway Management 

 A number of agencies manage roadways throughout the region as described below. 
 

Idaho Transportation Department (ITD).  ITD has jurisdiction over the state and federal roadways 

throughout the state and is responsible for 11,997 lane miles and 1,777 bridges.  ITD District 3, which 

comprises ten counties in southwest Idaho, has 2,551 lane miles of highway and 392 bridges.  The ten 

counties contain 44% of the state’s population.1  ITD also has divisions for aviation and public 

transportation. 

Ada County Highway District (ACHD).  Ada County is unique in Idaho, and perhaps in the nation, in having 

a single, county-wide highway district with a separately elected board. ACHD maintains roadways and makes 

improvements throughout the county, except for public roads under ITD jurisdiction.  No cities have 

roadway jurisdiction in Ada County.   

Canyon County.  Canyon County has multiple roadway jurisdictions.  Each larger city (Nampa, Caldwell, 

Middleton, and Parma) within the county has jurisdiction over its roadways. In addition, there are four 

highway districts that serve unincorporated areas:  Nampa Highway District #1, Notus-Parma Highway 

District #2, Golden Gate Highway District #3, and Canyon Highway District #4.  The smaller cities also 

contract roadway services from the surrounding highway district. 

  

                                                 

 
1 Facts & Figures 2010. Idaho Transportation Department. January 2010. Found on-line at 
http://itd.idaho.gov/Publications/2010FctBk_010710.pdf. Population for District 3 and Idaho derived from 2009 US Census 
population estimates. 
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Learn about the travel demand model at:          
www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/traveldemand.htm  

Current Ada and Canyon Roadways and Traffic 

 The current system includes roadways that 

are in existence as of 2010.  Table 5-1 shows a 

summary of key statistics that aid in the 

understanding of overall performance of the 

roadway system. This analysis includes today’s public transportation system (Chapter 6). The resulting 

congested speeds are shown in Figure 5-1. The analyses for today’s conditions and future conditions were 

done via a computerized travel demand model created by Citilabs.  The software is called Cube Voyager—just 

one of several packages to forecast future travel demand and travel conditions.  

 
Table 5-1: Existing Network with 2010 Demographics 

Population 589,251 
Employment 248,985 
Vehicle miles of travel  12,210,000 
Hours of delay 27,000 
Travel time to / from common locations  
• Caldwell to downtown Boise 35 min 
• Nampa to Boise Airport 25 min 
• Middleton to Hewlett-Packard 25 min 
• North Meridian to Boise Towne Square Mall 20 min 

 

Land Use Implications for Roadways 

 Chapter 4 addressed growth in the two-county region (Ada and Canyon), envisioning a 2035 population 

of 1.046 million.  The growth forecast has major implications for transportation: 

• Magnitude.  Adding 500,000 people, 174,000 households, and 225,000 jobs to the area is a major factor in 

travel demand.  To put this into perspective, the growth would add the equivalent of 2.4 new cities the 

size of the City of Boise or six cities the size of the City of Nampa.  

• Location.  Where this growth will occur is critical as well.  As discussed in Chapter 4, the location of 

population/housing near employment is a key factor in the need to travel.  It is not simply a matter of 

getting to work.  Employment locations also affect the travel distances to services and shopping. Work 

trips are certainly critical, since they tend to cluster during peak hours, but other types of trips constitute 

the majority of travel during a typical weekday.  How will this change during the next 25 years?   



 

  

Figure 5-1: 2010 Congestion on Existing Network 
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• Westward population movement. Community Choices, the growth pattern assumed for this plan also 

assumes that jobs would be added to western portions of the planning area to help reduce the need to 

travel.  

• Design.  Also addressed in Chapter 4 is the assumption that growth would be more compact, not only 

reducing the need to travel but enhancing the likelihood that more trips could be by other modes such as 

bus, walking, and biking. As was noted in the 2006 plan process, a more compact design would reduce 

daily vehicle miles of travel by 5%.  

This growth was tested on three transportation networks: 

• Programmed2 - 2015 network, today’s transit 

• Funded – 2035 funded only network with current transit levels 

• Optimal – 2035 funded and unfunded network 

Functional Street Classification 

The current (2030) roadway functional classification is shown in Figure 5-2.  A revised functional 

classification map for 2035 is shown in Figure 5-3. The concept of functional classification is covered later in 

this chapter.   

The map link in the footnote below provides a high quality version of the 2035 functional classification 

of roadways for Ada County and Canyon County.3  For the purposes of this plan, only roadways classified as 

arterials are shown due to the size of the planning area and the fact that the plan is regional in nature. Sub-

area studies are needed to develop circulation and collector systems at the local level. There is also a separate 

map of functionally classified roadways for federal funding purposes, but with only a ten-year horizon. 

                                                 
2 Programmed Projects are projects that have been budgeted for implementation within the next three years as shown in Table 5-3. 

Funded and Unfunded projects are presented in Tables 5-7. 
3 “Planning Functional Classification Map for Ada County and Canyon County – 2035,” URL: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/func/adacan2035_official.pdf. 



 

  

Figure 5-2: 2030 Functional Classification Map 



 

 
Figure 5-3: 2035 Functional Classification Map 
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One of the critical elements over looked in 

functional classification is the concept of typology, 

which recognizes that land uses and street function 

should mesh with each other (Figure 5-4).  While not 

formally evaluated in Communities in Motion, it has been 

considered at great lengths in an ACHD study over the 

past few years titled “Transportation and Land Use 

Integration Plan.” 4  The general approach is that street 

designs should “…balance the needs of all users - 

motorists, pedestrians, cyclists, transit and people with 

disabilities - with streets that complement the built 

environment.” This concept is elaborated in Chapter 6 

with the promotion of a “complete streets” policy. 

 The ACHD Commission adopted its Complete 

Streets Policy in May 2009. In its policy, ACHD stresses 

the need to allow for all users, consider the context of 

land use through which streets pass, and to plan and 

design with long-term needs in mind. With that in mind, 

it is important to consider the functional classification 

system as being implemented with a multitude of objectives. 

How to Use the Functional Classification Maps 

The Federal Functional Classification map is a federal requirement. The Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) requests an update of this map approximately every five years with a ten-year horizon. Roadways 

classified as a collector, arterial, interstate, and national highway system are identified on this map and are 

eligible for federal funding.  

The Planning Functional Classification map is not a requirement under the federal rules.  It is used as a 

planning, access management, and corridor preservation tool by COMPASS and local governments.  This 

map is officially updated along with the long-range transportation plan and includes at least a twenty-year 

horizon.  The COMPASS Board is concerned with roadways classified as arterials or greater. Proposed 

roadways are shown on this map to indicate where land needs to be preserved from development and to 

guide access management. 

 

                                                 
4 Transportation & Land Use Integration Plan. Ada County Highway District. Found on-line at 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Departments/PP/TLIP.aspx.  

Figure 5-4: How Roadways Function  
Published by the U.S. Department of 
Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, 
revised March 1989.   
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Definitions and Specifications 

Streets in the transportation network are typically classified by how they will function in serving the 

traveling public.  For example, local streets are intended to serve residential areas and not heavy traffic, while 

arterials are designed to serve through-traffic, often restricting access (driveways and local streets) to adjacent 

development.  The federal classification system is more restrictive than the local classification system in 

limiting where roads can be classified as arterial.  The former is used to define the streets on which federal 

funds may be spent, and the latter is a corridor preservation tool for local governments. 

Each roadway jurisdiction has criteria upon which to classify a roadway. These criteria range from vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) to length of the roadway. However, the way a road actually functions should be the 

main factor in determining the classification. Various jurisdictions also have standard criteria on the number 

of lanes and width of roadways for each classification.  These criteria vary greatly and are only used as 

guidance in the decisions of each agency. COMPASS staff expects to create a guidebook for functional 

classification to aid in future decisions of functional classification. 

Interstate (classification for planning and federal map) – The Interstate system consists of all presently 

designated routes of the interstate system.  This is the highest level of arterial roadway and includes the 

highest levels of access control. 

 Expressway (classification for planning map only) – Expressways permit through traffic flow through 

urban areas and between major regional activity centers.  Expressways are similar to an interstate with grade 

separated intersections, but can include some at-grade intersections at cross streets and may or may not be 

divided.  Expressways are intended to provide higher levels of mobility rather than local property access. 

Expressways may have partial control of access with small amounts of direct land access. 

 Principal Arterials (classification for planning and federal map) – Principal arterials serve the major 

regional centers of activity of a metropolitan area, the higher traffic volume corridors, and the longer trips 

while carrying a higher proportion of the total urban areas travel on a minimum of roadway mileage.  

Principal arterials carry the major portion of trips entering and leaving the urban area, as well as the majority 

of through movements.  To preserve the long term functionality of such roadways, they should have limited 

access with less access control than an Expressway, but more than a minor arterial. 

 Minor Arterials (classification for planning and federal map) – Minor arterials interconnect with and 

augment the principal arterial system and provide service to trips of shorter length at a lower level of travel 

mobility than principal arterials.  Minor arterials also distribute travel to geographic areas smaller than those 

identified with the higher systems.  This classification includes all arterials not included in a higher 

classification and places more emphasis on land access than principal arterials.  Such roadways should still 

have limited access with less access control than a principal arterial, but more than a collector. 
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 Collectors (not shown) – Collectors are roads providing traffic circulation within residential, commercial, 

and industrial areas.  Collectors carry trips to and from arterials.  Single-family homes are normally 

discouraged from having driveways onto collectors.  Urban collector standards are generally two to three 

traffic lanes with sidewalks. The local roadway jurisdictions are responsible for the classification of collector 

designations, as collectors are considered more local in nature. 
 

Steps to Finalize Functional Classification 

A three-step process is needed to fully adopt the new Planning Functional Classification Map: 

1. The COMPASS Board adopts recommended changes to the regional long-range transportation plan - 

which includes changes to the Planning Functional Classification Map.  

2. The highway districts in Ada County and Canyon County, each city within Ada County and Canyon 

County, and the counties adopt the new Planning Functional Classification map in their planning 

documents.  

3. The partnering counties adopt the proposed roadways and request ITD to incorporate the new roads or 

alignments when they could fit within the ten-year horizon of the Federal Functional Classification map. 

The new 2035 Planning Functional Classification Map will replace the 2030 version in Ada County and 

Canyon County as the official countywide maps.  The map was developed via a cooperative process 

during 2009. 

The following links will take you to a digital copy of these maps. (Note: the maps are formatted to print 

on large-sized paper.) 

• 2035 Planning Functional Classification Map for Ada County and Canyon County5 

• Federal 2015 Functional Classification Maps for Ada, Canyon, Boise, Elmore, Gem, and Payette 

counties6 

Short-Range Funded (Committed) Projects 

The preceding information is intended to help the reader understand the context of the plan: the players, 

the variety of issues, and the different modes.  This section presents information about what is already 

underway in terms of transportation investments.  Many of these projects have surfaced in prior plans and are 

just now being budgeted for improvements.  Because they are budgeted, they will not need to be shown in 

the plan’s recommendations, but the reader needs to know they are in process. 

                                                 
5  http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/func/adacan2035_official.pdf 
 

6 Ada/Canyon: http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/2035%20Functional%20Classification%20Map.pdf 
  Boise/Elmore/Gem/Payette: http://www.itd.idaho.gov/planning/GIS/ 
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Projects that are already programmed7 in the State Transportation Improvement Program for FY 2010-

2014 are considered to be the short-range (committed) list of projects for this planning period.   

The projects listed in Table 5-2 include only the major “regionally significant8” capital improvements in 

the region, that is, projects on arterial roads or highways that involve additional lanes or new construction or 

transit equipment and facilities.  They are listed here for informational purposes and are not subject to 

prioritization or additional planning reviews.  Other projects of less significance are also programmed.  These 

minor or more localized improvements can be found in the COMPASS  Transportation Improvement 

Program9 or the jurisdiction’s Capital Improvements Program. 

Table 5-2: 2010-2014 Regional Short Range (Committed) Project List 

Key 
Number10 Project and Brief Description Total Cost 

Programmed 
Year of 

Construction 

Status 

Ada and Canyon Counties 
10541 Amity Road, Chestnut Street to Kings Corner – Widen 

from four to five lanes urban section. 
$6,870,000 2011 Right-of-way 

RD203-07 Eagle Road, Victory Road to Ridenbaugh Canal – 
Widen roadway from two lanes to five lanes, including 
curb, gutter, sidewalk and bike lanes.  Project includes 
Eagle Road Bridge #248 over the Ridenbaugh Canal.   

$3,593,000 2011  

RC0127 Fairview Avenue, Cloverdale Road to Five Mile Road 
– Widen roadway from five to seven lanes and complete 
curb, gutter, and sidewalk system.  

$6,350,000 PD11  

RC0130 Fairview Avenue, Eagle Road (SH 55) to Cloverdale 
Road – Widen roadway from five to seven lanes and 
complete curb, gutter, and sidewalk system.   

$6,230,000 PD  

RC0131 Fairview Avenue, Five mile Road to Maple Grove 
Road – Widen roadway from five lanes to seven lanes and 
complete curb, gutter, and sidewalk system.   

$7,188,000 PD  

RC0133 Fairview Avenue, Locust Grove Road to SH 55 (Eagle 
Road) – Widen roadway from five to seven  lanes and 
complete curb, gutter, and sidewalk system. 

$6,260,000 PD  

RC0135 Fairview Avenue, Meridian Road to Locust Grove 
Road – Widen roadway from five to seven lanes and 
complete curb, gutter, and sidewalk system. 

$6,840,000 PD  

11582 Five Mile Road, Franklin Road to Fairview Avenue – 
Project includes construction work on Five Mile Road, not 
including the Fairview intersection.  Widen to five lanes 
with shoulder, sidewalk, and railroad crossing.   

$11,279,000 2013 Development 
and Right-of-
way 

RC0152 Franklin Road, Black Cat Road to Ten Mile Road – 
Widen roadway from two to five lanes with curb, gutter, 

$7,180,000 PD  

                                                 
7 Programmed projects are projects that have been budgeted for implementation within the next three years. 
8 On January 30, 2002, the Interagency Consultation Committee (ICC) developed the following definition of a “Regionally 

Significant” project: "A transportation project in Ada County, Idaho is designated 'Regionally Significant' if:  
a. The project is for the improvement of either: 

i. A principal arterial or higher functional classification; or 
ii. A minor arterial which will have a twenty (20) year projected traffic volume of at least 45,000 vehicles a day after completion 
of the project; and 

b. The project will add at least one new continuous vehicular lane which either:  
i. Extends from one intersecting principal or minor arterial to another intersecting principal or minor arterial; or 
ii. In the case of an interstate, extends from the on-ramp of one interstate interchange to a point beyond the off ramp of the next 
adjacent interstate interchange.”  (State of Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA 58.01.01.566) 

9  http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/transimprovement.htm 
10 Key Number. These numbers are assigned to a project for tracking purposes.  
11 PD = Preliminary development 
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Table 5-2: 2010-2014 Regional Short Range (Committed) Project List 

Key 
Number10 Project and Brief Description Total Cost 

Programmed 
Year of 

Construction 

Status 

and sidewalks.  Project includes the Franklin Road and 
Black Cat Road intersection. 

RC0165 Franklin Road, Ten Mile Road to Linder Road – Widen 
roadway from two lanes to five lanes with curb, gutter, 
and sidewalk.  Project is on a designated I-84 Detour 
Route. 

$5,740,000 2012 Right-of-way 

12062 Franklin Road, Touchmark Way to Five Mile Road – 
Reconstruct and widen existing two to three lane roadway 
to four to five lanes with an urban section.  Install 
drainage, curb, gutter, sidewalk, and shoulder. 

$7,821,000 2011 Development 

11970 I-84, 10th Street Interchange to Franklin Road 
Interchange, Caldwell  - Construct a slip lane on I-84 
between 10th Street Interchange and Franklin Road 
Interchange in Caldwell to aid traffic in safe and efficient 
merging on and off the interstate. 

$1,544,000 2010 Construction 

11974 I-84, 11th Avenue to Garrity Boulevard, Nampa – 
Widen I-84 from two to three lanes in each direction from 
11th Avenue to Garrity Boulevard and match the grade for 
the new bridge at Garrity Boulevard. 

$13,513,000 2010 Construction 

11977 I-84, 11th Avenue Underpass, Nampa – Replace bridge. $5,201,000 2010 Construction 
09819 I-84, Cole Road to Orchard Road Widening – 

Resurface one-mile of existing lanes on I-84 with “crack 
and seat” overlay.  Add third lane in each direction. 

$8,960,000 2010 Construction 

10915 I-84, Garrity Interchange – Widen mainline bridges to 
carry three lanes each direction.  Replace two separate 
structures with a single bridge. 

$4,495,000 2010 Construction 

10916 I-84, Garrity Interchange to 11th Avenue – Widen to 
three lanes in each direction.   

$31,729,000 2010 Construction 

09823 I-84, Vista Avenue to Broadway Avenue Widening – 
Resurface one-mile of existing lanes on I-84 with “crack 
and seat” overlay.  Widen the same section to three lanes 
in each direction. 

$20,587,000 2010 Construction 

RD205-07 Meridian Road and Main Street, Franklin Road to 
Cherry/Fairview Avenue – Phase 2 of the split corridor.  
Construct the northern portion (north of Franklin Road) of 
the Split Corridor roadway project.  Includes a cross-over 
portion between Main Street and Meridian Road.  Meridian 
Road, two-way segment – five lanes, one-way segment – 
three lanes, Main Street, one-way segment – three lanes. 

$11,369,000 2013  

11236 SH 16, SH 44 (State Street) to US 20/26 (Chinden 
Boulevard) River Crossing – Construct 2.2 miles of 
four- lane divided highway with a new Boise River 
crossing.  Construction needs approval from the State 
Legislature. 

$108,346,000 2011 Right-of-way 

12030 SH 16, Willow Creek Bridge – Replace bridge. $2,400,000 2011 Development 
RD202-37 Ustick Road, Meridian Road to Locust Grove Road – 

Widen to five-lane urban section with curb, gutter, 
sidewalks, and bike lanes.   

$5,138,000 PD  
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 Evaluating the 2035 growth on these roadway improvements is done to illustrate what happens if we stay 

with what is often termed the “programmed” network.  These improvements are added to the existing 

network, with the programmed network then forming the base from which the planned network is 

developed.  The programmed network was tested with the 2035 growth with results shown in Table 5-3.  

 
Table 5-3: Programmed Network with 2035 Demographics 

Population 1,046,000 
Employment 470,644 
Vehicle miles of travel  29,100,000 
Hours of Delay 491,500 
Travel time to / from common locations  
• Caldwell to downtown Boise 72 minutes 
• Nampa to Boise Airport 55 minutes 
• Middleton to Hewlett-Packard 70 minutes 
• North Meridian to Boise Towne Square Mall 40 minutes 

 

The resulting congested speeds on major roads are depicted in Figure 5-5. 

 



 

  

Figure 5-5: 2035 Congested Speeds 2015 Programmed Network 
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The Plan for Future Corridors 

When the 2006 plan was prepared, a working group, the Plan 

Coordination Team (PCT), developed a transportation system for 

each of the two land use scenarios.  For Trend, the PCT analyzed 

the transportation deficiencies of the no-build system.  The highest 

deficiency roadways (more than 40% over capacity) were targeted 

for widening.  Land use patterns in the Trend scenario indicated 

that public transportation was not a viable option; therefore, it was 

anticipated that the transit system would remain much as it is today.  

The Trend transportation system is not carried into this plan since 

it was for comparison purposes only.  However, maps of the trend 

road12 and trend transit13 systems are available. 

The PCT developed the transportation system for Community Choices by making transit the priority and 

planning roadway improvements that will enhance the transit system.  Surprisingly, the roadway system for 

Community Choices was very similar to the one for Trend, although some roadways were not widened to the 

extent they were under the Trend scenario.  Additional congestion was considered more acceptable in the 

compact areas – just as any major city experiences congestion in their compact development areas.  The 

Community Choices roadway system can be viewed as a “sub-set” of the Trend roadway system.  The 

Community Choices transit system discussed in Chapter 6 is more than ten times the size of the Trend transit 

system.  The federal government requires that long-range transportation plans be fiscally constrained.  In 

addition, we do not have enough funding to build an un-congested roadway network.  The reality is that there 

is not enough money to pay for the optimal transportation (road and transit) networks under Community 

Choices without finding new revenue sources. 

The implications of not funding a significantly better transportation system (roads and transit) include: 

• More congestion in the future 
• Few, if any, travel options for area residents 
• A shift of travel from the increasingly congested state highways to local roads 
• Travel delay and increased fuel consumption  

                                                 
12 Map of  Trend Road Projects URL: http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/trendroad_B.pdf 
13 Map of Trend Transit Projects URL: http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/trendTransit_B.pdf 

The Plan Coordination Team met 
throughout the summer of 2005 
to develop the future regional 

transportation system 
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Communities in Motion was developed with a vision toward large regional transportation projects rather 

than as specific local projects.  There are two types of capital improvements:  major capital and minor capital. 

It was determined that only the major capital corridors14 would be included specifically in the plan and 

prioritized.  The minor capital projects include intersections, traffic signals, shorter-length roadway projects, 

and safety projects.  
 

How were Corridors Placed in Priority in the 2006 Plan? 

Transportation needs exceed existing revenues available to the region over the next 20 years.  In 2006, 

the planning team developed a process to guide the selection of corridors so that funds could be spent where 

growth is desired and where the transportation benefits are highest.  A similar process is used to aid 

COMPASS and its member agencies in selecting projects for short-term investments, i.e., those projects 

included in the Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)15 and State Transportation Improvement 

Program (STIP).16   

The selection and ranking process for capital projects included a variety of factors, including: 

• Dollars per Vehicle Miles Traveled – the cost of improvements per vehicle mile traveled. 

• Time Savings – potential time saved because of the improvements in hours. 

• Connections – fills gaps in system, ties to transit spine, or removes barriers.  

• Regionality – based on classification of roadway according to function: interstate, state highway, principal 

arterial, or minor arterial. 

• Growth Area – relation of the corridor to the growth areas in the Community Choices scenario. The 

concept is that public funds would go to promote growth consistent with Community Choices and 

growth outside of the target areas would need to develop other funding. 

• Percent of Regional Growth (x2) – percentage of the anticipated regional growth from 2005-2030. 

• Transit (x2) – based on whether a roadway also has a regional transit route, a local transit route, or no 

transit route. 

• Pavement and bridge sufficiency data for consideration in maintenance projects. 

• Accident data for consideration in safety projects. 

• Environmental issues that will help determine project readiness. 

• Congestion Management System information on current system delays. 

                                                 
14 Proposed Major Capital Roadway and Transit Improvements Map URL: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/majorcapital_D2.pdf 
15 The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is a five-year approved list of priority transportation projects. The TIP lists all 

projects for which federal funds are anticipated, along with non-federally funded projects that are regionally significant. The list 
includes roadway and public transit projects. 

16 The State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) is similar to a TIP, but includes all projects in the state of Idaho, including 
those listed in the TIP. 
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• Traffic operations issues, including project benefits as detour routes for other corridors during 

construction.  

• Existence of corridor management plans addressing access management and other land use policies. 

 When trying to prioritize corridors across a large region, there are challenges due to the nature of roadway 

funding. The primary issues are:  

• Transportation funds are often constrained as to how they can be used.  For example, some federal funds 

can only be used on interstate highways.  Federal funds cannot be spent on routine maintenance and 

operations—pothole patching, snowplowing, etc.  For local road agencies, federal funds make up less 

than 3% of revenue. 

• The gas taxes and registration fees going into the Idaho Highway Distribution Account can only be spent 

on roads under provisions of the Idaho Constitution.17  Around 35% of the local agency revenue is based 

in the Highway Distribution Account. 

• These funds are also constrained by “ownership.”  Around 62% of the local roadway agencies’ revenues 

are derived from local sources such as property taxes, impact fees, and local option registration fees.  Ada 

County and Canyon County raise 94% of the local revenue.  Boise, Elmore, Gem and Payette Counties 

raise a much smaller share of their road revenue from local sources. 

The bottom line is that it is difficult to mix the six-county regional corridors into a total pot to be 

allocated based on regional needs.  More details on transportation financing, including projected revenues can 

be found in Chapter 12.  

 

New Consideration of Corridors – Funded vs. Unfunded 

Since the corridor prioritization process in 2005, the financial situation has worsened, with future 

revenues expected to lag behind needs.  As noted in Chapter 12, the cost of the corridors deemed funded in 

2006 rose from 2.6 billion to $3.1 billion in today’s dollars.  When inflation across the next 25 years is 

considered, the gap rises. (See Chapter 12 for this discussion.) Since federal rules require that projects 

included in the plan not exceed forecasted revenues, corridors needed to be cut from the plan, moving from 

the funded list to the unfunded list. 

 

 

                                                 

17 Constitution of the State of Idaho. Article VII Finance and Revenue.  Found on-line at:  
http://legislature.idaho.gov/idstat/IC/ArtVIISect17.htm. 
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The Idaho Legislature and the US Congress failed to increase fuel or other taxes with which to fund 

roads. Given this and the run-up in costs since 2005, the corridor list was reviewed to determine which 

corridors had any commitment in a capital improvement program, long-range funding program, or any 

demonstrated tie to a current funding mechanism such as impact fees.  

The corridors shown in Table 5-4 had substantial committed funding and are deemed funded.  This list 

will be amended should new funding be identified for corridors or portions of corridors not on the funded 

list.  Examples of such new funding would include earmarks under federal legislation, developer 

contributions, etc.  An update to Communities in Motion will start in 2011, and it is possible that the Idaho 

Legislature and the US Congress will act on legislation to increase funding for transportation.  

Table 5-5 shows corridors deemed partially funded, while Table 5-6 includes corridors deemed 

completely unfunded.  Figure 5-6 depicts the funded and unfunded corridors. 

  

The following tables show corridors in Communities in Motion as funded, partially funded, 
or unfunded. The status of funding does not indicate lower priority, but funding status 
driven by the existence of funding “committed” to the corridor by state or local planning 
and programming documents. An unfunded corridor, or one which is partially funded, can 
be moved into funded status via amendment by the COMPASS Board as funding is 
identified. This could occur if the Idaho Legislature increases fuel taxes, registration fees 
or otherwise creates new revenue for ITD and other transportation providers. The Board 
could also target corridors for Surface Transportation Program funding or seek 
competitive grants as announced by the federal government.  
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Table 5-4: Funded Corridors, In Alphabetical Order 

ID Corridor 
Status in 
2006 CIM Funded Amount 

1 Amity Road: Southside Blvd-Cloverdale Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $67,528,000  

2 Bowmont Road: A three-mile section Funding shown is 
only to construct a two-lane section 

Funded $7,807,000  

3 Cloverdale Road: Lake Hazel Road-Chinden Blvd. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. Includes widening of 
overpass at I-84. 

Funded $71,729,000  

 

4 Fairview Avenue: Meridian Road-Orchard. Widen from 
five lanes to seven lanes. 

Funded $53,359,000  

5 Franklin Road: Idaho Center Road-Linder Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $34,740,000  

6 I-84: Garrity Interchange-Meridian Interchange. Widen 
from four lanes to eight lanes. Includes reconstruction of 
Garrity Interchange and existing over/underpasses. 

Funded $286,044,000  

7 Meridian Road: Waltman Drive - Ustick Road. Complete 
corridor improvements to five lanes. Includes partial 
couplet involving Main Street and Meridian Road. 

Funded $16,524,000  

8 Ten Mile Road:  Lake Hazel - Chinden Blvd. Widen from 
two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $51,941,000  

9 Ustick Road: Caldwell/Nampa Blvd.-Curtis Road. Widen 
from 2 lanes to 5 lanes. 

Funded $134,275,000  

   $723,947,000 
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Table 5-5: Partially Funded Corridors, In Alphabetical Order 

ID Corridor 

Status 
in 2006 

CIM 
Funded 
Portion 2009 Cost 

Programmed 
or Planned 

Funding 
Unfunded 
Amount 

1 I-84: Cole/Overland 
Interchange-Isaacs 
Canyon Interchange. 
Widen from four lanes 
to eight lanes. Includes 
interchange 
reconstruction at 
Orchard, Vista, 
Broadway and Gowen. 

Funded Orchard 
Interchange 

Vista 
Interchange 

Vista - 
Broadway 
widening 

$381,228,000  $136,151,000 ($245,077,000) 

2 I-84: Exit 29-Garrity 
Interchange. Widen 
from four lanes to six 
lanes. Includes 
reconstruction of 
Franklin and Nampa 
Blvd interchanges and 
existing 
over/underpasses. 

Funded Franklin – 
Garrity 

$668,514,000  $286,044,000 ($382,470,000) 

3 Lake Hazel Road:  
Happy Valley - 
Eisenmann Road 
(including Gowen Road 
Realignment) 

Funded Locust Grove 
to Pleasant 

Valley - 
construct to 
five lanes 

$135,589,000  $45,300,000 ($90,289,000) 

4 Linder Road: Kuna 
Mora Road-Ustick 
Road. Widen/construct 
to five lanes. Includes 
a rail crossing in Kuna 
and an overpass at I-
84. 

Unfunded Franklin to 
Chinden - 
Construct 

$100,876,000  $28,000,000 ($72,876,000) 

5 Linder Road: Ustick 
Road-Beacon Light 
Road. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes. 

Unfunded Franklin to 
Chinden - 
Construct 

$92,400,000  $52,400,000 ($40,000,000) 

6 SH 16: Ada/Gem line-
I-84. Construct limited 
access highway with 
interchanges and 
overpasses at SH-44, 
US 20/26, Ustick, 
Franklin and I-84. 
Other interchange and 
overpass locations 
would be evaluated. 

Funded SH 44 to US 
20/26 - 

construct to 
four lanes 
with river 
crossing 

$314,688,000  $119,457,000 ($195,231,000) 

7 SH 44 (State Street):  
SH 55 (Eagle Road) to 
downtown Boise (Multi-
Modal Center) 

Funded Glenwood to 
36th St - 

construct to 
seven lanes 

$57,041,000  $36,700,000 ($20,341,000) 

    $1,750,336,000  $704,052,000 $2,454,388,000 
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Table 5-6: Unfunded Corridors, In Alphabetical Order 

ID 
Corridor 

Status in 
2006 CIM 2009 Cost 

1 Beacon Light Road Extension: Purple Sage Road-SH 16. 
Construct new two-lane road. 

Unfunded $4,033,000 

2 Beacon Light Road: SH 16-SH 55. Widen from two lanes to five 
lanes. 

Unfunded $48,701,000 

3 Black Cat Road: Franklin Road-Chinden Blvd. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes. 

Unfunded $38,123,000 

4 Cherry Lane: Middleton Road-Ten Mile Road. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $63,885,000 

5 Greenhurst Road: Middleton Road-Happy Valley Road. Widen 
from two lanes to five lanes. 

Funded $34,740,000 

6 Happy Valley Road (five-lane) – from Flamingo to Locust Lane Unfunded $40,907,000 

7 I-84: Future SH 16 Interchange: (vicinity of McDermott). 
Construct new interchange with ramps to connect with Franklin  

Funded $95,762,000 

8 I-84: Ustick Road Interchange. Construct new interchange. Unfunded $32,528,000 

9 Kuna Mora - Bowmont Expressway Corridor Unfunded $290,000,000 

10 McDermott Road: I-84-Lake Hazel Road (including RR overpass 
at Hubbard Road). Widen from two lanes to five lanes. Access 
management to preserve future expressway. 

Unfunded $45,019,000 

11 Meridian Interchange Funded $35,000,000 

12 Middleton Road: Greenhurst Road-SH 44. Widen from two lanes 
to five lanes. 

Unfunded $83,532,000 

13 Robinson Road: Greenhurst Road-Cherry Ln. Widen from two 
lanes to five lanes north of I-84, three lanes south of I-84. 

Unfunded $48,792,000 

14 SH 44: I-84-Ballantyne Road. Widen from two lanes to four-lane 
limited access highway. Includes a new alternate route around 
Middleton. 

Funded $108,773,000 

15 SH 45: Deer Flat Road-Locust Lane. Widen from two lanes to 
four-lane limited access highway. 

Unfunded $13,792,000 

16 SH 55 (Eagle Road), I-84 to River Valley Street Funded $19,517,000 

17 SH 55: Beacon Light Road-Brookside. Widen from two lanes to 
four-lane limited access highway. 

Unfunded $1,822,000 

18 SH 55: Sunnyslope curve to Karcher Interchange. Widen from 
two lanes to four-lane limited access highway. 

Unfunded $58,420,000 

19 SH 69 Connection: Kuna Mora Road-Kuna Road. Build new road 
parallel to the Union Pacific rail (north side) to connect SH 69 to 
Kuna Mora. Broaden to include potential of a rail crossing option 
to Kuna Mora. 

Unfunded $22,509,000 

20 Three Cities River Crossing: SH 44-Chinden Blvd. Construct new 
roadway at four/five lanes and new bridge. 

Funded $105,359,000 

21 US 20/26: Exit 29-Eagle Road. Widen from two lanes to four-
lane limited access highway. 

Funded $264,036,000 

   $1,455,250,000  
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Figure 5-6: Funded and Unfunded Corridors 
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Evaluating the Funded and Unfunded Corridors 

 The travel demand model process was used to evaluate the funded and unfunded corridors.  The intent is 

to highlight the implications of fully funding the roadway system. One issue is whether fully funding the 

roadways without funding public transportation and other alternatives is the right long-term decision. 

Another issue is the implication of not funding the state transportation system. Tables 5-7 and 5-8 present the 

2035 demographics (1.046 million people and 470,600 jobs) on the funded corridors depicted above and the 

same demographics on the full corridors (Optimal Network) that assumes both local and state corridors 

would be funded.  Vehicle miles of travel drop slightly, but hours of delay drop far more, by 180,000 hours 

per day. Congested speeds for the two analyses are depicted in Figures 5-7 and 5-8. 

 
Table 5-7: Funded Corridors with 2035 Demographics 

Vehicle miles of travel  28,870,000 
Hours of delay 377,800 
Travel time to/from common locations  
• Caldwell to downtown Boise 62 minutes 
• Nampa to Boise Airport 45 minutes 
• Middleton to Hewlett-Packard 60 minutes 
• North Meridian to Boise Towne Square Mall 30 minutes 
 
 
 

Table 5-8: Funded and Unfunded Corridors with 2035 Demographics 
Vehicle miles of travel 28,460,000 
Hours of delay 197,800 
Travel time to/from four or five locations  
• Caldwell to downtown Boise 47 minutes 
• Nampa to Boise Airport 37 minutes 
• Middleton to Hewlett-Packard 32 minutes 
• North Meridian to Boise Towne Square Mall 24 minutes 

 

Evaluation of the fully funded transit network indicates that 95,000 trips per day would use transit by 2035—

if it were funded to the “optimal” level depicted in Chapter 6. Approximately 25,000 trips per day would occur on 

the high capacity corridor parallel to I-84. Without this transit, these trips will be adding to congestion on I-84 

and other roads. Chapter 14 discusses very long-term growth and a future in which a roadway-only system will be 

faced with even more challenging growth. Similar to many growing urban areas, it is this longer view of growth 

that makes it critical to consider travel alternatives. 

  Another question is how the funded and unfunded corridors support the growth scenario, Community Choices, 

the preferred growth pattern under Communities in Motion. (See Chapter 4 for a discussion of growth patterns.) An 

analysis of population and employment growth in traffic analysis zones within one-mile of each corridor is 

presented in Table 5-9. Note that growth in the funded corridors is as substantial as growth in the unfunded 

corridors, while the average population and jobs growth for all funded corridors is somewhat higher than the 

average population and jobs growth for the unfunded corridors.  



 

  

Figure 5- 7:  Congestion Using 2035 Demographics on Funded Network – Arterials or Higher 



 

  

Figure 5-8: Congestion Using 2035 Demographics on Funded and Unfunded Network (Optimal) – Arterials or Higher 
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Table 5-9: Population and Employment Changes Within One Mile of Corridor 

Population Employment 

Funded 2008  2035  Change 2008  2035  Change 

Amity Road 26,293 55,284 28,991 110%   2,989   5,116   2,127 71% 

Bowmont Road   2,427   2,697 270 11% 256 227 (29) -11% 

Cloverdale Road 53,103 79,105 26,002 49% 21,200 33,299 12,099 57% 

Fairview Avenue 81,340 112,457 31,117 38% 62,881 97,224 34,343 55% 

Franklin Road 22,154 46,876 24,722 112%   8,251 32,377 24,126 292% 

I-84 33,742 40,265   6,523 19% 26,691 33,949   7,258 27% 

Lake Hazel Road 22,326 43,438 21,112 95%   3,067   5,201   2,134 70% 

Linder Road 28,331 68,123 39,792 140%   2,263 12,897 10,634 470% 

Meridian Road 35,922 45,486   9,564 27% 14,842 29,850 15,008 101% 

SH 16 Ext   2,350 19,719 17,369 739% 516   1,861   1,345 261% 

State Street 41,052 64,249 23,197 57% 12,537 18,005   5,468 44% 

Ustick Road 87,868  38,527 50,659 58% 13,805 38,108 24,303 176% 

Average 23,277 11,568 

Unfunded 

Beacon Light Road (SH 16 - SH 55) 13,812 30,940 17,128 124% 989   2,087   1,098 111% 

Beacon Light Road to Purple Sage Road   2,410 16,407 13,997 581% 143   1,124 981 686% 

Happy Valley Road 22,314 35,783 13,469 60%   5,456 15,840 10,384 190% 

I-84 (Broadway - Isaacs Canyon)  18,090 22,121   4,031 22% 21,422 36,589 15,167 71% 

I-84 (Ustick - Franklin Road)  34,021 47,612 13,591 40% 21,126 42,390 21,264 101% 

Kuna Mora Road   3,108   9,092   5,984 193% 328 483 155 47% 

Lake Hazel Road (RR-Locust and PV to I-84) 10,628 38,139 27,511 259% 13,207 27,258 14,051 106% 

Linder Road (Chinden Blvd. - Beacon Light Road) 11,232 30,302 19,070 170% 758   3,926   3,168 418% 

Linder Road (Franklin Road - Lake Hazel Road) 27,739 69,868 42,129 152%   6,304 18,650 12,346 196% 

McDermott Road   3,143 14,427 11,284 359% 977   7,040   6,063 621% 

Middleton Road (I-84 to Locust Lane ) 26,280 44,034 17,754 68%   5,951 16,543 10,592 178% 

Middleton Road (I-84 to n/o SH 44) 15,633 35,206 19,573 125%   3,360 19,761 16,401 488% 

Robinson Road  13,979 36,218 22,239 159%   4,701 15,782 11,081 236% 

SH 16 (excluding river crossing)   7,573 49,919 42,346 559%   1,610 12,446 10,836 673% 

SH 19 18,482 38,577 20,095 109% 8,317 17,933   9,616 116% 

SH 44 East (Eagle Road to Glenwood Street) 30,401 47,987 17,586 58%   8,650 14,567   5,917 68% 

SH 44 West (I-84-Ballantyne Lane) 24,019 57,763 33,744 140%   2,741  14,767 12,026 439% 

SH 55 (I-84 to River Valley Street) 19,557 25,955   6,398 33% 14,650 33,472 18,822 128% 

SH 55 (n/o Beacon Light Road)   6,196   8,234   2,038 33% 376 419    43 11% 

SH 69 Ext to Kuna Mora Road (parallel RR)   5,796 13,254   7,458 129% 1,021   2,904   1,883 184% 

State Street (east of 27th Street) 34,416 31,465 (2,951) -9% 56,754 67,531 10,777 19% 

Three Cities River Crossing 31,892 45,658 13,766 43% 11,650 17,790   6,140 53% 

US 20/26 31,041 77,551 46,510 150% 13,133 26,883 13,750 105% 

18,033   9,242 
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 A graphic depiction of the relationship between the funded and unfunded corridors and the growth 

scenario under Community Choices is shown in Figure 5-9. This map shows that the funded corridors, with 

the exception of Bowmont Road, fall within the growth scenario adopted in 2006. Bowmont Road is 

programmed for rural federal funding.  Inclusion of Bowmont Road in this plan does not remove any urban 

corridors from the funded list. 

More travel occurs on the regional state highway network—the logical place for regional travel to occur. 

Without the funded state system, more travel will occur on local roads. For example, a driver on State 

Highway 55 (Eagle Road) heading north from Franklin Road may detour to Cloverdale Road or Locust 

Grove Road.  These local roads are also likely to have more homes, schools, and other uses more sensitive to 

traffic issues such as noise, glare, and air pollution. 

An analysis of two unfunded state highways was conducted to illustrate the potential effects on homes, 

schools, churches, and parks. The state highways selected were US 20/26 (Chinden Boulevard) and State 

Highway 55 (Eagle Road). These provide useful information since both highways are paralleled by local 

jurisdiction roads. The first analysis used residential parcel data, showing homes within 100 feet and within ¼ 

mile of each corridor. To normalize the comparison, roads in each corridor comparison were of similar 

length. The results are shown in Table 5-10. 

 

Table 5-10: Residential Properties Along Corridors 

# Residential 
Parcels Within 

1/4 mile 

# Residential 
Parcels Within 

100' 
Eagle Road (SH 55) 181 11 

Locust Grove Road 1,249 122 

Cloverdale Road 1,087 86 

   
Chinden Road (US 20/26) 1,274 165 

McMillan Road 3,089 250 

Ustick Road 4,349 488 

 

In both examples, the number of residential parcels along the state highways is substantially less than 

along the local jurisdiction roads. Homes within 100-feet are much more likely to be affected by noise and 

vibration, although homes within ¼ mile may also be affected by noise.



 

0 5 102.5
Miles

± Legend

General Land Use
Residential
Commercial
Industrial
Activity Center
Office

Funded and Unfunded Corridors and 
Community Choices Growth Scenario

Figure 5-9: Funded and Unfunded Corridors with Community Choice Scenario 



Communities in Motion – Page 5 - 28    September 2010  

The effects on schools, churches, and parks are 

illustrated in Figures 5-10 and 5-11. Both examples 

indicate more schools are in proximity to the local 

jurisdiction. Note that the sites show public and 

private schools, elementary, middle and upper 

schools, and future school sites. The last condition 

applies to the school site south of Chinden near 

Linder. McMillan has more schools adjacent to the 

road and several are elementary level. 

One park off Cloverdale was shown in the 

State Highway 55 analysis, but it should be noted 

that a park is being developed near Fairview and 

Eagle (northeast quadrant) not shown on map. 

Parks were immediately adjacent to McMillan and 

Ustick, but only golf courses were adjacent to US 

20/26. 

 

 
 
 

 

 
Figure 5-11: US 20/26, McMillan and Ustick 

 
Figure 5-10: SH 55, Locust Grove and 
Cloverdale 
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The result of an unfunded state highway system is a shift in traffic to local system roads. This is 

summarized in Table 5-11. Volumes and speeds on Chinden, McMillan, and Ustick were taken between 

Middleton and Cloverdale Roads. On Eagle, Locust Grove, and Cloverdale, the sections were between Ustick 

and Chinden. Volumes on the local jurisdiction roads dropped in all but one portion. Note that the inclusion 

of the State Highway 16 extension did cause a ripple reduction that affected a number of corridors. 

Table 5-11: Traffic Impacts on Selected Corridors 
Without 

Funded State 
Corridors 

With Funded 
State 

Corridors Change 
Annual 

Reduction 
Total Vehicle Miles of Travel 28,789,678 28,784,482 -5,195  (1,330,035) 
VMT on State Corridors 13,050,912 13,745,768 694,856 

45.3% 47.8% 2.4% 
Total Hours of Delay 338,626  316,196  -22,430 (5,742,118) 
Average Volume Changes * 
Chinden Blvd (US 20/26) 36,100  69,600  33,500 
McMillan Road 18,300  15,700  -2,600 
Ustick Road 39,300  36,600  -2,700 
Eagle Road (SH 55) 53,000  50,300  -2,700 
Locust Grove Road 13,700  13,800  100 
Cloverdale Road 24,900  22,000  -2,900 
Travel Speeds (Congested) 
Chinden Blvd (US 20/26) 19.8  31.2  57.5% 
McMillan Road 14.9  20.4  36.8% 
Ustick Road 23.1  23.8  3.0% 
Eagle Road (SH 55) 31.5  31.2  ‐0.9% 
Locust Grove Road 31.4  34.3  9.3% 
Cloverdale Road 32.9  36.9  12.3% 
* Note that state corridors include State Highway 16 extension 

 

Demonstration of Air Quality Conformance 

Federal regulations require that metropolitan planning organizations demonstrate their transportation 

plans conform to the State Implementation Plan (SIP) for air quality.  This process is often referred to as 

“transportation conformity.” Ada County is the only jurisdiction in the six-county region required to have air 

quality plans as a result of past air quality problems.  As part of the process, emissions are estimated and 

compared to budgets for air pollutants addressed in the SIP: carbon monoxide, particulates and volatile 

organic compounds (VOCs). VOCs are precursors to ozone. 

The results of this analysis are given to the Federal Highways Administration and Federal Transit 

Administration for approval.  The transportation plan is not official until this approval is received.  
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Only projects and services in the funded category of the plan can be used in calculating emissions for the 

conformity process.  This means that the unfunded roads and transit projects cannot be counted toward 

reducing air pollutants. The dramatic decrease in speeds contributes to vehicle hours of delay.  That means 

more vehicles sitting in traffic, waiting to clear the intersection, or waiting on the freeway ramp to enter 

traffic.  These conditions contribute to more air pollution.  It is not, however, an automatic solution to add 

lanes or build more roads.  Chapter 6 discusses the creation of alternatives to single-occupancy vehicles, while 

Chapter 7 presents ways to make the current roadway—and transit—systems more effective and efficient. 

One of the requirements under Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act – a 

Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) is that projects be shown in the 

year of expenditure.  This is to promote a financially constrained 

approach to planning.  The year of expenditure is also used in air 

quality conformity determinations.  Conformity is done in five-year 

increments to the end of the plan, so runs are done for 2015, 2020, 2025, 2030, and 2035.  For each 

increment, the projects that would be in place at that time (open to traffic or in service) would be used to 

evaluate travel demand and the resulting effects on production of air pollutants.  Table 5-12 shows projects 

broken out by year of expenditure in terms of five-year increments. Note that the list in Table 5-12 is 

dependent on the availability of funds and is subject to change. 
 

Table 5-12: Year of Expenditure for Funded Corridors and Partial Corridor Segments 
Corridor Section Year of 

Expenditure 
Amity Road. Widen from two lanes to five 
lanes. 

Southside Boulevard -Cloverdale Road 2035 

 Southside Boulevard – Happy Valley Road 2025 
 Happy Valley Road – McDermott Road 2030 
 McDermott Road – Meridian Road 2035 
 Meridian Road – Eagle Road 2035 

Bowmont Road. Funding shown is only to 
construct a two-lane section 

  

 State Highway 45 west 2015 
Cloverdale Road. Widen from two lanes to 
five lanes. Includes widening of overpass at 
I-84. 

Lake Hazel Road – Chinden Boulevard  

 Columbia Road – Lake Hazel Road 2025 
 Lake Hazel Road – Amity Road 2025 
 Amity Road – Overland Road 2025 
 Overland Road - Franklin Road 2025 
 Franklin Road – Ustick Road 2025 
 Ustick Road – Chinden Blvd 2025 
Fairview Avenue. Widen from five lanes to 
seven lanes. 

Meridian Road-Orchard Road  

 Meridian Road  - Locust Grove Road 2025 
 Locust Grove Road – Eagle Road 2025 
 Eagle Road – Cloverdale Road 2025 
 Five Mile Road - Maple Grove Road 2025 
 Maple Grove Road - Cole Road 2025 

For information on air quality 
conformity, please visit:  
http://www.compassidaho.org/pro
dserv/aq-demo.htm 
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Table 5-12: Year of Expenditure for Funded Corridors and Partial Corridor Segments 
Corridor Section Year of 

Expenditure 
 Cole Road - Orchard Street (or east of  

Curtis Road) 
2025 

Franklin Road. Widen from two lanes to five 
lanes. 

Idaho Center Road-Linder Road  

 Star Road – McDermott Road 2020 
 McDermott Road – Black Cat Road 2025 
 Black Cat Road – Ten Mile Road 2025 
 Ten Mile Road - Linder Road 2015 
 Touchmark Way  (~1000’ east of Eagle 

Road) - Five Mile Road 
2015 

I-84.a Widen from four lanes to eight 
lanes. Includes reconstruction of Garrity 
Interchange and existing 
over/underpasses. 

Garrity Interchange-Meridian Interchange  

 Garrity Interchange -Meridian Interchange 2011 
I-84.b Widen from four lanes to eight 
lanes. Includes interchange reconstruction 
at Orchard, Vista, Broadway and Gowen. 

Cole/Overland Interchange-Isaacs Canyon 
Interchange 

 

 

 Orchard Interchange 2011 
 Vista Interchange 2011 
 Vista - Broadway widening 2011 
I-84.c Exit 29-Garrity Interchange. Widen 
from four lanes to six lanes. Includes 
reconstruction of Franklin and Nampa 
Boulevard interchanges and existing 
over/underpasses. 

Franklin Boulevard – Garrity Boulevard  

 Franklin Boulevard – Garrity Boulevard 2015 
Lake Hazel Road.  Happy Valley - 
Eisenmann Road (including Gowen Road 
Realignment) 

Locust Grove to Pleasant Valley Road - 
construct to five lanes 

 

 Locust Grove to Pleasant Valley Road 2025 
Linder Road. Kuna Mora Road-Ustick Road. 
Widen/construct to five lanes. Includes a 
rail crossing in Kuna and an overpass at I-
84. 

Franklin Road to Chinden Boulevard - 
Construct 

 

Linder Road: Ustick Road-Beacon Light 
Road. Widen from two lanes to five lanes. 

  

 Ustick Road to Chinden Boulevard 2025 
 Franklin Road - Ustick Road 2025 
Meridian Road. Complete corridor 
improvements to five lanes. Includes 
partial couplet involving Main Street and 
Meridian Road. 

  

 Franklin Road – Fairview Avenue 2015 
 Fairview Avenue – Ustick Road 2035 
State Highway 16. Construct limited access 
highway with interchanges and overpasses 
at State Highway-44, US 20/26, Ustick 
Road, Franklin Road, and I-84.  

State Highway 44 to US 20/26 - construct 
to four lanes with river crossing 

 

 Connect State Highway 16 from State 
Highway 44 to US 20/26 

2015 

State Highway 44. (State Street). 
Construct to seven lanes. 

  

 Glenwood Street to 36th Street 2035 
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Table 5-12: Year of Expenditure for Funded Corridors and Partial Corridor Segments 
Corridor Section Year of 

Expenditure 
Ten Mile Road Lake Hazel Road - Chinden Boulevard  
 Lake Hazel Road- Victory Road 2035 
 Victory Road – Overland Road 2025 
 Overland Road – Franklin Road 2011 
 New Interchange at I-84 2011 
 Cherry Lane - Ustick Road 2015 
 Ustick Road - Chinden Boulevard 2025 
Ustick Road. Widen from two lanes to five 
lanes. 

Caldwell/Nampa Boulevard-Curtis Road  

 Caldwell/Nampa Boulevard– Midland Road 2020 
 Midland Road – Franklin Boulevard 2025 
 Franklin Boulevard – Can-Ada Road 2030 
 Can-Ada Road -- Star Road 2035 
 Star Road – Black Cat Road 2035 
 Black Cat Road – Ten Mile Road 2025 
 Ten Mile Road – Meridian Road 2035 
 Meridian Road – Locust Grove Road 2015 
 Locust Grove Road – Leslie Drive 2015 
 1/4 mile east of Eagle Road – Five Mile 

Road 
2015 

 Cole Road - Curtis Road 2035 

 

Surrounding Counties 

Boise County – The larger cities within Boise County (Horseshoe Bend and Idaho City) have roadway 

jurisdiction.  The county has a road and bridge department with jurisdiction over the unincorporated areas of 

the county.  

Elmore County – Elmore County also has multiple roadway jurisdictions.  The cities in Elmore County 

(Glenns Ferry and Mountain Home) have jurisdiction over their roadways.  There are also three highway 

districts:  Atlanta Highway District, Glenns Ferry Highway District, and Mountain Home Highway District 

with roadway jurisdiction over the remainder of the county. 

Gem County – The City of Emmett has roadway jurisdiction, and the county has a road and bridge 

department with jurisdiction over the unincorporated areas of the county. 

Payette County – The cities in Payette County (Fruitland, New Plymouth, and Payette) have roadway 

jurisdiction.  There is one highway district (Highway District #1) with roadway jurisdiction over part of the 

unincorporated areas of the county, plus there is a Payette County Road Department.  

 There were no criteria available for creating a priority list for all categories in order.  The projects in Table 

5-13 are not subject to the urbanized area planning requirement and are shown for informational purposes.  It 

has not been determined which projects will be funded in the plan. 
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Summaries describing individual corridors can be found on the following 
pages. Corridors are listed in alphabetical order. 

 

The Corridors Defined 

Many of the corridors discussed in this plan traverse multiple jurisdictions and several of these roadways 

connect county to county.  The next several pages contain summaries of detailed information for the 

individual corridors discussed in this plan. Each corridor summary contains the following information: 

 Why the corridor is important to the region 
 Characteristics of the corridor and how it is used 
 Recommendations for the corridor to meet Communities in Motion goals 
 Land use decisions required on this corridor to implement Communities in Motion goals (or, actions needed 

to occur to preserve the corridor for the future improvements) 
 Opportunities or challenges for the corridor 
 Past, current, or programmed improvements to the corridor 
 Recommended investments in the funded portion of Communities in Motion 
 Additional desired improvements (illustrative) or other actions needed in the future—perhaps beyond 

2035 
 

To implement the corridor improvements, each needs to be studied to determine the design for each 

improvement. There will most likely be multiple designs for each corridor as it passes through various land 

uses.  This is “context sensitive” planning.  For example, a roadway or bus route must fit within the land use 

that surrounds it.  Therefore, a route through a neighborhood will look and function differently than a route 

through a more rural area or one that is considered regional in nature. 

These corridor summaries are subject to revision as new work or evaluations are completed. 

 

                                                 

18 This project no longer under consideration. It was an early candidate for GARVEE financing, but costs and environmental issues 
have taken it out of consideration.  

Table 5-13: Surrounding County List, In Alphabetical Order 

ID Corridor Cost Cumulative 

1 Dewey Road: City of Emmett-I-84 $22,410,000 $22,410,000 

2 Emmett to Mesa Highway--Indian Valley: City of 
Emmett-Mesa (ITD)18 

$45,150,000 $67,560,000 

3 Harris Creek: Idaho City-Horseshoe Bend $39,220,000 $106,780,000 

4 New Route:  City of Payette to I-84 $14,250,000 $121,030,000 

5 State Highway 16: City of Emmett-Ada/Gem line (ITD) $93,950,000 $214,980,000 

6 State Highway 21: Lucky Peak-Idaho City (ITD) $4,030,000 $219,010,000 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
As the area south of I-84 continues to develop and the capacity of the interstate reached, demand on Amity 
Road will increase. The need for safety/operational improvements (such as intersection signalization or 
roundabouts), access management and right-of-way preservation will increase as traffic flows increase. 
  

                                       
1 Amity Corridor Roundabout Study found at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/Default.aspx  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

As the cities of Nampa, Meridian, and 
Boise grow south of I-84, the function 
of Amity Road has evolved from that 
of a rural section line road to a minor 
arterial. 

The overpass project at King’s Corner 
overpass in Nampa made the western 
end of the corridor safer and more 
accessible. The bridge crossing is 
funded through a local bond. 

The City of Nampa obtained high 
priority funding through SAFETEA-
LU to widen Amity from Chestnut to 
the King’s Corner overpass.  The 
various stages of this project will occur 
through 2011. $8,350,000  

Additional roundabouts would be 
considered in lieu of signals or four-
way stops. ACHD has completed a 
study of roundabouts for its portion of 
Amity.1  

Amity Road: Southside Blvd-Cloverdale 
Road. Widen from 2 lanes to 5 lanes.  
Estimated Cost:   $67,528,000 

 

Regional Connection 



WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
 

Black Cat Road carries a significant amount of traffic between 
its termini at US 20/26 and King Road, a span of thirteen miles. 
In 2035, the corridor is expected to carry over 19,000 trips per 
day on its busiest segment north of Franklin Road, and 5,000 
trips per day on the least traveled section north of Kuna Road.  
The estimates of increased traffic demand assumes a new SH 16 
river crossing that connects SH 44 to US 20/26 in the 
McDermott Road vicinity, and the widening and completion of 
an interchange at Ten Mile Road. 

 

 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 

Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Black Cat Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 

 Widening of the corridor to five lanes is recommended from Franklin Road to Chinden Boulevard.  

 Support a corridor plan for Black Cat Road 

Recommendations for Black Cat Road Corridor Public Transportation: 

 As a section line arterial, Black Cat Road will have local bus service with connections to east-west routes and a future fixed-
guideway system based on the Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study.  

 As with other corridors, provision should be made for direct connections to transit stops from adjacent development. Transit 
stops should be considered in street design, including provision for bus shelters and potential bus pullouts. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 

 To reinforce the future land-use pattern, local governments along the corridor are recommended to focus development in 
designated growth areas.   

  Land-use decisions need to ensure access to the Black Cat corridor is managed to preserve its function as an arterial. 

  

Black Cat Road is an important arterial facilitating north and south travel. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Black Cat Road 



 

 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES  
 
Black Cat Road has the potential to evolve as a north-south local access 
route between McDermott and Ten Mile Roads. An Interchange is 
currently under construction at Ten Mile Road and scheduled to open 
summer 2011. This leaves the Black Cat corridor serving as a minor 
arterial corridor between the two roadways. While it would carry 
more traffic than it does today and is a long corridor in terms of length 
(13.6 miles), it will not be a primary regional route due to its lack of 
access to I-84, no river crossing and its proximity to SH 
16/McDermott Road, which is planned, although unfunded, to be a 
major north-south route. 
 
The rail crossing north of Franklin Road will be a challenge with 
increased traffic on Black Cat Road and the plan for the rail corridor as 
a future passenger rail or bus rapid transit facility. Over one-hundred 
twenty homes are within one-hundred feet of the corridor between 
Franklin Road and Chinden Boulevard. 
 
The increase in travel demand on this corridor is partly due to the level 
of development anticipated in North Meridian. The North Meridian 
area is a twelve-square mile area bound by U.S. 20/26, Ustick Road, 
McDermott Road and Eagle Road. This area could contain as many as 
52,000 people by 2035. 

 
 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

In past long range transportation plans, 
the proposed SH 16 river crossing 
showed a connection to Black Cat Road 
and Ten Mile Road. A river crossing is no 
longer a potential given the plans for a 
SH 16 river crossing in the vicinity of 
McDermott Road.  

No projects are recommended at this 
time. 

Widen Black Cat Road to five lanes from 
Franklin Road to US 20/26 (Chinden 
Boulevard) in the City of Meridian. 
Estimated Cost:  $38,100,000 
 
Raised medians may be warranted in the 
higher traffic section due to forecasted 
traffic demand. 

Regional Connection 



WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
Today, some might not see the importance of this corridor. The road is lightly traveled 
and passes through agricultural areas and sagebrush; its length and undeveloped status, 
however, establish its importance as a future east-west route. When connected to SH 45 
via Bowmont Road and improved in other sections to a better two-lane highway, Kuna-
Mora Road can begin to offer travelers in Ada and Canyon counties an alternative route. 
While slated for minor improvements during the next twenty-five years, Kuna-Mora Road 
should be preserved to allow for an expressway with potential grade-separated 
interchanges.  
Current volumes along the corridor range from 800 on Bowmont Road in Canyon 

County to 2,000 near Cloverdale Road. In 2035, the corridor is forecasted to carry just 5,000 to 9,000 trips per day. The 
region should consider long-term travel alternatives to I-84, and proposed and potential development may preclude 
Kuna-Mora as a future expressway unless right-of-way and access management are implemented. Travel forecasts with 
some of the planned communities proposed in area would push traffic on Kuna Mora over 80,000 near I-84.  
The corridor covers nearly twenty-five miles between its western terminus at SH 45 (via Bowmont Road) and its connection 
with I-84 south of Boise. Much of the western end of the corridor is irrigated farmland. Between SH 45 and McDermott 
Road, over eighty homes are within a quarter mile of the corridor. Bureau of Land Management property breaks the 
continuity between McDermott and Swan Falls Roads. Farmland is irrigated from the Mora Canal, south of Kuna. While 
much of the land is held in larger parcels, there are many one- to five- acre parcels along the road, with many owner-
occupied homes in the area. Subdivisions are increasing in number. 
Further east, land along the corridor turns into non-irrigated land and scattered non-residential uses, including a gun club and a 
model airplane flight area. The Bureau of Land Management owns a small lake and wetlands near I-84. 
 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 
Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 
Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  
Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Bowmont/Kuna-Mora Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
  Kuna-Mora corridor from McDermott through to I-84 (Blacks Creek interchange) is recommended to be preserved as an expressway. 

From SH 45 to McDermott is recommended to be a four- or five-lane arterial.  
 Alignment studies are needed within one to two years to evaluate options to connect Bowmont with Kuna- Mora around the BLM land 

near McDermott. This study should include an evaluation of a future connection with McDermott as an expressway. An alignment study 
is also needed to consider alternatives from Eagle Road to Cloverdale. Interchange locations and footprints need to be established within 
one to two years. 

Recommendations for Bowmont/Kuna-Mora Road Corridor Public 
Transportation: 

 This corridor is a likely candidate for major fixed-route services such as, commuter bus service, given its regional connections.  
 Park-and-ride facilities should be considered near the major intersections. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 To maintain the right-of-way to construct a future expressway and interchanges, local governments along the corridor should stipulate a 

minimum setback of 100 feet from the centerline of Kuna -Mora. At the intersections of Kuna-Mora with major roads, setbacks should be 
negotiated to preserve future interchanges. 

 Direct connections to Kuna-Mora should be conditioned as temporary pending establishment of future backage and frontage roads. 

Kuna-Mora is vital to the region due to its potential role as an alternate to I-84. 
 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Bowmont/Kuna-Mora Road 
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1 This study can be found at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/ProjectsPast.aspx  
2 Information on Phase 2 can be found at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?ProjectID=127  
3 Materials on the Western Canyon Arterial Study can be found at 
http://www.nampahighway1.com/index_files/CANYONCOUNTYWESTERNROUTE.htm  

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Kuna-Mora Road’s rural character is its challenge and its opportunity. Some believe that this rural road should be left 
alone until it is really needed. The issue is that development has already been proposed along the corridor, meaning 
that it could be far more expensive – and perhaps impossible – to create the kind of expressway facility that can offer 
a true alternative to I-84. As with any major road, future land uses along the corridor need to be planned with an eye 
toward regional needs—not just reacting to the immediate market. 

East of Cloverdale there are few environmental or social challenges except for the tank trail from Gowen Field to the 
training range. This non-traditional intersection will need special attention in the future. Between SH 45 and Swan 
Falls there are as many as one-hundred fifty homes near the corridor. BLM land lies in the corridor south of Kuna-
Mora Road, and the Mora Canal interrupts the continuity from Swan Falls Road to Eagle Road. 

While preservation of the corridor seems prudent, construction of an expressway or even preservation of right-of-way 
is not funded in the 2035 funded plan. This improvement would be very costly. Many planning issues such as 
jurisdiction, access management, and corridor preservation will need to be addressed.  It is also important to note that 
upgrading this facility to an expressway does not make sense without the north-south connection to I-84.  (See the 
McDermott Road description.) 

Past and Current Investments 
through 2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded 
Improvements through 

2035 
In 2002 the COMPASS Board agreed that Kuna-
Mora Road should be the future east-west arterial.  

Several studies have been conducted related to the 
corridor: 

Kuna Mora Phase 11 

Southwest Boise Transportation Study 

Kuna Mora Phase 2 (on hold)2 

Western Canyon Arterial Study3 

Extend Bowmont Road.  Estimated 
Cost:  $6,000,000 

Study alignments of Kuna-Mora Road as 
future expressway, including interchange 
locations. Evaluate alternatives outside the 
current alignment due to existing 
development.  
Establish future rights-of-way needs and 
access plan.  
Medians may be warranted in the section 
due to forecasted traffic demand. 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
While not flagged for as substantial an increase in transit service as Franklin Road, the corridor between Meridian and Boise 
has a potentially critical role to play. Cherry Lane/Fairview Avenue is one of two corridors bounding the Boise-cutoff rail 
corridor. Given the planned increase in transit service along Franklin Road and the potential for future passenger rail 
service, the importance of accommodating bus operations and “non-motorized” modes of travel is critical.  
 
Given the extensive amount of existing and projected commercial development and adjacent residential uses, Cherry 
Lane/Fairview Avenue will continue to provide regional connectivity as a principal arterial. Access issues and right-of-way 
constraints will mean a relatively slow-speed corridor, however. By 2035, most intersections from Eagle Road to Curtis 
Road will exceed 100,000 vehicles per day, with Eagle and Fairview at a daunting 134,000 vehicles entering the intersection. 
 

                                       
2 This three-volume study can be found at http://compassidaho.org/reports.htm under Fiscal Year 2008 Reports. 
3 This can be viewed at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/Default.aspx  

Past and Current Investments 
through 2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded 
Improvements 
through 2035 

Once part of the original U.S. highway system, this 
corridor is still significant for commercial uses. 

The intersection of Fairview Avenue and Eagle Road 
was evaluated in the High Volume Intersection 
Study. 2 

The Karcher Interchange was completed in 2006 and 
resulted in construction of a regional shopping 
center.   

2014: Fairview Avenue Access Management, Linder 
Road to Orchard Street.  Install median islands 
and/or barriers to control access, improve traffic 
operations, and improve safety. Left turn and/or U-
turn pockets will be installed at 1/2-mile intervals, 
approximately 1/4-mile either side of major 
intersections; and driveway approaches may be 
eliminated or redesigned 
Estimated Cost: 1,350,000 
ACHD has completed a concept study of portions of 
Fairview. 3 

Fairview Avenue, Meridian Road to 
Locust Grove Road – Widen roadway 
from five (5) to seven (7) lanes and 
complete curb, gutter, and sidewalk 
system. $6,333,000 

Fairview Avenue, Locust Grove Road 
to Orchard Street – Widen roadway 
from five (5) to seven (7) lanes and 
complete curb, gutter, and sidewalk 
system. Estimated Cost:  $47,000,000 

 

 

Widen Cherry Lane from two lanes to 
five lanes between Middleton Road in 
Nampa to Ten Mile Road in Meridian.  
Estimated Cost:  $63,885,000  

An interchange at Middleton and 
Cherry Lane is still a potential. 

 Intersections at Maple Grove and 
Milwaukee will be nearing 100,000 
vehicles per day. Special intersection 
designs along Cherry Lane/Fairview 
Avenue are essential. 

Regional Connection 
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WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
 
North-south travel has not been as prominent a concern in previous plans 
as east-west travel. But regional growth is changing the pattern of travel, 
and the shift in residential and employment growth will challenge existing 
north-south roads. Given the barriers presented by the foothills, the Boise 
River, the “benches” and I-84, north-south corridors are often 
discontinuous. Eagle Road (SH 55) was widened in the 1990’s and 
overwhelmed by the rapid pace of development. Most north-south roads 
are bordered by significant residential areas and businesses, constraining the 

ability to widen roads in response to travel demand.  

The connection of Cloverdale Road to SH 55 via the Three Cities River Crossing would affect travel patterns, 
shifting part of the demand on the Eagle Road and Glenwood/Cole corridors. If and when this occurs, Cloverdale 
would require investments. Cloverdale Road is classified as a minor arterial and crosses I-84 with limited capacity 
due to the two-lane configuration of the overpass. In addition to the corridor’s importance in vehicle movement, it 
could be major transit corridor. As such, the location of new major activity centers will need to be considered.  By 
2035, Cloverdale Road traffic volumes could be 21,000 to 40,000 vehicles per day north of I-84 and 12,000 to 25,000 
south of I-84. Cloverdale Road connects to Lake Hazel Road, which will be a major east-west route from Middleton 
Road west of Nampa to I-84. It also offers the only continuous connection from Chinden Boulevard south to Kuna-
Mora Road, proposed in the long term as an expressway. This makes Cloverdale Road a 14-mile long corridor 
connecting major employment centers of HP and Boise Research Center to the most southern east-west route, 
Kuna-Mora Road. Note that the forecasted volumes do not reflect any connection to I-84 or the construction of the 
Three Cites River Crossing. Many citizens have noted a desire to have an interchange on one or both roadways.  

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Cloverdale Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 As urban arterials, either corridor will need context-sensitive design treatments.  
 Widening of the overpass will be essential, with priority given to the corridor selected for connection to Three Cities River Crossin

Recommendations for Cloverdale Road Corridor Public Transportation: 
 Development and street design should allow for direct access to transit stops and consider appropriate locations for shelters and 

bus pull-outs. 
 Both corridors are likely candidates for major fixed-route services given the residential and commercial uses. Park-and-ride 

facilities should be considered. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 As a major transit corridor, transit-oriented development concepts should be applied to developments within a quarter mile of 

Cloverdale Road and Five Mile Road. Activity centers should be considered along the corridors with transit stop features such as 
shelters, lighting and information kiosks. 

 Development along Cloverdale Road south of I-84 should recognize the potential traffic increases when Kuna- Mora Road is built 
to expressway standards.  

Cloverdale Road is vital to the region as north-south route. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Cloverdale Road 



CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Extensive residential, educational and commercial development line 
Cloverdale Road. Many subdivisions have their sole outlet onto the 
corridor, so high volumes of traffic would be difficult. Commercial activity 
is fairly balanced between the two corridors, but Boise City emphasizes 
Five Mile Road in its comprehensive plan as the target for development. 
Boise City considers  

Cloverdale Road more of a boundary between Boise and Meridian. Boise’s 
plan also calls for a “planned community” with activity centers and a 
diversity of housing densities and types at the south end of Cloverdale and 
Five Mile Roads. Cloverdale Road would be more peripheral to this 
planned community, but it would provide better access to a future east-west 
expressway planned along Kuna-Mora Road. Ada County Highway District 
has worked with the City of Boise on a Southwest area plan to refine the 
connections south to Kuna Mora Road. See below for the link to this and 
other related studies. 

Without additional capacity on Eagle Road (SH 55), north south travel in 
this area will be difficult. 

 

Past and Current Investments 
through 2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded 
Improvements 
through 2035 

An ACHD study considered design concepts for 
Cloverdale Road and Five Mile Road. These can be 
viewed at 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/Default.aspx  

A Southwest Boise plan to connect Eagle and 
Cloverdale to Kuna Mora Road can be viewed at  
http://www.achd.ada.id.us/projects/PublicProject.aspx
?ProjectID=74  

2003 -2009 Cloverdale Road/ Fairview Avenue 
Intersection. Widen Cloverdale Road legs to 6 lanes 
with curb, gutter and sidewalk, added right turn lanes 
on Fairview Ave.  
Actual Cost:$5,420,291  
 

Cloverdale Road: Lake Hazel Road-
Chinden Blvd. Widen from 2 lanes 
to 5 lanes (partially funded). 
Estimated Cost: $71,729,000  
(includes cost to widen overpass) 

 

Given the potential for major 
transit services along corridor, 
investment in transit stop 
facilities should be priorities. 
These might include bus pull-
outs, shelters, and connecting 
walkways. 

Cloverdale Road Overpass 
widening 

No improvements south of Lake 
Hazel Road. 

An evaluation of a Cloverdale 
interchange should be 
completed. 

Regional Connection 
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WHY THIS CORRIDOR 
MATTERS  
Dewey Road will provide the City of Emmett and Gem County 
more direct access to I-84 and greatly enhance connectivity in 
the area.  The proposed corridor would extend the existing 
Dewey Road in the City of Emmett across approximately four 
miles of land owned by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
and connect to I-84 at the existing Black Canyon Interchange. 
This project interacts with the Indian Valley Highway corridor 
proposed through the Idaho Transportation Department’s 
“Connecting Idaho” program.  It also ties into the New Payette 
corridor proposed by Payette County. Together, these projects 
provide more connectivity in the western portion of the region.   

The New Payette corridor provides a more direct alignment from I-84’s Black Canyon Interchange (near the 
proposed Dewey Road intersection) roughly along Old SH 30 and west along SH 52 to the City of Payette. 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 

Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Dewey Road & New Payette Corridor to meet CIM goals: 

 The proposed improvements provide more direct connection to the City of Emmett. 

 Support from the Idaho Transportation Department, the City of Emmett, Gem and Payette Counties is needed.  

Recommendations for Dewey Road & New Payette Corridor Public 
Transportation: 

 A parcel on the north side of Black Canyon Interchange at I-84 is a prime location for a park and ride lot and transit shuttle to the main 
transit line. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 

 Gem and Payette Counties (especially Gem) are experiencing residential development.  Land in the vicinity of these projects should be 
preserved for future improvements 

  

Dewey Road & New Payette provide connections for Gem and Payette Counties. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Dewey Road & New Payette 



CHALLENGES AND 
OPPORTUNITIES 
Dewey Road – There are some major topographic 
challenges with the proposed alignment of this 
roadway. Those challenges include bluffs and a river 
crossing. There are also opportunities in that the area is 
not currently developed. The County can provide 
oversight in the area to ensure that the corridor is 
preserved. 

New Payette Corridor - The proposed improvements 
include a realignment of existing roadways. This may 
prove to be beneficial in the design of this project. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

Gem County obtained a grant to conduct a 
corridor study on the Dewey Road corridor. 
This study was conducted in FY 2006-2007. 
 

 Construction of Dewey Road and the 
realignment of the New Payette corridor are 
desired. Estimated Costs:  Dewey Road - 
$22,410,000, New Payette Corridor - 
$14,250,000. 

 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Extensive residential, educational, and commercial developments line Five Mile 
Road. Many subdivisions have their sole outlet onto this corridor, so high 
volumes of traffic would be difficult. Boise City emphasizes Five Mile Road in its 
comprehensive plan as the target for development.  

Boise’s plan calls for a “planned community” with activity centers and a diversity 
of housing densities and types at the south end of Five Mile Road.  

Without additional capacity on Eagle Road (SH 55), north south travel in this area 
will be difficult. 

 

Past and Current Investments 
through 2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded 
Improvements 
through 2035 

A Five Mile Road interchange was put into the regional plan in 
1996 but subsequent analysis indicated costs for this 
interchange would exceed $100 million due to its proximity to 
the Wye interchange. 
In 2002, ACHD completed the 5 lane extension from Treeline 
Court to Chinden Boulevard – providing an additional 
connection to Boise’s West Bench. $2,250,000.  
An ACHD study considered design concepts for Cloverdale 
Road and Five Mile Road. These can be viewed at 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/Default.aspx  

2010: Five Mile Road / Fairview Avenue Intersection – Right 
turn lanes on all legs, two left turn lanes on Five Mile, street 
lights, curb, gutter, sidewalk and bike lanes. Project includes 
design, right-of-way and construction anticipated to be 
complete September 2010. Approximate Cost: $4,700,000 
 2014-Five Mile Road, Franklin Road to Fairview Avenue – 
Project includes construction work on Five Mile Road, not 
including the Fairview intersection.  Widen to five (5) lanes 
with shoulder, sidewalk, and railroad crossing improvements.  
$9,534,000.  

 Five Mile Road Overpass 

Widening to 5 lanes from 
Fairview Avenue to Treeline 
Court (south of Chinden 
Boulevard).   

Regional Connection 
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WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
Franklin Road stretches fourteen miles from Can-Ada Road in Nampa near the Idaho 
Center to South Roosevelt Street in Boise where it transitions to Rose Hill Street 
which then terminates at Vista Avenue a mile further to the east. This east-west 
corridor connects Nampa, Caldwell, Meridian and Boise and serves as an alternate to 
I-84. This corridor also connects several key north-south roads, including Black Cat 
Road, Ten Mile Road, Linder Road, Meridian Road, Eagle Road, Cole Road, Orchard 
Road, and terminates at Vista Avenue. 
For the majority of its length, Franklin Road parallels I-84 to the south and the Boise 

Cutoff rail corridor to the north. Generally, Franklin Road is no further than a quarter mile from the rail corridor and 
no more than a half mile from I-84. This unique location is why this road has been identified for substantial future 
transit service although no service outside of Boise is currently provided. The location makes it ideal for transit service 
that would feed future rail stations and/or provide through service to act as an alternate to the I-84 corridor.  
Land uses along the corridor include industrial and commercial in Nampa transitioning to agricultural and low density 
housing in west Meridian. In the vicinity of Meridian Road, Franklin Road creates the southern edge of downtown 
Meridian and is bordered by a variety of land uses, housing, industrial and commercial. Through Boise the road passes 
through a variety of industrial, residential, and commercial uses. 
Current average weekday volumes range from 7,400 east of McDermott Road to 38,000 near Boise Towne Square 
Mall. By 2035, travel demand could range between 35,000 and 50,000 assuming improvements are made to other east- 
west routes such as I-84.  Substantial improvements are planned for Franklin Road, including widening in Meridian 
and Boise. The portion of the road west of I-184 is planned to function as a principal arterial serving high traffic 
volumes, long trips and major urban areas and activity centers by 2035. 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 
Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 
Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  
Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Franklin Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 Right-of-way dedication and improvement requirements for transit, bicycle and pedestrian supportive facilities. 
 Future improvements and development activity along the corridor should recognize and respond to the critical transit and non-motorized context of the 

corridor. Involve Valley Regional Transit in development processes. 
 Widen and signalize corridor to support its future status as a principal arterial. 

Recommendations for Franklin Road Corridor Public Transportation: 
 Corridor is currently in use for intercounty transit service.  
 This corridor is still a candidate for fixed-guideway service (bus rapid or light rail) under the Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study.  
 Development and street design should allow for direct access to transit stops and consider appropriate locations for shelters and bus 

pull-outs. Park-and-ride sites, particularly on the west end of the corridor should be considered. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 Land-use decisions need to ensure transit supportive densities in the area of planned transit/rail stations and other designated growth areas and 

discourage development outside existing urban areas.  
 Any land development along the corridor should include dedications to ensure accommodation of future demand. 

Franklin Road is an alternate to I-84 and parallels the rail corridor. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Franklin Road 



 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Given the planned increase in transit service along Franklin Road the importance of accommodating bus operations 
and “non-motorized” modes of travel is critical. In addition, given the proximity to the rail corridor, Franklin Road 
is within walking distance to five of the seven potential rail stations identified in the 2003 study, “Rail Corridor 
Evaluation Study.” Franklin Road is rich in opportunities to provide transit supportive infrastructure. The Treasure 
Valley High Capacity Transit Study1 has identified this corridor as a candidate for a future bus rapid transit or light rail 
service. 

The challenge will be that as congestion along the I-84 corridor increases Franklin Road will be under pressure to 
accommodate not only diverted automobile traffic but significant increases in pedestrian, bicycle, and public transit. 

 

                                       
1 The Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study can be found at http://compassidaho.org/reports.htm under the Fiscal Year 2009 reports. 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

Widened from Linder Road to Main Street 
in Meridian in 1998 for $2,500,000 

Widened from Main Street in Meridian to 
Eagle Road in 2005 for $10,900,000 
2012: Ten Mile Road to Linder Road. Widen 
roadway from two (2) to five (5) lanes with 
curb, gutter, and sidewalks.   
Estimated Cost: $5,819,000 
 
2011/12: Touchmark Road to Five Mile 
Road.  Widen roadway from two (2) to five 
(5) lanes with curb, gutter, and sidewalks.   
Project includes Cloverdale intersection and 
right-of-way. Estimated Cost: $17,513,000 

Preliminary Development - Franklin Road, 
Black Cat Road to Ten Mile Road – Widen 
roadway from two (2) to five (5) lanes with 
curb, gutter, and sidewalks.  Project includes 
the Franklin Road and Black Cat Road 
intersection (scheduled for construction in 
2014). $11,871,000 

Franklin Road: Idaho Center Road-Black 
Cat Rd Widen from 2 lanes to 5 lanes. 
$34,740,000  

Plan for and preserve right of way for transit 
and non-motorized facilities. 
 

Consider operational enhancements along 
the corridor to support transit efficiency 
such as signal preemption, and queue jump 
lanes. 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
The largest challenge along this corridor is to preserve the corridor so that the 
improvements can be made when funding is available. The new developments 
along the northern end of Happy Valley Road will spur additional residential and 
commercial development that could make the improvements to the corridor 
difficult. 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

Improvements to this corridor have 
historically been made through local funding 
rather than federal sources. 

2010: Happy Valley Road and Greenhurst 
Road Round-a-bout.  

Approximate Cost: $1,200,000 

No projects are recommended at this time. Happy Valley Road (5 lane) – from Flamingo 
to Locust Lane. $40,907,000 

 
 

Regional Connection 

  

Kuna Rd

R
ob

in
so

n 
Rd M

cD
er

m
ot

t 
Rd

Deer Flat Rd

Amity Rd

Bowmont Rd

H
ap

py
 V

al
le

y 
R

d

I-84

N a m p aN a m p a
MM



W

A
t

 

G

C

C

E

I

R

R
T

L

H

W

H

 

WHY T

According to t
the week.  How

Goals for C

Connections:   P

Coordination:  A

Environment:  M

Information:    C

Recomme
 The propose
 Support from

Recomme
Transport

 No public tr

Land use d
 County is ex

escalate. 

Harris Cr

We envision a Treasure 

Harr

HIS CO

the 2000 Cens
wever, on wee

Communi

Provide options f

Achieve better int

Minimize transpo

Coordinate data g

ndations 
ed improvements
m the Idaho Tran

ndations 
ation: 

ransportation opt

decisions 
xperiencing reside

reek/Cen

Valley where quality of

ris C

ORRIDO

sus, fifty-two p
ekends, there 

 

ities in Mo

for safe access an

ter-jurisdictional 

ortation impacts t

gathering and dis

for Harris
s provide better c
nsportation Depa

for Harris

tions have been n

 needed to
ential developme

nterville R

f life is enhanced and c

Creek

OR MAT
Boise
betw
into 
Bend
north
Hors
Cree
Hors
a mo
typic
hazar
are m
(fifty
dista
Cree

percent of wo
are many recr

otion (CIM

nd mobility in a c

coordination of 

to people, cultura

pense better info

s Creek/C
connections and 
artment, Idaho C

s Creek/C

noted. 

o impleme
ent. The Harris C

Road pro

communities are connec

k/Ce

TTERS 
e County is se

ween Ada Coun
Stanley.  SH 5

d, continuing t
h.  The two m
seshoe Bend, a
k/Centerville 
seshoe Bend, t
ountain dirt ro
cally used duri
rdous in wet o

much longer w
y-seven miles) 
nces are comp
k/Centerville 

orkers living in
reational trips 

M) 

ost-effective man

transportation an

al resources, and 

ormation. 

enterville
in some case an 

City, the City of H

enterville

ent the pl
Creek corridor sho

ovide con

ected by an innovative, e

ente

  
erved by two s
nty and Idaho
55 connects fr
through Crou

main cities in B
are divided by
Road connec

the largest city
oad that runs in
ng the summe
or ice and sno

with the most c
or via Garden

pared to appro
Road. 

n Boise Count
from Ada Co

nner for the regio

nd land use plann

the environment

e Road Cor
option of travel 

Horseshoe Bend 

e Road Cor

lan: 
ould be preserve

nnection

effective, multi-modal t

rville

state highways
o City, continu
rom Ada Coun
uch and into V
Boise County, 
y mountainou
cts Idaho City,
y in the count
n an east-west
er months bec

ow conditions.
common thro
n Valley (eight
oximately thir

ty commute to
ounty and Can

on. 

ning. 

t.  

rridor to m
in Boise County.
and Boise Count

rridor Pub

d so that the cos

s for Boi

transportation system. 

e Ro

s. SH 21 conn
uing to the no
nty and Horse

Valley County 
Idaho City an
s terrain.  Har
, the county se
ty.  The existin
t direction. Th
cause winter tr
. The alternate
ough the City o
ty-two miles). 
rty miles on H

o Ada County 
nyon County r

meet CIM 
. 
ty is needed. 

blic 

t of the project d

se Coun

oad 

nects 
rtheast 
eshoe 
to the 

nd 
rris 
eat, to 
ng road is 
his road is 
ravel is 
e routes 
of Boise 
These 

Harris 

during 
esidents. 

 goals: 

does not 

ty. 



 

CHALLENGES AND 
OPPORTUNITIES 
Harris Creek/Centerville Road – A safe, all-
weather connection between the county seat and 
the largest city in the county would be beneficial to 
the residents. The challenge is mainly in the cost of 
this project, which is 30 miles long through 
difficult terrain, including narrow canyons and 
severe slopes. Upgrading the roadway to all 
weather standards while protecting environmental 
features will be very expensive. Current traffic 
volumes are approximately two-hundred vehicles 
per day, although this could escalate rapidly given 
the residential activity occurring in the county. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

The County made a major investment in 
improving the Banks-Lowman Road 
through Garden Valley in the 1990s. Funded 
primarily with US Forest Service land funds, 
the project cost exceeded $20 million. 
 

None, pending further evaluation. Harris Creek Road is estimated to cost up to 
$35,000,000 depending on design standards 
and environmental issues. A lower cost 
would be possible for a pavement treatment, 
but speeds would be low given the terrain 
and tight curves. A more detailed study to 
provide alternatives and cost estimates, 
including environmental work, would be 
needed. Estimated cost: $300-$600,000. 

Regional Connection 



WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
Interstate-84 (I-84) and its corresponding route, Interstate-184 (I-184), into 
downtown Boise are the backbone to the Treasure Valley’s transportation 
system. Elmore, Ada, Canyon, and Payette Counties are served by this facility. It 
is directly tied to the economic vitality of the region. I-84 and I-184 (the 
Connector) are the primary connections with the region’s major employment, 
activity and retail centers. These include: Micron, Downtown Boise, the Boise 
Towne Square Mall, Simplot Industries in Caldwell, the Idaho Center in Nampa, 
and the Boise Airport. It serves as a vital freight corridor, as the primary 

connection between the Pacific Northwest and Intermountain West. Current average weekday volumes range from 
20,000 north of Canyon County to 120,000 between the Eagle Road and Wye Interchanges. By 2035, the travel demand 
on this corridor will double.  

I-84 is a divided four lane (two east bound lanes, two west bound lanes), full access control, high speed roadway in Elmore, 
Payette, and limited sections of Canyon and Ada Counties. Once construction is complete, the corridor will have six to 
eight lanes between the Franklin Boulevard Interchange and the Broadway Avenue Interchange, and all of I-184 (the 
connector). Access is limited to ten interchanges serving 19.5 miles of interstate in Ada County (from the Canyon County 
line to Isaacs Canyon Interchange), and eight interchanges serving over thirteen miles in Canyon County (Caldwell to the 
Ada County line). 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 
Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 
Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  
Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for I-84 and I-184 Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 Maintain and/or rebuild the interstate infrastructure, including the existing interchanges, to accommodate widening. Much of I-84 was 

constructed almost fifty years ago. 
 Continued support for the completion of interchanges between Meridian and Caldwell.  
 Continued support for the widening of I-84 from four lanes to eight lanes in the urban areas. 
 Support a new interchange at the proposed SH 16 connection to I-84. 
 Begin a study on corridor-level operational and capacity improvements such as high occupancy vehicle lanes, ramp metering, 

expansion/enhancement of bus operations and a fixed guideway transit system. 

Recommendations for I-84 and I-184 Corridor Public Transportation: 
 I-84 is a current route for intercounty bus service and is heavily used by vanpools from Canyon County and points west into employment 

centers in Ada County. 
 This corridor is a candidate for fixed guideway service (bus rapid) but is more likely to have high-frequency local bus service. The Treasure 

Valley High Capacity Transit Study considers I-84 a possible candidate.1. 
 Park-and-ride facilities should be considered at every current and planned interchange. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 Local jurisdictions in the region should concentrate future development in designated growth areas.  
 Promote a more even jobs/housing balance between Ada and Canyon Counties. 
 Preserve land for future interchanges at proposed locations. 

 

                                       
1 This study can be found at http://compassidaho.org/reports.htm under Fiscal Year 2009 Reports. 

I-84 is vital to the region because it carries the highest volume of traffic. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

I-84 and I-184 



 

 

                                       
2 Various reports related to I-84 studies and projects under GARVEE can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/D3/  

Past and Current Investments through 2015 
Unfunded 

Improvements through 
2035 

Pre-2008 

The I-84 Corridor Study was completed in October 2001. Several I-84 projects in the “Connecting Idaho Program” 
originated from this study.  GARVEE funding has accelerated many of the identified reconstruction and widening 
projects needed along the corridor.2 
Other projects:  Franklin Road Interchange (Exit 29) reconstructed, Construction of new Karcher Road Interchange, 
soundwall installed, resurface 5.6 mile segment southeast of Broadway Avenue IC, environmental study from Karcher 
Road to Five Mile Road overpass, and Eagle Road interchange westbound off-ramp.  
2008 to 2011: 

10th Avenue IC to Franklin Road IC (Exit 29): Construct an auxiliary lane on westbound I-84. $2,425,000 
11th Avenue Overpass: Replace bridge.  $5,199,000 
Franklin Boulevard IC to 11th Avenue Overpass: Widen I-84 to three (3) lanes in each direction. $43,866,000 
11th Avenue Overpass to Garrity Boulevard IC:  Widen I-84 to three (3) lanes in each direction $13,513,000 
Garrity Boulevard IC: Replace mainline bridges with a single bridge. $5,760,000 
Garrity Boulevard IC-Meridian Road IC. Widen to four (4) lanes each direction. Includes reconstruction of Robinson 
and Black Cat overpasses. $21,800,000 
Ten Mile Road IC: Construct new interchange (open Summer 2011). $68,396,000   
Cole /Overland IC to Orchard Street IC– Resurface one mile of existing lanes on I-84.  Widen to four (4) lanes each 
direction. Includes I-84 bridge over New York Canal. $16,038,000 
Orchard Street IC: Reconstruct interchange: $24,516,000 
Orchard Street IC to Vista Avenue IC: Resurface one and half mile of existing lanes on I-84.  Widen to four (4) lanes 
each direction. $11,833,000 
Vista Avenue IC: Reconstruct interchange: $30,004,000 
Vista Avenue IC to Broadway Avenue IC – Resurface one mile of existing lanes on I-84.  Widen to four (4) lanes each 
direction. $24,666,000 

Operational improvements such as high 
occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, ramp metering, 
and dynamic message signs. Noise reducing 
structures such as sound walls and berms. 
Landscaping and lighting.  

I-84: Cole/Overland IC-Isaacs Canyon IC. 
Widen to four (4) lanes each direction for 
remainder of corridor: Includes interchange 
reconstruction at Broadway Avenue and Gowen 
Road.  
Unfunded: $245,077,000 
 
Exit 29-Garrity IC. Widen to three (3) lanes each 
direction for remainder of corridor. Includes 
reconstruction of Nampa Blvd interchange and 
existing over/underpasses. Unfunded:  
$382,470,000 
 
Future SH 16 Interchange: (vicinity of 
McDermott). Construct new interchange with 
ramps to connect with Franklin Road. 
Unfunded: $95,762,000 
 
Ustick Road Interchange. Construct new 
interchange.  
Unfunded: $32,528,000 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
In the urban areas of the region, future interstate expansion opportunities are limited. I-84 will probably not exceed 8-10 
lanes due to available right of way and interchange design constraints. Because of these limitations and the increasing 
congestion, a corridor level alternatives analysis should be conducted. The analysis should examine I-84 operational 
improvements, such as high occupancy vehicle lanes and ramp metering, as well as improvements to bus operations. The 
study should evaluate the possibility of a Robinson Road interchange at I-84.   
In addition to the need for increased capacity of I-84, the existing infrastructure is in need of renovation. Many current 
interchanges will not accommodate an eight lane interstate. Thus, maintenance is as essential as is expansion. The Idaho 
Transportation Department’s “Connecting Idaho Program” approved by the Idaho Legislature in 2005 allows funding of 
specific roadway projects via a Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle (GARVEE). GARVEE funds are bonds issued based on 
anticipated federal highway funds. I-84 corridor projects in Ada and Canyon Counties have been under construction for 
several years. 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Linder Road has an opportunity to become an alternative route for north-south 
travelers on Ten Mile Road and Meridian Road. The planned expansion of the road 
from two to three lanes to four to five lanes  
 
A new overpass, although not funded in this plan, would enhance its ability to serve 
as a “reliever” for the surrounding corridors. 
 
Growth in the North Eagle Foothills will add demand on north-south corridors and 
improvements to the river crossing, again not funded in this plan, would be critical. 
 
On the south side, Kuna has long desired a rail overpass to connect with 
development south of the UP track.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Past and Current 

Investments through 
2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

Linder is one of the longest north-south 
roads in the region, running from north of 
Beacon Light to Swan Falls (35.5 miles) 
 
2009: Linder Road / Ustick Road 
Intersection. Project included left and right 
turn lanes and two through lanes in each 
direction, install traffic signal, curb, gutter, 
sidewalk and bike lanes within project limits. 
Approximate Cost: $4,600,000  
 

 

Franklin to Chinden – Construct to five 
lanes. $28,000,000 

Widen Linder Road from two lanes to five 
lanes between Kuna-Mora Road south of 
Kuna to Ustick Road in Meridian, including 
a rail crossing in Kuna and a new overpass 
at I-84. Estimated Cost:  $72,876,000 

Widen Linder Road from two lanes to five 
lanes between Chinden and Beacon Light 
Road north of Eagle. Estimated Cost:  
$40,000,000 

Portions of it may be implemented based on 
safety or traffic operations issues. Two key 
projects within the corridor that may meet 
these tests are: 

 Linder overpass at I-84 

 Rail crossing in Kuna 

Regional Connection 



G
E
a
in
V
H

Go
Co

Co

En

Inf

Re
 
 
 

Re
 

 

La
 
 

L

W

Gowen Road. 
Eisenmann Ro
access McDerm
nterchange. T
Volumes on th
Hazel east of F

oals for C
onnections:   Pro

oordination:  Ac

nvironment:  Mi

formation:    Co

ecommen
Widen Lake H
Complete the 
Complete the 

ecommen
Development 
outs. 
This corridor i
facilities shoul

and use d
To reinforce t
Direct access p

Locust La

We envision a Treasure

Locu

 When Gowe
oad interchang
mott Road, w

These new plan
he completed 
Five Mile Roa

Communiti
ovide options for

chieve better inter

nimize transport

oordinate data gat

ndations fo
Hazel Road from 

Gowen Road rea
connection betw

ndations fo
and street design

is a strong candid
ld be considered.

ecisions n
he future land-us
points along the 

ane and 

e Valley where quality o

st La

en Road impro
ge east of Bois

which is planne
nned connecti
corridor woul

ad. 

ies in Mot
r safe access and 

r-jurisdictional co

tation impacts to 

thering and dispe

or Greenh
McDermott Roa
alignment connec

ween Locust Lane

or Greenh
n should allow fo

date for major fix
 

needed to
se pattern, local g
corridor should b

Lake Haz

of life is enhanced and c

ane a

WHY
Locust L
of the int
pockets o
County, L
connects
complete
County. L
areas sou
The need
Nearly 5,
Hazel we

Currently
Grove R

ovements are 
se and north u
ed, but unfund
ions could ma
ld range from

tion (CIM)
mobility in a cos

oordination of tr

people, cultural 

ense better inform

hurst & La
ad to Maple Grov
cting Lake Hazel
e and Lake Hazel

hurst & La
or direct access to

xed-route service

 impleme
governments alon
be limited. 

zel Road 

communities are conne

and L

Y THIS 
Lane and Lake
terstate. New 
of commercia
Locust Lane r

s to Columbia 
e, Locust Lane
Lake Hazel R

uth of Meridia
d for this corri
,000 new resid
ere approved o

y, Lake Hazel 
Road.  Plans ca

complete, Lak
up to Orchard
ded, as a majo
ake the corrido

m 13,000 on Lo

) 
st-effective mann

ansportation and

resources, and th

mation. 

ake Hazel 
ve Road. 
l east to the Isaac
l Road. 

ake Hazel 
o transit stops an

es given the resid

nt the pla
ng the corridor sh

 provide 

ected by an innovative,

Lake 

 CORRI
e Hazel Road a

residential sub
al activity at th
runs seven mil
Road.  When

e will connect 
Road continues
an, north of K
idor is driven 
dential and co
or are likely to

road ends thr
all for extendin
ke Hazel will t
d Avenue. Tra
or north/south
or a viable alte
ocust Lane nea

ner for the region

d land use plannin

he environment. 

 Corridor t

c Canyon Interch

 Corridor P
nd consider appro

dential and comm

an: 
hould focus deve

a southe

, effective, multi-modal

 Haze

IDOR M
are located rou
bdivisions line

he larger inters
les through so

n an additional
t with Lake Ha
s nine miles th

Kuna and exten
in part by dev
mmercial lots

o be approved

ree-quarters o
ng Lake Hazel
then connect b
avelers will als
h commuter e
ernative to I-8
ar 12th Avenu

n. 

ng. 

to meet C

hange and north t

Public Tra
opriate locations 

mercial uses and c

elopment in desig

ern altern

l transportation system.

el Ro

MATTER
ughly five mil
e the road, wit
sections. In Ca
outh Nampa a
l road extensio
azel Road in A
hrough uninco
nding into sou
velopment in 
 within a mile

d in the future

f a mile past M
l to connect w
both with the
o use the corr
xpressway wit

84 for local co
e to 45,000 on

CIM goals:

to Orchard Stree

ansportati
for shelters and b

corridor length. P

gnated growth ar

native to 

m. 

oad 

RS  
es south 
th 
anyon 
and 
on is 
Ada 
orporated 
uth Boise. 
the area. 

e of Lake 
.  

Maple 
with 
 I-84 
ridor to 
th an I-84 

ommuters. 
n Lake 

 

et. 

ion: 
bus pull-

Park-and-ride 

reas.   

I-84. 



C
L
ch
se
co
H

 

 
1

E
G
f
in
t
a

CHALLE
Locust Lane an
hanges to the 
erving the sou
orridors, wher

Hazel Road co

               
1 This study can 

Past a
Investm

Extending Lake H
Gowen Road real
for nearly ten yea
n the southern A
o determine the 

alignment was co

ENGES 
nd Lake Hazel
corridor will 

uthern county 
re planned im

orridor is more

                
be found at the A

and Curre
ments thro

2015 
Hazel to the prop
lignment has bee

ars to increase con
Ada County regio

exact location of
mpleted in 2007.

 AND O
l Road have a
become even 
development

mprovements m
e likely to see 

         
Ada County High

nt 
ough 

posed 
en planned 
nnectivity 
n. A study 

f the 
.1 

La
Pl
$4

OPPORT
already transfo

more pronou
ts will only inc
may take 30 or
road improve

hway District we

Funded 
throu

ake Hazel Road f
leasant Valley - c
45,300,000 

TUNITI
ormed from ru
unced in comin
crease.  Unlike
r more years t

ements and inc

b site at http://w

Investme
ugh 2035 

from  Locust Gro
onstruct to 5 lan

Re

IES 
ural roads into
ng years. Dem
e other potent
to come to fru
creased travel 

www.achdidaho.o

ents  
 

U

ove  to 
es. 

Im
Lo
$90
 
Lo
lan
Ro
$26
 

egiona

o more primar
mand for an ef
tial southern T
uition, the Loc
capacity over

org/Projects/Pro

nfunded I
throu

mprovements betw
cust Grove, inclu
0,289,000 

cust Lane widen 
nes from Middleto
oad in Nampa.  E
6,700,000 

al Con

ry travel routes
fficient travel r
Treasure Valle
cust Lane and 
r the next ten y

ojectsPast.aspx  

Improvem
ugh 2035 

ween Happy Vall
uding a rail overp

from two lanes t
on Road to Happ

Estimated Cost:  

nnecti

s, but 
route 
y 
Lake 
years. 

ments 

ley and 
pass. 

to five 
py Valley 

on 



WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
North-south travel has not been a major concern in previous plans due to the east-west travel patterns 
created by the terrain and the layout of cities in Ada County and Canyon County. But regional growth 
is changing the pattern of travel. Growth in Gem County, combined with expanding populations and 
employment in Middleton, Star, Eagle, Meridian, and Kuna, will challenge existing north-south 
facilities. Given the barriers presented by the foothills, the Boise River, the benches and I-84, north-
south corridors are often discontinuous. The investment in Eagle Road (SH 55) during the 1990’s was 
overwhelmed by the rapid pace of development, and other north-south roads already are bordered by 
subdivisions. With its connection to the proposed SH-16 extension, McDermott Road will continue 

this corridor, be preserved as a future expressway, and connect to another future expressway proposed for Kuna-Mora Road. 
Under the plan, McDermott Road would be constructed as an arterial four-lane facility between I-84 and Lake Hazel Road with 
a high degree of access control looking toward an eventual expressway standard. By 2035, traffic volumes will range from 
14,800 north of Franklin Road to 57,000 on the SH 16 Boise River bridge. South of I-84, volumes would range from 7,000 at 
Overland Road to nearly 13,000 north of Columbia South of the railroad, volumes drop dramatically in the absence of an I-84 
overpass and rail crossing. 

The road spans nine and half miles between I-84 (a new interchange is proposed as part of the SH 16 extension but is not 
funded) and its proposed connection to Kuna-Mora Road. Much of the area is irrigated farmland but 200 residences on smaller 
parcels within a quarter mile exist; fifty-six percent of those homes lie between I-84 and Victory Road.  
The parcels within a quarter mile of McDermott Road contain 5,100 acres. Of this amount, 338 acres are in small holdings of 
less than five acres on 242 parcels. This is meaningful since smaller parcels will be affected more than larger parcels by an 
expressway. Most of these smaller parcels cluster at the northern end of the route. While no major streams or rivers are 
affected, McDermott Road does cross major canals, including the Ridenbaugh, New York, and Mora Canals. 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for McDermott Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 McDermott Road from I-84 to Kuna-Mora Road is recommended for preservation as an expressway. It will be connected to Kuna-Mora initially 

by constructing a rail overpass and widening McDermott Road to four-lanes between I-84 and Lake Hazel Road. 
 Alignment studies are needed to evaluate options to connect McDermott Road with Kuna- Mora Road. This study should evaluate a future 

connection with Kuna-Mora Road as an expressway. Interchange locations and footprints need to be established within two years. Leadership 
on this study will depend on whether the corridor is to remain under local jurisdiction or to go under ITD jurisdiction. 

Recommendations for McDermott Road Corridor Public Transportation: 
 The connection to SH 16 and I-84 could mean a major regional transit connection from southern Ada/Canyon north to Gem County. This 

connection is even more important since McDermott crosses the primary corridors for transit along the Boise Cut-off and State Street. 
 While direct access from adjacent development may not be desirable, given the intent to preserve the corridor for high speed travel, the corridor 

designs should consider possible HOV lanes and incorporation of park-and-ride facilities at interchanges and major intersections. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 To maintain the right-of-way for future expressway and interchanges, local governments should stipulate a minimum setback of 150 feet from 

the centerline of McDermott Road. At the intersections of McDermott Road with major roads setbacks should be negotiated to preserve future 
interchanges. 

 Direct connections to McDermott Road should be conditioned as temporary pending establishment of future backage and frontage roads. 

McDermott is vital to the region because of its role as a north-south route. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

McDermott Road 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
McDermott Road is a boundary between Ada County and Canyon County for much of 
its length, so coordinating land use and construction will be a major challenge. The 
extent of existing development presents difficulties in right-of-way acquisition—a 
situation that can only become worse without quick identification of alignments and 
right-of-way needs. Circulation plans, including frontage and backage roads for the 
adjacent properties, will be difficult as well. Although there are few natural 
environmental issues, the social impact of a future expressway will be significant.  
Regardless of these challenges, the potential for McDermott Road as a high capacity 
north south route cannot be overlooked. Residential uses along other north-south 
roads are far greater, and McDermott Road is a boundary between two counties and 
the boundary between several cities’ areas of impact. Considered with its connections to 
SH 16 through to Gem County and to Kuna-Mora Road across to I-84, McDermott 
will be a major regional corridor.  
Consider incremental implementation of expressway by building new or widened 
sections that can be retained in a conversion to a divided highway/expressway. 
(Exact alignment and location of interchanges subject to further study.) 

 

 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

McDermott Road has not been considered 
as a major corridor in previous plans, so 
little evaluation of this corridor has been 
done. 

 

SH 16/McDermott Road. SH 44 to US 
20/26 - construct to 4 lane river crossing. 
$119,457,000 

Study alignments of McDermott Road as 
future expressway, including interchange 
locations. Establish future rights-of-way 
needs and access plan. Coordinate with the 
SH 16 corridor study from I-84 north. 
Estimated Cost:  $5,600,000  

Widen McDermott Road from two lanes to 
five lanes between Lake Hazel Road south 
of Meridian to I-84 in Meridian, including a 
new railroad overpass at Hubbard, and 
access management plan to preserve for a 
future expressway.  Estimated Cost:  
$45,019,000 

Remainder of SH 16/McDermott corridor 
from Chinden (US 20/26) south to Franklin. 
Construct limited access highway with 
interchanges and overpasses at SH-44, US 
20/26, Ustick, Franklin and I-84. 
$195,231,000 

Regional Connection 



WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS 
The cities of Meridian and Kuna have limited access to I-84. 
Eagle Road provides direct access to east Meridian and does not 
provide direct access to Kuna. Thus, the Meridian Interchange 
is used as a principal travel route to the high growth residential 
areas of west Meridian, east Nampa, and Kuna. People use the 
Meridian Interchange and Meridian Road to access such east-
west roads as Amity Road, Franklin Road, and Cherry Lane. The 
limited crossing of and access to I-84 has aggravated roadway 
congestion by focusing traffic on a handful of roads. Weekday 
demand on this corridor now ranges from 12,900 near the City 
of Kuna to 41,000 north of I-84, dropping to 16,000 north of 
Cherry Lane. In 2035, volumes will range from 41,000 north of 

Deer Flat Road to 58,000 south of I-84 to 37,000 north of Cherry Lane.  

For this plan, the Meridian Road corridor includes State Highway 69 from Kuna north to the Meridian Interchange, 
Meridian Road from the Meridian Interchange north to US 20/26, and portions of Main Street in Meridian being 
considered as part of a one-way couplet with Meridian Road. Overall, the road runs twelve miles; it changes from a high-
speed, five-lane highway to a two-lane, twenty-five mile per hour arterial with driveway access and on street parking. 

The corridor provides access to residential developments, and also serves as the primary interstate access point for 
commercial and industrial developments. It cuts through Meridian’s city center, which is becoming a destination for 
employment, shopping, and entertainment. The Meridian Road interchange is critical to I-84 improvements under the 
GARVEE (Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle) since a fourth lane cannot be implemented until the Meridian overpass 
is reconstructed to provide additional space. 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Meridian Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 A new interchange at Ten Mile Road will provide additional interstate access to Meridian and Kuna, reducing the demand on the Meridian 

Road corridor from through traffic.  
 Provide support for the implementation of the Downtown Meridian Transportation Management Plan. 

Recommendations for Meridian Road Corridor Public Transportation: 
 Development and street design should allow for direct access to transit stops and consider appropriate locations for shelters and bus pull-

outs. 
 This corridor is a likely candidate for major fixed-route services given the residential and commercial uses. Park-and-ride facilities should 

be considered. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 To reinforce the future land-use pattern, local governments are recommended to focus development in designated growth areas along the 

corridor.   
 To accommodate future safety and mobility, land use and transportation decisions need to work in concert to restrict access point to SH 

69.  Multi-agency agreements on access spacing, and the supporting local road system should be pursued. 
 Additional access along the proposed one-way couplet portion of the corridor should be limited and/or reduced if possible. 

Meridian Road is the primary access to I-84 for Meridian and Kuna. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Meridian Road/State Highway 69 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
As more people move to Meridian and Kuna, the pressure to grant additional access to 
serve development along the corridor will increase. Access to the road, however, must 
be limited to ensure better traffic flow and accommodate future needs. Travel demand 
along the road between the northern and southern portions of Meridian was be 
lightened due to the Locust Grove Road overpass, and the Ten Mile Road interchange 
(under construction at the time of this report) will provide additional relief. A Linder 
Road overpass would also contribute to reducing demand on the highly congested 
Meridian Road overpass. These added improvements will make the area more 
connected. 

The improvements proposed in the Downtown Meridian Transportation Management Plan 
have the opportunity to move more traffic through the area with the intention of 
reducing delay. Phase 1 was completed in 2009 and Phase 2 is budgeted for work in the 
next few years. 

The current ITD access policy for SH 69 limits access spacing to a half mile in the urban 
areas and one mile in the rural area. By ordinance, the City of Kuna has limited access to 
the mile and the City of Meridian has limited access to half mile spacing. As the urban 
areas of the Cities of Kuna and Meridian expand, the spacing becomes an issue. Half 
mile signalization will reduce travel speeds. Effective signal synchronization may 

compensate, in part, for travel time. One mile signalization spacing can maintain current speeds on SH 69, but will 
increase demand on those signals, and requires an integrated transportation system and land use planning prior to 
urban expansion. 
 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

Meridian Road south of I- 84, where it 
becomes State Highway 69, was widened to 
5 lanes to Amity Road in 1996 and to Kuna 
in 2001. This helped connect Kuna, 
Meridian, and I-84. 

In 2004, the City of Meridian, in conjunction 
with the Ada County Highway District 
completed the Downtown Meridian 
Transportation Management Plan. Phase 1 was 
completed in 2009. 

2013. Meridian Road and Main Street, 
Franklin Road to Cherry/Fairview Avenue – 
Phase 2 of the split corridor.  Construct the 
northern portion (north of Franklin Road) 
of the Split Corridor roadway project.  
Includes a cross-over portion between Main 
Street and Meridian Road.  Meridian Road, 
two-way segment – five (5) lanes, one-way 
segment – three (3) lanes, main Street, one-
way segment – three (3) lanes. $11,757,000 

Meridian Road: Waltman Drive - Ustick 
Road. Complete corridor improvements to 5 
lanes. Includes partial couplet involving 
Main Street and Meridian Road. $16,524,000 

Meridian Interchange. Reconstruct and 
widen. $35,000,000 

SH 69 Connection: Kuna Mora Road-Kuna 
Road. Build new road parallel to the UP rail 
(north side) to connect SH 69 to Kuna 
Mora. Broaden to include potential of a rail 
crossing option to Kuna Mora. $22,509,000 

Operational improvements along the 
corridor (such as dynamic signalization, 
closed circuit cameras)  

The addition of signalized crosswalks to 
safely connect residential areas, schools and 
downtown Meridian. 

Extension of several local roadways to 
provide more connectivity to the corridor 
(extension of Pine Street, Broadway Avenue, 
and Third Street). 

Regional Connection 



WHY THIS CORRIDOR 
MATTERS  
Middleton Road is an important north-south arterial road that 
links the City of Middleton to the City of Nampa. The road is a 
regionally significant road since it is the only road to cross the 
Boise River east of I-84 in Canyon County and as it continues 
south to Nampa it crosses I-84. It is the only principal arterial in 
the fast-growing west Nampa area. Traffic levels on the corridor 
could reach levels of 23,000 south of the City of Middleton and 
over 30,000 north of the Caldwell-Nampa Boulevard. 

At its northern limit, the corridor serves an important role in 
linking downtown Middleton to a newly developed commercial area to the south. The City of Middleton may reroute 
the road to the east of the existing downtown area. Further south, the road bisects the City of Caldwell area of impact. 
While traditionally a rural area, Caldwell is updating its comprehensive plan to designate future land uses and plans for 
urban services. 

In the Nampa area, Middleton Road is designated a principal arterial as it handles north-south traffic to and from the 
Karcher interchange area, which is designated a specific plan area in the Nampa Comprehensive Plan and the site of 
intensive commercial activity. The road is two lanes south toward Greenhurst Road. In 2004, the City of Nampa 
undertook a study of a potential new road alignment to connect the southern terminus of Middleton Road to State 
Highway 45 (12th Avenue).  That study concluded in early 2006 with a preferred alignment that would widen 
Greenhurst Road, Midland Road, and Locust Lane with a series of roundabouts at major intersections. 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 

Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for Middleton Road Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 Preserve sufficient width along the corridor to provide long-term ability to accommodate increasing volumes of traffic and future transit 

services throughout this rapidly urbanizing area of Canyon County. 

Recommendations for Middleton Road Corridor Public Transportation: 
 Development and street design should allow for direct access to transit stops and consider appropriate locations for shelters and bus pull-

outs. 
 Park-and-ride facilities should be considered. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 To reinforce the future land-use pattern, local governments along the corridor are recommended to focus development in designated 

growth areas.   
 The cities of Middleton, Caldwell, and Nampa, the Nampa and Canyon Highway Districts, and Canyon County need to protect the ability 

to widen Middleton Road in the future. 

Middleton Road offers the only crossing of the Boise River for ten miles. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

Middleton Road 
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 CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
The ability of the corridor to serve increasing volumes of traffic and accommodate 
transit services is threatened if the local jurisdictions in Canyon County do not 
preserve a sufficient corridor width.   

Opportunities that currently exist to plan and protect the corridor include the 
Middleton Area Transportation Plan and the update to the Caldwell Comprehensive 
Plan. 

Additional funding for transportation needs are required before the cost of widening 
Middleton Road to five lanes can be programmed and constructed. 

A new river crossing between Middleton and Star Roads should be planned before 
development blocks the most desirable locations.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

A corridor study between Greenhurst Road 
and State Highway 45 was completed in 
early 2006.  See the Middleton Road Connection 
Corridor Plan on the website. 

For many years, Middleton Road was 
promoted as the site for a new interchange. 
The I-84 Corridor Study Final Report 
concluded that this interchange would be 
needed after 2020. 

No funded investments. 
 
Preliminary Development: 
Reconstruct Middleton Road and SH 55 
intersection. Approximate Cost: $2,177,000 

Expand transit service and provide for 
necessary transit infrastructure, such as bus 
pull-outs and shelters. 

Middleton Road: Greenhurst Road-SH 44. 
Widen from 2 lanes to 5 lanes.$83,532,000 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
 
Rapid population growth along the corridor will increase pressure on SH 44. The Purple Sage Road/Beacon Light 
Road corridor has an opportunity to evolve as an alternate route for drivers on SH 44 and is the most northern road 
before the foothills. The planned extension and widening of Beacon Light Road/Purple Sage Road will improve 
connectivity within the region. Recent annexations and platting activity north of the City of Star already challenge the 
possibility of the extension between Purple Sage Road and Beacon Light Road. Goodson Road, two miles north, is 
another opportunity for providing east-west capacity, although it has no connecting roadway east of SH 16. 

 

                                       
1 The Purple Sage/Beacon Light Alignment Study can be found at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/ProjectsPast.aspx  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

This is the first plan proposing a connection 
between Purple Sage Road and Beacon 
Light Road and the widening of Beacon 
Light Road. 

 

In 2008, the Ada County Highway District 
approved an alignment study regarding a 
connection between Beacon Light and 
Purple Sage Roads. 1 

None Beacon Light Road Extension: Purple Sage 
Road-SH 16. Construct new 2 lane 
road.$4,033,000 

Beacon Light Road: SH 16-SH 55. Widen 
from 2 lanes to 5 lanes.$48,701,000 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
I-84, the Treasure Valley transportation backbone, is facing a doubling of traffic levels in the next twenty-five  years and a 
travel time increase of approximately forty percent from Caldwell to Boise’s Central Business District. By 2035, travel time is 
expected to jump 150%.  Under very high growth beyond 2035, travel times on I-84 could fall to 15 mph or lower. The rail 
corridor presents a unique opportunity to provide relief to this vital corridor through the provision of fixed-guideway transit 
service. 

The primary source of funding to implement a fixed-guideway system is the Federal Transit Administration. If proposed 
projects score well the federal government may pay a substantial portion of the initial capital investment necessary to initiate 
service. The study and subsequent design and construction process typically takes from six to twelve years and seeks to ensure 
solid planning/decision-making, adequate project scrutiny, local support, sufficient cost-benefit analysis and documented 
transportation needs. 

The challenge will be that in order for any project to score well and receive New Starts funding, jurisdictions must be committed to improving 
project scoring through actions at the local and regional level. Project scoring criteria includes: 

 Local Financial Commitment: How much local money is available for construction, operations and maintenance? Will 
it be available for the next twenty years? 

 Land Use: Does land use around stations support transit? If not, are plans, ordinances, and design guides in place to make it so? 
 Growth Management: Do policies direct development to established urban centers and/or to limit development elsewhere? 
 Economic Development: Will station areas spur economic development?  
 Environmental Benefits: How will the project improve air quality? 
 Cost Effectiveness: What is the cost per rider? 

 

                                       
1 Recommendations regarding the rail corridor can be viewed at http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-tvhcts.htm  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

In 1997, a diesel-powered light rail vehicle, the 
RegioSprinter, was demonstrated during two weeks 
along the Boise Cutoff.  
Circa 1999, the Union Pacific Railroad sold 
eighteen miles of the Boise Cutoff south of Boise 
to the City of Boise. 
In 2003, a Rail Corridor Evaluation identified 
intersection improvements, rail upgrades and 
infrastructure investments that would be necessary 
at such a time passenger service was implemented 
along the corridor. 
In 2009, a High Priority Corridor Study was 
completed under the Treasure Valley High Capacity 
Transit Study. 1 

Without additional revenues, the fixed-guideway 
services and its supporting bus system are not 
fundable and are deemed illustrative. 

 

Conduct an Alternatives Analysis Study to qualify 
the corridor for federal funding consideration. $3.3 
million. 
 
Acquire the rail corridor from the Main Line in 
Nampa to downtown Boise.  Reconstruct, 
including rail and safety improvements.  Implement 
rail or bus rapid transit services along the corridor.  
Estimated Capital Cost: $300 - $900 million. 

 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Robinson Road/Star Road has an opportunity to provide local north-south travel 
needs parallel to the McDermott Road corridor, which would be the more regional 
corridor. It would also provide relief to the Happy Valley Road/Can Ada Road 
corridor. The planned expansion of the corridor to a four- or five-lane arterial from 
Greenhurst Road north to Cherry Lane will help alleviate future congestion in a 
rapidly growing area. An interchange is currently planned for construction on 
McDermott Road. This will leave Robinson Road/Star Road as the only major 
corridor separating the Garrity and McDermott interchanges.  

Additional pressure on Robinson Road and Star Road is due to the Star bridge across 
the Boise River, the College of Western Idaho, the Idaho Center and large commercial 
development near the Garrity Interchange. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

                                       
1 I-85 Corridor Study Final Report URL: http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/planning/studies/i84finalreport.pdf  
2 A report on the SH 16 planning, including the new interchange, can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/projects/D3/  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

The I-84 Corridor Study Final Report1 
completed in 2001 evaluated an interchange 
at Robinson Road to remove some pressure 
from the already congested Garrity 
Interchange. 

2010: Reconstruct of two lane overpass to 
accommodate additional lanes on I-84. 

An interchange at McDermott Road is 
designed to provide access from Franklin to 
a future I-84 interchange and to the 
extension of SH 16 from SH 44 to I-84.2 
This interchange would reduce the need for 
a Robinson Road interchange. 

None. Robinson Road: Greenhurst Road-Cherry 
Ln. Widen from 2 lanes to 5 lanes north of 
I-84, 3 lanes south of I-84. $48,792,000 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
The Idaho Transportation Department is designing SH 16 to an expressway/freeway 
standard.  This opportunity exists due to the relatively low amount of development 
along the corridor. Local governments and ITD have considered the location of new 
interchange locations along the highway.  

Safety along the existing corridor has been a concern for the past several years due to 
rapidly increasing traffic volumes and the number of accidents. ITD and local 
citizens and elected officials have met regularly to identify improvements to the 
corridor, and ITD has designated the corridor as Idaho’s first “safety corridor.”  

The type of facility represented by the SH 16 corridor could be continued south 
along the McDermott corridor to connect with the Kuna-Mora corridor. The 
combination of these three corridors would provide the first major new regional 
route since the construction of I-84. (See McDermott and Bowmont/Kuna-Mora 
corridor descriptions.) 

SH 16 will cross the Boise Cut-off rail line, which is a candidate for fixed guideway 
(rail or bus rapid transit) services. Provision for access to a future transit station 
would include opportunities for park-and-ride and facilitation of bus access between 
SH 16 and the station. 

(See attached map showing the preferred alternative alignment and cross 
section.) 
 

 
  

                                       
1 The EIS report can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/projects/garvee/D3/Idaho16_I84_44_environmentalStudy.asp  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

The Idaho Transportation Department 
initiated a study of SH 16 in 2001.  ITD 
amended the study to have an expressway 
concept included.   

In 2009, ITD completed the Environmental 
Impact Statement for the SH 16 extension 
between SH 44 and I-84. It selected a 
“preferred alternative” that would connect 
with I-84 approximately ¼ mile west of the 
McDermott Road alignment.1 As of May 
2010, over $25 million has been spent on 
preparing the EIS document, design and 
right-of-way purchases under the GARVEE 
program.    

SH 44 to US 20/26 - construct to 4 lanes 
with river crossing. $119,457,000  

Design and build park and ride lots. 

Evaluate the extension of this corridor south 
to Kuna-Mora Road.  

I-84 to Chinden and Ada County to Gem 
Counties Line. Build to Expressway 
standards including interchanges at Ustick 
Road, US 20/26, SH 44, Beacon Light, and 
Chaparral, overpasses at the other roads 
intersected.  $195,231,000 

Widen SH 16 from three lanes to 4/5 lane 
from the County line to SH 52.  Estimated 
Cost:  $94,000,000 

New interchange at I-84 with connections to 
Franklin Road. Estimated Cost: $74,000,000 

Regional Connection 



Draft Idaho 16 I-84 to Idaho 44 Environmental Study 
Alternatives Development, p. 3-41 
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CHALLENGES AND 
OPPORTUNITIES 
SH 21 – This highway runs through the mountains 
with a tremendous amount of sharp curves. The 
proposed projects for the highway include additional 
passing lanes between the City of Boise and Idaho 
City to improve safety conditions.   

There are distinct urban and rural portions of SH 21. 
West of the Boise River, right of way was purchased 
to accommodate a future widening. Access rights were 
also purchased or negotiated at that time. The route 
was designed for a future bridge to be constructed 
north of the existing bridge. No funds to widen 
and/or construct the new bridge are in the fiscally 
constrained plan. 

Also see Harris Creek/Centerville Road Corridor. 
 

 

 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

None Improvements to SH 21 involve safety and 
geometric improvements rather than adding 
lanes of travel. Accident data and traffic 
studies will be needed to identify needs such 
as passing lanes, guard rails, improved 
lighting at intersections, and horizontal and 
vertical curve improvements. 

No projects are recommended at this time.  

Regional Connection 
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WHY THIS CORRIDOR MATTERS  
State Highway 44 (SH 44), also known as State Street, is the only 
east-west highway that links Canyon County to Ada County north of 
the Boise River. State Street is under ITD jurisdiction as SH 44 from 
Glenwood to I-84. SH 44 continues south on Glenwood to Chinden 
Boulevard. From Glenwood east to downtown Boise, State Street is 
under ACHD jurisdiction. State Street carries high levels of 
commuter traffic from Middleton and western Ada County, as well 
as commuters from Gem County via SH 16. Existing travel volumes 
range from 11,500 average daily traffic at the western terminus with 
I-84 in Canyon County, to 14,500 in the Star vicinity to 41,000 just 
west of Glenwood.   

The corridor varies in character from the rural western edge to downtown Boise. Main areas include downtown 
Middleton, downtown Star, and the urban corridor from Eagle Road to downtown Boise. The City of Middleton 
comprehensive plan and the SH 44 Corridor Study have included aa alignment for a bypass of downtown Middleton. A 
bypass of the City of Star was reviewed in the SH 44 Corridor Study but no options now exist for such a bypass. 
Further east, local and state agencies have been working on a plan to incorporate bus rapid transit into the State 
Street/SH 44 corridor. 

Until additional river crossings can be identified and constructed, such as the Three Cities River Crossing, this highway 
will need to carry an ever increasing volume of traffic.  Future volumes are forecasted to increase to 29,000 west of 
Middleton to 68,000 near Veterans Parkway by the year 2035. 

Goals for Communities in Motion (CIM) 
Connections:   Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner for the region. 

Coordination:  Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

Environment:  Minimize transportation impacts to people, cultural resources, and the environment.  

Information:    Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 

Recommendations for State Highway 44 (SH 44) Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
 From Eagle Road west to I-84, the corridor is recommended to be a four-lane, limited access arterial with design treatments determined 

by collaborative planning among Idaho Transportation Department, local highway districts, and local jurisdictions.  
 Continued support for the completion of the corridor plan for SH 44 is needed. 

Recommendations for State Highway 44 (SH 44) Corridor Public Transportation: 
 This corridor is a candidate for bus rapid transit along with high-frequency local bus service.  
 Development and street design should allow for direct access to transit stops and consider appropriate locations for shelters and bus pull-

outs. 
 Park-and-ride facilities should be considered at key locations. 

Land use decisions needed to implement the plan: 
 To reinforce the future land-use pattern, local governments along the corridor are recommended to focus development in designated 

growth areas, especially those associated with BRT stations.   
 Land-use decisions need to ensure access to the SH 44 corridor is consistent with the standards of the Idaho Transportation Department.

 

State Highway 44 is a major east-west route north of Interstate 84 and links 
several communities in the Treasure Valley. Bus rapid transit is being planned. 

We envision a Treasure Valley where quality of life is enhanced and communities are connected by an innovative, effective, multi-modal transportation system. 

State Highway 44 (State Street) 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
This corridor is rapidly being developed as the cities of Eagle, Star, and Middleton grow. The cost of right-of-way along 
the corridor increased dramatically during the past decade. The cities of Eagle and Middleton have recognized in their 
comprehensive plans the importance of maintaining traffic flow throughout the corridor. Eagle has adopted a system of 
parallel collector roadways that are being built by developers as the city grows. Middleton has adopted an alignment of a 
proposed alternate route.  This action attempts to protect a viable alternate route south of the City of Middleton from 
development.  The SH 44 Corridor Study found broad support for preserving the arterial function of the roadway 
enhanced with more investment in public transportation services to serve the urban population in the corridor. Changes 
in land use will be needed to focus growth near transit and to improve land use and transportation designs to foster 
transit, walking and biking. One challenge to maintaining traffic flow through the corridor is the section of the roadway 
through downtown Star.  

 

                                       
1 Information on the State Street Corridor Transit Study can be found at 
http://www.valleyregionaltransit.org/PROJECTSSTUDIES/STATESTREETCORRIDORSTUDY/tabid/174/Default.aspx  
2 Information on the Idaho (S.H.) 44 Corridor Preservation Study can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/D3/SH44Corridor/  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

The State Street Corridor Study (north SH 55 
to 23rd Street) was completed in 2004. The 
corridor would feature two new lanes for 
buses and carpools, full sidewalks and bike 
lanes to promote alternative transportation.  

Currently underway is Phase II of this 
project, the Traffic and Transit Operations 
Plan, follows up on recommendations 
approved under the initial State Street 
Corridor Study. Work focuses on 
implementing land use and transportation 
concepts.1 

A corridor study is nearing completion for 
the segment between I-84 in Canyon County 
to Eagle Road in Ada County. ITD has 
budgeted funding for right of way acquisition 
but not for construction.2 

Widen State Street between downtown 
Boise (starting at proposed Multi-Modal 
Center) to Eagle Road (SH 55) to 
accommodate a dedicated lane for transit. 
Improve State Street from Glenwood to 
36th St. . $36,700,000 
 

Develop a bus rapid transit system between 
downtown Boise and Eagle Road and  
transit stations at activity centers along the 
corridor. 
 
Widen State Street between downtown 
Boise (starting at proposed Multi-Modal 
Center) to Eagle Road (SH 55) to 
accommodate a dedicated lane for transit. 
Remaining portion of SH 44 from SH 55 to 
Glenwood. $20,341,000 
 
SH 44: I-84-Ballantyne Road. Widen from 2 
lanes to 4 lane limited access highway. 
Includes a new alternate route around 
Middleton. $108,773,000 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Proposed improvements to the SH 16/McDermott Road corridor and 
Bowmont/Kuna-Mora Roads provide future opportunities for additional high-speed 
travel throughout the region. SH 45 will tie in with these future improvements, 
making it a critical link in the provision of alternatives to the highly congested I-84 
corridor. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 

 

 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

In FY 2006 and 2007, pavement 
preservation projects were scheduled on SH 
45 between Roosevelt Road and Deer Flat 
Road. Estimated cost $2.2 million 

A corridor plan on SH 45 from Nampa to 
SH 78 is scheduled for FY 2015. Total cost 
of the plan = $235,000). 

No projects are recommended at this time. Widen SH 45 from two lanes to four lanes 
between Deer Flat Road to Locust Lane 
south of Nampa as a limited access divided 
highway.  Estimated cost:  $13,792,000. 
 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
As a primary transportation corridor that crosses several cities and counties, State Highway 
55 will carry larger volumes of traffic. As the region’s population continues to grow, 
conflicts will continue to arise between the traffic generated by commuters wanting to 
efficiently travel long distances and local traffic traveling between nearby homes and 
businesses. Growth in Boise County and in the resort towns further north will place 
additional traffic pressure on SH 55 in northern Ada County. Cities will be challenged to 
anticipate and plan for the cumulative effects of proposed developments along the corridor, 
but outside of city impact areas. 
Challenges, however, also create the opportunities. The corridor has the potential to be 
both an effective thoroughfare and to provide access to residential and commercial 
developments surrounding it.   
Determining how best to resolve the immediate challenges to SH 55 could provide a case 
study for how to conduct effective land use and transportation planning across multiple 

jurisdictions. The future of this corridor needs to be considered in concert with proposed improvements to SH 16 and 
McDermott Road. With the extensive development and access issues on SH 55, particularly between SH 44 and I-84, 
speeds are likely to drop even more. ITD has approved a plan to drop the posted speeds on this portion of SH 55 and 
to construct medians that would control left-turn movements across the roadway. (See below for Eagle Road 
Improvement Project.) While these system management improvements will help, travel demand will affect parallel 
roadways such as Cloverdale and Locust Grove Road. 

 

                                       
2 This project can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/d3/id55eagle/  
3 High Volume Intersection Study: Volumes 1-3. Can be found at http://compassidaho.org/reports.htm  

Past and Current Investments 
through 2015 

Funded 
Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

1980s: work started to “relocate” portions of SH 55 from 
previous alignments. The portion through downtown 
Meridian was moved to Eagle Road. A new interchange was 
constructed at Eagle Road and I-84.  
1990s: A new road was constructed parallel to Horseshoe 
Bend north of SH 44. Eagle Road was widened in the late  
2004: Rapid growth in western Ada County caused 2004 
traffic volumes to exceed the 2015 forecasts. The Eagle 
Road Arterial Study recommended strategies to improve 
traffic flow along the route.  The project moved into the 
design phase and is called the Eagle Road Improvement 
Project.2 
2006: An extended turn lane and a raised median were 
implemented from I-84 to Franklin Road. This helped 
reduce congestion. Signal coordination timing plan was also 
implemented.  
The Eagle/Fairview intersection was used in an analysis of 
innovative designs.3 
2008-current: Evaluation of potential impacts to the 
regional transportation system due to future development in 
the northwest foothills is ongoing. ACHD’s Northwest 
Transportation Study was adopted by the Commission in 
2008.  

No major improvements are 
funded.  
 
Operational improvements, 
including signal timing and turn 
lanes, may be funded as identified. 

Widen SH 55 from two lanes to four lanes as 
a divided highway between Beacon Light and 
Brookside north of Eagle. Estimated Cost:  
$1,822,000 

Provide for necessary transit infrastructure, 
such as bus pull-outs and shelters, along the 
urban areas of the SH 55 corridor. 

Construct the recommendations from the  
Eagle Road Improvement Project .  ITD 
proposed construction in three phases 
estimated costs in 2004 dollars: 

North Phase:  $8,750,000 

Central Phase - $26,810,000 

South Phase - $16,410,000  

SH 55 (Eagle Road), I-84 to River Valley 
Street. Widen to six lanes. $19,517,000 

Construct Three Cities River Crossing 
(3CRX) from SH 44 (State) to U.S. 20/26 
(Chinden) at four to five lanes including a 
new bridge.  Estimated Cost:  $105,359,000 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
As a primary transportation corridor that crosses several cities and counties, State Highway 55 will carry ever larger 
volumes of traffic. As the region’s population continues to grow, conflicts will continue to arise between the traffic 
generated by commuters wanting to efficiently travel long distances and local traffic traveling between nearby homes 
and businesses. 

The corridor has the potential to be both an effective thoroughfare and provide access to the multiple residential and 
commercial developments surrounding it. 
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Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

2006: Widening SH 55 in Canyon County 
from Marsing to Sunnyslope. $12,087,000.  

2006: New Karcher Road interchange 
completed. $25,400,000.  

Intersection improvements, an upgraded 
railroad crossing bridge, and a new 
commuter Park and Ride lot.  

 

No major construction is called for in the 
plan, but design, access management and 
right-of-way preservation is essential. 
Preliminary Development: 
Reconstruct Middleton Road and SH 55 
intersection. Approximate Cost: $2,177,000 

Widen SH 55 from 2 lanes to 4 lanes as a 
limited access highway between Sunnyslope 
Curve west of Caldwell to Karcher 
Interchange in Nampa. $58,420,000 

Provide for necessary transit infrastructure, 
such as bus pull-outs and shelters, along the 
urban areas of the SH 55 corridor. 

Regional Connection 
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CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Residential development in Meridian and Kuna and construction of an interchange 
at I-84 is likely to lead to substantial demand on Ten Mile Road. In addition, the 
City of Meridian Comprehensive Plan identifies a mixed-use transit-supportive 
compact neighborhood in the vicinity of the rail corridor to support a potential rail 
station. Growth in Kuna and the access to I-84 provided by Ten Mile will pull 
demand from SH 69.  

Rail and rail feeder bus service may provide alternatives to the auto in this 
corridor. When rail or bus rapid transit is active along the Boise Cut-off, a station 
at Ten Mile is planned. The effort to accommodate anticipated automobile 
volumes while maintaining the character of this future rail station area may be a 
challenge.  

 

 

 
 
 

 

 

                                       
1 Ten Mile Road and Amity Road Roundabout. Study by ACHD can be found at www.achdidaho.org/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?ProjectID=133  
2 These ACHD studies can be found at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/Default.aspx  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded 
Improvements through 

2035 

2007:Ten Mile/Amity Roundabout Study.1 
 
2009-2011  
Construction of  the Ten Mile Road IC.  
Widen Ten Mile Road to four or five lanes 
from interchange project limits to Franklin 
Road. Open Summer 2011.Estimated Cost:  
$68,396,000  

2010: Widen from two to five lanes from 
Cherry Lane to Franklin Road. Open August 
2010. Approximate Cost $10,775,000 
2011: Widen from two to five lanes from New 
Overland Road to the Ten Mile Interchange 
project limits.  
Approximate Cost: $2,050,000 

Various Ten Mile Road Design Studies.2 

Widen Ten Mile Road from two lanes to five 
lanes between Lake Hazel and US 20/26 
(Chinden).  Estimated Cost:  $51,941,000 
2015: Widen to 4/5 lanes from Cherry Lane 
to Ustick Road 
Approximate Cost: $5,041,000 
 

Improvements south of Lake Hazel. The 
City of Kuna has included a Ten Mile rail 
crossing in its comprehensive plan. In 
current dollars, a rail crossing would cost 
$15-20 million. 

Regional Connection 
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1 The US 20/26 Corridor Preservation Study focuses on the section between I-84 and Eagle Road (SH 55). The other study addresses the western 
section from I-84 to the Oregon border. These studies can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/D3/  

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

A corridor preservation study is currently 
underway for the segment between Eagle 
Road and I-84 in Canyon County and is 
expected to be completed in FY2011. The 
corridor study will produce a corridor 
plan, an approved environmental 
document, and right-of-way plans. 

A reconstruction of Exit 29 in Caldwell 
was completed in 2008. 

A portion of US 20/26 in downtown 
Boise was included in the Downtown 
Boise Mobility Study that COMPASS 
adopted in December 2005. 
Recommendations pertaining to US 
20/26 include pedestrian crossing 
enhancements, streetscape improvements, 
and various improvements to traffic 
operations. 

 Make operational improvements to US 20/26 
between Parma and Exit 25.   
Right-of-way acquisition. Approximate cost: 
$800,000.  
 
Widen US 20/26 (Chinden) from two lanes to four 
lanes as a limited access highway between Aviation 
Way in Caldwell to SH 16/McDermott Road, and six 
lanes from SH 16/McDermott Road to Eagle Road 
including high-volume intersection treatments 
and/or overpasses at appropriate locations:   
$264,036,000 
Design, alignment, and type of roadway to be 
determined by the US 20/26 Corridor Preservation 
Study. Interim improvements may be necessary due 
to funding limitations.  Preserve sufficient right-of-
way at major intersections for high volume 
treatments.  The City of Meridian does not support 
grade separation between McDermott Road /SH 16 
and Eagle Road. 

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
A six-mile section of US 20/26 between Midland and McDermott could be an expressway with the support for access 
management and corridor preservation by local communities. Other segments will be more challenging, such as the North 
Meridian area where several subdivisions were approved. Other segments are unsuitable, such as the segment through the 
urban core of Garden City. The US 20/26 Corridor Studies1 have heightened awareness of the importance of this corridor 
in the regional transportation system and support for its preservation has been received from developers, citizens, and local 
governments. 

Regional Connection 
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1 Ustick Road Concept Design, from Eagle Road to Five Mile Road found at http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/Default.aspx  
Ustick Road -- Five Mile Road to Cole Road & Maple Grove and Ustick Road & Linder Road Intersection found at 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/ProjectsPast.aspx  

CHALLENGES AND OPPORTUNITIES 
Ustick Road will continue to face increased traffic pressure as the region grows. This challenge will increase if US 
20/26 is not improved to carry more regional traffic. Preserving the function of Ustick Road as a thoroughfare while 
creating a neighborhood friendly facility along several sections will challenge the way jurisdictions implement road 
design. The opportunity for Ustick Road is that it could become a model for how to design a high-capacity road that 
also serves neighborhood needs. In Ada County, Ustick Road faces increased pressure from the large amount of new 
residential development in north Meridian and other development in western Ada County. Several schools in both 
counties border the road.  Consideration of fronting housing and effects on businesses will need consideration. 
Residents along Ustick in Ada and Canyon Counties are concerned that widening Ustick Road to accommodate more 
through traffic will negatively affect their neighborhoods. 

Past and Current 
Investments through 

2015 

Funded Investments  
through 2035 

Unfunded Improvements 
through 2035 

The Ustick Road connection to Curtis Road 
was completed in 2002. The extension 
provided a new connection for west Boise 
and Garden City residents and eased traffic 
along the largely residential Mountain View 
Road.  

Ustick Road from Five Mile Road to Cole 
Road was widened in 2007-8. 

Ustick Road, Meridian Road to Locust 
Grove Road – Widen to five (5) lane urban 
section with curb, gutter, sidewalks, and bike 
lanes.  $5,555,000 

ACHD has completed several studies for the 
Ustick corridor.1 

Widen Ustick Road from two lanes to five 
lanes between Caldwell/Nampa Boulevard 
in Nampa and Curtis Road in Boise.  
Estimated Cost:  $134,275,000 

Construct new interchange at Ustick Road 
and I-84.  Estimated Cost:  $32,528,000 

Provide for necessary transit infrastructure, 
such as bus pull-outs and shelters, along the 
corridor. 
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In 1994, the Idaho State Legislators 
passed a law (Title 40, Chapter 21) 
giving citizens the opportunity to 
vote on the formation of public 
transportation authorities. The 
purpose was to establish a single 
governmental agency oriented 
entirely toward public transportation 
needs within a county or region. 
This authority, a political subdivision 
of the state of Idaho, is under the 
supervision of and directly 
responsible to local governments 
and provides public transportation 
services, encourages private 
transportation programs, and 
coordinates both public and private 
transportation programs, services, 
and support functions. 
 

Public transportation is a 
shared passenger transportation 
service available for use by the 
general public, as distinct from 
modes such as taxis or car pools 
which are not shared by 
strangers without private 
arrangement. 

CHAPTER 6 
EXPANDING TRANSPORTATION CHOICES  

Over several years, the region has embarked on a 

concerted effort to identify available transportation options 

and address transportation needs of everyone.  Valley 

Regional Transit (VRT), the regional public 

transportation authority for Ada and Canyon Counties, 

completed a Transportation Service Coordination Plan in 2007.  

This plan identified better coordination of existing 

transportation services as one of the priorities in improving 

mobility and access for the people typically most dependent 

on public transportation services.  
 

Local Public Transportation 

Resources 

Public transportation is typically the local transportation 

of people by public conveyance, and the vehicles and system 

engaged in such transportation.  Public transportation 

systems provide low cost mobility for people who do not, 

or cannot, operate a motor vehicle because of personal 

choice, income, disability, or age.  An important 

characteristic of affordable public transportation service is 

that it provides regular access to as many destinations as 

possible.  

As the region is learning about the existing transportation resources and gaps, strategies and programs are 

being developed to address unmet transportation needs. Mobility management is an approach that focuses on 

using all available resources to augment and advance travel options for all people, rather than concentrating 

on a particular mode of transportation, such as the automobile. Mobility management establishes partnerships 

and collaboration throughout the community and emphasizes a customer focus in meeting the transportation 

needs.  

There are 37 different public transportation services in the ten-county area of southwest Idaho (in 2009); 

including services provided by transit agencies, senior centers, and health care and social service providers. 

This diversity creates a challenge to mobility management in that it has proven difficult to gather information 

about specific service areas, riders, funding sources and costs, and to effectively coordinate and share 

transportation resources. 
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The major public transportation providers in southwest Idaho are discussed below. 

Valley Regional Transit1 was established by vote in 1998 as the regional public transportation authority 

for Ada and Canyon Counties.  Valley Ride, operated by VRT, provides fixed-route services to the cities of 

Boise, Nampa, Caldwell, and Garden City; operates inter-county transportation routes between Ada and 

Canyon Counties (through  the cities of Meridian, Middleton, Star, and Eagle); and has over 860 bus stops in 

the Treasure Valley.  Paratransit services are available in the cities of Nampa, Caldwell, Boise, and Garden 

City.  Paratransit is a door-to-door service for people who have special needs and live within a ¾ - mile of a 

fixed route.  In calendar year 2009, Valley Ride provided a total of 1,433,078 one-way passenger trips in its 

service area (Figure 6-1). 

 

 
 

 

Treasure Valley Transit2 is the rural transit provider for eight counties in and around the Treasure 

Valley.  It is also a Medicaid transportation provider; Medicaid trips comprise about 12% of its overall 

services. Treasure Valley Transit provides transportation for the developmentally disabled in Canyon County 

along with individual Medicaid trips.  It operates Valley County Connections and McCall Transit service in 

Valley County and Mountain Home Community Transit in Elmore County.  Treasure Valley Transit operates 

Snake River Transit in Payette County, Idaho, and Malheur County, Oregon.  In calendar year 2009, Treasure 

Valley Transit provided a total of 137,848 one-way passenger trips in its combined service area. 

  

 

 

                                                 
1 http://www.valleyride.org/ 
2 http://www.treasurevalleytransit.com/ 
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Figure 6-1: Valley Regional Transit Total Service Area Ridership 



Communities in Motion – Page 6 - 3     September 2010  
 

Ada County Highway District Commuteride3 is best known for its vanpools, but it also promotes 

public transportation, carpooling, bicycling, and walking. Commuteride’s vanpool routes extend from 

Ontario, Oregon, to Mountain Home, Idaho, and from Emmett, Idaho, to Melba and Kuna, Idaho. While 

most vanpools bring commuters into Boise area employment centers, there are also “reverse” routes from 

Boise to the Mountain Home Air Force Base.  

Park-and-ride lots are an integral part of public transportation options and both VRT and Commuteride 

have them. COMPASS will be collecting information about the use of the current park-and-ride lots, as well 

as studying where and how they could be expanded in the future.  In calendar year 2009, Commuteride 

provided a total of 253,295 one-way passenger trips in its over 80 vanpools, which saved 13.3 million single-

occupancy vehicle-miles-traveled.  

 Other, smaller transportation service providers are included in the 3C Local Mobility Plan (2009)4. 

 

Public Transportation and Housing Choices 

A recent study about typical transportation expenditures5 found that residents in areas with high quality 

public transportation saved about $660 annually in total transportation costs.  In a COMPASS analysis 

looking at housing costs and transportation, the range of housing affordability changed significantly when 

transportation costs are factored in the housing cost6.  Table 6-1 displays varying levels of density and 

location requirements to support different public transportation modes. This information is displayed as a 

graphic in the Mobility Management Development Guidebook7.  

  

                                                 
3 http://www.commuteride.com 
4 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/3CLMMNPlanAppendices.pdf. 
5 http://www.vtpi.org/raisetaxes.pdf 
6 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/MobilityManagementDevelopmentGuidebook_finalstandard.pdf  
7 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/MobilityManagementDevelopmentGuidebook_finalstandard.pdf  



Communities in Motion – Page 6 - 4     September 2010  
 

Table 6-1: Transit Service Levels and Land Use 

Mode Service Type 

Minimum Density 
(Dwelling Units Per 

Acre) Area and Location 
Demand Response  Demand response 

serving general 
public (not just 
people with 
disabilities  

3.5 to 6  Community-wide  

Minimum Local Bus  1/2-mile route 
spacing, 20 trips per 
day  

4  Neighborhood  

Intermediate Local 
Bus  

1/2-mile route 
spacing, 40 trips per 
day  

7  Neighborhood  

Frequent Local Bus  1/2-mile route 
spacing, 120 trips 
per day 

15  Neighborhood  

Express Bus – 
Pedestrian Access  

Five buses during 
two-hour peak period  

15  Average density over 20-
square-mile area within 10 
to 15 miles of a large 
downtown  

Express Bus – Auto 
Access  

Five to ten buses 
during two-hour peak 
period  

15  Average density over 20-
square-mile tributary area, 
within 10 to 15 miles of a 
large downtown  

Light Rail  Five minute 
headways or better 
during peak hour  

9  Within walking distance of 
transit line, serving large 
downtown  

Rapid Transit  Five minute 
headways or better 
during peak hour  

12  Within walking distance of 
transit stations serving 
large downtown  

Commuter Rail  Twenty trains a day  1 to 2  Serving very large 
downtown  

 

In September 2006, the VRT Board of Directors approved a six-year plan to develop a regional public 

transportation system in the Treasure Valley. The plan, called Treasure Valley in Transit, is a comprehensive 

plan to expand bus and rapid transit service in the Treasure Valley.  It would provide bus services to all cities 

in Ada and Canyon Counties, and begins the groundwork to develop a high-capacity transit corridor between 

Ada and Canyon Counties. Currently, the funding to implement the plan is not available. 
 

There are four major types of improvements in the plan: 

1)  More routes and more frequent service within cities 

2)  More express bus service between cities  

3)  The initiation of rapid transit service  

4)  New transit centers and stops 
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More specifically, Treasure Valley in Transit8 will provide: 
 

• Significant increase in bus service 

• Bus service for all cities in Ada and Canyon Counties 

• More express bus commuter service 

• Rapid transit connecting Caldwell, Nampa, Meridian and Boise 

• Increase in service frequency up to every 15 to 30 minutes on many routes 

• Greater frequency of service during peak demand times than during off peak times (most routes) 

• Expanded morning and evening service hours each weekday 

• Expanded  weekend service and hours 

• A circulator service in downtown Boise 

• Transit centers and other facilities at major transfer locations 

Traffic in the I-84 corridor is expected to double in the next 25 years.  The Treasure Valley High Capacity 

Transit Study began in 2007 in conjunction with VRT and other member agencies and consists of three 

related planning projects: a multimodal transportation center, a downtown circulator, and an east-west high-

capacity corridor.  

An analysis to examine possible east-west alignment alternatives needs to consider various transit options, 

including high-occupancy vehicle lanes, passenger rail, bus rapid transit, and transportation system 

management strategies.  A study to begin this analysis of potential corridors (e.g., “paths” or “alignments”) 

and potential modes (e.g., types of vehicles) was initiated in 2009 to narrow down options to move forward 

for a more in-depth study.  The link to the results of this study and related documents are provided below9.  

 
Cost of Providing Public Transportation  

In 2006, Communities in Motion described a bus and rail system with rail service between the cities of 

Nampa and Boise (to Micron).  The total capital development cost was estimated to be approximately $1.28 

billion, with initial operating costs of $14 million, ramping up to $232 million per year by 2035 (Table 6-2).  

These estimates include the effects of inflation over the next 25 years.  The current service includes 26 routes 

with an annual operating cost of about $9 million. At build out, the future system would increase services 

eleven-fold over current levels, providing seven-day per week service, with approximately 11 times more 

service hours than the current system. 

 

 

                                                 
8 For more information, including a map of the planned system, see 

http://www.valleyregionaltransit.org/Portals/0/TreasureValleyInTransit/TVITPlan.pdf 
 

9 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/specialprojects/HCT%20Study%20Draft%20Final%20Report%20-full%20packet-
%20102309.pdf 
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Table 6-2: Service Levels and Costs for Optimal Transit System10 

  Routes Weekday Saturdays Sundays Total 
52 local bus routes serving Ada 
County, includes circulators in 
Eagle and Meridian 

52  $56,229,888  $7,614,464  $3,807,232  $67,651,584 

Downtown Boise Circulator – 2 
routes (start with buses and 
evolve to a streetcar system) 

2 $2,162,688 $292,864 $146,432 $2,601,984 

21 local bus routes serving Canyon 
County including circulators in 
Caldwell and Nampa 

21 $22,708,224 $3,075,072 $1,537,536 $27,320,832 

Rail - Downtown Caldwell to 
Downtown Boise 

1 $3,194,880 $432,640 $216,320 $3,843,840 

Rail - Boise Towne Square Mall to 
Micron 

1 $3,194,880 $432,640 $216,320 $3,843,840 

Bus Rapid Transit along State 
Street from west of Eagle Road 
into Downtown Boise 

1 $2,162,688 $292,864 $146,432 $2,601,984 

Caldwell into Boise along Ustick 
Road 

1 $2,162,688 $292,864 $146,432 $2,601,984 

Nampa into Boise along Franklin 
Road 

1 $2,162,688 $292,864 $146,432 $2,601,984 

Caldwell into Boise along Chinden 
Blvd 

1 $2,162,688 $292,864 $146,432 $2,601,984 

Between Ada/Canyon and 
Partnering Counties 

5 $5,406,720 $732,160 $366,080 $6,504,960 

Total Routes 86 $101,548,032 $13,751,296 $6,875,648 $122,174,976 

 

Valley Regional Transit’s “high growth alternative” identified improvements to the regional bus system 

and other improvements that would ultimately support a rail or rapid transit system through the Boise and 

Nampa corridor. This system was estimated to cost approximately $320 million (in 2005 dollars) over its first 

five years of development, resulting in an annual operating cost of about $47 million per year in year six, 

assumed in this analysis to grow over time with inflation and population growth11, 12.   

Unfortunately, the public transportation system in the Treasure Valley will not improve much beyond 

what we have today without a local funding source.  If the region wants an efficient public transportation 

network, and local elected officials continue to support the Community Choices vision for the future, the 

Idaho Legislature must aid the region in finding a way to pay for the system.  Table 6-3 provides summary 

statistics showing how VRT ranks with a sample of public transportation agencies from communities of 

similar size, communities with high trips per capita, and communities with a mix of rail and bus service.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
10 Based on rates of $88 per hour for bus operations and $130 per hour for rail operations. Costs are shown in current dollars for 

illustration only. 
11 http://valleyregionaltransit.org/Portals/0/Studies/ROCIP/Fig4-3_High_Growth_Ada_Co.pdf. 
12 http://valleyregionaltransit.org/Portals/0/Studies/ROCIP/Fig4-4_High_Growth_Canyon_Co.pdf. 
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Table 6-3: Summary Statistics for Selected Transit Entities13 

 
Provider/City 

Service 
Area 

Population 

Total 
Population 

2000 (MSA) 

Passenger 
Miles 

(million) 

Operating 
funds 

expended 
(million) 

Total 
operating 

expenditures 
per capita 

Operating 
expenses per 

passenger mile 

 
Valley Regional 
Transit  

     
272,625 432,345 5.0 $8.12 $29.78 $1.40 

 Eugene, OR  272,272 322,959 37.4 $32.60 $119.73 $0.80 

 Madison, WI  237,433 426,526 44.2 $44.80 $188.68 $0.83 

 Reno, NV 320,000 339,486 31.7 $33.20 $103.75 $0.82 

 Spokane, WA 334,900 417,939 49.6 $50.60 $151.09 $0.90 

 Portland OR 1,253,500 2,265,223 419.5 $338.40 $269.96 $0.93 

 
Salt Lake City, 
UT 1,744,400 1,333,914 315.2 $165.40 $94.82 $0.60 

 Denver, CO 261,9000 2,581,506 538.0 $367.60 $140.36 $0.69 
 

What is the effect of not funding an effective public transportation system? Chapter 5 described future 

roadway conditions with 1.046 million residents in Ada and Canyon Counties. Many roadways are over 

capacity, especially during peak hours, the magnitude of travel more than doubles from 12 million vehicle 

miles of travel today to 29 million by 2035. Public transportation would not eliminate congestion or the need 

to improve roads. With an estimated 95,000 daily transit trips in 2035, the estimated person mile trips by 

transit would be less than one million. But much of this would occur on the more congested corridors such 

as along I-84 or State Street (State Highway 44) during peak times. For commuters frustrated by traffic and 

parking woes, public transportation would provide an effective choice. In some cases public transportation 

would offer a long-term alternative for corridors, which are constrained from widening due to impacts on 

business or neighborhoods. And for many residents who cannot drive, public transportation would provide a 

means for travel to work, shopping, health care, education, family, and friends. Basically, public 

transportation enables people to remain part of the community even if they cannot drive. 

Table 6-3 shows that public transportation use in VRT’s service area, as measured by passenger miles, is a 

fraction of that of the selected agencies of similar size. Similarly, funding per capita is also a fraction of others’ 

levels.  It is of interest to note that public transportation expenditures per capita range from $100 to $200 for 

the similarly sized communities of Eugene, Madison, Reno, and Spokane, compared to $30 by VRT.  Funding 

for the comparable agencies is varied but local funding is the major source for operating expenditures.   

 

 

                                                 
13 National Transit Database, 2008 Reports. 
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Revenue Sources 
In the Treasure Valley, revenues for local public transportation stem from two sources, federal and 

general local funds, with no state funding or dedicated local funding for public transportation at this point. 

Currently, these federal and local sources are directly related to one another because each dollar of federal 

funding requires either a 50 percent local match for operating expenses or a 20 percent local match for capital 

expenses. More specifically, the federal match for operating expenses covers a maximum of 50 percent of the 

system’s operating loss -- the difference between operating expenses and fare revenues.”  

Federal Public Transportation Revenues 

  About 80 percent of federal public transportation funding comes from the Highway Trust Fund’s 

dedicated Mass Transit Account. Federal funding accounts for about 40 percent of VRT’s annual budget and 

is used for preventative maintenance, capital expenditures, and other activities.  Once an area reaches a 

population of 200,000 people, or becomes a Transportation Management Area, federal funds can no longer 

be used for operations. This restriction already limits available funding in Ada County, and will probably 

affect available funds in Canyon County after the release of the new urbanized area demographic data from 

the U.S. Census Bureau by 2012.  

Local Public Transportation Revenues 

Local revenues come in the form of contributions made by municipalities’ general funds (in proportion 

to their level of service) and from per capita fees that recover VRT administrative expenditures. Operating 

revenues are generated from enterprise activities, including cash fares, sales of bus passes, and advertising 

revenues. VRT has long-desired a dedicated local revenue source, such as a local property tax on automobiles 

or a sales tax increment.  All of the future development alternatives in VRT’s Capital Improvement Plan are 

based on obtaining a dedicated local revenue source of some magnitude14.  Without a dedicated local funding 

source, the service and system would be expected to increase only to accommodate population growth.  Refer 

to Chapter 12 for more in-depth discussion of funding issues. 

Figure 6-2 shows the estimated level of local revenues needed to support a highly developed public 

transportation system, assuming federal revenues increasing at the rate described above and the continuing 

lack of any state support. 

 

                                                 
14 Valley Regional Transit, Regional Operations and Capital Improvement Plan. Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates, pp 6-30,31. 2005 
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The estimated level of local funding to build the planned transit system averages approximately $102 

million per year including inflation (ramping from $24.4 million in 2010 to $206.8 million in 2035). In terms 

of 2009 expenses and population, this amounts to about $430 per household in 2010. The current roadway 

spending amounts to about $310 per capita; fully funded roadway projects would cost about $500 per capita 

by year 2020. 

 
Bike and Pathways 

Ada County has a long history of bikeway planning dating back to the 1970s. As a result there is a 30 mile 

plus greenbelt that runs along the Boise River and over 150 miles of on-street bike lanes. Ada County15 was 

designated a “Bicycle Friendly Community” by the League of American Bicyclists in 2008. Canyon County 

has been placing more attention to bicycle transportation in the last decade. Nampa has a bicycle advisory 

committee and Caldwell has adopted a new “Pathways and Bike Route Master Plan.” Figure 6-3 depicts the 

current bikeway map for Ada and Canyon Counties. 

                                                 
15 http://www.achdidaho.org/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?ProjectID=77  

 
Figure 6-2:  Local Revenues Needed to Implement the Planned Transit System  
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   Figure 6-3: Ada and Canyon County Bikeways 

 

Safe Routes to Schools 

Safe Routes to Schools is a national program designed to encourage students to walk and bike to school 

to promote a healthy lifestyle, reduce traffic congestion, improve air quality, and enhance quality of life in our 

communities. The Boise School District has the largest program in the valley; the Treasure Valley Family 

YMCA16 is the lead agency for the Boise program. They use “The Five Es” - Education, Encouragement, 

Enforcement, Engineering, and Evaluation - to make routes safer, children and parents more knowledgeable, 

and the community more engaged so that more children will walk and bike to school. 

Ada County Highway District17 has worked with Safe Routes to Schools and has installed a variety of 

features over the years to make it safer to walk to school.  Those improvements include school speed zone 

flashing beacons, paths and sidewalks, as well as raised curbs, which provide a physical separation between 

pedestrians, bikes, and motorists.  

 

  

                                                 
16 http://www.walkitbikeit.org/home 
17 http://www.achdidaho.org/Community/ACHDSRTS.aspx 
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Complete Streets 

A concept that is becoming more popular in the United States is “complete streets.”  The concept is that 

roadways should be planned, designed, and constructed with the needs of all users, not simply motorists, in 

mind.  How this is implemented varies greatly from region to region.  

 Transit patrons, pedestrians, bicyclists, elderly, persons with disabilities, and children are examples of 

“other users” to be considered.  These were specifically noted in proposed federal legislation in 2009.  That 

legislation would have required provision for such users in any federally funded project.18  Exemption for a 

project from meeting these provisions would have required establishing a procedure with specific criteria and 

evaluations. 

 A new federal surface transportation act to replace SAFETEA-LU may include some requirement for a 

complete streets approach.  An update is likely to be adopted after August 2010. 

COMPASS adopted a complete streets policy in August 2009 to promote roadways with an appropriate 

balance for motorists, bicyclists, transit, and pedestrians of all ages and abilities.  By considering all users of 

roads, communities can increase their safety, efficiency, and economic vitality. The COMPASS policy 

includes the following provisions: 

1. Identify how all users will be served when designing new or reconstructed roadways. 
2. Provide opportunities for involvement with stakeholders throughout the planning process. 
3. Consider context of existing and planned land uses. 
4. Provide practical and affordable solutions which balance user needs, construction costs, and 

environmental benefits. 
5. Network transportation modes to optimally connect homes, jobs, schools, shops, families and friends. 
6. Include appropriate access management practices for safe and efficient movement of users. 
7. Promote a visually appealing environment to improve the transportation experience. 
 

Consideration of these elements will be part of the project prioritization process. 

As an example of a mobility function a “complete” street can help fulfill, bikeways can increase access 

and connectivity in a way that provides people with more choices to meet their transportation needs. 

Similarly, sidewalks and other facilities that provide for safe and connected walking environments can 

enhance access throughout and between neighborhoods. The complete streets policy envisions a Treasure 

Valley where roadways are designed to be safe, efficient, and viable and provide an appropriate balance for all 

users including, motorists, bicyclists, transit, and pedestrians of all ages and abilities.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
18 H. R. 1443. Introduced in March 11, 2009 and referred to the House Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure.  



Communities in Motion – Page 6 - 12     September 2010  
 

Challenges and Opportunities 

Public transportation systems face challenges in meeting a multitude of needs.  Speedy and reliable 

service, regular stops, and flexible schedules can increase ridership.  Land use strategies, such as mixed-use 

land development, transit-oriented development, and pedestrian and bike-friendly streets can all promote 

transportation choices.  Identifying, and better planning for, public transportation destinations such as parks, 

schools, and major employment centers will enhance accessibility to the system.  These efforts may be aided 

by a federal initiative:  The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development, U.S. Department of 

Transportation, and the Environmental Protection Agency are working in partnership to promote and 

support sustainable communities and better integration of federal programs and funding.  One of the goals of 

this partnership is to support multi-jurisdictional regional planning efforts that integrate housing, economic 

development, and transportation decision-making in a manner that empowers jurisdictions to consider the 

interdependent challenges of economic growth, social equity, and environmental impact simultaneously.  

 Those who need public transportation the most, such as people with disabilities, older individuals, the 

youth, and people with low incomes, may not be able to use it due to barriers such as limited hours and days 

of operations, lack of routes, or lack of sidewalks and pathways leading to a bus stop. 

There are several steps transit agencies can take to narrow the gaps to meet public transportation needs, 

including better coordination of transportation resources, and introduction of new technologies, such as 

reader boards or text messages to enhance information and service delivery to public transportation users. 

Identifying a variety of funding strategies is critical for providing public transportation systems that work 

effectively to serve the public.  Public transportation systems, 

like roads, typically rely on funds from federal, state, local, and 

private sector sources – in addition to fare box revenues.  

Additional funding is also needed for determining the high 

capacity transit option for the region. The Treasure Valley High 

Capacity Transit Study, complete in 2009, recommended several alignment/mode combinations to be 

considered for the detailed analysis in the next phase of the alternatives analysis: Boise Cutoff light rail, Boise 

Cutoff bus rapid transit (BRT), Franklin Road BRT-exclusive, Fairview Avenue BRT-exclusive, Boise Cutoff 

commuter rail (potential inclusion), and Franklin Road light rail (potential inclusion).  

Development of performance measures to track public transportation in the region is underway to 

inform investments and efficiency.  Upcoming projects include establishing a “functional classification” 

system for public transportation, which could then be factored in to a mode split percentage by 

transportation corridors.  

To learn more about the Treasure 
Valley High Capacity Transit Study, 
please visit the website: 
 
http://www.compassidaho.org/prods
erv/specialprojects-tvhcts.htm 
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CHAPTER 7 
MANAGING CONGESTION 
 

Background 

As the region grows and develops we are increasingly pressured to maximize the potential of our 

transportation infrastructure — both existing and planned facilities.  Demands are placed not only on the 

capacity of the systems, but desires for better interrelationships with neighborhoods and adjacent 

development, goals to reduce transportation-related pollution, and fiscal responsibility to use resources wisely 

while encouraging growth in the economy. 

So what needs to be done?  To improve the performance of our transportation systems we must have a 

collaborative, informed approach outlined in a regional process to manage congestion.    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Congestion Defined 

Congestion is defined as travel time delay in excess of what normally occurs under light traffic or free 

flow travel conditions.  There are two types of congestion: recurring and non-recurring.  Recurring 

congestion is the predictable congestion experienced regularly due to excessive demand over capacity (rush 

hour congestion).  Non-recurring congestion is the congestion caused randomly by accidents, vehicle 

breakdown, construction work, inclement weather, and special events. 

The ratio of peak travel time to free-flow travel time is used to produce an index, which classifies 

congestion.  This ratio is referred to as the Sanderson Index (SI). A SI of 2.0, for example, means that it takes 

twice as long to travel a given roadway during the peak or congested period as during free flow or ideal 

conditions.  Analysis of the current and historic travel time of a given roadway yields information about 

trends in congestion on specific routes within cities, districts, or specific locations. 
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Based on the SI and general location of a roadway, the Treasure Valley Congestion Management System 

(CMS) defines low, medium, and high levels of congestion.  Table 7-1 displays the Treasure Valley 

Congestion Management System definitions of congestion, which were subjectively established by local 

transportation experts and endorsed by the COMPASS Regional Technical Advisory Committee. The local 

experts used the 2003 travel time data and local knowledge to help establish the congestion thresholds for 

each of three roadway classifications: freeway/interstate, suburban, and urban. Urban roadways are 

differentiated from suburban roadways as those located in downtown Boise (the central business district of 

the region).1   
 

Table 7-1:  Congestion Thresholds (Based on SI2 Values) 

Roadway Class Low Medium High 

Freeway < 1.25 1.25 – 1.50 > 1.50 

Suburban < 1.75 1.75 – 2.25 > 2.25 

Urban < 2.00 2.00 – 2.50 > 2.50 
 

Congestion Management Process 

Just what is a Congestion Management Process (CMP)?  It is a system for the region to a) identify 

congestion and the cause of the congestion, b) propose strategies (management and operations) to relieve the 

congestion, and c) follow-up by monitoring the performance of steps taken.  The projects, strategies, and 

other actions identified in the process become part of the regional transportation plan.    

A CMP includes collecting data and identifying congested transportation facilities with the intent of 

developing appropriate mitigation measures. This system will not eliminate congestion, but will instead slow 

the rate at which it increases. Federal regulations provide general requirements for a CMP.  

Generally, a CMP is designed to: 

 Define and measure congestion 

 Identify and evaluate congestion and its causes 

 Identify and evaluate mitigation strategies 

 Define implementation responsibilities 

 Define an evaluation process 

 Include all aspects of transportation planning.  

                                                 
1 Because of time and cost constraints the annual travel time measurements are focused on arterial roadways. 
2 Sanderson Index (SI) is a ratio of peak travel time to ideal travel time.  
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To learn more about the Congestion 
Management System Plan, please visit 
the following website: 
 
http://www.compassidaho.org/docume
nts/prodserv/reports/TreasureValleyCM
SFinal.pdf 

An effective CMP is a systematic approach for managing congestion that provides information on 

transportation system performance and on alternative strategies for alleviating congestion and enhancing the 

mobility of persons and goods to levels that meet state and local needs. The CMP results in serious 

consideration of implementation of strategies (management and operation) that provide the most efficient 

and effective use of existing and future transportation facilities. 

In both metropolitan and non-metropolitan areas, consideration 

needs to be given to strategies that reduce single-occupant 

vehicle travel and improve efficiency of the existing 

transportation system. Where the addition of general purpose 

lanes is determined to be an appropriate strategy, explicit 

consideration is to be given to the incorporation of appropriate 

features into the single-occupant vehicle project to facilitate 

future demand management and operational improvement 

strategies that will maintain the functional integrity of those 

lanes (23CFR 450.320(b)). 

 

 

  

Benefits of this Approach: 
 
• Results in more efficient 

use of the transportation 
system 

•  Coordinates priorities 
and investments in the 
region for a greater 
impact. 

• Enables decision makers 
to make smarter 
investments and project 
selections based on 
performance monitoring 
and objectives.    

• Demonstrates 
accomplishments 
through implemented 
performance measures. 
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Federal Requirements 

With the designation of the Boise Urbanized Area as a Transportation Management Area (TMA), a 

CMP3 is required.  Under 23CFR 450.320, TMAs in non-attainment areas are required to develop a CMP.  

Some of the requirements and conditions in these and other regulations include:   

• Providing for effective management of transportation facilities with travel demand and operational 

management strategies. 

• Enhancing investment decisions and improving the overall efficiency of the area’s transportation 

systems and facilities.  

• Identifying the causes of congestion and identifying and evaluating alternative actions. 

• Defining levels of acceptable system performance among differing local communities. 

• Establishing a program for data collection and system performance monitoring to define the extent 

and duration of congestion, to help determine the causes of congestion, and to evaluate the efficiency 

and effectiveness of implemented actions.  

• Identifying an implementation schedule, responsibilities, and possible funding sources for each 

proposed strategy (or combination of strategies). 

• Implementing a process for periodic assessment of the implemented strategies, in terms of the areas 

established performance measures.  

 

Findings 

In 2003, the Treasure Valley CMS was developed by a subcommittee of the COMPASS Regional 

Technical Advisory Committee – known as the Congestion Management Team.  This subcommittee was 

charged with developing, reviewing, and maintaining the Treasure Valley CMS and its elements.  The 

subcommittee was made up of staff from Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) (local office); Idaho 

Transportation Department (ITD); Ada County Highway District (ACHD); Association of Canyon County 

Highway Districts; Valley Regional Transit; Department of Environmental Quality; Idaho Smart Growth; 

planners from the cities of Boise, Caldwell, and Nampa and from Ada and Canyon Counties; as well as other 

transportation experts.  The Treasure Valley CMS was designed to identify recurrent congestion as it applies 

to principal arterials and interstates in the urban areas. 

Fundamentally, a management system is a framework used to develop a plan, implement the plan, 

monitor the results of the plan, and take corrective action to improve the performance of the plan. 

 

 

                                                 
3 “Congestion Management System Plan,” COMPASS, URL:  

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/TreasureValleyCMSFinal.pdf  
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What is Congestion M&O? 

An integrated program of strategies 
designed to get the most efficient and 
safest use out of existing and planned 
infrastructure. Examples of M&O 
strategies for congestion include:  

• Traffic incident management  
• Traveler information services 
• Traffic signal coordination 
• Transit priority/integration 
• Freight management 
• Work zone management 
• Special event management 
• Road weather management 

The Treasure Valley CMS was adopted by the COMPASS Board per Resolution 10-2005 on March 21, 

2005, and outlines congestion management elements, travel time data collection process, use of the data, 

specific definitions for congestion, and a “toolbox” of mitigation strategies.  The various tools for managing 

congestion are also known as management and operations (M&O) strategies. 

 
Management and Operations Strategies 

Background 

Federal statutes require the metropolitan planning process to include the consideration of:  

Operational and management strategies to improve the performance of existing transportation 

facilities to relieve vehicular congestion and maximize the safety and mobility of people and goods; 4 

 

Findings 

COMPASS’ planning and programming process has focused on regional needs and projects, and 

evaluation and programming of M&O level projects has been reduced at the direction of the COMPASS 

Board.  In part, this direction was made to focus limited resources available to COMPASS on those areas 

deemed most relevant to a regional planning agency. However, the new policy direction under SAFETEA-LU 

to expand consideration of M&O calls for additional effort in this area.  

Operation of the Transit Network 

Two efforts are underway to evaluate transit 

networks that incorporate multimodal approaches 

and/or signal pre-emption. Both are included as 

projects in the regional long-range transportation 

plan. One project is the State Street bus rapid 

transit, which involves Valley Regional Transit; 

the cities of Boise, Garden City and Eagle; the 

Ada County Highway District; Idaho 

Transportation Department; and COMPASS. The 

second project focuses on the I-84 corridor and 

will consider signal treatments and bus rapid 

transit as part of the options.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                                                 
4 23 U.S.C. 134 (h)(1)(G) and 134 (i)(2)(D) 
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Steps Taken to Ensure Transit Operations are Discussed 

COMPASS has partnered with Valley Regional Transit to engage in “mobility management” planning 

that addresses transit, paratransit, walking, biking, and other non-single-occupancy vehicle modes. Two full-

time staff members are committed to these tasks.   

 

Congestion M&O Toolbox 

As funds become harder to obtain and traffic needs continue to mount, alternative traffic management 

solutions can be helpful. Over the past 50 years, building new and wider roads was the preferred method for 

alleviating congestion, improving travel time and increasing safety.  It was based on a time when construction, 

including right-of-way, was cheaper and technology was cruder.  As cheaper and less impactful alternatives, 

operational and management techniques have become more popular over time.  They have resulted in 

projects with strong benefits that include improved safety and reduced congestion. Both transportation 

planners and engineers now consider some of these treatments as a part of their solution tool box when 

determining the future of a roadway or intersection. 

Developing applicable congestion mitigation measures to address specific areas of congestion is delegated 

to each transportation agency in the valley.  However, the Treasure Valley CMS does provide some guidance 

on mitigation measures to local transportation agencies in the form of a “Toolbox.” The “Toolbox” is 

presented in Table 7-2. With only seven years worth of travel time data collected and only a handful of 

projects identified, an evaluation of the ”Toolbox” is not yet feasible. As more data are collected, quantitative 

and/or qualitative evaluations of the “Toolbox” may be possible. 

The categories of congestion mitigation measures listed in the “Toolbox” are described below. Additional 

categories have been identified and others will be defined and included in the future. Specific mitigation 

measures given in the descriptions are as examples only. The Treasure Valley CMS provides flexibility to 

implementing agencies regarding mitigation measure identification, selection, and implementation. 
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Table 7-2: M&O Strategies "Toolbox" 

Strategy Categories for the Treasure Valley 
Timeframe Area Wide Corridor / Project Specific 

Short Term 
(Within 5 Years) 

 Access Management policies for all 
congested roadways 

 Intelligent Transportation Systems 

  Intelligent Transportation Systems 
 Zoning Ordinance Standards  Additional Roadway Capacity 

 Employer Based Strategies  Non-Motorized Mode Improvements 

 Access Management policies for all 
developments along congested 
roadways 

 Intersection Improvements 

  Preferential Based Strategies* 

  Access Management strategies specific 
to a corridor or project 

  New or increased access to transit 

   Non-Motorized Mode Improvements 

Long Term 
(Greater than 5 
Years) 

 Comprehensive Plan land use strategies  Additional Roadway Capacity listed in 
regional long-range plan   

 Intermodal Project integration/design  Addition of dedicated right-of-way for 
transit   New or increased access to transit  

 Additional transit services  Implement innovative intersection and 
corridor designs 

  Implementing Agency Legend (note: the current draft only applies to roadway congestion): 
  Roadway Agencies (Ada County Highway District (ACHD), Idaho Transportation Department (ITD), all cities 

and highway districts in Canyon County, and some cities in Ada County)  
  Transit Providers (Valley Regional Transit and ACHD Commuteride) 
  City and County Level Governments 

* See p. 7-10 for definition of Preferential Based Strategies 
 Source: Based on Treasure Valley CMS, 2005 

 
 

Three of these tools, Access Management, Innovative Intersections and Intelligent Transportation 

Systems are discussed in greater detail at the end of this section, along with discussion of new tools to the 

Treasure Valley – Incident Response Programs and Modern Traffic Signal Operations. 

 

Access Management Policies: Policies that require both roadway agencies and city/county governments to 

collectively control access to specific types of land use and development. The local governments have 

authority under the Local Land Use Planning Act to adopt standards for access on public streets. The Idaho 

Transportation Department adopts access standards for state highways.   Recent efforts have been 

undertaken to improve Access Management on several regional corridors; see discussion at the end of this 

section. (see Figure 7-1). 

 

Addition of Dedicated Right-of Way for Transit: Fixed right-of-way transit services depend less on the 

roadway network. Thus making travel times attractive when compared to a congested roadway network. As 

ridership on dedicated right-of-way services increase, it is probable that roadway congestion will decrease, 

especially along those corridors served by both modes. One example of a fixed or dedicated right-of-way 

transit facility in the Treasure Valley would be a commuter rail service that uses existing rail lines parallel to 

Interstate 84. 
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Additional Vehicle Capacity: Increasing roadway capacity by constructing new roads or widening existing 

facilities allows for more vehicles to use a roadway during a given time period, improving travel times.   

 

Comprehensive Plans: Under the State of Idaho’s State Government and State Affairs Statute (Title 67), 

Chapter 65 (Local Land Use Planning), local governments are required to develop a comprehensive land use 

plan for their jurisdiction. Comprehensive plans can designate transit supportive housing densities and 

establish transportation policies on access to public streets along transportation corridors identified as 

congested within their jurisdiction. 

 

Employer Based Strategies: These are strategies implemented by employers, which allow employees to alter 

their work schedules or where they work. These programs include telecommuting; staggered work hours, 

compressed work weeks, or flex time. By reducing travel demand during peak travel periods, the roadway 

network may realize travel time improvements. 

 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS): The term “Intelligent Transportation Systems,” or ITS, refers to 

various methods used to manage traffic through electronics and communications. ITS strategies apply 

information technologies to the transportation system and vary from changeable message signs to traffic 

signal interconnections. These types of measures impact roadway congestion because traffic control managers 

and vehicle operators are provided with better information faster. In October 1997, Treasure Valley 

transportation agencies began investigating the potential for ITS. In September of 1999, the Ada Planning 

Association (now COMPASS) published the Treasure Valley Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Plan, 

Phase II. This document defined existing ITS conditions, defined needs and requirements, established a 

regional system architecture, and prepared an ITS project implementation plan.  See discussion at the end of 

this section. 

 

Intermodal Transportation Project Integration/Design: Designing and eventually constructing roadway 

projects to accommodate both motor vehicle travel and travel via alternative modes can reduce demand and 

thus roadway congestion. For example, planning for the construction of transit stations or pullouts and 

shelters as part of a roadway expansion project may enable transit service and encourage ridership along a 

corridor. 
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Figure 7-1: Access Management Treatments 

Intersection Improvements: In most cases roadway congestion 

is due to capacity constraints at roadway intersections. When 

capacity improvements are made to an intersection, travel times 

decreases.  Intersection improvement projects that may increase 

capacity include changes in signal timing, the addition of turn 

lanes, and safety improvements (such as better markings, 

lighting, lane channelization, etc.).  In 2007-2008, COMPASS 

conducted a High Volume Intersection Study in cooperation 

with the Idaho Transportation Department and several local 

jurisdictions.  See Innovative Intersection discussion at the end 

of this section for more information. 

 

New or Increased Access to Transit/Additional Transit Services: 

Changes in transit services that can influence travel time include 

adding a new route, changing an existing route, or adding buses 

to an existing route to decrease wait times.  Modification to a 

transit system could encourage more people to use transit versus 

driving. Valley Regional Transit, the regional transit authority for 

the Treasure Valley, is primarily responsible for the 

establishment transit routes and access. 

 

Non-motorized Mode Improvements: These measures include 

additions or improvements to non-motorized transportation 

facilities such as sidewalks, pathways, and bike lanes. 

Improvements to these non-motorized facilities encourage non-

motorized travel, possibly reducing the demand for 

roadway capacity and improving travel time. Non-

motorized facility improvements can also result in improved or increased access to transit. Local governments 

can play an instrumental role in improving non-motorized travel by requiring new developments to include or 

improve pedestrian access between residential and commercial developments. 

 

Preferential Based Strategies: These strategies give special treatment to non-single occupancy vehicles or non-

motorized transportation modes. They promote behaviors that increase auto occupancy rates and/or 

alternative transportation modes. High occupancy vehicle lanes and traffic signalization prioritization for 

transit vehicles are examples of these types of mitigation measures. 

 
 

Access Management Treatments 
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Zoning Ordinance Strategies: Under the State of Idaho’s State Government and State Affairs Statute (Title 

67), Chapter 65 (Local Land Use Planning), local governments have the authority to set zoning ordinance 

standards to help promote alternative transportation. By establishing minimum standards for housing unit 

densities and pedestrian/bike facilities in new developments, the cities and counties in the Treasure Valley can 

promote the use of less congested modes of transportation. 
 

Access Management 

Roads have two primary purposes: to get people from a place and to get people to a place.  A balance must 

be reached between the number of driveways and streets intersecting or accessing a major roadway. Too 

many access points, chaotic turning movements, and speed changes will cause unsafe and inefficient 

conditions.  If there are too few access points, businesses and property owners may object to a lack of 

accessibility to their property from a public road. As more cars use a road, all the actions involved with 

getting onto or off a roadway can cause problems. Statistics show that poor access control can increase the 

chance of side and rear impact accidents. Poor driveway design can lead to back-ups out onto streets, which 

increases crash possibilities and can cause congestion. Overall, a corridor with poor access management will 

see a diminished performance over time due to slower travel speeds, unpredictable braking and accelerating,  

delays associated with accidents, and uncontrolled turning movements. The science regarding the safe and 

efficient accessing of property and streets is known as access management.  

  So what are some of the tools evaluated and used to organize the access to property or streets? Several 

solutions exist and vary greatly in their effectiveness: 

• A median can be placed in the middle of a road to prevent turns 

• An extra lane can be provided solely for turning movements 

• Acceleration or deceleration lanes can be provided (where justified) to assist drivers coming off or 

entering a roadway  

• Properties can share a driveway thereby reducing the number linking to a street  

• Construction of a frontage or service/backage road with large developments can limit access to an arterial 

or highway 

• Spacing of streets can be equally distributed to help organize access points  

When implemented, access management techniques can reduce the potential for accidents and improve 

traffic flow. Once conflict points are condensed and simplified, drivers have to carefully plan their route with 

a little more scrutiny, disruptions to streams of vehicles is minimized, and overall performance should be 

improved. The improvements all equate into tangible results leading to faster commute speeds, reduction of 

delay, improvement of air quality, and improvement of safety conditions.  
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Figure 7-2:  Benefits of  
Access Management 

Access Management Benefits  

Cost effective investments from access management are numerous and can be  

demonstrated in a benefit versus cost ratio. With the recent slump in the economy,  

funding for major projects such as roadway or intersection widening is not as readily  

available.  Furthermore, such projects are now heavily scrutinized due to the  

impact capacity projects can have of adjacent land uses and the people accessing it. 

As a means to improve capacity without adding lanes, access management tools are 

now being instituted along with maintenance projects. So, for example, when an 

agency resurfaces an existing road, they may add a median as part of the project 

where it would reduce turning movements and improve traffic flow (Figure 7-2).  

 

Accidents 

A major benefit from access management is found in the reduction of accidents. As per the Federal 

Highway Administration, “according to an analysis of crash data in seven states, raised medians reduce 

crashes by over 40 percent in urban areas and over 60 percent in rural areas. Poor driveway spacing can also 

contribute to increased accident rates. As more driveways are permitted to access a major road, more 

accidents will likely occur. Therefore combining or reducing driveways helps immensely.” (Figure 7-3) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

 

Pedestrian conflicts can also be reduced by the placement of raised medians as they can provide a place of 

refuge for people when crossing a street. In the state of Georgia, pedestrian involved crashes were reduced by 

45 percent and fatal accidents trimmed by 78 percent over streets which used two-way left turn lanes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 7-3: Crashes per Million Vehicle Miles Travelled 
Source: Federal Highway Administration  
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Table 7-3: Signals and 
Travel Time 
Source: FHWA 

Traffic Conditions 

The absence of an effective access management plan or policies can 

have a significant impact on travel times and congestion. An unstable 

driving environment translates into a roadway operating much less 

efficiently. Several studies have been conducted to analyze the impacts of 

using access management tools. For example, intersections in Cincinnati 

found that by adding just one signal on a roadway actually increased 

travel times by 20 percent (see Table 7- 3). Furthermore, research has 

demonstrated that for every 10 access points per mile, average travel 

speeds decrease 2.5 miles per hour. If 40 points were allowed, the street 

traffic would slow by up to 10 miles per hour. A local example of a street 

with a high number of access points is Fairview Avenue, which has 95 

access points between Curtis and Cole Roads.  With fewer access/conflict points, traffic would flow 

smoother.  

 Comparatively, research has shown that simply placing left turn lanes in appropriate locations can actually 

increase roadway vehicle capacity by 25 percent. In Colorado, a study showed a reduction of total hours of 

delay by 59 percent on a five-lane road that had half-mile signal spacing and raised medians implemented 

when compared with quarter-mile spacing of signals. Lastly, strong access management can have an 

environmental benefit as well. According to the Federal Highway Administration “an ongoing study in Texas 

found that a ten-mile four-lane arterial with one-half mile signal spacing reduced fuel consumption by 

240,000 gallons from increased speed and 335,000 gallons from reduced delay, compared to quarter mile 

signal spacing.”  

 

Treasure Valley Planning 

Examples of various forms of access management programs can be seen throughout the valley. In some 

cases large medians full of landscaping features, lighting, and other amenities have been built, while in other 

cases, more subtle projects such as a restricted driveway access may be in place. One example of continual 

access adjustments is found in the form of intersection projects. In several cases when local agencies design 

an intersection, left-turn lanes are added. If a driveway access is too close to the intersection, drivers trying to 

turn from that driveway will have an additional lane to cross making for a higher risk condition. When 

situations like these arise, an extruded curb or narrow lane median can be placed and changes to property 

access may be negotiated. Other access policies can be found in agency policy manuals, planning documents, 

and development agreements. See Figure 7-4 for examples of how access management can be phased.  
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Figure 7-4: Phasing Access Management 

Area streets with examples of access management: 

• Parkcenter Boulevard 
• Capitol Boulevard 
• Eagle Road, I-84 to Franklin Road 
• Broadway Avenue, Rossi Street to I-84 
• Curtis Road, Fairview Avenue to Chinden Boulevard 
• Veterans Memorial Parkway 
• State Street and Mercer Street Intersection 
• Garrity Boulevard near Lakeview Park 
• Nampa Boulevard, 6th Street North to 3rd Street South 
• Glenwood Street and Chinden Boulevard Intersection 

 

Area transportation plans with access management 

components: 

• U.S. Highway 20/26 Corridor Preservation Study 
• State Highway 44 Corridor Preservation Study  
• State Street Corridor 
• Fairview Avenue Corridor (Linder-Orchard) 
• Karcher Road 
• U.S. Highway 95  
• State Highway 55  
• Kuna Mora Road Phase I 
• South Meridian  
• Southeast Boise  
• City of Nampa Transportation Plan  

 
Future projects with access management elements: 

 
• Ten Mile, I-84 to Franklin Road Intersection 
• Records Drive extension, north of Fairview 
• Wainwright extension west of Eagle Road 
• North Idaho Center Dr. to Gate Boulevard 
• Meridian Road/Main Street couplet 
• 30th Street, Fairview Avenue to State Street 

Source: ITD, Highway 20/26 Plan 

Access Management Quick Facts 

• An increase of 10 – 20 access points per mile on major arterials increases crash rate by 30 percent. 

• Idaho data indicates that 37 percent of all crashes occur at intersections, driveways, and alleys. 

• Arterials with well managed access have 40 -50 percent fewer crashes. 
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Figure 7-5: Use of Roundabouts 

Intersection Innovation 

On local street networks, intersections are where congestion is most likely to take place.  When roads 

span miles without having to stop for a traffic signal or stop sign, traffic is usually smooth and efficient.  The 

more traffic flowing through an intersection the more complicated the traffic signal or intersection 

configuration needs to be.  If an intersection is too big it can become dangerous for pedestrians, require lots 

of property, and become overly stressful for drivers.  However, if the design is insufficient, heavy congestion, 

dangerous traffic conditions, and poor air quality may be problematic.  In the Treasure Valley, the busiest 

intersection is found at Eagle Road and Fairview Avenue.  The intersection sees nearly 7,000 cars during a 

peak traffic hour.  As business and homes continue to sprout nearby, more demand and more cars will likely 

follow.  In order to accommodate the demand at this and other busy intersections, engineers and planners are 

continuing to find new innovative ways to balance demand, cost, and impacts.  
 

Roundabouts 

In recent years, roundabouts have gained popularity in the 

U.S. and the Treasure Valley.  Roundabouts are fairly common 

in other countries but in the U.S. were not viewed as favorable 

solutions for the past few decades.  However, as positive 

traffic accident data and performance statistics have accrued, 

the use of roundabout has steadily increased. Roundabouts 

have a larger footprint than conventional intersections, but 

when used with proper geometric conditions and need to 

handle fewer than 25,000 cars per day, they can accommodate 

significant traffic and reduce overall delay. The improvements 

are due to their minimal stop time, promotion of constant 

motion, and accommodation of left turns without dedicated 

signal time (Figure 7-4).  

Additional facts about roundabouts include: 

• A 2001 study of 23 intersections in the U.S. reported that 

converting intersections from traffic signals or stop signs 

to roundabouts reduced injury crashes by 80 percent and 

all crashes by 40 percent.5 

• As of 2009, over 1,000 roundabouts have been built in the U.S. 

                                                 
5 Safety Effect of Roundabout Conversions in the United States.  Transportation Research Board, 2001. 
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• Fourteen congested intersections were studied in Detroit comparing roundabouts against traffic signals.   

Findings demonstrated roundabouts reduced annual delay by 50 percent more than conventional traffic 

signals. Since the study, several of the planned roundabouts have been built.  

• In projects in both Colorado and Alaska, roundabouts were used and prevented roads from being 

widened.  

• A recent study in six communities where roundabouts replaced traditional intersections found that about 

two-thirds of drivers 65 and older supported the roundabouts. 

Roundabouts may require more right-of-way at intersections, but may also allow fewer lanes (and less 

right-of-way) between intersections. 

In 2006, Nampa Highway District and the city of Nampa jointly 

built a roundabout at the intersection of Amity and Happy Valley 

Roads (Figure 7-5). A second roundabout was recently built at the 

intersection of Happy Valley and Greenhurst Road due in part to the 

popularity and efficiency found from the original effort. Several other 

locations in the Nampa area are in discussion for future possible 

locations including: Midland Boulevard and Lake Lowell, Middleton 

Road and Orchard Avenue, and the Star and Franklin Road intersection. 

Roundabouts have also been recently built in Ada County.  The 

most used was built in 2008 at the intersection of Pine Street and Webb 

Avenue in Meridian as part of a development agreement.  In addition to 

several smaller roundabouts found on private or residential streets, other 

locations include two roundabouts on Touchmark Way in Boise and a 

significant project planned at Amity and Ten Mile Road.  In addition, 

the Harris Ranch planned community in east Boise will include several 

roundabouts once completed.  One future project which will be a first 

of its kind in the state of Idaho is a “dogbone” type roundabout to be 

located at the intersection of 36th Street, Hill   Road, and Catalpa Drive        

(Figure 7-6). 

 

  

Figure 7-6: Happy Valley/Amity  

Figure 7-7:  
36th Street/Hill/Catalpa 
Preliminary Design 
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High Volume Intersections 

In some cases, intersections can become so congested that conventional intersection configurations don’t 

suffice. When conditions like that exist, all kinds of elaborate, creative, and sometimes costly solutions are 

warranted.  In 2007, COMPASS initiated a High Volume Intersection Study.  The study looked at ten of the 

busiest intersections in Ada County6.  The intersections were analyzed for the possible treatment of several 

high volume designs currently being used elsewhere throughout the nation. The intersections attempt to 

reduce conflict points and delays seen at busy intersections by dramatically altering where drivers turn or how 

they proceed through the intersection.  Using a similar approach to roundabouts, the idea is to try and keep 

people moving and reduce the time drivers spend at red lights waiting for their turn. Even if drivers have to 

perform a U-turn or a series of left turns, keeping people moving is ultimately an improvement for safety, 

efficiency, and air quality. The study was not intended to prescribe a final solution, but meant to give local 

officials a chance to see some of the innovative designs that could be used in the future when traffic demands 

warrant such a unique solution (Figure 7-7).  
 

 

The study team identified several of the high volume intersections in the valley then applied the most 

logical high volume intersection design type. Once the intersections were matched up with local candidates, a 

traffic demand model was used to demonstrate the results. The software exercise demonstrated very 

encouraging results in terms of handling high volume, reducing delay, improving air quality, and ultimately 

proving beneficial to the drivers of the Treasure Valley (Table 7-4). The overall benefit to cost ratio’s ranged 

from 6:1 to over 45:1.  

  

                                                 
6 High Volume Intersection Study, COMPASS, 2008  http://www.compassidaho.org/planning/studydescriptions4.htm#HighVol . 

 

Figure 7-8: Examples of High Volume Intersections: Bowtie, Jug Handle, Parallel Flow 
Intersections 
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Table 7-4: Intersection 2010-2030 Return on Investment* 

 
Source: COMPASS, High Volume Intersection Study, 2007.  CFI = Continuous Flow Intersection/Parallel Flow Intersection, MUT = Median U‐Turn, 

QR = Quadrant Roadway. 

 
 

Though the intersections included in the study are due for reconstruction, none are currently 

programmed using any of the high volume designs used for evaluation in the 2007 study. However, as the 

economy returns from its 2009-2010 downturn and both growth and demand increase once more, the need 

for innovative solutions similar to those studied by COMPASS could end up being implemented.  

 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS)  

The FHWA Final Rule on ITS Architecture and Standards and Federal Transit Administration’s Policy on 

Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Architecture and Standards were issued on January 8, 2001, to implement 

Section 5206(e) of the Transportation Equity Act for the 21st Century (TEA-21).  This Final Rule/Policy 

requires that all ITS projects funded by the Highway Trust Fund and the Mass Transit Account conform to 

the National ITS Architecture, as well as to US Department of Transportation adopted ITS standards.  The 

Final Rule on ITS Architecture and Standards is published in 23 CFR Part 940. 

23 CFR Part 940 states that:  

• Regions implementing ITS projects at the time the Final Rule/Policy was issued must have a regional ITS 

architecture in place by April 8, 2005.  Regions not implementing ITS projects at the time the Final 

Rule/Policy was issued must develop a regional ITS architecture within four years from the date their 

first ITS project advances to final design.  

• All ITS projects funded by the Highway Trust Fund (including the Mass Transit Account), whether they 

are stand-alone projects or combined with non-ITS projects, must be consistent with the Final 

Rule/Policy. 
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• Major ITS projects should move forward based on a project level architecture that clearly reflects 

consistency with the national ITS architecture. 

• All projects shall be developed using a systems engineering process.  

• Projects must use US Department of Transportation adopted ITS standards as appropriate.  

Compliance with the regional ITS architecture will be in accordance with US Department of 

Transportation oversight and federal-aid procedures, similar to non-ITS projects. 
 

Advanced Traveler Information Systems  

Due to an emergence of technology in the transportation and engineering fields, most roadway agencies 

are embracing “smart” technologies. As highlighted in previous sections, traffic detection cameras, dynamic 

message signs, remote weather information systems, and transportation related fiber optic communications all 

fall under the umbrella of ITS. Soon, Treasure Valley residents will know how long their expected commute 

will take via the dynamic message signs at the Locust Grove Bridge provided by radar-based sensors and 

other devices placed along the interstate. Drivers will know travel times to downtown Boise, the Boise 

airport, and downtown Nampa. If drivers see an extended commute time, choosing an alternate route could 

help them reach their destination quicker and ultimately save time and money.  

Another example of ITS at work is an email alert system soon to be launched to the public by ITD. 

Currently, alerts regarding congestion are sent to government agencies, news outlets, and ITD staff. However, 

the system will soon be made public and officials are looking to include both transit and bicycle route 

information.  

When used as a complete system, ITS applications can provide advanced traveler information. By using 

advanced traveler information, industry professionals can provide the public with information helpful for 

route choice, departure time, and even trip planning. Information distributed by cell phone, internet sites, and 

television and radio outlets are all included elements. Nationally, 511 has been designated as the travel 

information telephone number.  Idaho has implemented a 511 system which includes an Internet web page.  

This system is available statewide including the Treasure Valley. ACHD maintains a very similar independent 

web site accessed through the statewide web site or the ACHD homepage. In the near future, Canyon County 

will also be unveiling its version of a 511 web site. 
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Idaho 511 

As a part of a national effort to help motorists, the state of Idaho began a 511 system encompassing both 

a website and phone information system in November 2005 (Figure 7-8).  With the help of reports from 

maintenance personnel, closed circuit television cameras, road weather information systems and other tools, 

information displayed on the website includes roadway delays due to construction, weather, detours, 

congestion, and road closures. In the first year of operation, Idaho 511 received over 250,000 visits. By 2009, 

the number of annual hits nearly topped 3 million. Recently the system has expanded to include mobile 

phone applications as well as transit provider and commercial truck information.   
 

Treasure Valley Services 

In the Treasure Valley, additional roadway information is also 

distributed via the ACHD website, and includes traffic camera images, 

roadwork, detours, and closures (Figure 7-9). Information is also sent 

directly by fiber optic cable to three TV stations, 12 radio stations, Idaho 

State Police, Ada County Sheriff and State Communication Dispatch. In 

addition, most TV and radio stations in the area have links to the ACHD 

traffic site. Real time data are also sent to local media and ITD staff. Usage 

of the site is also very strong with over 125,000 hits in February 2010 

alone.  Recently, congestion levels on Eagle Road were added with 

future locations at State Street and freeway diversion routes planned.  
 

 

 

Between 2000 and 2009, over $9.5 million dollars have been invested on 23 local and state system ITS 

projects in Ada County. The City of Nampa (Canyon County) has also invested in ITS projects—four signal 

interconnect projects and two video/coordination projects totaling $350,000 (all local dollars).  No new ITS 

projects have been solicited for funding through Congestion Mitigation Air Quality (CMAQ) funds since 

2009 due to the funding constraints. Ada County is designated as a maintenance area; therefore, ITD is not 

required to fund the CMAQ program. Roadway agencies are continuing to seek other funding sources for 

ITS projects.   

ITS Quick Facts: 

• In a recent survey regarding ITD services, 74% of respondents who used the 511 site said they altered 

their travel plans after reviewing the information available. 

• 91% of respondents found the site “easy or somewhat easy to use.” 

• Of those who had never heard of the 511 system, 64% said they were “Likely or very likely” to start 

using it. 

• As of March 2010, 47 states have a deployed 511 system.  

• In the 10 most congested areas of the US, drivers lose between $850 to $1,600 annually in lost time 

and fuel and spend nearly 8 work days a year stuck in traffic 

Figure 7-9: ITD Traveler Services 
Web Site 
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An ITS implementation plan (Treasure Valley Intelligent 

Transportation Systems [ITS] Strategic Plan) was developed in 

September 20067. This plan identifies short, medium, and long-

range ITS projects in both Ada and Canyon Counties. ACHD and 

COMPASS staff have researched the ITS Deployment Analysis 

System (IDAS) software8 for use in alternative’s analysis of ITS 

projects. Decisions regarding IDAS are pending further research, 

funding availably, staff time, training, and data needs.   

COMPASS’ involvement in ITS has been fairly seamless due to 

the unique nature of the single-county highway district, ACHD.  

ACHD has also been coordinating ITS on the state systems; 

therefore, providing a single-source for information (Figure 7-10). 

Staff from all relevant agencies will continue to work together and 

outline roles in the near future.   

ITS Responsibilities at COMPASS 

This responsibility is typically assigned to one of the principal planners. Duties include working with ACHD 

and transportation agencies in Canyon County to keep apprised of ITS projects, being involved in project 

prioritization, and updating the ITS architecture plan for COMPASS.  

ITS Implementation Plan and Regional ITS Architecture  

ITS Implementation Plan (Treasure Valley Intelligent Transportation Systems [ITS] Strategic Plan, September 2006): 

COMPASS provided data to the consultant team developing the plan, reviewed draft versions, and consults 

the plan for the prioritization of projects (projects in the plan get higher priority).  

 

Regional Architecture Plan: COMPASS is actively working with a local consultant to update the regional ITS 

architecture plan, integrate a newly developed regional transit ITS architecture plan, and train staff on how to 

maintain regional architecture using Turbo Architecture.  

Maintaining Regional ITS Architecture: Once complete, COMPASS staff and ACHD staff will continue 

to work together to ensure consistency. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
7 See  http://www.compassidaho.org/planning/studydescriptions8.htm#ITSplan  to download the plan. 
8 For more information on IDAS software see http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/crt/lifecycle/idas.cfm. 

Figure 7-10: ACHD Web 
Site 
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Modern Traffic Signal Operations 

Traffic jams on local roadways usually occur at intersections with other streets. Intersections evolve from 

initially having no traffic control measures, to perhaps a two or four-way stop, then typically a traffic signal is 

installed as more vehicles and turning movements warrant. Traffic signals have changed tremendously over 

the past few decades. Signals used to operate with a simple timer, then graduated to an in-pavement magnetic 

loop, which when in the presence of a vehicle would prompt the signal to turn. Because loops are placed in 

the pavement and can deteriorate over time, less costly means for signal operations are now being utilized. 

Using upgrade software and traffic cameras, traffic managers can now remotely change signal timing while 

other signals can adapt to traffic automatically. If connected to other signals, entire corridors can even be 

synchronized so drivers can traverse a corridor or a particular part of town with greater ease. The change in 

technology means a much smarter, potentially cheaper, more reliable, and flexible network of signals to meet 

ever increasing demand.  

 

Signal Timing 

The easiest way to make positive impacts at intersections is to change the timing of traffic signals to 

match the changing patterns of drivers. As new homes, businesses, or schools are built driving patterns may 

shift. Several areas within the Treasure Valley have had timing adjustments resulting in time and financial 

savings to local citizens. In 2005 downtown Boise had over 100 signals adjusted resulting in an estimated 31 

times more benefits than costs.  Other areas include the Towne Square Mall (2007), downtown Meridian 

(2007) Caldwell Boulevard (2004, another update soon), Eagle Road (2007), Karcher Road (2007) Ustick 

Road (2009) Northside Boulevard (2009) and both State Street and Federal Way (2010).  In some cases, 

timing changes were conducted after an expansion project, while others such as the State Street, Ustick Road, 

and Karcher Road adjustments were done where expansion projects are still in the future. With the timing 

adjustments and improved traffic conditions, expansion projects are still important but may not be as crucial 

in the near term which could help fund other needed projects.  An operational improvement can delay, if not 

eliminate, the need to physically widen the street.   
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Signal Synchronization 

Have you ever been late for an appointment and rushed to get through every traffic light only to stop at 

seemingly every one? Or have you ever made several green lights in a row and been so happy you told people 

about your experience? In both cases signal synchronization may have been at work. Engineers have 

expanded their abilities to time traffic signals based on desirable travel speeds so that traffic signals turn green 

for drivers maintaining the speed limit. Signal synchronization allows drivers to travel the corridor at the 

posted speed while ushering them through the busier parts of town. This technology uses very specific timing 

plans, interconnected signal software, and is usually conducted in areas where backed up traffic can possibly 

lead to severe safety issues.  

In the Treasure Valley, signal synchronization has been used along several corridors. Portions of Ustick 

Road, Front and Myrtle Streets in downtown Boise, sections of 10th Street in Caldwell, 14 signals along 

Federal Way, Caldwell Boulevard, and 10 signals on Parkcenter are or in the process of being synchronized. 

In addition to these locations, in the coming year, the city of Nampa will have 13 of its signals retimed and 

coordinated to improve traffic flows into and out of downtown.  

In the coming months, ACHD will post a video link demonstrating how the signal synchronization 

efforts work in the area. The site will show recorded video feeds from local streets along with a real time 

mapping feature demonstrating the location of the video feed along the corridor (Table 7-5).  
 

Table 7-5: Traffic Study Benefits 
Benefits Boise Towne Square Mall Eagle Road Downtown Boise 
Signals 22 14 100 
Delay Reduction Up to 15% Up to 16% Up to 16% 
Benefit to Cost Ratio 30:1 29:1 31:1 
Gallons of Gas Saved Annually 280,000 247,000 250,000 
Reduction of Stops Up to 10% Up to 30% Up to 14% 
Annual Dollars Saved Not Available $2.8 Million $3.5 Million 
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Remote Signal Abilities 

As communications technology has improved so too have traffic signals. Signals have historically been 

controlled on site through a computer based in a cabinet mounted near the intersection. Information 

regarding congestion or delay was kept at the intersection therefore causing managers to drive out to the 

cabinets to make any necessary changes. Today, through the use of fiber optic cable and wireless 

communications, traffic signal timing plans can be changed in less than a minute. Thanks to another 

technology, traffic cameras, managers can “see” what is happening at particular intersections or general areas, 

and make timing adjustments as warranted in real time. By tying fiber 

optic or wireless communications together with traffic detection cameras, 

signals can now be adjusted to meet demand in mere seconds. 

Boise State football games, concerts at Taco Bell Arena, the Idaho 

State Fair, and some special events are aided by the remote signal abilities 

in the valley. In regard to Boise State football, on game day, a traffic 

management operator adjusts signals in the area of Bronco Stadium to 

allow more green time into and out of the local area. Results of the system 

are very encouraging for attendees. In 1997, the stadium crowds could 

expect to take nearly two hours to disburse. While the system today can get fans out of the stadium area 

within one hour. When the program first started, managers only adjusted 12 signals, but due to traffic 

demand the stadium area now includes 25 signals. In the coming years, five more signals currently without 

remote capabilities will be added to the communications system likely resulting in further improvements to 

disbursement time. It is also important to remember that since 1997 the stadium seating capacity has grown 

from 22,600 to a current day 32,000.  

  

Adaptive Traffic Signal Controls 

A cutting edge technology gaining traction within the transportation field is a strategy called Adaptive 

Traffic Signal Control or ATSC. The newest generation of traffic signals is a system that “adapts” to real time 

traffic conditions. I, for example, an intersection is suddenly very heavy with volume, detectors can tell the 

signal to provide more green light time for some movements through the intersection allowing the built up 

traffic to disburse. If on the other hand, a signal that usually sees a greater number of cars than on a particular 

day, can maintain a longer red light allowing the opposing leg of the intersection to pass through the 

intersection. Since being implemented throughout the country, ATSC technologies have been found to be 

very helpful when traffic conditions are unpredictable.   
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Traffic Signal Operations Quick Facts: 

• The Treasure Valley has nearly 350 remotely controlled traffic signals 

• Remote signal adjustments were implemented with the visits of two U.S. Vice Presidents 

• Valley wide, over 400 traffic detection cameras are in place 

• Local agencies regularly receive positive emails especially from police authorities praising the 

assistance provided for disbursing traffic 

Currently, the adaptive systems can be found in two locations in the valley: near the Idaho Center and the 

Garrity Interchange ramps with I-84. Drivers may never notice the difference between one signal to the next, 

however one trip along Can-Ada or Franklin Road during the day, then another after a crowded event at the 

Idaho Center, and they may quickly realize the benefits of an adaptive system and see how much faster they 

can get onto I-84 or across the freeway to Garrity.  

Important to note is that the newest technology is not always the best solution. An adaptive system’s use 

was discussed for the Eagle Road corridor from the Interstate north. However, between the predictable 

nature of the corridor and likely minimal effect, the system was not utilized.  
 

Signal Adjustment Results 

Adjustments to the many signals, installation of cameras, remote fiber connections, new timing plans and 

coordination efforts have resulted in time and financial savings to Valley residents. Though not every signal 

timing project has had a follow up benefits study, several such studies have been conducted and illustrate 

several aspects of systemic improvements.  

 

 Incident Response 

One crucial strategy for traffic management is found in incident response. 

Unforeseen incidents usually lead to congestion, secondary accidents, and even 

increased air pollution for idling cars especially during peak traffic periods. 

Incidents that may cause backup are seen in the form of traffic accidents, flat tires, 

engine problems, or even running out of gas.  

The principal goals of the program are to improve safety and traffic flow by responding to distressed 

motorists and roadway debris, to reduce emissions from idling vehicles caught in traffic jams, and to reduce 

secondary accidents caused by backed-up traffic. With traffic on the interstate increasing from 60,000 cars per 

day in 1997 to now more than 87,000 daily trips, the number of incidents continue to increase each year. 

Since its inception, the program has responded to over 100,000 calls, with over 11,000 in 2009 alone. In 

addition to the Treasure Valley operations, the teams also work State Highway 55 from Horseshoe Bend to 

the Cougar Mountain Lodge during the Memorial Day, 4th of July, and Labor Day weekends. Crews often 

help keep traffic from backing up along the stretch of Highway 55 and provide assistance to motorists when 

cars overheat. 
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Incident Response Quick Facts: 

• ITD incident response program started in 1997. 

• Patrols 21 miles of freeway in Treasure Valley. 

• Program currently uses 3 response trucks. 

• Operates Monday-Friday, 6 am - 8 pm. 

Once a call comes in to local dispatchers, incident management teams are sent to the scene, assess the 

situation, and then relay necessary information to the state communications center. Once the 

communications center receives information, they warn motorists 

using the local dynamic message signs, update the Idaho 511 

website, and provide information to local media outlets as 

appropriate to pass on information to the public.  

Though ITD has not conducted any formal study to 

determine the congestion relief, financial impacts, or air quality 

improvements brought about with the incident management 

teams, other states have conducted such research.  In the state of 

Utah, analysis demonstrated a reduction of congestion wait time by approximately 20 minutes since the 

program began.  Even more impressive, when accidents take up two lanes of traffic, the Utah teams managed 

to decrease congestion wait time by 36% translating into an average estimated savings of 37 minutes per 

vehicle delayed.  

Similar to Utah results, the state of Georgia has also reported impressive financial and congestion savings. 

The Georgia NaviGAtor program resulted in an average 46-minute reduction in incident duration time and 

reduced incident delay by 7.25 million vehicle-hours. The program reduced the average incident duration time 

from 67 minutes to 21 minutes or by 69 percent. There were an estimated 13,544,000 vehicle-hours of delay 

before the program was implemented and only 6,290,000 vehicle-hours of delay after, resulting in a 54 

percent reduction in delay. In 2003, the incident delay reduction alone equaled an estimated $152 million 

dollar saving to the economy of Georgia.  
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To read annual travel time reports, 
please visit the following website: 
 

http://www.compassidaho.org/pro
dserv/cms-intro.htm  

Performance Monitoring 

Selecting appropriate performance monitoring techniques 

is among the most important steps in developing a CMP. 

Many types of performance monitoring techniques are used 

across the country, each characterized by certain strengths and 

weaknesses. The Treasure Valley CMS provides more 

information on the techniques used to measure congestion. The key technique chosen for the Treasure Valley 

CMS is travel time.  

 Since 2003, annual travel time data collection within the urban area on the Treasure Valley’s interstate 

and principal arterials. These corridors are driven four times or more in each direction during the morning 

peak (6:30 to 8:30 AM), then again during the afternoon peak (4:00 to 6:30 PM). The period with the highest 

average travel time is compared to the free flow, or ideal travel period (2:00 to 5:00 AM). 

 Tables 7-6 and 7-7 below summarize the total miles driven each year and the percent of the system in 

each congestion category. Between 2003 and 2009 the total centerline miles monitored have increased by over 

75%.   

 Corridor ratings of high, medium, and low determine the points given during the Transportation 

Improvement Program (TIP) project prioritization process. Only two segments of roadway are identified as 

highly congested since 2003 – 9th Street from Main Street to Myrtle Street and Idaho Street between Avenue 

B to 1st Street.  

 

Table 7-6: Ascending (East or Northbound) Travel 

Year 
High Medium Low No Data 

Total Miles 
Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent 

2003 7.8 5.1% 10.1 6.6% 129.6 85.0% 5.0 3.3% 152.5 

2004 8.6 4.6% 11.9 6.4% 164.5 88.9% 0.0 0.0% 185.0 

2005 14.3 7.8% 18.2 9.9% 151.4 82.3% 0.0 0.0% 183.9 

2006 15.3 6.0% 17.0 6.7% 194.4 76.1% 28.7 11.2% 255.4 

2007 14.9 5.5% 11.6 4.3% 202.1 75.2% 40.2 15.0% 268.8 

2008 8.5 3.2% 19.6 7.4% 234.6 88.6% 2.0 0.8% 264.6 

2009 6.3 2.3% 24.5 9.1% 235.0 86.8% 4.8 1.8% 270.6 
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To learn more about the TIP 
Project Prioritization Process, 
please visit the following website: 
 

http://www.compassidaho.org/pro
dserv/transimprovement.htm  

 

Table 7.7: Descending (West or Southbound) Travel 

Year 
High Medium Low No Data 

Total Miles 
Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent Miles Percent 

2003 7.2 4.8% 27.3 18.1% 111.7 73.9% 5.0 3.3% 151.2 

2004 1.0 0.5% 8.5 4.6% 175.8 94.8% 0.1 0.1% 185.4 

2005 9.8 5.3% 16.3 8.8% 159.7 86.0% 0.0 0.0% 185.8 

2006 23.4 9.1% 16.4 6.4% 187.7 72.9% 29.8 11.6% 257.3 

2007 18.9 6.9% 25.7 9.4% 185.0 67.9% 42.7 15.7% 272.3 

2008 11.4 4.3% 38.6 14.5% 214.6 80.8% 1.1 0.4% 265.7 

2009 13.9 5.1% 26.4 9.7% 227.0 83.6% 4.4 1.6% 271.7 

 
 
 

Linking Congestion to Prioritization 

As part of the TIP development process, projects are 

ranked according to various criteria. A new TIP prioritization 

process, approved in September 2009, assigns points to 

project in the criteria area of congestion mitigation. Project 

scores in this criterion are based on the threshold in which it 

has been placed in the CMS for the last three years. Non-roadway construction projects are given additional 

consideration depending on the type of improvement proposed.  Table 7-8 below displays the scoring criteria 

for roadway projects as an example for how the CMS process is integrated. 

 

Table 7-8: TIP Project Prioritization, Potential Points  

 Assessment Criteria Score 

Congestion Mitigation  
Project will mitigate congestion and includes 
segment in the high congestion category for the 
last three years.  

10 

Congestion as related to the 
Congestion Management Process 
(CMP) 
 
Applicant must demonstrate 
congestion mitigation. 

Project will mitigate congestion and includes 
segment in the high congestion category for the 
current year.  

7 

Project will mitigate congestion and includes 
segment in the medium congestion category for the 
current year. 

4 

Project will mitigate congestion and includes 
segment in the low congestion category for the 
current year. 

2 

Not classified as congested in the CMP consistently 
over the last three years. 

0 
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Future Policy and Planning to Reduce Congestion 

In addition to the various projects and plans recently completed, future efforts will continue to be 

directed by additional high level guidelines. The guidelines for how transportation plans or project designs are 

to take place are found in policy and governing documents that have either been adopted or are in the 

process of being adopted by regional entities.  

 

Idaho Transportation Department  

A good step in the future could be more formal recognition of local transportation access plans (TAP) 

between ITD and city or county governments.   In some cases a state highway is the main route through 

town. The access standards may either be made more stringent or relaxed depending on the situation and the 

needs of the community. Currently, access to state roads is very much dependant on the Idaho 

Administrative Procedures Act, which doesn’t give any flexibility to a roadway from segment to segment. 

Access standards are determined by the existing physical conditions of the roadway, without regards to 

function or planned improvements.  The arrangement also limits opportunities for a community or the state 

to change access needs based on anticipated demand.  TAP legislation could help in situations where rapid 

growth is occurring and outpacing the infrastructure improvements necessary to keep up.  

Additionally, ITD is now developing transportation plans that are to be financially constrained. Due to 

various funding issues at the state and federal level, plans will not include every needed project, but rather 

display only the most critical and affordable under present budget circumstances. This approach is a 

significant one in that it puts congestion relief, major bridge repair, and other safety projects at the forefront 

of importance and may translate into a reduced level of service.   

 
City of Nampa Transportation 

Plan 

The City of Nampa is in the final stages 

of conducting a major city wide 

transportation plan. The plan takes careful 

steps to analyze current and future 

conditions to help determine the roadway 

and intersection needs forecasted to the year 

2035. The plan will be used as the basis for 

guiding tax dollars as efficiently and 

effectively as possible. A unique attribute of 

the plan is the consideration of roundabouts for intersection treatments. The plan contains an analysis of all 

intersections to determine eligibility of roundabout use using specific technical criteria. All told, the plan 

determined 29 intersections throughout the city meet conditions for roundabout implementation.  
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Another major component to the Nampa Transportation Plan is an attempt to help move congestion in 

the downtown area without having to make extraordinary capacity additions. The city will be finalizing a 

downtown alternative analysis which will use both innovative designs and existing streets to help make 

downtown Nampa a bicycle and pedestrian friendly location.  

By limiting capacity solutions and focusing on innovative approaches, the hope is to eliminate the need 

for unnecessarily wide corridors or intersections which can be barriers to a vibrant city core.  Other features 

of the plan include major additions to bike and pedestrian facilities, as well as a completely updated access 

management plan.  Lastly, as mentioned in a previous section, the city will be conducting a significant signal 

coordination timing effort in the summer of 2010 which may impact project needs for some time.  
 

ACHD Transportation and Land-use Integration Plan  

In 2009, the ACHD Commission approved the final draft of the Transportation and Land-use 

Integration Plan (TLIP). The plan is an exhaustive look at the best fitting roadway designs for surrounding 

land uses. The goal is the design lane widths, on-street parking options, bike facilities, sidewalks, and buffer 

areas in a way that allow the street and land uses to operate in a harmonious fashion. In a downtown for 

example, a five-foot sidewalk is not appropriate due to the higher volume of pedestrians likely to use them. 

On the contrary, in a rural setting lane widths should be wider than urban areas due to the nature of the 

vehicles using them, such as tractor trailers.  The TLIP plan analyzed residential, commercial, industrial, 

downtown, and rural settings to best determine how the streets serving those areas should look. The plan also 

tries to design roads for all users for a truly multimodal function. Designed in concert with the 

comprehensive plans of all six cities and the county, TLIP will impact all future intersection and roadway 

segment construction and be used as the starting point for all planning efforts undertaken by ACHD in the 

years to come.   

From an operation and management perspective, the plan has paved the way for a major update to 

ACHD’s access management policy, gave specific consideration to transit facilities, contains traffic calming 

elements, and led to the adoption of a complete streets policy. A master street map and street list were also 

adopted to clarify which streets belong in each category. 9 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
9 For more information and the Master Street Map, Street List, etc., see the TLIP project page    

http://www.achdidaho.org/departments/PP/TLIP.aspx. 
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COMPASS Congestion Management Process 
The COMPASS CMP process is intended to promote multiple modes of transportation including cars, 

buses, bikes, and walking. The idea is to determine where the most congested locations are located within the 

regional transportation network and look to develop goals, strategies, and projects to help reduce the effects 

of congestion. Congestion can be relieved in many of the ways mentioned previously such as access 

management, traffic signal coordination, and roundabout implementation. Additional forms of congestion 

relief can prove successful like increased transit services, time of day signal adjustments, constructing of 

biking and walking facilities, or perhaps enhancing the connectivity of additional streets in the local area. 

Management techniques have also been used in both the public and private sector such as allowing alternative 

work hours, consolidating work weeks, and telecommuting.  

Lastly, the CMP will now begin impacting funding for roadway segments to be constructed in the future. 

As part of the annual TIP cycle, projects are ranked by using various technical criteria. In 2009, the process 

was revamped to include information from the CMP annual update (Table 7-9). In addition to other 

categories, points will now be given to projects based on the level of congestion measured on a corridor over 

the last three years. For example, if a roadway segment has been in the “high” category for three years, it will 

receive the maximum number of points under “congestion relief.” By including this into the scoring method, 

intersections and roadway projects having the most impact may rise to the top faster than previous scoring 

efforts.  

 

Table 7-9: Prioritization for Congestion Mitigation 

Source: COMPASS CMS Annual Update 2009 
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Future Policy Quick Facts: 

• ACHD’s Commuteride program included 85 vanpools in 2009, averaging 10 riders per van.  

• The vans totaled 1.44 million miles driven, saving nearly 14.7 million miles driven otherwise.  

• The Nampa Transportation Plan indicates 29 intersections suitable for roundabout construction. 

• TLIP contains 18 street typologies for residential, commercial, and other land use contexts.  

 

Several parallel efforts of the CMP are on-going and likely to grow as well. The programs adding a benefit 

to the valley include ACHD’s Commuteride program, the construction of several park and ride lots, and 

promotional events such as May in Motion, which continue to demonstrate the benefits of biking, walking, 

and transit.  

 

Conclusion    

As part of the Treasure Valley CMS, 2009 travel time data were collected and analyzed to classify 

congestion on interstate and principal arterial roadways in the Treasure Valley.  A fraction of these roadways 

were identified as highly congested for 2009. The number of roadway segments identified as “high” 

congestion increased slightly from 30 to 33 during the period between 2008 and 2009. The 33 “high” 

congestion segments are still far below the 46 segments classified as “high” in 2007.  Comparisons between 

current and historic data sets show some change in congestion classifications.  

Although more travel time data need to be collected before trends in congestion and congestion 

mitigation can be assessed, it appears that signalization improvements, changes in land use, and completion of 

roadway construction projects contributed to improved travel times. Another additional potential source for 

the decrease from 2007 numbers in “high” level congestion could be associated with the economic downturn 

and the reduction in construction related travel. Further analysis will be needed to see how well this trend 

correlated with the downturn. Travel time forecasts produced by COMPASS’ travel demand model indicate 

travel times are likely to increase on Treasure Valley interstates and principal arterials over the next 21 years. 

The 2009 congestion levels were compared to those encountered in 2003 through and 2008. The amount 

of congestion data available does not allow for a reliable quantitative evaluation of congestion mitigation 

measures included in the CMS “Toolbox.” However, a qualitative analysis using forecasted travel times 

indicates that, as the valley continues to grow, travel times and congestion are likely to increase, despite 

planned roadway capacity expansions. 

Recommendations for M&O and the CMP have been incorporated in COMPASS’ FY2011 Unified 

Planning Work Program and Budget.  The Treasure Valley CMS will also be updated in FY2011 to include these 

connections and conclusions. 
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Connection to the Long-Range Transportation Plan      

COMPASS’ long-range transportation plan identifies future transportation system needs and sets 

transportation policies for the Treasure Valley. The Treasure Valley CMS adds value to the long-range 

transportation planning process by providing better information on current conditions and by offering a 

process by which future congestion issues can be analyzed on a regular basis. 

As part of the long-range transportation planning process, modeling tools are used to qualitatively assess 

congestion and travel time associated with projected population growth. The travel times produced by 

COMPASS’ modeling tools cannot be quantitatively compared to the travel times collected as part of the 

Treasure Valley CMS. This is because COMPASS’ regional travel demand model does not capture the critical 

role intersection design and signalization has on travel time. However, modeled travel times can provide a 

qualitative comparison between the travel times collected as part of the Treasure Valley CMS. This qualitative 

analysis may be used to identify and implement congestion mitigation strategies (or projects) to improve 

travel time in the future, particularly in locations defined by the Treasure Valley CMS as congested. 
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CHAPTER 8 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION  
 

Introduction 

One of the planning requirements in the federal transportation law of 2005, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, 

Efficient Transportation Equity Act – A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU, U.S. Code Title 23), addresses review of 

environmental and resource issues.  In addition to consultation with federal and state agencies responsible for 

land use management, natural resources, environmental protection, conservation, and historic preservation, 

the process includes discussion of potential environmental mitigation strategies.  

Environmental Review Process 

 In 2008, COMPASS initiated an environmental review process to more closely link transportation 

planning and environment, to allow consideration of environmental, community, and economic goals early in 

the planning stage, and to carry them through project development, 

design, and construction.  The goal is a seamless decision-making 

process that minimizes duplication of effort, promotes environmental 

stewardship, and reduces delays in project implementation.  

The process was designed to facilitate consultation and resource 

agency interaction with COMPASS to focus on areas of “regulatory” 

concern and identify potential transportation impacts on the 

environment and other resources.  Agencies considered participation 

and consultation in light of their core mission, and some opted out 

because the agency perceived no “stake” in the planning area at this 

time.  Sixteen environmental and resources agencies have been active 

participants in the process. 

The process started in fall 2008, and resulted in data sharing, an 

inventory of environmental amenities and concerns in the planning 

area, and general mitigation strategies.  

  

Participating Agencies 
• Idaho Transportation Department 
• Idaho Department of Fish and Game  
• Idaho Department of Environmental 

Quality 
• Idaho Department of Water 

Resources 
• Idaho State Historical Society 
• Idaho Office of Species Conservation  
• Idaho Department of Lands 
• Idaho Department of Agriculture – 

Soil Conservation Commission 
• Local Highway Technical Assistance 

Council 
• Ada County Development Services 
• U.S. Department of Transportation – 

Federal Highway Administration  
• U.S. Environmental Protection 

Agency  
• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service  
• U.S. Forest Service 
• U.S. Bureau of Land Management  
• U.S. Natural Resources Conservation 

Service 
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Environmental Concerns 

While the environmental review revealed a limited number of potential environmental and resource 

conflicts in the planned (and funded) transportation corridors, they can be appropriately addressed in project 

design and planning to mitigate impacts to sensitive resources. The following is a brief description of the 

broad environmental issues and concerns in the regional transportation planning area. 

 

Water Quality: Surface and Groundwater 

 Typical water quality impacts of transportation projects result from runoff from construction sites and 

stream or wetland disturbances.   

 Runoff can be a particular concern in areas with water bodies that don’t meet surface water quality 

standards and that have a “cleanup plan,” called a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL).  A TMDL includes 

recommendations for reducing pollution loading, as well as a monitoring plan to verify compliance.  The 

TMDLs are also tied to U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404 and 401 water quality permit 

requirements for dredging and filling. 

 Within Ada and Canyon counties, there are two water bodies with water quality TMDL plans: 

• Lower Boise River - Lower Boise River TMDL: Subbasin Assessment, Total Maximum Daily Loads. Approved in 

January 2000. Sediment and Bacteria Addendum approved in December 2003. 

• Snake River - Mid Snake River/Succor Creek Subbasin Assessment and Total Maximum Daily Load. Approved in 

January 2004. Succor Creek Temperature Revised Addendum approved in December 2007. 
 

The dredging and filling of waters of the United States is regulated under the federal Clean Water Act by 

the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, with oversight by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 

Preliminary identification of such waters, including wetlands, can be done using National Wetland Inventory 

maps. Since these maps are general, wetland boundaries must be identified more clearly through a review of 

soils, vegetation, and hydrology of the potentially impacted property. Some wetlands on the National Wetland 

Inventory maps may not be regulated under the Clean Water Act, and it is possible there are wetlands that are 

regulated, but not identified on the maps.  

Construction and on-going operation of transportation facilities can result in groundwater effects, such as 

contamination from sediments and transportation-related chemicals, and loss of aquifer recharge as 

permeable surfaces are covered by concrete and asphalt.  
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Wildlife, Fish, and Sensitive Habitats 

The likely transportation effects on wildlife include wildlife mortality from road construction activities, 

wildlife mortality from collisions with vehicles, and modification of animal behavior. Roads fragment animal 

populations and their habitats, reduce genetic interchange, and limit dispersal of young. The effect of road 

avoidance caused by traffic disturbance is much greater than just increased mortality. 

Improperly designed and/or constructed stream crossings can also create barriers to fish and other 

aquatic species’ movement. 

  Roads also influence human development patterns on the landscape, such as where development will 

likely occur in the future. Transportation projects and associated land uses can contribute to the increased 

human use and activities in formerly remote areas, spread of exotic and invasive species, and loss and 

fragmentation of wildlife habitat. 

Another consideration is the likely effects on threatened and endangered species (Table 8-1).  Issues of 

concern include:  
 

• Direct effects from construction such as noise disturbance or other disruption of habitat  

• Interference with essential wildlife functions such as wintering, foraging, migration, breeding, and/or 

rearing 

• Degradation or loss of essential habitat 

• Habitat fragmentation and edge effects 

• Collisions between vehicles and animals 

• Loss of animal or plant populations 

• Impacts to wildlife food resources 

• Water quality impacts 

• Effects on migration or dispersal of organisms including mammals, reptiles, amphibians, fish, insects, 

and/or ground dwelling birds, where the project could create or exacerbate barriers to movement. 

  



Communities in Motion – Page 8 - 4     September 2010 
 

Table 8-1: Threatened and Endangered Species in Ada and Canyon Counties (April 2009) 

Listed Species1 Comments 
Ada 

County 
Canyon 
County 

Gray wolf (Canis lupus)  Experimental/Non-essential 
population 

X X 

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus)  Listed Threatened - Wintering/Nesting 
area 

X X 

Bull trout (Salvelinus confluentus) Listed Threatened X  

Idaho springsnail (Pyrgulopsis 
idahoensis) 

Listed Endangered - Mainstem Snake 
River Only 

X X 

Proposed Species    

Slick Spot Peppergrass (Lepidium 
papilliferum) 

Proposed Endangered2 
 

X X 

Candidate Species    

Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus) 

 X X 

Proposed Critical Habitat for Bull Trout  X  

 

Air Quality and Climate Change  

 Emissions from motor vehicles are one of the major sources of air pollution, especially in urban areas. 

Transportation projects affect air quality in the short-term during construction and in the long-term for those 

living next to busy streets and highways3. In the Treasure Valley, coarse particulate matter4 and carbon 

monoxide5 have historically been the most important air pollutants; ground-level ozone is an emerging 

problem. Ozone is not emitted directly into the air, but is created by a chemical reaction between oxides of 

nitrogen and volatile organic compounds in the presence of heat and strong sunlight. The Northern Ada County 

PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request contains motor vehicle emissions budgets for three 

pollutants: coarse particulate matter, oxides of nitrogen, and volatile organic compounds. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Source: Idaho Governor’s Office of Species Conservation. Informational list on the Internet. Not intended for consultation 

purposes. Information found on Internet in April 2009 at http://species.idaho.gov/thr_endgr.html.  
2 Listed Threatened in October 2009 (Retrieved on 10/16/09): 

http://www.fws.gov/news/NewsReleases/showNews.cfm?newsId=10C976CA-94AB-ED13-DF6945564CBAB05D3-
DDDF6945564CBAB05D. Retrieved on 10/16/09. 

3 Brugge, 2007: http://www.ehjournal.net/content/6/1/23 
4 Ada County/Boise Idaho PM-10 Maintenance Plan.  

http://yosemite.epa.gov/r10/airpage.nsf/283d45bd5bb068e68825650f0064cdc2/a12c8ea43bfbf9ef88256f3f0081c72c?OpenDocum
ent 

5 N Ada County CO Limited Maintenance Plan.  
http://yosemite.epa.gov/r10/airpage.nsf/283d45bd5bb068e68825650f0064cdc2/4a1b307c7a16621b88256f3f007fd7fc?OpenDocu
ment 
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The federal government mandates that any transportation projects using federal funds or deemed to be 

“regionally significant” in nonattainment and maintenance areas cannot contribute to a degradation of air 

quality (40CFR93).  Thus, transportation plans, including this regional long-range transportation plan, must 

“conform” to State Implementation Plan6.  Transportation conformity is demonstrated when a 

nonattainment or maintenance area can show, within the applicable guidelines and regulations, that planned 

transportation projects listed in a transportation program or plan will not cause or contribute to exceedances 

of EPA’s health based air quality standards for pollutants that are of concern in the nonattainment or 

maintenance area.  A finding of nonconformance would prevent the implementation of some federally 

funded and/or regionally significant transportation projects.  

  Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA 58.01.01.567) requires nonattainment and maintenance areas 

establish an interagency consultation committee (ICC) on transportation conformity.  The ICC reviews and 

approves the assumptions and methodologies employed in the development of the regional emissions analysis 

for Northern Ada County.  A complete listing of the ICC requirements can be found in Idaho Administrative 

Code (IDAPA 58.01.01.563-574).   

  Final conformity demonstration reports document and 

summarize the estimated air quality impacts associated with 

Regional Transportation Improvement Programs and long range-

transportation plan (Appendix C).  They also contain an emissions budget test for the purposes of 

demonstrating air quality conformity according to federal requirements. 

 There is heightened concern for human health from projects that result in air toxics emissions and 

particulate matter from mobile sources, particularly diesel exhaust.  The National Air Toxics Assessment7 asserts 

that a large number of human epidemiology studies show increased lung cancer associated with diesel exhaust 

and significant potential for non-cancer health effects. Also, the Control of Emissions of Hazardous Air 

Pollutants from Mobile Sources Final Rule (66 FR 17230, March 29, 2001) lists 21 compounds emitted from 

motor vehicles that are known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects8.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
6 http://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/data_reports/planning/sip.cfm  
7 http://www.epa.gov/ttn/atw/nata. 
8 Location of “sensitive receptors” such as schools, day care centers and nursing homes is sometimes used to approximate exposure 
to air pollutants by sensitive populations, i.e., the young and the old. For examples, please see: 
http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/15KSensitive.pdf 
http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/maps/HighVolSensitive.pdf 

For more information about air 
quality conformity, please visit: 
http://www.compassidaho.org/pr
odserv/aq-demo.htm.  
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Greenhouse gas emissions are a concern related to climate change. According to findings by the 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change, the United States is responsible for 22 percent of the world’s 

total greenhouse gas emissions9. According to EPA’s US Green House Gas Inventory 201010, the primary 

greenhouse gas emitted by human activities in the United States is carbon dioxide, representing approximately 

85 percent of total greenhouse gas emissions. The largest source of carbon dioxide, and of overall greenhouse 

gas emissions, was fossil fuel combustion. The five major fuel consuming sectors contributing to carbon 

dioxide emissions from fossil fuel combustion are electricity generation, transportation, industrial, residential, 

and commercial. 

Transportation is the source of more than 27% of the greenhouse gas emissions in Idaho, a close second 

to agriculture’s contribution of 28% (statistics from the Center for Climate Strategies report Idaho Greenhouse 

Gas Inventory and Reference Case Projections 1990-2020, Spring 200811.) 
 

 

Hazardous Waste and Contaminated Sites 

Contamination can be a result of current or historic land uses, for example, leaking underground storage 

tanks, or activities such as dry cleaning plants, auto body shops, industrial facilities, or fuel/chemical storage 

facilities.  For example, because of these concerns, an acquisition of the Union Pacific Boise Cutoff rail 

corridor would require negotiation and limitation of liability to the public agency that would purchase the 

corridor for public transportation use.  

 Soil and groundwater contamination from hazardous substances and petroleum products is often 

encountered on transportation projects.  Also, some projects may generate hazardous materials.  For example, 

projects with structures (enhancement or bridge projects) may involve asbestos-containing materials and/or 

lead-based paint requiring testing and analysis during project development.  During project development, an 

initial site assessment can also uncover existing contamination via site visits and soil testing. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                 
9  http://www.vta.org/inside/gov_affairs/PDF/board_memo_fed_climate_change_%20legislation.pdf . 
10 http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/downloads10/US-GHG-Inventory-2010_ExecutiveSummary.pdf.  
11 http://www.deq.idaho.gov/air/prog_issues/ghg/state_government.cfm 
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Noise 

The level of noise, defined as unwanted sound, is governed by the Federal Highway Administration 

(FHWA) regulations, and Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) noise analysis guidelines,12 as well as local 

ordinances.   Transportation related noise typically depends on:  
 

• Traffic volume 

• Speed of traffic  

• Percentage of trucks in the flow of traffic 

• Distance to the highway 

• Intervening topography and structures (including grades and intersections) 

• Atmospheric conditions 
 

New projects and alternatives within a corridor must analyze existing noise levels and predict future noise 

levels to determine noise impacts.  Noise abatement will usually be necessary only in frequently used areas 

that would benefit from a lowered noise level, such as residential areas, parks, nursing homes, etc. 
 

Social and Economic Conditions and Environmental Justice 

Communities adjacent to or bisected by a transportation project usually will experience social and 

economic changes.  Checklists prepared by ITD13 focus on three areas of impact: 
 

• Social impacts cover community cohesion (neighborhood population characteristics and linkages with 

churches, schools, and other community facilities); parks and recreation activities and facilities; 

population characteristics and growth; government, religious and social facilities and services; pedestrian 

and bicycle facilities; and environmental justice. 

• Economic impacts cover overall economic climate, farm and business activity, employment, property 

values, and local economic issues. 

• Relocation impacts cover population characteristics (ethnicity and race, handicapped, elderly, family, 

income level, owner/tenant status); businesses (numbers and types of businesses and farms); 

employment; availability of replacement sites; and long term stability of the area.  
 

The FHWA publication, Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation [publication No. 

FHWA-PD-96-036, HEP-30/8-96(10M) P], and pertinent websites provide further information and 

guidance.  For related information on environmental justice issues, see The Civil Rights Act of 1964, Title VI 

(§ 2000d et seq.) of Chapter 21 of Title 42, The Public Health and Welfare. 

                                                 
12  Environmental Process Manual, Section 1300 Noise.  

http://www.itd.idaho.gov/manuals/Online_Manuals/Environmental/Environmental.htm  
13  http://itd.idaho.gov/manuals/Online_Manuals/Current_Manuals/Environmental/1900.pdf 
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 According to the 1994 Executive Order 12898 Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations, federal agencies are required to identify and address disproportionate 

adverse human health and environmental effects, including the interrelated social and economic effects of 

their programs, policies, and activities on minority and low-income populations in the United States.  This 

environmental justice analysis requires studies of communities affected by transportation projects and 

requires effective community outreach to correctly identify potential impacts. The analysis to identify areas 

with minority populations and low-income populations was conducted and mapped for Ada and Canyon 

Counties14.   This process is intended to ensure that a project avoids disparate/disproportionate effects on 

minority and low-income populations.  

Areas of Concern  

The purpose of compiling the environmental and resource data and the use of maps to display the 

information is to help identify general “areas of concern” that could trigger relevant agencies to be invited 

into the transportation planning process as early as possible.  The main areas of concern center around 

sensitive habitat:  floodplains, wetlands, and the Boise Foothills.  The map below depicts wetlands, wildlife 

zones, and deer and elk habitat (Figure 8-1). 

 
Figure 8-1: General Areas of Environmental Concern 

                                                 
14 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/AdaCan_EnvJust.pdf  
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Floodplains 

Building transportation facilities across a river or stream (transverse) or along a river or stream 

(longitudinal) can trigger a National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process.  The 100-year floodplain 

boundary is the trigger point in Idaho.  (A 100 year floodplain means that in any year, there is a 1% chance of 

flooding—not that flooding would only occur once every 100 years.)  For work in floodplains that requires 

permit approval, environmental documentation must explain the impacts the project will have on the areas 

and on the resources within the areas.  Furthermore, Presidential Executive Order 11988 (May 24, 1977) 

directs federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible adverse impacts associated with floodplains and to 

avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development.  Longitudinal intrusions are of special concern. 

Currently only one of the three recommended new river crossings along the Boise River in the long-range 

transportation plan is shown as funded: 

• State Highway 16 extension from State Highway 44 to Interstate-84 (environmental work underway) – 

Funded, but construction funds still need approval in a future legislative session. 

• Vicinity of Franklin Road in Canyon County (study only) - Unfunded 

• Three Cities River Crossing connecting State Highway 20/26 to State Highway 44 between Cloverdale 

and Fairview (environmental work completed in 2006) – Unfunded 
 

 Widening of existing river crossings is recommended, but currently unfunded, at both Middleton Road 

and Linder Road. 

 In addition to the Boise River crossings, a number of flood zones along area streams would be affected 

by the recommended roadway projects in the plan.  
 

Wetlands 

 Wetlands are areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater and support vegetation 

typically adapted for life in saturated soils.  Wetlands generally include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar 

areas and provide important amenities, including groundwater recharge, flood flow alteration, water quality 

improvements, erosion control and shoreline stabilization, and fish and wildlife food and habitat.  

 Impacts of transportation projects may harm wetlands and other aquatic resources due to increased 

sediment loads and deposition; toxic runoff; alteration of natural drainage patterns; water level increases or 

decreases; wetland filling or displacement; wetland draining due to channel straightening, deepening, or 

widening; and development in the wetland buffer areas that protect and shield the wetland from adverse 

impacts to water quality and habitat functions.  When wetlands are adversely affected by a transportation 

project, compensation for the impacts are required by minimization and mitigation , such as  restoring or 

enhancing existing wetlands and/or creating new wetlands, usually at a higher ratio than the area impacted by 

the project. 
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Public and Outdoor Recreation Lands 

 A significant publicly owned park, recreation area, wildlife or 

waterfowl refuge, or historic site, as well as designated wild and 

scenic rivers are subject to federal requirements (Section 4(f) of the 

Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (DOT Act) [49 USC 

303]; [23 CFR 771.135]) and need to be considered in any NEPA 

document. Section 4(f) of the DOT Act 15 declares a national policy 

to preserve, where possible, “the natural beauty of the countryside 

and public park and recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, 

and historic sites.” However, a NEPA action does not always require 

a “4(f)” evaluation.  

 Transportation projects can cross those “special lands” only if 

there is no “feasible and prudent alternative” and the sponsoring 

agency demonstrates that all possible planning to minimize harm 

has been accomplished. Any time a new alignment or expansion of 

an existing alignment threaten to impact a Section 4(f) property, the 

proposed alternatives must include an avoidance alternative.  The 

avoidance design will document the information needed to 

determine if avoidance is feasible and prudent, and if it may exhibit 

cost considerations of extraordinary magnitude. 

 In addition, before approving use of these lands for a 

transportation project, supporting information must demonstrate 

that there are unique problems or unusual factors involved in the 

use of alternatives that avoid these properties or that the cost, 

social, economic and environmental impacts, or community 

disruption resulting from such alternatives are extraordinary.  In addition to mandating protection of certain 

land uses, FHWA rules require that when the project’s impacts in the proximity of the protected area are so 

severe that the resources’ activities, features, or attributes are substantially impaired, then Section 4(f) is also 

called into effect even if the project does not actually intrude into the protected use. Impacts may include:  
 

• Resources affected by noise levels. 

• Aesthetic features of the resource compromised by the transportation facility. 

• Access restricted or substantially diminishing the utility of the resource or special area. 

• Vibrations impair use of the resource and diminish the value of wildlife habitat. 

                                                 
15 http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/4f/index.asp 

Prime Farmland is land that has 
the best combination of physical 
and chemical characteristics for 
producing food, feed, fiber, 
forage, oilseed, and other 
agricultural crops with minimum 
inputs of fuel, fertilizer, 
pesticides, and labor, and without 
intolerable soil erosion. Prime 
farmland includes land that 
possesses the above 
characteristics and may include 
land currently used as cropland, 
pastureland, rangeland, or 
forestland. It does not include 
land already in or committed to 
urban development or water 
storage. 

Unique Farmland is land other 
than prime farmland that is used 
for production of specific high-
value food and fiber crops. It has 
the special combination of soil 
quality, location, growing season, 
and moisture supply to 
economically produce sustained 
high quality or high yields of 
specific crops when treated and 
managed according to acceptable 
farming methods. Examples of 
such crops include lentils, nuts, 
annual cropped white wheat, 
cranberries, fruits, and 
vegetables. 
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Agricultural and Farmland 

 The loss of productive farmland to highways, urban sprawl, and other types of development is a cause for 

concern.  Highways may increase the pressure for conversion from farming to other uses.  By making 

inaccessible areas more accessible, highways increase potential for development.  In turn, development 

increases land values and property taxes, tending to make farming economically infeasible.  Adjacent 

development is seen as incompatible with farming, and farming activities may be considered a “nuisance” by 

newcomers.  Additional traffic moving at high speeds creates a safety hazard for slow moving farm 

machinery.  Farmlands defined as “prime,” “unique,” or of state or local significance are protected by federal 

and state legislation.  

Much of the prime farmland within the areas affected by the proposed transportation corridors are within 

areas of impact already identified for urban development. 

 
Historical, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources 

 Areas of historic, cultural, or archeological resources are subject to several state and federal regulations, 

including the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966; the  DOT Act, Section 4(f); the Archaeological 

Resources Act of 1979 which applies to archaeological resources on tribal lands and non-tribal lands under 

federal jurisdiction; the Idaho Graves Protection Act ; and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42 USC 

Section 4231, which requires that all actions sponsored, funded, permitted, or approved by federal agencies 

undergo planning to ensure that historic and cultural resources are given due weight in project decision-

making. 

Mitigation Strategies  

 The following sections discuss general mitigation strategies, as identified by the participating 

environmental and resource agencies, for the long-range regional transportation plan and its projects. 

According to NEPA, mitigation is defined as: 

• Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action.  

• Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its implementation.  

• Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment.  

• Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life 

of the action.  

• Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or environments.  



Communities in Motion – Page 8 - 12     September 2010 
 

The FHWA document called Eco-Logical: An Ecosystem Approach to Developing Infrastructure Projects16 

encourages federal, state, tribal, and local partners in infrastructure planning, design, review, and construction 

to use flexibility in regulatory processes. Specifically, Eco-Logical puts forth the conceptual groundwork for 

integrating plans across agency boundaries and endorses ecosystem-based mitigation of infrastructure impacts 

that cannot be avoided.  

 
Water Quality and Stream or Wetlands Disturbances 

 Avoiding activities that would harm wetlands during the design, construction, and maintenance of the 

transportation system is the preferred option.  If this is not possible, general mitigation strategies encourage 

protection, restoration and enhancement of natural wetlands that are unavoidably and adversely affected. 

These strategies include wetland mitigation banking and advanced mitigation such as wetland preservation to 

prevent overall net loss of wetland functions.  

 General water quality/run-off mitigation strategies may include: 
 

• Establishing procedures for control of runoff from construction projects. 

• Designing storm sewers to catch sediment runoff and prevent it from reaching streams and rivers. 

• Using basins to detain runoff and allow absorption. 

• Reducing materials such as sand on icy roads. 

• Increasing road/surface sweeping to pick up materials before they can enter the storm sewers. 

• Using permeable surfaces where appropriate to reduce the loss of aquifer recharge. 
 

 Generally, all projects that may result in the placement of fill into wetlands or other waters of the United 

States must be evaluated to determine how to avoid the filling, and if unavoidable, how to minimize and 

mitigate for the loss.  Furthermore, if federal funds are accepted for a project, the transportation agency will 

be subject to FHWA policies regarding wetland mitigation.  Such project may also be subject to permit 

requirements, such as 401/404 “dredge and fill” permit applicability/certification process or potentially a 

“Short Term Activity Exemption” from the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) (streams 

only).  The agencies to be involved are ITD, local highway districts, EPA, the Army Corps of Engineers, 

Idaho Department of Water Resources, and DEQ17.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16  http://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/ecological/eco_index.asp.  
 

17  For additional information, see 
http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/EnvironmentalReviewProcessRPT_September%202009.pdf 
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The federal Compensatory Mitigation for Losses of Aquatic Resources, “Mitigation Rule” (40 CFR Part 230) 

explains the responsibilities of the permittee for ensuring the mitigation selected succeeds in replacing the lost 

waters.  Traditionally, a mitigation site is located at or adjacent to the impact site (i.e., on-site compensatory 

mitigation) or at another location generally within the same watershed as the impact site (i.e., offsite 

compensatory mitigation).  Participation in an in-lieu fee program to mitigate for losses may be possible in the 

near future. The Fish and Wildlife Foundation is developing such a program.  

 

Run-Off (Stormwater) 

Strategies to mitigate water quality impacts from run-off include meeting construction general permit 

requirements (if applicable) and developing and implementing a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan), or 

implementing stormwater best management practices18.  If polluted stormwater runoff is transported through 

a “municipal separate storm sewer system,” an operator must obtain a National Pollution Discharge 

Elimination System permit and develop a stormwater management program19. 

Recommended erosion and sediment control practices can be found in the Idaho Construction Site Erosion 

and Sediment Control Field Guide20 published by the Idaho Small Business Development Center.  Early 

involvement of ITD, EPA, Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR), U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 

local canal or drainage district, health districts, local public works, and local highway district can assist with 

successful mitigation.  

 

Groundwater  

Evidence of decreasing aquifer levels, such as well test data, diminished stream base flows, or dry 

streambeds, indicates groundwater impacts. General mitigation strategies include establishing source water 

protection areas, preventing pollution, avoiding excessive drawdown of groundwater supplies, and 

implementing effective well head protection.  

General strategies to mitigate excavation impacts on groundwater include avoiding areas of higher 

groundwater and developing a plan for de-watering in areas of expected groundwater intrusion. Mitigation 

activities should involve DEQ, IDWR, EPA, ITD, and local highway districts in mitigation activities. 

 

Wildlife, Fish, and Sensitive Habitats 

General mitigation strategies include identifying critical wildlife habitat areas and avoiding and minimizing 

impacts to those areas.  The preferred mitigation strategy is to avoid such areas or habitat, followed by 

restoration on-site, replacement, and specific mitigation measures.  

                                                 
18 http://www.deq.idaho.gov/water/data_reports/storm_water/catalog/index.cfm. 
19 http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/stormwater/munic.cfm  
20 http://www.idahosbdc.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=content.fieldguide 
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The following measures could be taken to mitigate impacts on wildlife when avoidance and minimization 

aren’t feasible:  

• To avoid mortality from road construction activities:  

o Locate future roadways away from important wildlife habitat  

o Conduct a survey of wildlife present prior to construction  

o Alter timing of construction to limit impacts to wildlife  

• To avoid mortality from collision with vehicles:  

o Locate future roadways away from important wildlife habitat  

o Alter and enforce speed limits  

o Establish wildlife crossing areas, including underpasses, overpasses, etc.  

o Use wildlife-proof fencing in conjunction with wildlife crossing areas  

o Use de-icing chemicals that don’t attract wildlife  

o Remove or alter vegetation composition along roadways so that vegetation doesn’t attract wildlife 

o Properly design and construct stream crossings to keep wildlife off roadway 

• To avoid disruption of landscape processes and loss of biodiversity: 

o Integrate transportation and land use decisions early on in both respective planning processes  

o Locate future roadways away from important wildlife habitat  

o Mitigate for the loss of habitats, and the disruption of ecological processes, in important wildlife 

habitat areas  

 Consider replacing, protecting, or restoring lost habitat  

 Look beyond the actual footprint of the roadway when determining the number of acres of 

habitat loss  

 Properly design and construct stream crossings  

 Use other best management practices  

• To avoid spread of exotic or invasive species:  

o Monitor for exotic species and treat as necessary. Maintain this monitoring and treatment program 

for a specific number of years after construction is complete.  

o Use best management practices.  

o Ensure plantings used for projects do not include exotic or invasive species. 

 

For ecological processes, habitat fragmentation can be mitigated by providing bridges or other 

hydrological connectivity structures to span streams, wetlands, seepage areas, riparian areas, shorelines, open 

water, and so on.  These structures are often designed to accommodate both wildlife and water movement.  
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The Idaho Department of Fish and Game, EPA, Idaho Department of Lands, U.S. Forest Service, U.S. 

Bureau of Land Management, other public land management agencies (if such lands are affected); U.S. Fish 

and Wildlife Service (if threatened, endangered, proposed, or candidate species habitat is involved); and ITD, 

FHWA, IDWR, DEQ, counties, and local highway districts can assist with mitigation, especially when the 

agencies get involved early in the process.  

The Idaho Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy, 200521, recommends ecosystem management to 

ensure species survival and biodiversity. It is critical that land use and transportation plans fully consider and 

incorporate the elements of this strategy to help preserve and conserve the region’s species, habitats, and 

genetic diversity.  The Owyhee Uplands section of the plan pertains to the Treasure Valley and provides lists 

of species found in the area.  The Idaho Batholith section may be appropriate in reference to the upper 

elevations of the Boise Foothills.  Other relevant sources of information include:  
 

• Idaho Wetland Conservation Strategy (Idaho Wetlands Working Group)  

• U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service recovery plans for bull trout (for above Lucky Peak dam, if applicable), and 

other plant and animal species  

• The Boise River Total Maximum Daily Load for total suspended solids 

• Idaho Conservation Data Center (formerly the Natural Heritage Program) data22  

• Existing local watershed protection/restoration plans  

• Idaho’s Strategic Plan for Invasive Species23   
 

Planning for permeability in developed and developing areas would mitigate stormwater effects in the 

Boise River.  Both land use and transportation planning should emphasize/require redevelopment over new 

development; require low impact development and strongly encourage zero impact development; restore 

permeability, habitats, and ecosystems wherever possible; and avoid and/or fully accommodate sensitive 

ecological areas, such as streams, riparian areas, wetlands, buffers, groundwater recharge areas, etc.  

The Transportation Enhancement Program (23 U.S.C.  101(g)-133(b)) offers broad opportunities and 

federal dollars for actions to integrate transportation into communities and the natural environment.  Eligible 

activities include acquisition of scenic easements and scenic or historic sites, scenic or historic highway 

programs, landscaping and other scenic beautification, historic preservation, preservation of abandoned 

railway corridors (including the conversion and use for pedestrian or bicycle trails), and control and removal 

of outdoor advertising. 

 

                                                 
21 http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/tech/CDC/cwcs_table_of_contents.cfm 
22 http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/tech/CDC/. See Jankovsky-Jones, M. 2001. Wetland conservation strategy for the middle and 

western Snake River and lower reaches of its major tributaries including the Boise River and Payette River. Conservation Data 
Center, Idaho Department of Fish and Game, Boise. 35 pp. plus appendices.  

 

23 (http://www.agri.idaho.gov/Categories/Environment/InvasiveSpeciesCouncil/StrategicActPlan.php ). 
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Historical and Archeological Resources 

As with many environment issues the first preferred mitigation strategy is to avoid adverse effects.  If this 

is not possible, relocation, marking, and other appropriate measures should be pursued.  Early consultation 

with the State Historic Preservation Officer and other interested persons and parties during the early stages of 

planning is key to successful identification and mitigation of potential adverse effects. 

 

Agricultural and Farmland 

As a general mitigation strategy, a more compact and walkable community design, and maintaining and 

maximizing the use of existing transportation infrastructure would help avoid or minimize prime farmland 

encroachment. 

There is no mitigation for loss of prime farmland or a change in use to any non-agricultural use. 

Increased soil erosion can be mitigated by using accepted erosion control methods during construction and 

the design of adequate water removal systems for runoff.  

 When federal funds are used for transportation, loss of prime and important farmlands is monitored.  

Avoidance of prime farmland is always preferred.  The process should involve local planning and zoning 

agencies and the Natural Resources Conservation Service. 

 

Hazardous Waste and Contaminated Sites 

 Discovery of localized contamination or abandoned underground storage tanks could be mitigated by 

conducting a site assessment/prior use inventory for known or suspected contamination using DEQ’s Waste 

Division Inventory24.  

There may be advantages to the use of Brownfield sites, or other sites contaminated with hazardous 

wastes, for transportation projects because the sites would be cleaned up and re-used, thereby avoiding 

impacts to uncontaminated sites and providing benefits to the community. Such projects should involve 

DEQ, EPA, ITD, local highway districts and cities and counties early in the process. 

 

Air Quality and Climate Change 

As a general mitigation strategy, a more compact and walkable community design, expanded public 

transportation and non-motorized transportation systems, and maintaining and maximizing the use of the 

existing transportation infrastructure would likely reduce transportation related air emissions.  

Mitigation measures for fugitive dust and emissions during construction include developing a dust 

prevention and control plan prior to the project, according to local ordinances.  Design and implementation 

of mitigation measures should include consultation of ITD, local highway district, cities, counties, and DEQ. 

                                                 
24 http://www.deq.idaho.gov/Applications/WDI 
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Conclusion 
The environmental review process is an on-going consultation with environmental and resource agencies 

to help identify potential transportation related environmental and resource concerns, based on available data 

(Table 8-2). As part of the process, COMPASS makes the data and associated maps available on its web site 

(see Appendix B in the Environmental Review Process Report 200925). With the continued participation of the 

pertinent agencies, this process can enhance the ability to foresee environmental and resource concerns and 

potential impacts, and to avoid or mitigate them more efficiently and effectively. The following maps are 

available at www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/mapgis-maps_cim_environmental.htm 
 

1.  Environmental Themes Overlay  

2.  Birds of Prey Area (Bureau of Land Management) 

3.  Bridges and Dams (Idaho Transportation Department-Idaho Department of   Water Resources) 

4.  Storage Tanks (Department of Environmental Quality) 

5.  Environmental Justice Areas – Ada County (COMPASS) 

6.  Environmental Justice Areas – Canyon County (COMPASS) 

7.  Habitat for Elk Winter Range, Deer Winter Range, and Wildlife Zones (Idaho  Department of Fish 

and Game) 

8.  Habitat for Slick Spot Pepper Grass (Idaho Department of Fish and Game) 

9.  Habitat for Sage Grouse (Bureau of Land Management) 

10.  Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (Bureau of Land Management) 

11.  Historical Trails and Buildings (Idaho State Historical Society)  

12.  Impaired Streams and Stream Monitoring Locations (Idaho Department of Environmental Quality) 

13.  Open Space and Grazing Lands (COMPASS; Bureau of Land Management) 

14.  Parks and Schools 

15.  Prime Farmland (irrigated, currently undeveloped) 

16.  Ridge-to-Rivers Trails 

17.  Environmental Wetlands (rivers, lakes and waterways) 

                                                 
25 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/EnvironmentalReviewProcessRPT_September%202009.pdf  
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Table 8-2: Matrix of Environmental and Resource Agency Consultation 

 
Air 

Quality 
Water 
Quality 

Flood-
plains Wetlands 

Hazardous 
Waste 

Contam-
inated  
Sites 

Wildlife, Fish, 
Habitat 

Agriculture 
Farmland Noise 

Historic, 
Cult, Arch. 

Social & Econ. 
Conditions 

Idaho Transportation 
Department 

x   x x x x  x  x 

Idaho Department of Fish and 
Game  

 x  x   x     

Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality 

x x   x x x     

Idaho Department of Water 
Resources 

  x x   x     

Idaho State Historical Society          x  

Idaho Office of Species 
Conservation  

      x     

Idaho Department of Lands       x     

Idaho Department of 
Agriculture 

       x    

Soil Conservation Commission        x    

Local Highway Technical 
Assistance Council 

x   x x x x    x 

Ada County Development 
Services 

  x     x   x 

Federal Highway 
Administration 

   x     x  x 

U.S. Bureau of Reclamation    x x        

U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency  

x x  x x x x     

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service       x     

U.S. Forest Service       x x    

U.S. Bureau of Land 
Management  

      x x    

U.S.D.A. Natural Resources 
Conservation Service 

       x  x  
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CHAPTER 9 
MAKING TRANSPORTATION SECURE
 

Need for Consideration 

Transportation security is a requirement under the 2005 Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient 

Transportation Equity Act – a Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Planning processes are encouraged “….to 

the extent practicable” to be coordinated with security initiatives undertaken by the state, transit operators, 

and localities. Long-range transportation plans should include a security element that incorporates or 

summarizes the priorities, goals, or projects set forth in other transit safety and security planning and review 

processes, plans, and program.1 

There are two broad areas to be addressed in transportation security: 

• Roadway networks and facilities. 

• Transit networks and facilities. 

 

Roadway Networks and Facilities 

Interstate 84 provides primary access to and from the Treasure Valley.  I-84 is a main transportation 

route for the trucking industry in the northwestern U.S.  It also provides a connection from the Treasure 

Valley eastward to Salt Lake City and beyond. State Highway 44 and U.S. 20/26 are east-west routes 

connecting I-84 in Canyon County to downtown Boise in Ada County.  State Highways 16 and 55 provide 

access to Ada County from the north while State Highways 21 and 69 are gateways to the east and south, 

respectively.  Major Ada County roadways tend to be relatively level and well-maintained with adequate width. 

Several highways intersect Canyon County including U.S. 95 and 20/26; State Highways 44, 45, 55, and 

19. U.S. 20/26 is the major access road for the communities of Parma and Notus. U.S. 95, along with State 

Highways 55 and 19, provide the main connections to Greenleaf and Wilder, while Melba is served by State 

Highway 45. 

Six potential threats related to the Treasure Valley roadway networks have been identified: snow, fires, 

dams, earthquakes, landslides, and floods. 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 SAFETEA-LU (§306(a) & (h) and 322(h)) 
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Snow 

Southwest Idaho is prone to occasional extreme cold temperatures and severe snow storms.  Winter 

storms can slicken roads and reduce visibility, causing transportation accidents. Blowing snow can form large 

drifts and block important transportation links. Techniques such as installing snow fencing and maintaining 

snow removal equipment can help ensure movement of traffic along major corridors such as I-84. 
 

Fires 

Wildland fires can impede or prevent traffic flow throughout the transportation infrastructure.  Large fuel 

accumulations occur adjacently to some rights-of-way, particularly in the Boise Foothills.  Roadway and 

railway corridors can be cleared of wildland fuels by employing methods such as mowing, spraying, grazing, 

and harvesting.  ITD contracts for mowing transportation links throughout the six-county region.  However, 

the timing and frequency of mowing along the I-84 corridor have been insufficient to minimize the risk of 

fire hazards.  ITD is currently working with the Bureau of Land Management to explore ways to create a 

firebreak along I-84 from Boise to Glenns Ferry.    
 

Dams 

The Idaho Department of Water Resources (IDWR) is charged with administering dam safety 

throughout the state for dams not under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation.2  They regulate 

impoundment structures 10 feet tall and higher or those storing more than 50 acre feet of water.  IDWR 

inspects each dam at a minimum of once every two years.  Every dam inspected is given a risk classification 

to grade potential downstream losses and damages that could occur from dam failure during typical flow 

conditions.  Black’s Creek, Lucky Peak, Arrowrock, and Anderson Ranch dams are all classified as “high risk” 

by IDWR.  Ninety-one of the 567 dams inspected by IDWR are currently listed as high risk. 

 

Earthquakes 

Idaho is ranked fifth in the nation for potential earthquake hazards behind California, Nevada, Utah, and 

Alaska (Figure 9-1). Ground movement during an earthquake can collapse buildings and bridges, blocking 

travel corridors.  The increased congestion could prevent timely emergency response.  Ada County is 

bordered by two fault zones that show evidence of activity during the current geologic time period.                                    

 However, most structures in the region were constructed without regard for seismic hazards.  Historical 

records, dating back to 1872, show that Boise has not experienced any damaging earthquakes.   

                                                 
2 The following dams relevant to this plan are under the Bureau of Reclamation: Anderson Ranch, Arrowrock, Boise River Diversion, 
Deer Flat, and Hubbard. 
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Figure 9-1:  Idaho Earthquake 
Profile (AHMP1 - p. 132) 
 

Figure 9-2:  Landslide Prone 
Landscapes of Ada County 
(AHMP1 - p.124) 

Downtown Boise can expect some older multistory 

buildings to suffer damage or collapse in the event of a 

moderate earthquake.3  The structural elements in historic 

buildings can be reinforced to decrease the potential hazard they 

pose during an earthquake.  All of the cities within Ada County 

have adopted the International Building Code.  In 2002 the 

International Building Code incorporated the 1991 Uniform 

Building Code, which sets construction standards for different 

areas in the nation based on potential seismic activity. 

Enforcement of proper land-use and development policies can 

also reduce the hazards associated with earthquakes. 
 

Landslides 

Large scale landslides in Ada and Canyon Counties are 

unlikely due to the relative flatness of the region.  However, 

steep terrain in the Boise Foothills puts this area at high risk for 

landslides (Figure 9-2).  Population growth and planned 

communities in the Boise Foothills increases the risk of 

transportation routes being blocked due to soil slides.  Residents 

or county representatives living in landslide prone areas should 

develop evacuation plans for travel routes.  Communities should 

establish landslide and bank failure locations for use in 

transportation planning.  Proper land-use planning is one of the 

most effective and economical tools available to avoid hazards 

caused by landslides.  Land-use zoning districts should discourage 

or restrict development in steep, unstable areas.  
 

Floods 

The Federal Emergency Management Agency identified 319 

general miles of road within Ada County flood zones.  They also 

identified 11 miles of primary and secondary access roads in flood 

zones along with 6.1 miles of railroad tracks.  There are 19 motor vehicle bridges crossing the Boise River in 

Ada County and most have been built to accommodate 100-year flood events.  The majority of primary 

access routes into the Treasure Valley are bordered by moderately sloping or flat rangelands.  However, a 

100-year flood event would affect a large portion of downtown Boise as well as many roads and bridges.        

                                                 
3 Ada County, Idaho All Hazards Mitigation Plan. Volume 1. p. 135. 2006.  
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Figure 9-3: 100-Year Flood Zones – Yellow Arrows Depict Evacuation Paths 
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A detour around I-184 through downtown Boise would be problematic in the event of a flood due to the 

high volume of traffic in and around the area.  Alternate routes would be available, although additional time 

would be required to reach emergency locations.  Ada and Canyon Counties could engineer mechanical 

processes to clean debris from the Boise River at critical river crossings.  
 

General Findings 

There are two general themes in the documents reviewed:4 

• Transportation facilities are subject to damage or destruction from flooding or earthquake threats. The 

principal transportation facilities threatened would be bridges crossing the Boise and/or Snake Rivers due 

to debris piling up on the upstream side of the structures. 

• Transportation facilities are critical elements in evacuations. These can be broken into two elements: 

o Roadways – Used for general evacuations in the event of flooding or fires. 

o Transit – Used for populations unable to drive in the event of an evacuation. Security plans 

specifically note the need to involve Valley Regional Transit and other owners of buses, especially 

those with lift equipment. 
 

The following map (Figure 9-3) depicts the 100-year flood zones in Ada and Canyon Counties.  While the 

multiple bridge crossings represent a potential high risk to structures in the event of a flood, they also provide 

multiple routes for evacuation in the event of a natural or man-made disaster.  

 

  

                                                 
4 For a list of documents reviewed in this process, please refer to Appendix D, Transportation Related References from Security 

Plans. 
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Note that the major flood risk represented by the Boise River still allows a very high degree of access north 

and south for residents on either side. There is a slight risk of a more catastrophic flood event should one or  

more the three major Boise River dams upstream from the urban area fail: 

• Lucky Peak. Completed in 1955 with a capacity of 306,000 acre feet at elevation 3,060 feet5 

• Arrowrock. Completed in 1915 with a capacity of 272,200 acre feet at elevation 3,216 feet.6 

• Anderson Ranch. Completed in 1950 with a capacity of 413,100 acre feet at elevation 4,196 feet. 

While not above the major urban areas, the three Deer Flat dams are also in the planning area. These dams 

comprise the Lake Lowell system and were completed in 1908 with a capacity of 173,100 acre feet at 

elevation 2,539 feet. 

 The transportation system, with its extensive grid, also provides multiple routes for evacuation in the 

event of other, more localized disasters such as wildfires or hazardous material spills. Landslides and wildfires 

are of primary concern in the foothills area north of the developed portion of the region. Should more 

growth occur in these areas, some attention should be given to evacuation routes. 
 

Future Actions 

 The identification of critical bridges in the region using the criteria identified in the National Needs 

Assessment for Ensuring Transportation Infrastructure Security 7will be a project in collaboration with state and local 

agencies.  The criteria for critical bridges include: 

• Casualty Risk – Number of users exposed as reflected in: 

o The main span size of the bridge, that is, over 50m/165 feet, and  

o Traffic over 40,000 average daily traffic (ADT). 

• Economic Disruption – Disruption of the national economy as indicated by: 

o Bridges located on the Interstate Highway System plus the Department of Defense-defined Strategic 

Highway Network (STRAHNET), 

o Traffic over 40,000 average daily traffic, 

o Main span length over 50 meters/165 feet, 

o Double deck bridges, and 

o Nearest detour distance more than 5 km/3 miles for bridges with less than 60,000 average daily traffic. 

• Military Support Function: 

o Bridges on STRAHNET and/or on the Military Traffic Management Command (MTMC)-defined 

“Power Projection Routes” serving forts within 400 miles of port, and 

o Main span over 50m/165 feet. 

                                                 
5 Source of Lucky Peak dam data is the US Army Corps of Engineers at 

http://www.nww.usace.army.mil/corpsoutdoors/siteMenu.asp?lake_id=107 
6 Source of Arrowrock and Anderson Ranch dam data is the US Bureau of Reclamation at 

http://www.usbr.gov/projects/Project.jsp?proj_Name=Boise Project   
7 National Needs Assessment for Ensuring Transportation Infrastructure Security. American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials. October 2002.  
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Figure 9-4: Transit Center Concept 

 

• Emergency Relief Function: 

o Bridges in 78 major metropolitan areas, and 

o On upper level system, i.e., freeways, expressways, and principal arterials. 

• National Recognition: 

o Bridges with symbolic importance. 

• Collateral Damage Exposure: 

o Bridges carrying other utilities, e.g., pipelines and major power and communications lines. 

Transit Networks and Facilities 

Transit issues germane to security fall into three broad categories: 

• Threats to transit passengers and facilities. 

• Disruption to services in the event of a natural or human-caused catastrophe. 

• Provision of evacuation services, especially for low-income persons and persons with disabilities. 

Threats to Transit Passengers and Facilities 

There have been many well publicized attacks involving public transportation over the past decade.  The 

terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center in New York City (2001), the Madrid train bombing (2004), and 

the London Underground and bus bombings (2005) were some of the better known events.  In New York 

City, the subway system was not the primary target, but transit services were disrupted by the collapse of the 

towers.  

 While the Ada and Canyon region is much smaller and its transit services much less in terms of 

magnitude, concern about security is still legitimate.  By 2011 or 2012 a major transit center will be under 

construction in downtown Boise.  Design of the structure (a concept of the transit center is shown in Figure 

9-4) may incorporate visual surveillance technology, 

communications, and space for a police substation. A final 

decision as to the security components of the transit center 

has yet to be made.8 

The issue of security is part of a COMPASS 

publication issued in September 2009, Technology in Mobility 

Management.9  Specific security related features discussed in 

this report include: 

 

 

                                                 
8 Consideration of surveillance technology was part of the multimodal preliminary design concepts conducted by URS under contract 

to Valley Regional Transit during 2008 and 2009. 
9 Technology in Mobility Management: Coordinating and Improving Services in Southwest Idaho. COMPASS. September 2009. Found on-line at 
http://compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/TechonolyReportFINAL_Sep2009.pdf.  
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Although MPOs have a strong history of 
influencing regional transportation 
operations, they face challenges in 
bridging regional coordination between 
emergency response and 
transportation stakeholders. MPOs may 
want to be involved, but they 
sometimes lack the authority to lead 
emergency response efforts. Often a 
clear policy role beyond transportation 
planning and improvement does not 
exist. 
 Ensuring Workforce Mobility 
  In Emergencies 

• Global positioning system (GPS) tracking on buses to allow automated vehicle location. Automated 

vehicle location allows transit dispatchers to know the exact locations of all vehicles. While principally a 

benefit in providing real-time information to transit dispatcher and transit customers, knowing the exact 

location of a bus in an emergency is critical. (Implemented at time of this plan.) 

• Radio system on buses, voice, and data capabilities. (Implemented at time of this plan.) 

• Emergency/panic button and remote surveillance. 

• Surveillance – on board cameras. (Implemented at time of this plan.) 

• Surveillance – wayside/at park-and-rides. 

• Consideration of transit participation in the Interagency Regional Operations Center (IROC). IROC is a 

concept of collocating and/or coordinating emergency services, traffic operations, and transit operations 

to improve response to emergencies, routine traffic congestion, and other issues. No decision has been 

made as to participation in the IROC concept, and the matter is on hold. 

COMPASS commissioned an update to the Intelligent Transportation System architecture plan to include 

the communications systems between vehicles, dispatch, and emergency services (see Chapter 7 for more 

information on Intelligent Transportation Systems).  

 

Disruption to Services  

The type of disruption experienced by New York City or 

Madrid is less of an issue in the surface bus system that exists 

in the region today.  The absence of a rail transit corridor, 

complete with tunnels, bridges, and main stations reduces 

the problems that would arise out of natural or human-

caused event.  The transit center described above, while 

concentrating vehicles at a specific location, is not essential 

to the provision of service.  In the event of an incident, 

buses could use other streets for transferring passengers.  

 There are several bridges over which transit routes operate.  As noted above, the absence of a single 

bridge would in most cases require a detour and some delay.   

 

Provision of Evacuation Services  

A major element often overlooked in evacuation plans is the need to evacuate large numbers of people 

who lack a car or cannot drive.  In some cases, persons may be unable to be transported in vehicles without 

some lift or ramp to access the vehicle.  
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 There are some areas in which it may be appropriate for COMPASS to participate.  The following 

strategies were taken from a recent report, Ensuring Workforce Mobility in Emergencies, by ICF International. 10 

• Working with local agencies to collect regional geographic data in a common format and offer a regional 

repository of synthesized geographic data for emergency planning, training, and response. 

• Inventory public and private transit-related resources to share, such as vehicles available for use, staging 

areas, and technology. 

 Both of these are underway at COMPASS through the joint Mobility Management projects that are 

collecting information on locations of persons with disabilities (nursing homes, group homes, training 

centers, etc.) and transportation services.  COMPASS is also working with state and local agencies to compile 

consistent geographical information system (GIS) data such as streets, bridges (including weight restrictions), 

schools, hospitals, etc. 

 See Appendix D, Transportation Related References from Security Plans, for additional information 

related to security issues in transportation. 

 

                                                 
10 Ensuring Workforce Mobility in Emergencies. ICF International. 2010. Found on-line at http://www.icfi.com/docs/workforce-mobility-

emergencies.pdf.  
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CHAPTER 10 
MAKING TRANSPORTATION SAFER   
 

Background 
The 2005 federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Equity Act-A Legacy for Users 

(SAFETEA-LU) legislation included safety as one planning factor (23 CFR 450.306).  Safety needs to be 

integrated into all phases of transportation planning, design, construction, maintenance, and operation.  

In addition, SAFETEA-LU established a core safety program called the Highway Safety Improvement 

Program (23 U.S.C. 148), which introduced a mandate for Strategic Highway Safety Plans (SHSPs) that are 

collaborative, comprehensive, and based on accurate and timely safety data.  An SHSP is a statewide 

coordinated safety plan that provides a comprehensive framework for reducing highway fatalities and serious 

injuries on all public roads.  The SHSP strategically establishes statewide goals, objectives, and key emphasis 

areas developed in consultation with federal, state, local, and private sector safety stakeholders, as well as 

operators of other modes.  Metropolitan and statewide transportation planners must be an integral part of the 

SHSP process.  The goals, objectives, and strategies of the SHSP should be integrated into statewide and 

metropolitan transportation plans as well as Transportation Improvement Programs to place safety on par 

with other planning factors, particularly in choosing or evaluating new and continuing projects and initiatives.   

23 CFR 450.306 (h) states that the metropolitan transportation planning process should be consistent 

with the SHSP, and other transit safety and security planning and review processes, plans, and programs as 

appropriate.  

23 CFR 450.322 (h) encourages the inclusion of a safety element in the metropolitan transportation plan 

[regional long-range transportation plan] that incorporates or summarizes the priorities, goals, 

countermeasures, or projects for the planning area contained in the SHSP, as well as (as appropriate) 

emergency relief and disaster preparedness plans and strategies and policies that support homeland security 

(as appropriate) and safeguard the personal security of all motorized and non-motorized users. 
 

State Highway Safety Plan  

In 2007, the state of Idaho approved its SHSP.  Titled Toward Zero Deaths: A Partnership to Develop Idaho’s 

Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan, the SHSP was a culmination of a collaborative process that involved state 

and local governments, tribal governments, various associations, the private sector, and other parties. 1 

 

 

                                                 
1 Toward Zero Deaths: A Partnership to Develop Idaho’s Comprehensive Highway Safety Plan. Idaho Transportation Association. 

2007. Found on-line in March 2010 at http://www.itd.idaho.gov/ohs/SHSP.htm.  
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 A draft update of the SHSP, dated June 8, 2010, is in process. Data from this draft will be identified as 

the 2010 SHSP. The 2010 SHSP includes data from 2004-2008. Note that Ada and Canyon Counties’ data 

were extracted from the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD)’s Web Crash Analysis Reporting System 

(WEBCARS). Data for 2009 may be incomplete. 

The Governor's Highway Safety Summit, “Toward Zero Deaths,” was held in October 2005. Idaho 

stakeholders were invited to participate and answer the challenge of reducing highway-related fatalities and life-

altering injuries. These stakeholders include those involved in planning, designing, constructing, operating, and 

maintaining the roadway infrastructure (engineering), modifying road user behavior and preventing injury 

(education and enforcement), and also providing post-crash assistance (emergency medical services). Challenges 

and strategies were solicited from all participants.  From their input, ten data-driven emphasis areas were 

identified to focus immediate efforts. These emphasis areas were:  
 

1. Aggressive Driving  

2. Commercial Vehicles  

3. Emergency Medical Services  

4. Highway-Railroad Grade Crossings  

5. Impaired Drivers  

6. Mature Drivers  

7. Occupant Protection  

8. Road Related Crashes  

9. Vulnerable Users  

10. Young Drivers  
 

The 2010 update did not address rail crossings.  The 2007 SHSP found that national and state fatality rates 

have declined since 1996.  The national fatality rates (number per 100 million vehicle miles of travel or 

100MVT) went from 1.69 deaths per 100MVT to 1.46.  The corresponding state traffic fatality rate went from 

1.84 deaths per 100MVT to 1.52 deaths per 100MVT (2010 SHSP).  Idaho rates remained significantly higher 

than national rates and for two years, 2000 and 2003, rates increased.  Higher percentages of travel on rural, high 

speed roadways could contribute to the higher rates. 

The following extracts from the SHSP focus on those elements germane to the functions and roles of 

metropolitan transportation planning and programming.  The SHSP includes a broad range of issues and 

strategies, many focusing on legislation, improved enforcement, public education, and targeted training (e.g., 

motorcycle operations).  These strategies are certainly important in improving transportation safety, but their 

implementation is addressed under other processes than metropolitan system planning and investment.  
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Aggressive Driving 

Aggressive driving behaviors are defined as:  

• Failure to yield the right of way  

• Following too close 

• Disregarding a stop sign  

• Disregarding a traffic signal  

• Exceeded the posted speed limit  

• Driving too fast for conditions.  
 

Aggressive driving collisions are those where a law enforcement officer indicates that at least one aggressive 

driving behavior was a contributing factor.  The SHSP includes the following as contributing to 

aggressive driving behavior: 

• Increasing vehicle miles of travel, traffic congestion, and travel delays. These result in frustration and 

impatience, which are reflected in driver behavior. 

• Age of drivers. Drivers, ages 19 and younger, are more than four times as likely to be involved in an 

aggressive driving collision as all other drivers. 
 

The first cause would indicate that congested roads during peak hour would be more likely to experience a 

higher rate of aggressive driving and aggressive driving related crashes.  

The SHSP noted a variety of challenges in addressing aggressive driving. Political and cultural issues (lack 

of respect, inadequate funding for enforcement) contribute to the issue. Two areas more germane to 

Communities in Motion are: 

• Technology – Funding/implementation of existing technology 

• Systems (traffic flow) – Congestion 
 

Implemented Strategies 

• A three-month intensive law enforcement campaign, in conjunction with other youth programs, targeting 

aggressive driving.  

• A multi-media ad campaign targeting aggressive drivers to support the law enforcement campaign and to 

raise awareness.  

• Year-long aggressive driving grants with agencies in area that experience a large number of aggressive 

driving-related crashes.  

• Distribution of public awareness materials to educate the public regarding aggressive driving behaviors.  

• Establishment of Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) Teams.  

• Use of performance measures to identify focus areas. 
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Potential New Strategies 

• Technology 

o Increase number of traffic cameras 

o Increase number of dynamic message signs 

o Continue implementation of 511 system 

o Improvements to Web site with easy link  

• Education – School programs (public service announcements, check 511, Web) 

• Political – Pass primary seat belt law (would make Idaho eligible for additional safety funds) 

• Systems (traffic flow) 

o High occupancy vehicle lanes, roundabouts 

o Predictable delay 

o Bypass  

• People 

o Encourage reporting of inappropriate driving 

o Provide seat belt education/demos, such as “Seat Belt Barbie”; work to change attitudes of youth 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion  

The primary link with Communities in Motion is in the following areas: 
 

• Planning and programming improvements to the intelligent transportation system (ITS) in collaboration 

with ITD, the Ada County Highway District (ACHD) and other transportation agencies. More 

information is provided in Chapter 7, which addresses operations and management techniques. 

Installation of cameras providing real-time information on traffic flows tied to a number of reader boards 

has been a major element of ITS during the past decade. ITD and ACHD have tied these cameras into 

web sites at http://hb.511.idaho.gov/main.jsf and http://www.achdidaho.org/ATIS/Default.aspx. 

• Developing transportation system management approaches, including improved access management and 

intersection design. Corridor studies developed for State Highway 44 and US 20/26 both include access 

management plans that would not only improve travel flow but reduce accident rates by eliminating 

hazardous left turns at many locations. 2  COMPASS also sponsored an evaluation of “innovative” 

intersection designs in 2008. 3  A number of options were considered, including: 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
2 More information on these studies can be found at http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/D3/US2026Corridor/ and 

http://itd.idaho.gov/Projects/D3/SH44Corridor/.    
3 Innovative Intersections: Overview and Implementation Guidelines. Community Planning Association 

of Southwest Idaho. April 21, 2008. Submitted by Wilbur Smith Associates. On-line at 
http://compassidaho.org/documents/planning/studies/Vol1_Implementation_Guidelines_Final_May30.pdf.  
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Figure 10-1:  Roundabout Example 

 
Figure 10-2:  Accidents on I-84 

o Continuous Flow Intersections  

o Parallel Flow Intersections 

o Town Center Intersections 

o Median U-Turn (“Michigan Left Turn”) 

o Quadrant Roadway Intersections  

o Jug handle/Mini-Cloverleaf Intersections 

o Roundabouts  
 

 This study found that these types of intersections 

provided greater safety by reducing the number of conflict 

points, spreading them out, restricting and/or rerouting movements, or reducing the complexity of traffic 

signal phasing.   

For example, when a roundabout is used (Figure 10-1), accident rates may not decline, but the severity of 

accidents is decreased by reducing the speed and force of collisions. The opportunity for head-on collisions is 

nearly eliminated. The Insurance Institute for Highway Safety sponsored research on 29 roundabouts and 

found “… a 39 percent overall decrease in crashes and a 76 percent decrease in injury-producing crashes.   

Collisions involving fatal or incapacitating injuries fell as much as 90 percent.” 4 While concerns about 

pedestrian safety remain, properly design roundabouts such as that depicted above contribute to pedestrian 

safety by reduced speed and the provision of refuge islands. 

 Congested corridors and aggressive driving could be an issue in the region. An analysis of traffic 

accidents on one stretch of I-84 between 

Garrity Boulevard and Meridian Road 

(Figure 10-2) appears to demonstrate that a 

much higher percentage of accidents occur 

during peak hours.5 

  A combination of congested roads 

with much less distance between vehicles 

and aggressive driving shows that the 

percentages of accidents in the morning and 

evening peak are double the peak traffic 

volume percentages. The most common accident is a rear end, with 80% of the aggressive driving citations. 

Aggressive driving accidents constituted 61% of the 809 accidents occurring on this stretch of highway.  

 

 

                                                 
4 “Status Report.” Insurance Institute for Highway Safety. May 13, 2000. Vol.35. No. 5. Found on-line in March 2010 at 

http://www.iihs.org/externaldata/srdata/docs/sr3505.pdf.  
5 Crash data shown in this chapter were extracted from the Idaho Transportation Data website Web Crash Analysis Reporting System 
(WEBCARS) at http://apps.itd.idaho.gov/apps/webcars/Default2.aspx.  
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Commercial Vehicles 

Commercial motor vehicles are defined as buses, truck tractors, truck-trailer 

combinations, trucks with more than two axles, trucks with more than two tires per 

axle, or trucks exceeding 8,000 pounds gross vehicle weight that are primarily used 

for the transportation of property. 

The 2010 SHSP found that in 2008, 36 people died in collisions with 

commercial motor vehicles, representing 16 percent of all motor vehicle fatalities in 

Idaho.  Of persons killed in collisions with commercial motor vehicles, 61 percent 

were occupants of passenger cars, vans, sport utility vehicles, and pickup trucks.  

In 2008, 56 percent of all collisions and 73 percent of all fatal collisions involving commercial motor 

vehicles occurred on rural roadways.  Rural roadways are defined as any roadway located outside the city 

limits of cities with a population of 5,000 or more.  The majority of fatal commercial motor vehicle collisions 

(55 percent) occurred on U.S. and state highways, although the majority of total accidents involving 

commercial vehicles occurred on local roadways.  These statistics point to the relationship of higher speeds in 

rural areas, particularly on state highways in fatal accidents. 
 

Challenges 

• Enforcement - safety violations, rumble strips enable driver inattention, lack of enforcement by local 

officers, drivers using drugs and alcohol.  Too little overweight enforcement, driving too fast, trucks 

pulling triple trailers going too fast, drivers can’t see triple trailer. 

• Education/Attitudes - fatigued drivers, heavy vehicles hitting lighter ones, safety devices only required on 

vehicles weighting more than 6500 lbs, trucks not yielding to traffic entering the interstate. 

• Improved Laws - uncovered loads, no chain-up law in Idaho in bad weather, exemptions: intrastate 

operations like logging, agriculture, and sand and gravel, unsafe passing. 
 

Recent Implemented Strategies 

• Established partnerships to address low seat belt usage among commercial motor vehicle (CMV) drivers.  

• Distributed informational brochure regarding positive effects of CMV seat belt usage.  

• Used Commercial Vehicle Information Systems and networks to improve quality and timeliness of 

enforcement of CMV laws.  

• Used a proactive approach of education and enforcement for passenger carriers.  

• Targeted identified commercial vehicle high crash corridors and provided funding for partner agencies to 

enhance education and enforcement of hazardous moving traffic violations by CMVs.  

• Improved accuracy and timely submission of crash reports. 
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Figure 10-3 :  Commercial Vehicle Accidents in Ada and 
Canyon Counties 

Potential New Strategies 

• Improve laws and enforcement. 

• Increase the number of Commercial Vehicle Safety Officers.  

• Get (or gain) legislative and Idaho State Police buy-in to increase the number of full time employees.  

• Use the available federal funding currently left on the table.  

• Get unsafe vehicles off the road by reducing exemptions from laws and safety standards for intrastate 

vehicles. 

• Legalize sobriety checkpoints, mandate judicial support of laws by instituting mandatory penalties for 

impaired driving, provide a driving under the influence (DUI)/drug court in every Idaho county with 

supervised DUI probation 

• Implement automated enforcement of aggressive driving infractions, educate non-CMV drivers on 

aggressive driving around CMVs and its impact on fatality numbers in Idaho. 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

Only two areas noted were germane to the physical transportation system: rumble strips to enable driver 

attention and unsafe passing (added passing lanes).  While not specifically noted in the SHSP, identification of 

and improvements to high truck traffic routes and facilities would also be a strategy.  Communities in Motion 

identifies a number of corridors, 

especially I-84, in need of major 

widening.  

Between 2000 and 2009, there 

were more than 5,064 accidents 

involving commercial vehicles within 

Ada and Canyon Counties (Figure 

10-3).  The number of commercial 

vehicle accidents peaked in 2005 and 

has declined since. A sharp drop in 

the number of accidents between 2007 and 2009 is likely related to the economic downturn.  These accidents 

resulted in 61 fatalities and 2,035 injuries between 2000 and 2009.  
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Not surprisingly, I-84 accounted for 856 of the accidents, 17 fatalities, and 402 injuries.  This does not 

include overpass or interchange ramp accidents.  Other high commercial vehicle accident corridors include: 

• Eagle Road – 242 accidents, 1 fatality, 117 injuries 

• Franklin Road – 116 accidents, 0 fatalities, 52 injuries 

• Chinden Boulevard (US 20/26) – 140 accidents, 1 fatality, 48 injuries 

• Cole Road – 125 accidents, 0 fatalities, 60 injuries 

• Fairview Avenue/Cherry Lane – 113 accidents, 0 fatalities, 53 injuries 

• Broadway Avenue – 85 accidents, 0 fatalities, 16 injuries 

• Karcher Road – 69 accidents, 0 fatalities, 23 injuries 
 

Emergency Medical Services 

Emergency medical service (EMS) is a coordinated system to 

respond to injured drivers, passengers, and pedestrians, members of 

the traveling public experiencing a medical emergency, and the public 

at large for injuries and medical emergencies. 
 

Challenges 

• Lack of interagency cooperation: turf wars/jurisdiction 

• Inadequate infrastructure – including equipment and communications 

• Ineffective response time – in part due to congested roads and/or poor communications systems 

• Education 

• Politics 

• Technology – communications, lack of coordinated radio systems, data analysis 

• Personnel 

• Money – for all the above 
 

Samples of Recent Implemented Strategies 

• Statewide implementation of the Next Generation Patient Care Report and Trauma Registry. 

• Initiation of the Web-based Electronic Resource Tracking system (WERT).  

• Initiation of the Interagency Resource Operations Center (IROC) study. This is a multi-agency planning 

process with ITD and ACHD about the next generation communications center that will exploit 

contemporary technology in the avoidance and detection of motor vehicle related crashes and expedite 

deployment of resources to highway and main arterial incidents. 

• Newly promulgated rules for EMS providers’ scope of practice.  

• An overhaul practical exam process.  
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• The development of a Statewide Mass Casualty Incident (MCI) plan. 

• The development of a Critical Access Hospital (CAH) Regional Integration Plan.  
 

Potential New Strategies 

• Response Time - intergovernmental agreement among jurisdictions for cooperative effort to improve 

rural addressing through GIS for dispatch and support efforts to achieve statewide interoperability. 

• Infrastructure - seek legislation for more funding, provide emergency response agencies with latest 

technology, plan to coordinate equipment between state and local responders, and pursue data linkages. 

• Interagency Cooperation - incident control strategies system training broadened, regional multi-

jurisdictional meetings to develop cooperation, post-incident review 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

One strategy specifically noted was the IROC, which would coordinate communications and operations 

among a number of local and state agencies.  The IROC would address many of the issues noted in the 

SHSP, such as improved communications, coordination, and general technology.  The IROC was estimated 

to cost $38 million (January 2008) based on assumptions of three major entities collocating in IROC: ITD 

Mobility Services, ACHD Congestion Management section, and the Idaho Emergency Management Services 

Bureau and Communications Center. The IROC study considered a number of funding mechanisms, 

including federal grants under Federal Highway Administration, Federal Transit Administration, and 

Homeland Security.6  The IROC is addressed in the ITS portion of Communities in Motion. No decision has 

been made on IROC at the time of this plan. The concept is on hold. 
 

Highway-Rail Grade Crossings 

The SHSP found that Idaho has approximately 1,665 miles of 

railroad line and 1,439 public highway-railroad grade crossings. Of these 

crossings, 1,260 or 88 percent, are on the local system.  
 

Challenges  

• Enforcement - lack of enforcement for vehicles running stop signs and electric signals, weak penalties for 

driving around stop arms, no automated enforcement, trespassing on tracks, lack of time and human 

resources to monitor tracks. 

• Education - areas with whistle bans and quiet zones, inattention, ignoring warning devices, drivers 

become complacent because of low number of trains at some intersections, not enough use of Operation 

Lifesaver’s look, listen, and live program. 

                                                 
6 IROC Phase II: Concept of Operations/Location Study. Implementation Plan and Timeline. Kimley-Horn and Associates. January 2008.  Found 

on-line in December 2009 at http://iroc.idaho.gov/deliverables.html.  
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• Engineering - multiple tracks, middle of train is hard to see at night (lack of reflective materials on rail 

cars), crossings are unsafe for motorcycles, train stopping distance, lack of signalized crossings (people 

don’t pay attention to stop signs at crossings), limited funds for signalization and crossing upgrades. 
 

Specific Strategies Relevant to Metropolitan Planning Organizations (MPOs) 

• Develop comprehensive engineering grade crossing reviews, including corridor-based studies.  

• Upgrade crossings marked with only passive crossbuck warning signs with Ida Shields. 

• Initiate a light emitting diode (LED) signal upgrade program.  

• Begin experimental use of polymer concrete bridge panel and edge beam crossing surface with flashing 

in-roadway warning lights.  

• Begin experimental use of directional Wayside Horn warning system.  

• Install crossing gates, signs, and signals at crossings.  

• Upgrade crossing signal equipment circuitry to constant warning time. 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

Within Ada and Canyon Counties, there are 161 railroad crossings.  The railroad tracks are owned by the 

Union Pacific Railroad (UP), which has leased track rights on the Boise Cutoff and other spur lines to Watco 

Transportation Services, Inc. Union Pacific maintains control over the UP mainline track that enters the 

region from the northwest and exits to the southeast for a distance of 67 miles.  The main track is traveled by 

35+ trains per day.  Maximum track speeds vary up to 79 mph.   

The spur lines consist of three elements: 

• The Boise Cutoff consists of 44 miles of track from the main line yard in Nampa to its reconnection with 

the UP main south of Boise. The City of Boise purchased approximately 18 miles of the Boise Cutoff 

starting approximately 1 mile north of the Cutoff/Main junction south of Boise. This track is traveled by 1-

2 trains per day, generally consisting of less than 15 cars per train. These are shuttles delivering or picking up 

local freight. Operating speeds run from 20 to 59 mph.7 

• The Wilder spur consists of 11.1 miles of track from the main line in north Caldwell to its terminus in 

Wilder. The majority of traffic is generated by major agricultural industries near Caldwell.  

• The Middleton spur consists of 6.6 miles of track from the main line north of Nampa to a terminus north 

of US 20/26.  

See Figure 10-4 for locations of the lines and the crossing types and locations.  Figure 10-5 shows 

crossing-related accident locations between 2000 and 2009. 

The number of rail crossings in Ada and Canyon Counties are show in Table 10-1 and described below: 

• Separated – rail line passes over or under crossing roadway. 

• Gated –actuated by an on-coming train drop across the approach road. Often combined with signals. 

                                                 
7 A short spur runs from the Boise Cut-off near Curtis Road northeast to Orchard Street for a distance of 1.1 miles. No crossing data 

were available and no accidents were reported on this spur. 
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• Signaled – lights on the side of the road or on horizontal bars across the road warn drivers of trains. 

• Signed – combination of crossbuck and stop signs.No Controls/Not Required – not warranted due to 

extremely low volumes. Typically these are private roads. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Growth in many areas will put additional pressure on existing crossings.  This is particularly true in 

southern Ada County, where numerous developments have been approved south of the UP main track.  No 

grade separated crossings exist in this area.  The City of Kuna has requested a grade separation in the vicinity 

of Linder and/or Meridian Road (State Highway 69).  The crossing is shown as unfunded in this plan. 

Additional crossing safety issues could arise with consideration of high capacity transit services along rail 

corridors, particularly the Boise Cutoff. Assuming that a future service could include light or heavy rail 

vehicles, these crossings would need to be gated, preferably with a four-gate system, to reduce the chance of a 

train-vehicle collision. 

Finally, there is the integration of rail crossings with ITS. According to the Federal Rail Administration 

website, “The ITS Architecture provides for the integration of the railroad operating systems with the traffic 

management systems… The result is a system that would have the capability for getting advance warning of 

approaching trains through interconnected information systems that link the motorist to the traffic 

management and rail operations systems. It also allows for the capability of warning the locomotive engineer 

of obstacles or trapped vehicles at grade crossings, and potentially for trespassers along the right-of-way.” 

Since a large train with 100+ cars can take more than a mile to stop, advance warning systems could reduce 

collisions. 

 

 

 

                                                 
8 Information on rail crossing controls was obtained from the Federal Rail Administration web site at 

http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/OfficeofSafety/publicsite/Downloaddbf.aspx. 

Table 10-1- Rail Crossings in Ada and Canyon 

Counties8 

Type of Crossing Count 

Separated  19 

Gated  28 

Signaled  21 

Signed  65 

No Controls/Not Required  23 

Unknown  5 

Total 161 
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 2000 and 2009 there wre 213 rail/roadway accidents in Idaho.  These involved 308 people (drivers, 
passengers, and rail personnel).  There were 26 fatalities and 138 injuries.  Of this total, there were 37 
rail/roadway accidents in Ada and Canyon Counties, with 4 fatalities and 15 injuries.  Salient facts about these 
regional accidents include: 
• Three-quarters occurred during daylight. 

• More than 90% were on dry pavement. 

• More than half occurred at crossings with only signs, while another quarter at crossings with gates and 

signals. Devices were all functioning. 

• Principal contributing circumstances were none (33%), inattention (24%), and failure to yield (19%).  

• Six of the accidents involved tractor-trailers. Nine involved pickups or vans. The rest involved passenger 

cars. This higher than expected involvement with tractor-trailer rigs continues at the state level. 

• Nine accidents occurred in 2005, with six of these in Canyon County. Across the 10 year period, 2/3 of 

the rail accidents involved Canyon County rail crossings, although 2/3 of the population resides in Ada 

County. However, the bulk of the rail mileage and crossings are in Canyon County. (See Figure 10-4) 

• One rural crossing on a private road was involved in two accidents over two years. One resulted in a 

fatality and an injury, which the other resulted in an injury.  
 

Accidents on the UP main line running from Parma through Caldwell, Nampa, and Kuna are more 

prevalent and serious due to number of trains per day (35) and the speed (50-70 mph). In addition the length 

of the mainline trains is much greater than trains on the Wilder, Middleton, and Boise Cutoff lines. Figure 10-

5 depicts the location of accidents. 

 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

The continuation of accidents at gated crossings indicates that education and enforcement are needed, 

regardless of the crossing controls. Violations typically involve a driver steering around the gates. This can be 

deterred by “four gate” systems in which gates bar both the approach and departure directions. The approach 

gate drops first, followed by the departure gate after a few seconds has passed to allow traffic to exit the rail 

corridor. Concrete islands separate the direction of the lanes to prevent drivers from steering around the 

gates. 

In some cases, the low volume of train traffic could be a danger in that drivers grow accustomed to no 

trains using the crossing. With inattention representing 24% of the contributing cause of the accidents and 

the prevalence of signed crossings, drivers may come to expect that no trains ever use the track. Installing 

more active systems, including signals and gates, on public crossings should be considered. The width of 

some high-volume streets makes gate technology difficult or very expensive to implement. The crossings at 

Milwaukee Street in Boise and on State Highway 55 (Eagle Road) in Meridian are examples of this condition.  

 

Figure 6 - Rail Crossings in Ada and Canyon Counties 

 

    Figure 10-5: Rail Crossing Accident Sites 

 

 
    Figure 10-4:  Rail Crossings 
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Figure 10-5:  Rail Crossing Accident Sites 
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Figure 10- 6: Impaired Driver Accidents in Ada and Canyon 
Counties 

Impaired Drivers  

An impaired driving collision is one in which alcohol or drugs may have contributed to the collision. In 

2008, 96 fatalities resulted from impaired driving collisions. This represents 41 percent of all fatalities. Only 

14 (or 18 percent) of the 76 passenger vehicle occupants killed in impaired driving collisions were wearing a 

seat belt. Nearly 15 percent of impaired drivers in collisions were under the age of 21 in 2008, even though 

they are too young to legally purchase alcohol. Impaired driving collisions cost Idahoans nearly $725 million 

in 2008. This represents 28 percent of the total economic cost of collisions.  
 

Implemented Strategies (Not All Listed from SHSP) 

Most of the strategies for impaired driving addressed education, public awareness, and enforcement.   

Examples included:  

• Conducting intensive law enforcement campaigns each year targeting impaired drivers.  

• Developing and delivering a multi-media ad campaigns targeting impaired drivers to support the law 

enforcement campaigns and to raise awareness.  

• Helping law enforcement agencies establish Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) Teams that 

target impaired driving.  

• Funding the Traffic Safety 

Resource Prosecutor position, 

DUI courts, and DUI probation 

officers. 

• Distributing public awareness 

materials to educate the public 

regarding impaired driving.  

• Implementing year-long 

impaired driving grants with law 

enforcement agencies in areas 

that experience a large number 

of crashes.  
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Potential Strategies 

• Fund additional officers. 

• Streamline paper work. 

• Remove 15-minute observation period. 

• MADD/other support groups make case to public for needed resources. 

• Eliminate notary requirement. 

• Increase use of motor vehicle inter-lock system. 

• Form community coalitions to raise issues/resolutions. 
 

 The number of accidents related to impaired drivers has declined with stricter enforcement. Note that the 

rate per 1000 population in 2009 was half that of 2003. Whether SHSP was causal or coincidental, it is 

interesting to note the sharp drop since 2007. Note that part of this may relate to the economic downturn. 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

Nearly all the listed existing and potential strategies address enforcement or public education. Although 

there are no specific measures in Communities in Motion related to impaired drivers, transportation system 

projects that improve intersection design, street lighting, and other aspects can mitigate impaired driving. 

Increasing public transportation options could provide alternatives to driving. 
 

Mature Drivers  

Mature drivers, drivers over the age of 65, were involved in 3,036 collisions in 2008.  This represents 12 

percent of the total number of collisions.  Collisions involving mature drivers resulted in 13 percent of the 

total number of fatalities in 2008.  Mature drivers are underrepresented in fatal and injury crashes.  Drivers 

over the age of 65 represented 14 percent of licensed drivers, but represent just 8 percent of drivers in fatal 

and injury collisions. 

National research indicates drivers and passengers over the age of 75 are more likely than younger 

persons to sustain injuries or death in traffic collisions due to their physical fragility. Collisions involving 

drivers, age 65 and older, cost Idahoans nearly $332 million dollars in 2008. This represents 13 percent of the 

total economic cost of collisions. 
 

Issues 

As with impaired drivers, many of the strategies to addressing issues are outside the realm of a MPO, 

including education and enforcement. Yet there were some issues that derive from design of transportation 

facilities or the limited amount of services, specifically: 
 

• Night driving and lighting needs 

• Oncoming traffic headlights 

• Limited transportation alternatives 
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Figure 10-7:  Mature Driver Crashes in Ada and 
Canyon Counties 

 
Figure 10-8:  Mature Driver Crashes by Time of 
Day 

• Traffic signs being too small 

• General road designs 
 

Suggested Strategies 
 

• Improve lighting on roadways 

• Improve transportation alternatives  

• Use best striping materials  

• Illumination technologies laws (restrict glaring light systems)  

• Improve lighting, signage, pavement markings, rumble strips (center and or shoulder)  
 

As with other accident trends, crash incidents have declined in the region somewhat, with the accident 

rate per 1000 (population 65+ years old) declining (Figure 10-7).  Figure 10-8 shows that the distribution of 

accidents by time of day is different for mature drivers (65 and older) than for the total universe of drivers 

involved in accidents.  The “normal” distribution of accidents tracks closely with traffic counts, peaking with 

high demand during rush hours.  For mature drivers the peaks fall between noon and 3 pm.  

 

 
Implementation through Communities in Motion 

A complete streets approach considers the needs of all users, including mature drivers. This could be 

relevant in terms of improve street lighting and greater attention to wayfinding signage with a focus on better 

street addressing and directional signs. Communities in Motion has a priority on seeking funds to expand 

transportation alternatives, with an emphasis on a local option tax that could provide operating and capital 

funds for public transportation, vanpools, and pedestrian and bike modes. As the number of older residents 

increases in the region, demand for alternatives to driving will go up.  
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Occupant Protection  

In 2008, only 77 percent of Idahoans were using seat belts, based on 

seat belt survey observations. In 2008, seat belt usage varied by region 

around the state from a high of 88 percent in District 3 (southwestern 

Idaho) to a low of 60 percent in District 6 (northeastern Idaho). Only 33 

percent of the individuals killed in passenger cars, pickups and vans were 

wearing a seat belt in 2008 (Table 10-2). 

  The SHSP concluded that both adults’ and children’s’ lives would be 

saved if seatbelt and child seat usage were increased. Challenges focused on lack of awareness (e.g., need to 

wear a seatbelt even with airbag protection), political and public opposition to stronger enforcement (e.g., 

making seat belt a primary violation).  No design or planning issues were identified, although the SHSP 

acknowledged that a stronger enforcement law would increase federal funds available for road improvements. 

Review of crash data from the ITD WEBCARS system shows that there were 231,326 people involved in 

vehicle crashes (not including bicycles and motorcycles) in Ada and Canyon Counties from 2000 to 2009. Of 

this number, 90% of the occupants were wearing seatbelts.9 Yet the fatalities among non-belted occupants 

were higher than for belted—meaning non-belted occupants had a fatality rate 13 times greater. For serious 

(incapacitating) injuries, non-belted occupants were six times more likely to be injured. Note that many of the 

incapacitating injuries among belted occupants might have resulted in death. Applying the fatality rate of non-

belted occupants to all occupants indicates that another 1,600+ people would probably have died but for 

wearing seat belts. 

 
 

Table 10-2: Seat Belt Usage and Injury/Fatality Rates 

Injury Type Belted Not Belted  

Death 125 0.06% 166 0.78% 
Incapacitating 2,875 1.37% 1,317 6.17% 
Non-Incapacitating 10,214 4.86% 3,151 14.77% 
None Evident 172,371 82.08% 13,944 65.37% 
Possible 24,409 11.62% 2,754 12.91% 
  209,994   21,332   

 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

No measures discussed in the SHSP are addressed in Communities in Motion, notably because the measures 

do not involve transportation improvements, either through capacity, design, or travel alternatives.  

Continued public education and enforcement are important to reduce deaths and injuries due to not using 

seat belts.  

                                                 
9 This percentage of seatbelt use is consistent with the 2009 Seat Belt Usage Survey by ITD, which found that Ada County was 94% 

compliant, while Canyon County was 87.7% compliant. http://itd.idaho.gov/ohs/ClickIt/Surveys/obsrd2009web.pdf  
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Road Related Crashes  
 
Distracted Driving 

In 2008, 6,672 collisions involved an inattentive driver.  Distraction is a catch-all contributing 

circumstance.  Collisions typically occur because at least one of the drivers was not paying attention, and 

according to the National Highway Safety Administration, there are no effective counter measures. Distracted 

driving collisions cost Idahoans almost $828 million in 2008, representing 32 percent of the total economic 

cost of collisions. 
 

Challenges 

Some of the challenges identified in the SHSP do intersect with MPO –related planning and 

programming: 

• Political –Laws about doing distracting things while driving  

• Political – Long commutes  

• Political – Planning and zoning policy  

• Political – Lack of sustainable transportation systems  

• Systems – Lack of funding for roadside safety improvements (rumble strips, clear zones, shoulders, 

recovery)  

• Systems – Lack of a convenient public transportation system  

• Technology – Too much technology – CDs, cell phones, DVDs/VCRs, iPods  

• Technology – Lack of advancements in highway technology  
 

Relevant Strategies 

• Convenient mass transit  

• Driver refresher classes  

• Adopt uniform and statewide standards for rumble strip construction and implementation. 

• Provide incentives for employers to pay more attention to employee work schedules.  

• Review all existing rest areas for improvements in lighting, facilities, maintenance, etc.  Make this the first 

priority and new construction a secondary goal.  

• Refocus financing to make roadside improvements a priority and make recovery zones a part of all 

project strategies.  
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Implementation through Communities in Motion 

Communities in Motion has a long-term goal to promote and encourage reductions in long commutes by 

changing land use patterns and bringing more homes within walk and bike distance of employment, 

shopping, and services.  An expanded public transportation system is dependent on getting a reliable source 

of operating funds. Communities in Motion does not include a greater level of transit services than what is 

currently provided due to financial limitations, primarily operating funds.  COMPASS and its members have 

made obtaining financial resource for transit a high priority, and they were successful in getting legislation 

introduced in 2008 which would have allowed a local-option tax to be approved by voters.  While this 

legislation was not passed, the statewide effort demonstrated the broad support for local option taxation for 

transportation. 

While not specifically called for in Communities in Motion, COMPASS has backed legislation that would 

ban texting while driving. 
 

Intersections  

Although intersections only constitute a small portion of the overall highway system, they were the 

location of 40 percent of all traffic crashes in Idaho in 2008. Urban areas accounted for 82% of the 

intersection crashes, but rural areas accounted for 60% of the intersection-related crash deaths.  Furthermore, 

it is to be expected that crashes are concentrated at intersections since they create numerous conflict points 

where differing traffic movements converge in one place. 

 

Challenges at Signalized Intersections 

• Drivers - insufficient turn lanes, geometry of intersection confuses drivers, access management, impaired 

drivers 

• Roadway - sight distance, geometrics and design, lack of roundabouts, access management needed, 

visibility of traffic control device (signal), poorly timed signals, poor signing 

• Political - need to legalize red light running cameras 

• People/social - funding capacity for intersections 

• Technical - lack of coordination to signalize lights, level of service capacity, poor signal timing leads to 

driver impatience  

 

Challenges at Unsignalized Intersections  

• Roadway - pavement markings, lack of roundabouts, access management needed, visibility of traffic 

control device (signal), poorly timed signals, poor signing, vision obstructions/ trees, crops, poor sight 

distance 

• Weather - poor visibility/fog , slick conditions make it tough to stop 
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• Political - void between misdemeanors and felonies , aggressive penalties, licensing younger/older drivers, 

allowing young drivers to have passengers, removal of unwarranted signs is difficult 

• People/social - vandalism of stop signs/other traffic signs, educations about slowing/stopping, 

awareness of pedestrians/cyclists , unawareness of other vehicles and right of way, pedestrians/cyclists 

unaware of vehicles, lack of funding for bike lanes 

• Technical – roundabouts, access management, lack of right of way to add signals, lack of proper 

mechanisms for traffic control 
 

Strategies 

• Increased roadway safety enhancements 

• LED signals, in-pavement lighting, interconnected signals, experimental use of flashing yellow arrows, 

signal timing and coordination, red light running cameras, audible pedestrian signals, countdown 

pedestrian crosswalk signals  

• Exclusive left-turn lanes  

• Roadway lighting  

• Agency coordination - identify stakeholders/decision makers  

• Change societal and cultural views on driving behavior, target youthful drivers, primary seat belt law  

• Better roads, better engineering and maintenance, better pavement markings, add alternative types of 

intersections, such as roundabouts  
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion  Within the Managing Congestion (Chapter 7), options for 

improved intersection concepts, including roundabouts, are presented. The virtue of roundabouts was 

discussed earlier in this chapter. Prioritization of safety would include elements such as improved signal 

systems, signal progression, street lighting, poor geometrics (sharp curves, poor lines of sight, etc.). Access 

management is also discussed in Chapter 7 and is a corollary to the functional classification map shown in 

Chapter 5. Maintenance is another priority in Communities in Motion and would address pavement markings 

(lane striping, stop bars, pedestrian crosswalks) and signal/signage maintenance. 
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Roadway Departure  

In 2008, 5,985 roadway departure crashes accounted for 116 deaths, or about half of all Idaho highway 

fatalities.  The majority of these crashed are on rural roadways. A roadway departure crash occurs when a 

vehicle departs its travel lane and collides with a fixed object or overturns. The ideal solution to roadway 

departure crashes is to keep vehicles from leaving the travel lane.  One means of doing so is to identify cost-

effective strategies that reduce unintentional lane departures.  For events when departure is imminent, the 

primary objective is to alert the driver beforehand.  The secondary objective is to assist the driver in safely 

returning to the travel lane and minimize the consequences of departure by creating clear zones along the 

roadside.  The most common fixed objects involved in run-off-road crashes are trees, and the results of such 

crashes are generally quite severe. 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion Maintaining investments in operations and management will 

support many of the above measures. Chapter 7 discusses many of the measures such as innovative 

intersection designs (roundabouts, et. al.), signal improvements, access management, and other means of 

improving existing transportation systems.  Complete street approaches (Chapter 6) will lead to more 

consideration of other transportation users and design needs, including improved pedestrian crossings, better 

street lighting for visibility, bike lanes, and other treatments. 

These improvements will require higher levels of investment, which is the aim of Chapter 12. 

 
Vulnerable Users - Bicyclists, Motorcycles, and Pedestrians/School Children  

Bicyclists 

In 2008, 11 pedestrians and 2 bicyclists were killed in traffic crashes. Theses represented 6 percent of all 

fatalities in Idaho. Children, ages 4 to 14, accounted for 21 percent of the fatalities and injuries sustained in 

pedestrian crashes and 21 percent in bicycle collisions. Collisions involving bicyclists and pedestrians cost 

Idahoans nearly $138 million dollars in 2008. This represents 5 percent of the total economic cost of 

collisions. 

Challenges 

• Enforcement,  wrong-way riding, night riding without lights, right of way conflicts, laws for bikes and 

cars not consistent (i.e. stoplight rules) 

• Targeted education needed  - car drivers not aware of bicycles, lack of bicycle rider education , no 

training on speed differences between bikes and highway users, cars and bikes sharing space,  drinking 

pedestrians and bicyclists,  pedestrian rules not understood or followed,  not wearing helmets,  who has 

the right of way,  lack of tolerance (for bikes and pedestrians),  difference between car rules and bike rules 
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 Figure 10-9: Bike Accidents 

Infrastructure  

• Roads designed for cars only;  not for multiple users  

• Lack of bike/pedestrian paths, sidewalk riding  

• Schools built in residential areas without the path systems to handle increased bike and pedestrian traffic 
 

EMS  

• Lack of training for removal of helmets on injured cyclists by EMS personnel  

• Lack of training in motorcycle-specific injuries 
 

Bicycle accidents have been a major topic during 

the past year due to some highly publicized fatal 

accidents (Figure 10-9).  

Total bicycle accidents held steady from 2000 to 

2004, but increased sharply in 2005.  Injuries in these 

accidents track closely with the number of accidents 

due to the exposure of the cyclist. Fatalities are more 

erratic and involve the motor vehicle speed, size, and 

the angle of impact. 

In 2009, 60% of the bicycle-involved accidents 

and injuries occurred at intersections.  Two of the 

three fatalities were intersection related. This statistic 

presents a challenge when considering additional bike lanes or paths. In most cases, these paths and lanes will 

intersect with the roadway system. Improving signage, pavement marking, street lighting and other elements 

are critical. As the number of bicyclists increases, the need for improved facilities will grow.  

ACHD adopted a Roadways to Bikeways Plan in May 2009, Meridian adopted a Pathways Master Plan in 

January 2010, and Caldwell adopted a Pathways and Bike Route Master Plan.10 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

                                                 
10 www.achdidaho.org/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?ProjectID=77  
http://www.meridiancity.org/parks_rec.aspx?id=2667, http://cityofcaldwell.com/file_depot/0-10000000/10000-
20000/13986/folder/73810/Pathways+and+Bike+Routes+Master+Plan+2010.pdf 
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Figure 10-10:  Pedestrian Accidents 

 

Pedestrians 

Between 2000 and 2009 there were 917 

accidents involving pedestrians.  Typically these are 

pedestrians involved with cars or trucks, but the 

accident data also show accidents involving 

pedestrians and motorcycles or bicycles.  Figure 10-

10 shows that injury data track closely with accident 

data. Injuries exceed the number of accidents since 

there can be more than one pedestrian involved, or 

the vehicle driver or occupant may be injured.  

Fatality data are more erratic, with the second 

highest total in 2002, which was “average” for 

pedestrian involved accidents. 

The peak time for pedestrian accidents is between 7:00 am and 8:00 am.  More than 10% of the total 

accidents during the past ten years happen then.  The number of children going to school and people walking 

to work combined with poor lighting and drivers hurrying to their own destinations are deadly combinations. 

Of all the accidents, 40% occurred under poor lighting conditions (dawn/dusk or dark). 
 

Current Strategies 

• Established bicycle/pedestrian advisory committees in most major cities  

• All federal-aid projects in Idaho are reviewed to check for adequate bicycle accommodations.  

• Over 50,000 copies of Idaho Bicycling Street Smarts are in the process of being distributed to the public 

at no cost.  

• Updated the Idaho Bicycle Commuter Guide.  

• Idaho has 11 League Cycling Instructors (six added in 2006), certified by the League of American 

Bicyclists  

• Incorporated bicycling facilities in roadway projects  

• Establishing bicycle advisory committees 

• Established the Treasure Valley Cycling Alliance a nonprofit organization.  

• Establish a Safe Routes to School program  

• Established a Safe Kids program 

 

 

 

 



Communities in Motion – Page 10 - 24   September 2010 

 
Figure 10-11:  Motorcycle Accidents 

 

Potential New Strategies  

• Stop impaired driving - legalize sobriety checkpoints11, mandate judicial support of laws by instituting 

mandatory penalties for impaired driving, have a DUI/drug court in every Idaho county with supervised 

DUI probation, get legislative and Idaho State Police buy-in for increased personnel, use the available 

federal funding currently left on the table.  

• Eliminate aggressive driving - increase the number of Idaho State Police troopers by 90 and support staff 

by 15 within 5 years, implement electronic enforcement, educate Idahoans about what aggressive driving 

is and its impact on fatality numbers 
 

ACHD has resolved to dedicate 5% of its annual capital budget and half of its new vehicle registration 

fee revenues (approximately $4M total each year) to sidewalk and other pedestrian projects. 
 
Motorcycles  

In 2008, motorcycle collisions 

represented just 3 percent of the 

total number of collisions, yet 

accounted for just over 13 percent of 

the total number of fatalities and 

serious injuries (Figure 10-11). Just 

over half (55 percent) of all 

motorcycle collisions involved a 

single vehicle, and 48 percent of fatal 

motorcycle collisions involved a 

single vehicle. Idaho code requires all 

motorcycle operators and passengers 

under the age of 18 to wear a helmet. In 2008, only 27 of the 36 (75 percent) motorcycle drivers and 

passengers, under the age of 18 and involved in crashes, were wearing helmets. The National Highway Traffic 

Safety Administration estimates helmets are 37 percent effective in preventing motorcycle fatalities. In 2008, 

61 percent of motorcyclists killed in collisions were wearing helmets. Motorcycle crashes cost Idaho $262 

million dollars in 2008. 

 

 

 

 

 
                                                 
11 Under current law, sobriety checkpoints are illegal in Idaho in the absence of authorizing legislation. (State v. Henderson, 756 P.2d 

1057 (Idaho 1988)) 
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Challenges  

• Education - not wearing helmets, lack of high-speed training, motorcyclists not following the rules in 

congested areas, daring attitudes, scooters operated by youth, lack of ongoing education, lack of visibility 

to others (awareness of drivers) , lack of training for all riders 

• Enforcement  - impaired driving, definition of street legal not clear, too fast in curves, running between 

lanes of stalled traffic , not losing motorcycle endorsement for violations, aggressive driving 

• Engineering – low visibility of scooters, scooters sold as toys, road hazards for motorcycles (i.e. 

pavement crack sealant, manhole covers in curves, slick road markings, etc.) 
 

Strategies  

• Provide training through the statewide Skills Training Advantage for Riders (STAR) program.  

• Provide motorcycle skills testing Increased motorist awareness by: 

o Operating booths promoting motorist awareness as well as rider training.  

o Forming and support the Governor’s Idaho Motorcycle Safety Advisory Council. 

• Stop impaired driving - legalize sobriety checkpoints, mandate judicial support of laws by instituting 

mandatory penalties for impaired driving, have a DUI/drug court in every Idaho county with supervised 

DUI probation. 

• Increase education, enforcement and awareness - increase training by having training facilities and staff 

available within 50 miles of all motorcycle users. Increase the number of citizen awareness programs 

regarding motorcycle, scooter, etc. rules and issues (targeted at all Idahoans), require training for all 

motorcycle users who are ticketed and do not have a motorcycle operator's endorsement to avoid license 

forfeiture. 

• Get legislative and Idaho State Police buy-in for increased personnel - use the available federal funding 

currently left on the table, implement electronic enforcement. 
 

The trend for motorcycle/moped accidents in Ada and Canyon Counties shows a dramatic increase from 

2000 to 2007.  During this period, the total number almost doubled.  As Figure 10-11 shows, injuries track 

very closely with the accident figures given the speed and exposure of the motorcycle driver and any 

passengers.  Declines since 2007 may be attributable to the programs under the SHSP. 
 

Implementation through Communities in Motion 

Many of the challenges and strategies in the SHSP lie in improved training, education and enforcement. 

While these are critical areas, their implementation mostly lies outside of Communities in Motion.  A rash of 

bicycle fatalities in 2009 triggered the attention of state and local officials, with legislation and local 

ordinances being considered to mandate minimum clearance distances when drivers are passing bicyclists. 
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Safe Routes to School funds are being programmed in the Transportation Improvement Program for 

education and physical improvements.  A complete streets policy in Communities in Motion will encourage 

inclusion and consideration of project design elements to meet the needs of all users—not just those of 

vehicle drivers.  This means that projects being considered for federal funding would need to identify the 

need for pedestrian crossings, bike lanes, sidewalks and pathways, appropriate street lighting, and other 

elements. 

Communities in Motion also calls for prioritization of maintenance and safety projects.  While maintenance 

is often overlooked as a safety feature, rough pavements, potholes, broken streetlights, and other deficiencies 

can present hazards to all transportation users.  Users are not the only ones who might suffer from poor 

maintenance: the exposure of the transportation agency to a lawsuit based on inadequate maintenance 

contributing to an accident should not be overlooked.  
 
Young Drivers 

The SHSP found that drivers between ages 15 to 19 represented 6 percent of licensed drivers in Idaho in 

2008, yet they were involved in 14 percent of the fatal and serious injury collisions. In 2008, drivers age 15 to 

19 constituted 11 percent of the impaired drivers involved in collisions, despite the fact they were too young 

to legally consume alcohol. National and international research indicates youthful drivers are more likely to be 

in single-vehicle crashes, to make one or more driver errors, to speed, to carry more passengers than other 

age groups, to drive older and smaller cars that are less protective, and are less likely to wear seat belts.  

Only 3 of the 17 (18 percent) youthful drivers involved in fatal crashes were wearing a seat belt. Collisions 

involving youthful drivers cost Idahoans over $536 million in 2008. This represents 21 percent of the total 

economic cost of collisions. 
 

Challenges 

• Distractions (cell phones, music, food, and friends), multiple passengers 

• Impairment via alcohol, drugs, or fatigue 

• Night driving  

• Immature brain and physical and emotional development, driving too young, inadequate training  

• Speeding  

• Too much car for young driver, junky cars (no airbags, unsafe) 
 

Strategies 

• Three-month intensive law enforcement campaign, in conjunction with the aggressive driving program, 

targeting youthful aggressive drivers.  

• A multi-media ad campaign to support the law enforcement campaign and to raise awareness.  

• Add the “Drive Program” to Idaho driver’s education instructors in partnership with the Department of 

Education.  
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• Evaluate the effectiveness of program components to identify performance measures and find ways in 

which to improve the program. 

• Change the law to limit number of passengers. 

• Increase the number of enforcement personnel on the road.  

• Institute a primary law seat belt law. Increase fine for no seat belt use. 

• Apply for federal funding for education.  

• Engage in stakeholder work to introduce legislation and sell public to increase the driver age for 

licensure.  

• Increase education with “Click it or Ticket.” 

• Award certification of usage linked to insurance policy coverage.  

• Find additional methods to increase youth accountability. 

• Mandatory education programs (in schools/drivers education).  

• Campaign/media appeal to age groups for alcohol/drug abstinence Increase night time driving 

restrictions.  

• Stiffen penalties for violations of passenger restrictions – include suspensions.  

• Provisional licenses until 17 or 18. 
 

Assuming that the 2008 Idaho 

percentage of young drivers12 (6.2%) holds 

for Ada and Canyon Counties, how does this 

compare with this age group’s share of 

accidents in the region (Figure 10-12)? In 

2008 there were 8,464 accidents, resulting in 

42 deaths and 4,314 injuries. Accidents 

involving drivers between 15 and 19 years of 

age totaled 2,603, with 12 fatalities and 1,528 

injuries.  This means that teen-involved 

accidents represented 31% of the accidents, 

28.6% of the fatalities, and 35.4% of the 

injuries.  

These numbers are consistent with the most recent ITD reports on teen driving and safety, which notes 

that “…youthful drivers were involved in 2.6 times as many crashes as you would expect…and were 2.9 times 

as likely as all other drivers to be involved in a crash.”13 

                                                 
12 2008 Driver Collision Statistics (Age, Gender, Violations, License Suspensions). Idaho Transportation Department. Office of Highway 

Safety. http://itd.idaho.gov/ohs/stats.htm  
13 2008 Youthful Drivers (Age 15-19). Idaho Transportation Department. Office of Highway Safety. http://itd.idaho.gov/ohs/stats.htm 

Figure 10-12: Young Driver Accidents in Ada and 
Canyon Counties 
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Teen involved accidents have fallen in number and as a percentage of total accidents within Ada and 

Canyon counties (Figure 10-12). Some of this may be attributable to the drop in the percentage of population 

group between 14 and 19.  

 
Implementation through Communities in Motion 

While not included as a measure in Communities in Motion, COMPASS has backed legislation to make 

driving while texting a violation. Since distraction by texting—along with cell phone use and conversing with 

passengers—is a source of inattention, and inattention is the single largest cause of accidents where specific 

driver behavior is noted, this measure could assist in further reductions of accidents. Provision of alternatives 

to driving is not specifically noted as a measure in the SHSP, but Communities in Motion does promote 

alternatives, including transit, walking, and biking, that could also reduce teen accidents. 
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CHAPTER 11
MOVING GOODS AND AIR TRAFFIC

Background 

Improving the system linkages between freight, multimodal 

surface roadways, and port/railroad infrastructure is important for 

the vitality of the national economy.  State and local transportation 

planning efforts are envisioned to ensure the safe, efficient, and 

effective movement of people and goods as part of the national 

transportation system.   

The federal Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and Efficient Transportation 

Equity Act-A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU) legislation outlined 

eight federal planning factors.  Three of the eight planning factors 

include freight-related provisions that should be addressed as part 

of the metropolitan transportation planning process as follows and 

specifically calls for the need to address freight movement as part 

of the transportation planning process: 
 

 23 U.S.C. §134 (a) Metropolitan transportation planning states 

that it is in the national interest to encourage and promote the 

safe and efficient management, operation, and development of surface transportation systems that will 

serve the mobility needs of people and freight and foster economic growth and development within and 

between States and urbanized areas, while minimizing transportation related fuel consumption and air 

pollution through metropolitan and Statewide transportation planning processes identified in this chapter; 

and encourage the continued improvement and evolution of the metropolitan and Statewide 

transportation planning processes by MPOs, State departments of transportation, and public transit 

operators as guided by the planning factors identified in subsection (h)(as shown below) and section 

135(d). 
 

 23 CFR §450.306(a) The metropolitan planning process for a metropolitan planning area under this 

section shall provide for consideration of projects and strategies that will… 

(1) Support the economic vitality of the metropolitan area, especially by enabling global competitiveness, 

productivity, and efficiency; 

(4) Increase the accessibility and mobility of people and for freight; 

(6) Enhance the integration and connectivity of the transportation system, across and between modes, for 

people and freight; 

"...statistics will save us from 
doing what we do, in the wrong 
places. ... The surplus, that which 
is produced in one place to be 
consumed in another; the capacity 
of each locality for producing a 
greater surplus; the natural means 
of transportation, and their 
susceptibility for improvement; the 
hindrances, delays, and losses of 
life and property during 
transportation, and the causes of 
each, would be among the most 
valuable statistics in this 
connection." 
 
Internal Improvements, Speech of Mr. A. 
Lincoln of Illinois in the House of 
Representatives, June 28, 1848, Cong. 
Globe, 30th Cong., 1st Sess. 709-711 
(1848) 
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To learn more about the Idaho 
Trucking Association, please visit 
the following website: 
 
www.idtrucking.org/mission.php 

As part of the metropolitan planning organization (MPO) participation planning requirements under title 

23 U.S.C., the SAFETEA-LU consultation requirements were expanded in order to include freight shippers, 

who are providers of freight transportation services, as interested parties that should be provided a reasonable 

opportunity to comment on programs and long range transportation plans.  
 

 23 CFR §450.316(a) - Interested Parties, Participation, and Consultation—The MPO shall develop and 

use a documented participation plan that defines a process of providing citizens, affected public agencies, 

representatives of public transportation employees, FREIGHT SHIPPERS, PROVIDERS OF 

FREIGHT TRANSPORTATION SERVICES, private providers of transportation, representatives of 

users of public transport, representatives of users of pedestrian walkways and bicycle transportation 

facilities, representatives of the disabled, and other interested parties with reasonable opportunities to be 

involved in the metropolitan transportation planning process. 

 23 CFR §450.316(b) - In developing MTPs and TIPs, the MPO should consult with agencies and 

officials responsible for other planning activities within the MPA that are affected by transportation 

(including State and local planned growth, economic development, environmental protection, airport 

operations, or freight movements) or coordinate its planning process (to the maximum extent 

practicable) with such planning activities.  In addition, MTPs and TIPs shall be developed with due 

consideration of other related planning activities within the metropolitan area… 

 
The Idaho Trucking Association  

The Idaho Trucking Association has been serving Idaho since 1934 and currently has 225 members.  

Their mission is the advancement of the interests of 

transporters of property and passengers by motor carriers, and 

to promote and preserve the inherent advantages of highway 

transportation. 

Freight Services  

Freight is the transport of goods that connects businesses to suppliers and markets by truck, rail, pipeline, 

air, and/or water.  It is vital to the existence and growth of global, national, state, and local economies.  

Freight in southwestern Idaho is moved by highway, rail, and air.  Within Idaho the transportation system 

moved 96,000 tons of freight worth $78 million per day to serve 520,000 households and 40,000 

establishments. Approximately 97% of weight and 96% of value were hauled by truck within Idaho.  As the 

Treasure Valley grows, so will the demand for goods; therefore, freight must remain competitive, effective, 

and responsive to these growing demands.  
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Highway Freight 

The majority of freight movement in the region occurs via the highway system. Even freight brought into 

or leaving the area by other means is transported by truck either to or from the other modes of 

transportation.  Trucking companies serve the region’s freight needs with widely varying travel patterns, times 

of operation, and specializations.  

 In 2007, the Treasure Valley Truck Freight Study was 

conducted to collect information about truck freight moving in, 

out, and around the Treasure Valley.  The study consisted of three 

data collection efforts: 

 The commercial vehicle intercept study interviewed more than 

2,200 truckers at the ports of entry and truck stops about commercial vehicles classification by weight, 

size and configuration, trip origin and destination, land use at the origin and destination, time of day of 

travel, cargo transfer type, and cargo and trip frequency. 

 The external station data collection project captured more than 51,100 vehicles entering, leaving, or 

passing through the area.  

 The commercial vehicle survey surveyed over 460 local establishments, which amounted to travel data on 

more than 6,500 commercial trips. The data contained origin and destination of local trips, time of day 

travel, frequency of trip, length of trip, vehicle occupancy, cargo and route.  
 

 The external station data collection project evaluated through trip traffic for commercial and non-

commercial vehicles by tracking vehicles entering at specific locations.  These locations, shown on Figure 

11.1, were collected on October 23, 2007, from 8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m.  On that day, over 51,100 license plates 

were recorded which resulted in over 64% of all traffic “captured.”   The results are interesting and surprising 

– less than 2% of the traffic on the interstate and state highways is passing through the area, and commercial 

vehicles contribute to half of this number.  However, truck freight makes up over 16% of the traffic on the 

interstate and highways entering and leaving the Treasure Valley.  This means freight is a large contributor to 

the local economy.   If truck freight stops, the area has an average three day supply of food, medical supplies, 

cash, and auto fuel.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To learn more about the Treasure 
Valley Truck Freight Study, 
please visit the following website:  
 
www.compassidaho.org/prodserv
/specialprojects-tvtfs.htm 
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Figure 11-1: External Station Data Collection Project Tracking Locations 

 For total trips monitored at the external locations, the following conclusions were reached: 

 3.7% (~1,500 of 40,006) of all 

vehicle trips entering at one 

of the nine locations pass 

through Treasure Valley. 

 10% (~720 of 6,965) of all 

commercial vehicles entering 

at one of the nine locations 

pass through the Treasure 

Valley.  

 2.4% (~780 of 33,042) of all 

non-commercial vehicles 

entering at one of the nine 

locations pass through 

Treasure Valley.  

The two most critical locations 

were Stations 1 and 2, which 

monitored traffic entering the 

region via I-84.  For 

commercial traffic entering at Station 1, at the Elmore/Ada County line, the study concluded that less than 

700 trucks of the 10,100 entering also exited the region.  This was about 7% of the total.  For commercial 

traffic entering at Station 2, at the Payette/Canyon County line, the study concluded that less than 400 trucks 

of the 9,600 entering also exited the region.  This was about 4% of the total.  A majority of the through trips 

use I-84. The findings indicate that much of the commercial traffic has some business to conduct in the 

region in terms of delivering/picking up goods or simply fueling/dining.  For non-commercial vehicles, the 

percentages were below 5%.  

 The conclusions indicate that provision of a “bypass” would not substantially reduce traffic on the most 

congested portions of I-84 between Nampa and the Wye Interchange.  For example, current volumes 

approach 120,000 vehicles per day just west of the Wye Interchange.  A bypass might reduce truck traffic by 

600 vehicles per day and another 500+ non-commercial vehicles per day.  
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The feasibility of passenger commuter rail service along that 

corridor will depend upon the development of an integrated 

land use and urban design pattern and identification of a local, 

on-going funding stream. The rail system also depends on an 

extensive complementary bus system to link other parts of the 

region to the rail corridor. Treasure Valley High Capacity 

Transit Study, complete in 2009, evaluated a range of options to serve the area between downtown Boise and 

the City of Caldwell. The study found that evaluating four arterial alignments -Fairview Avenue/Cherry Lane, 

Franklin Road, Overland Road and the Boise Cutoff rail best addressed the purpose of the study.  Three 

transit modes, bus rapid transit-exclusive lane, bus rapid transit-mixed traffic, and light rail were evaluated on 

each alignment. Please refer to Chapter 6, Expanding Transportation Choices, for more in-depth discussion 

of transit.  

Air Travel and Freight 

 The largest air facility in the region is the Boise Airport (BOI), also known as Gowen Field or the Boise 

Air Terminal.  In the mid-1990s, the Boise Airport began expansion to accommodate more passengers and 

freight.  A master plan evaluated the community’s recent and future growth and suggested that the airport 

grow in phases.  The plan predicts an increase from the current three million annual total passengers to 

approximately six million by 20203.  A new terminal was opened in 2003; a year later, the airport unveiled a 

new food court, ground-loading concourse, and a security checkpoint. In 2005, Concourse B was refurbished. 

Future additional improvements include: 

 New taxiway exit for the runway 

 Full-length, parallel taxiway on the south side of the runway 

 New, longer parallel runway 

 Relocation of the traffic control tower 

 Larger spaces for general aviation, air cargo, and the National Interagency Fire Center 

 Additional parking. 
 

These improvements are paid for using federal grant funds, direct funding from the Federal Aviation 

Administration, use fees, and terminal rent.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 “Boise Airport Year in Review,” 2003, Page B. 

To learn more about the Treasure 
Valley High Capacity Transit 
Study, please visit the website: 
 

www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/
specialprojects-tvhcts.htm 
 



 

Communities in Motion – Page 11 - 8   September 2010 

Boise constructed its first municipal 
airport in 1926 along the Boise River, 
where Boise State University is located 
today…. By 1938, Boise purchased land 
and relocated the airport to its current 
location.  At the time the 8,800-foot 
runway was the longest in the nation. 
 

 - Boise Airport Year in Review 2003 

To see the locations of these airports, 
please visit the following website: 
 
http://www.compassidaho.org/docume
nts/prodserv/maps/2010/airports.pdf 

 Table 11-1 shows general statistics and projections for the Boise Airport from 1995 through 2035, which 

illustrate the growth the airport has experienced and expects to experience in the next 25 years.  End of year 

2006 and 2007 experienced the highest volume of freight and enplaned passengers at 94,874 tons and 

1,679,427, respectively.     

Table 11-1: Boise Airport Statistics3 

 
End of Year 

1995 

End of Year 

2009 

Change 

1995-2009 

Projected 

2035 

Change 

2009-2035 

Enplaned 

Passengers 
1,107,571 1,397,772 26% 1,918,200 37% 

Total Freight  57,386 73,528 28% 121,600 65% 

The above figures do not show the effects of the recent economic downturn on passenger volumes from 
2008 to today. The forecasts do not assume this downturn will continue for an extended period of time 
although, included in the forecast calculation.  

   

Gowen Field, located within the Boise Airport, is 

home to the Idaho National Guard, which includes the 

124th Wing of the Air National Guard and two aviation 

battalions of the Army National Guard. With Mountain 

Home Air Force Base located approximately 50 miles 

east of Boise, U.S. Air Force aircraft use the Boise 

Airport on a regular basis.  All counties within the study 

area rely on the Boise Airport for commercial passenger 

air travel.  Two airports in Canyon County serve general aviation:  Caldwell Industrial Airport and Nampa 

Municipal Airport.  

The Caldwell Industrial Airport sits alongside I-84 on 154 acres of land.  A total of 460 acres was 

purchased in 1971 for the airport to ensure an adequate amount of land for future growth.  Over 400 aircrafts 

are housed at the airport with enough room for 1,000 

more.  The airport’s master plan calls for an extension 

to the runway (from 5,500 feet to 7,140 feet) and 

installation of a precision approach.  A new 9,000 

square foot terminal building is under construction and 

completion is expected fall 2010.  The new terminal will include a state of the art pilots’ lounge, car rental 

booths, insurance and freight offices, and a 100-seat café.4  

 

 

 
                                                 
4 City of Caldwell website:  http://city.cityofcaldwell.com/index.v3page?p=32336, August 1, 2005. 
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MOUNTAIN HOME AIR FORCE BASE, Idaho (AFPN) -- A 
crew chief uses hand signals to communicate with an 
aircrew before they take off to perform an evening training 
sortie over central Idaho. (U.S. Air Force photo by Master 
Sgt. Scott Wagers)  

 The Nampa Municipal Airport was built in 1929 and is located on 242 acres in northeast Nampa; it has an 

additional twenty acres for future development.  The city owns the airport.  A single runway, 4,050 feet by 

seventy-five feet accommodates an estimated 118,100 annual operations (August 2005) and 315 based 

aircraft. Nampa airport staff estimate the facility could accommodate another 71 aircraft hangers plus 12 

business lots for additional aircraft.  Future plans integrate airport development and surrounding uses to 

achieve long-term compatibility.  The airport has a master plan that will guide phased development through 

2012. 

 Other airports exist in the six-county area, but the majority are private use facilities. Table 11-2 shows a 

listing of public use airports in the planning area. 

Although Mountain Home Air Force Base in Elmore County is not used publicly, the base is important 

to the region.  Mountain Home Air Force Base 

and the 366th Fighter Wing have a rich history 

that stretches back more than 50 years to the 

United States’ entry into World War II.  

Although the wing itself was not activated until 

after World War II, it shares the World War II 

heritage of the 366th Operations Group, whose 

precursor organization, the 366th Fighter 

Group, was established about the same time 

the base was being built.  
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Table 11-2: Public Use Airports in the Six-County Area 

County Airport Acreage Comments 

Ada Boise Airport 5,000 Operated by the City of Boise 

Boise 

 

Garden Valley Airport 25 
Operated by the Idaho Transportation 

Department, Division of Aeronautics 

Idaho City USFS Airport 12 Operated by the U.S. Forest Service 

Warm Springs Creek (Lowman) 19 
Operated by the Idaho Transportation 

Department, Division of Aeronautics 

Canyon 

 

Caldwell Industrial Airport 154 Operated by the City of Caldwell 

Nampa Municipal Airport 191 Operated by the City of Nampa 

Parma Airport 44 Operated by the City of Parma 

Elmore 

 

Atlanta Airport 14 
Operated by the Idaho Transportation 

Department, Division of Aeronautics 

Graham USFS Airport 11 Operated by the U.S. Forest Service 

Weatherby USFS Airport 15 Operated by the U.S. Forest Service 

Glenns Ferry Municipal Airport 85 Operated by the City of Glenns Ferry 

Mountain Home Municipal 

Airport 
443 Operated by the City of Mountain Home 

Pine Airport 16 
Operated by the Idaho Transportation 

Department, Division of Aeronautics 

Smith Prairie Airport (Prairie) 39 
Operated by the Idaho Transportation 

Department, Division of Aeronautics 

Gem Emmett Municipal Airport 80 Operated by the City of Emmett 

Payette Payette Municipal Airport 260 Operated by the City of Payette 
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Linking Project Prioritization and Freight Corridors 

National and Regional Freight Corridors 

Emphasis on freight planning and ways to fund freight projects is increasing, especially in freight-hubs 

like Chicago.  However, smaller areas must also engage in freight planning due to federal regulations.  Current 

federal guidance requires each state to develop a freight plan – much like a long range transportation plan.  

This would roll up into a national freight plan to create a more holistic merit based approach.  However, 

competition for federal funding is fierce so new revenue sources are necessary just to maintain the existing 

program.  One of the first steps to integrate freight into planning is to identify freight corridors – these are 

NOT truck routes nor should be interpreted as such.  Figure 11-2 highlights Interstate 84 – national and 

regional corridor; and the Union Pacific main rail line – regional corridor.  

 
Figure 11-2: National and Regional Freight Corridors 
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Local Freight Corridors 

Based on results from the commercial vehicle survey the corridors listed below and shown in Figure 11-3 

are used most for local freight and directly influence the points received during prioritization.  Over 75% of 

the local truck freight is by light truck, van, and passenger car or sport utility vehicle.  Heavy two-axle trucks 

make up only 11.6%.  Over 88% of the destinations are to the cities of Boise, Nampa and Meridian.  

 

1. I-84 - 12.1% 

2. US 20/26 (Chinden Boulevard) - 3.3% 

3. SH 44 (State Street) - 3.3% 

4. Franklin Road/Franklin Boulevard5 - 3.2%) 

5. Eagle Road (SH 55) - 2.7% 

6. Overland Road – 2.0% 

7. Cole Road - 1.5% 

8. Cloverdale Road - 1.1% 

9. Emerald Street- 1.1%  

10. Fairview Avenue - 2.5% 

 

 
Figure 11-3: Local Freight Corridors 
 

 

  

                                                 
5 Total for both routes - most drivers did not distinguish between Franklin Road and Franklin Boulevard.  
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To learn more about the TIP 
Project Prioritization Process, 
please visit the following website: 
 
http://www.compassidaho.org/pro
dserv/transimprovement.htm  

Project Prioritization 

Transportation projects that improve safety and/or the 

mobility of goods for the above identified freight corridors will 

receive points during the annual transportation improvement 

program (TIP) prioritization process (Table 11-3), once 

approved by the COMPASS Board. These projects would 

consist of but are not limited to:  intersection improvements, 

railroad crossing upgrades, new railroad overpasses, new or improved interstate overpasses, roadway 

widening, access control, intelligent transportation systems and/or maintenance. 

  

Table 11-3: TIP Project Prioritization, Potential Points (as of June 17, 2010) 

Primary Freight Routes  

(10 points) 

• 1-84  

• US 20/26 (Chinden Blvd)  

• SH 44 and State St Franklin 

Road/Boulevard6 

• Garrity Boulevard Eagle Road 

(SH 55) Fairview Avenue 

Overland Road  

• Cole Road 

Secondary Freight Routes  

(7 points) 

• 10th Avenue (Caldwell) 

• 11th Avenue (Nampa) 

• Broadway Avenue 

• Caldwell-Nampa Boulevard 

• Cherry Lane 

• Cloverdale Road  

• Curtis Road / Veteran’s Memorial 

Parkway7  

• Emerald Street 

• Federal Way Vista Avenue 

• Five Mile Road 

• Greenhurst Road 

• Lake Shore Drive 

• Locust Grove Road 

• Maple Grove Road 

• Marsing Road 

• Meridian Road 

• Orchard Street 

• SH 45 and 12th Avenue Road 

• SH 55 (Karcher Road) 

• Ustick Road 

• Victory Road 

Support Facilities  

(4 points) 
As described by project sponsor and accepted by RTAC Scoring Committee 

 

  

                                                 
6 Respondents did not distinguish between Franklin Road and Franklin Boulevard therefore, given total points for both routes.  
7 Routes added for connectivity between primary routes indicated in the survey results.  
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Freight movement in Idaho is an important element of Idaho’s transportation future.  Whether used to 

transport agricultural products, high tech components, or numerous commodities, transportation is the 

thread that binds our state’s economy together.  Freight growth across the nation is expected to nearly double 

by 2035 with 61% of all commerce in commodities involving truck transportation on our nation’s roads and 

highways (Freight Facts and Figures, 2009).  Investing in freight infrastructures and networking the various 

modes will facilitate the movement of vital commodities. 

 
 

More information about freight is located on the following websites:  

 

Freight Analysis Framework: www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf 
 

Economic Census: http://www.census.gov/econ/census07/ 
 

FHWA Freight Involved in Highway Bottlenecks Report: 

http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/otps/freight.cfm 
 

Treasure Valley Truck Freight Study: http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-tvtfs.htm 
 

Freight Shipments to, from, and within Idaho: 

http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/state_info/faf2/pdfs/id.pdf 
 

Coalition for America’s Gateways and Trade Corridors: www.tradecorridors.org 
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CHAPTER 12 
FINDING THE MONEY 

Federal Requirements 

Federal regulations1 state that the total cost of the investments in the plan cannot exceed the estimated 

funding available over the life of the plan. Specifically, the “funded” projects and services have to be within 

the projected revenues.  Only these funded projects and services can be used to determine air quality 

conformity. The unfunded projects and services can be described in the plan, a category that the US 

Department of Transportation calls “illustrative”; this plan simply calls them “unfunded.” That means these 

projects and services are included for information only. 

 The estimate of funds must account for maintenance of the existing and planned transportation system. 

The projected revenues need to be based on historic trends.  The revenue projections can include new funds 

for which a track record exists.  For example, if a gas tax increase has been periodically approved by the state 

legislature, it would be reasonable to assume future increases.  But if in the past, approval of a local option 

sales tax did not occur, it would not be reasonable to assume that approval would be granted in the future.  

The Importance of Financial Analysis 

If you wanted to build a house you would determine how much you could afford to spend.  It would be 

unwise to design a home that would cost $1 million if your income supports a home costing $200,000.  In 

addition, any bank looking at your ability to make house payments will look at your other expenses – medical, 

food, utilities, and other debts.  At the same time, your vision of your future home might incorporate some 

later add-ons if your income goes up.  So plan big—as long as you know the fiscal realities and do not 

commit to more than you can afford. 

The same requirements are placed on preparing a regional transportation plan.  
 

• How much money can we reasonably expect to be available?  

• What are our other expenses that will draw upon these resources? 

• What new funds might we expect, and on what basis do we expect them?  

• What would our desired transportation system cost, including added maintenance for major investments?  

• If our transportation “wants” list adds up to more than our resources, what elements are we going to cut—

at least until we find more money? 

 

                                                 
1 Code of Federal Regulations (23 CFR 450), URL: http://www.washingtonwatchdog.org/documents/cfr/title23/part450.html, 

February 23, 2006. 
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A full report of Funding Transportation 
Needs can be viewed at 
http://www.compassidaho.org/reports.htm 

These questions are at the heart of a financially constrained transportation plan and are not much 

different than any household budget, except that the plan deals with billions of dollars. 

This chapter covers the sources of funds (revenue) and the outlay of these funds (expenses).  It then 

looks at how the costs of the desired transportation investments stack up against our expected income, how 

we might make decisions about what gets done, and where we might look for new revenues to fund the rest 

of our transportation system.  The bottom line is that to implement all the road corridors in Chapter 5 of this 

plan while maintaining and operating the total road system would require another $3.9 billion, while the 

expanded transit system presented in Chapter 6 would require another $1.5 billion to implement.  Raising 

$5.4 billion over the next 25 years will require increases in fees or taxes.  (These figures reflect inflation across 

time.) 
  

Purpose of Funding Transportation Needs 

In spring 2009, COMPASS commissioned a study 

to examine transportation funding issues in preparation 

for the update of Communities in Motion.  Funding 

Transportation Needs examined financial assumptions and looked at anticipated inflation and growth of future 

revenues for future transportation improvements and maintenance.  Federal rules require metropolitan 

transportation plans, such as Communities in Motion, to be fiscally constrained, meaning: 

• Base revenues can only consider current sources, with reasonable assumptions for increases based on 

historic patterns. 

• Project expenses must be inflated to the “year of expenditure.” 

• The plan must address maintenance of the existing transportation system. 
 

The Funding Transportation Needs study focused on Ada and Canyon Counties.  It addresses funding and 

expenses for local roadways, state highways, and public transit.  

 

The Economic Setting 

Unsettled economic times affect this financial outlook.  Major issues include: 

• Construction costs skyrocketed from 2003 to 2007, resulting in rapidly escalating construction and 

maintenance costs. 

• High crude oil prices flattened fuel demand in 2008, resulting in flat federal and state revenues and 

increasing roadway and transit costs such as asphalt and fuel.   

• Beginning in 2006, construction activity slowed, resulting in declines in local impact fee revenues and 

sales tax revenues. 
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Total annual roadway 
revenues could be $318 

million. 
 

• Starting in 2008, the housing crisis threatened local property tax revenues through dropping values and 

delinquencies in tax payments.  Declines in auto sales and other retail activities reduced sales taxes and 

vehicle fees. 

• The Federal Highway Trust Fund is depleted, with record federal budget deficits. 
 

In the face of these and other uncertainties, the approach taken by the consultant was to evaluate ranges 

of probabilities for the forecast.  

 

Roadway Revenue Assumptions 

• Federal funding for roadway and transit will increase at minimum 

levels.  

• The Idaho Transportation Department’s (ITD’s) share of Highway 

Distribution Account (HDA) funds will be fully committed to existing projects or matching federal 

grants.  No changes to HDA allocation formulas were assumed. 

• No change in the state and federal fuel tax rates.   

• Modest increases in Idaho fuel usage at a rate of 0.9% per year—half the 1981-2007 average growth rate. 

• Regional property tax revenues at an average rate of 2.3% each year. 

• Impact fees increase 2.0% per year. 

• Local option registration fees increase 4.0% per year. 

• Local roads will rely more on local revenue and less on state revenue. 

• Federal funding share of local roadway expenses will decrease from 11% to 8%.   
 

Based on these assumptions, by year 2035, local roadway revenues (less state system revenue) could be 

approximately $231 million per year, up from approximately $115 million in 2010.  Total roadway revenues in 

the two-county area, including state system, could total $318 million by 2035.   
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The roadway deficit 
could range from $2.8 
billion within Ada and 
Canyon Counties to as 
much as $3.9 billion. 

Local Road maintenance 
and operations alone will 

likely cost about $190 
million (annual) by 2035. 

After 2012, federal funds 
may not be available for 
transit operating costs. 

Roadway Costs 

Key findings regarding updated Communities in Motion project costs include: 

• Inflation has increased the cost of existing Communities in Motion projects 

from about $2.6 billion, in 2005 dollars, to $3.1 billion, in 2009 dollars. 

• Short term (2010-2014) inflation rates are anticipated to be 2.8%.  

• Long term (2015-2035) inflation rates are estimated to be 4.0%, consistent with Federal Highway 

Administration’s guidance. 

• With forecasted inflation, the cost of building the corridors in Communities in Motion could be $7.1 billion 

over the life of the plan, with a 50% probability that costs would be higher. 

• Local road maintenance and operations alone will likely cost about $190 million (annual) by 2035. 

• The annual deficit for just the local road entities could be $200 million by 2035, with a cumulative deficit 

between $1 and $1.6 billion by 2035.   

• By 2035 the total annual roadway funding deficit (including local and state 

roads) could be up to $427 million. 

• Given the uncertainty of any forecasting, the study concluded that within 

Ada and Canyon Counties the cumulative deficit could range from $2.8 billion to $3.9 billion--with an 

80% probability that it would be greater than $2.8 billion. 
 

Transit Revenue Assumptions 

• Revenues for local transit stem from federal and local sources, with minimal state transit funding. 

• Federal funding accounts for about 40% of Valley Regional Transit’s (VRT) annual budget and is used 

for operations, preventative maintenance, capital expenditures, and other activities. 

• Federal transit funds could escalate at a rate of 5.8% each year; however, after 2012, federal rules may 

prevent using federal funds for operating costs.  In 2009 this amounted to 15% of operating costs--$1.7 

million.2 

• Local government contributions and operating revenues (bus fares and 

advertising revenues) generated $8.5-$9.0 million in revenue in 2009. 

• Local funds for transit would increase in the near-term to recover the lost revenues.  Starting in 2011 it is 

assumed that local revenues increase at the rate of inflation plus the rate of local population growth. 

• There would be no dedicated local-option revenue source for transit or roadway investment and 

operations.   

 

                                                 
2 The federal rules were changed in 1998 to eliminate federal coverage of most operating costs for urbanized areas with more than 
200,000 people. This threshold was reached in the Boise/Meridian UZA after the 2000 Census. It is likely the 2010 Census will 
conclude that the Boise, Meridian, Nampa and Caldwell would be one urbanized area. As a result, all Section 5307 funding for 
operations after 2012 would be eliminated. 
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Transit Costs 

• The study considered two levels of transit service above the current level:  

o VRT’s High Growth Alternative, which would improve the regional bus system and ultimately 

support a rail system. This system 

would cost approximately $1.25 

billion including capital through 

2035, with an annual operating 

cost of $63.3 million in 2035 

(with inflation) (Figure 12-1).  

Capital costs would total $212.9 

million with inflation through 

2035—but this cost does not 

include regional rail construction.  

o The Communities in Motion bus and 

rail system, which would provide 

rail service between Nampa and 

Boise.  At full implementation, the system would cost $4.1 billion including capital through 2035, 

with an annual operating cost of $231.5 million in 2035 (with inflation).   

• Capital costs would total $1.36 billion with inflation through 2035, including rail construction.  

• The base or current level system was projected to grow with population and would total $840 million 

through 2035.  Total costs would be $60.1 million in 2035 (with inflation).  No rail or other high-capacity 

transit services would be implemented. 

• The annual funding gap between Communities in Motion and current would be $253 million by 2035.  
 

Conclusions of the Study 

Roadways 

 The future is a numbers game.  With the major federal and state revenue sources not adjusted for a 4% 

inflation rate, the costs outpace the growth in revenue.  Across time, the compounding of the difference in 

growth rates (revenue vs. costs) becomes critical.  Local agencies will be taking in $231 million by 2035 under 

the “most likely” scenario.  By that same year, local maintenance, equipment, and administration will consume 

$237 million.  Major capital costs for 2035 alone will be $193 million.  When the ITD revenues are added, the 

total pot rises to $318 million by 2035, but the added state costs push total expenditures to $745 million—

leaving a total roadway deficit of $427 million. Between 2009 and 2035, the cumulative deficit could reach 

$3.9 billion.  Of that amount, around $1.62 billion would be local roadways.  

Figure 12-1: Transit Operating and Capital Costs 
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This rising gap between forecasted revenues 

and costs is shown in two charts (Figures 12-2 

and 12-3).  Figure 12-2 shows the gap with ITD 

costs and revenues.  The “zigzag” in the early 

years represents the GARVEE (Grant 

Anticipation Revenue Vehicle) program.  

GARVEE is debt-financing of projects 

throughout Idaho, with a large portion being 

spent on I-84.  The GARVEE bonds will be 

paid back with future federal funds.  This 

payback has been subtracted from future 

revenue streams.  Figure 12-3 shows just the local 

roadway side for Ada and Canyon Counties.  

 

Roadway Maintenance 

As noted above, maintenance costs on the 

local roadways alone in Ada and Canyon 

Counties will total $190 million in 2035. This 

expense was based on the approximate 3,500 

lanes miles of local roads in Ada County and the 

3,100 lane miles of local roads in Canyon 

County. Within the region there is another 1,440 

lane miles of ITD roads. There are 266 bridges 

in Ada County, with another 284 bridges in 

Canyon County. These totals include local and 

ITD structures (20 feet or more in length). Of 

these, 30 are structurally deficient today and 47 are functionally obsolete. Structurally deficient means that a 

physical element of the bridge (abutments, piers, decks, webbing, etc.) is below accepted standards. 

Functionally obsolete means the bridge is inadequate to meet current travel demands (e.g., too narrow). 

Bridges can fall into both categories. 3 

ITD has 2,551 lane miles to maintain in District 3 (southwest Idaho) alone—nearly 12,000 lane miles 

across Idaho. In addition, ITD has responsibility for 1,777 bridges. ITD has calculated that within the next 10 

years, half of the state system bridges will be 50 years or older—at or beyond their useful life. 4  

                                                 
3 Source: Federal Highway Administration web page at http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/bridge/nbi.htm  
4 Source: ITD web page at http://itd.idaho.gov/revenue/aging.html.  

Figure 12-2: Local/State Revenues and Expenditures 

Figure 12-3:  Local Road Revenues and Expenditures 
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Increasingly, these bridges will need investments such as deck replacement or even totally new structures 

(replace abutments and piers along with the deck). Brian Ness, ITD Director, has noted that the current pace 

of bridge replacement will require bridges to last 120 years—not a likely scenario. 

The need to increase the percentage of funds spent on maintenance means that fewer funds will be 

available to widen roads or build new roads.  The conservative estimate in Funding Transportation Needs was 

that just the local system maintenance needs would consume half the total revenue available for roads over 

the next 25 years. The crisis facing the state system led to removing most of the planned ITD corridors from 

the funded category.   
 

Where Does The Money Come From? 

The resources for transportation come from three general 

sources: 

 Federal grants 

 State-collected funds 

 Local funds  

 These funds are not always available for any purpose; instead, 

they are often restricted to specific activities.  In general, some funds 

are limited to either roadways or public transportation.  

Funds may be further limited to specific types of roads or public 

transportation. This is an important consideration when looking at 

the types of transportation we would like to have, but lack the 

resources. It is not always a simple matter to take the funds from 

other types of transportation. 

Federal Funds 

The federal government is a major funding source of transportation facilities and programs in the U.S. 

and its territories (see Appendix E).  Funding authorization comes from legislation approved every six years.  

The most recent legislation, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 

(SAFETEA- LU), authorizes the federal surface transportation programs for highways, highway safety, and 

transit for the five-year period 2005-2009; it was signed into law on August 10, 2005, and replaced 

Transportation Equity Act for the 21s t Century (TEA-21).  Due to other federal priorities, reauthorization of 

SAFETEA-LU, which should have occurred in 2009, has been delayed.  A “continuing resolution” by 

Congress has extended its terms.  It is probable that SAFETEA-LU’s successor won’t be acted upon until late 

2010 or even sometime in 2011. 

 

 

The funding assumptions in 
Chapter 12 are tied to the 
corridor prioritizations in 
Chapter 5. Changes in the 
assumptions, including 
construction, equipment and 
operations costs, will affect what 
is financially feasible in this plan. 
Should federal or local funding 
not meet assumptions in this 
analysis or costs increase 
beyond the level assumed, fewer 
corridors could be improved. 
Therefore, there is no explicit or 
implicit guarantee that the 
corridors can be completed as 
shown without additional 
resources. 

Note that construction costs 
have risen significantly since the 
cost estimates were developed 
in 2005. Revenues have not 
kept pace. 
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Federal Highway Funds 

For highways, the size of the federal highway budget is impressive.  Note that the amounts authorized5 in 

the federal legislation are often larger than the obligation authority6 amounts.  The latter amount is critical, 

since this is the maximum amount that may be obligated each year.  The reason for this is to provide a 

cushion in case the revenues are not as robust as forecasted.  

The withheld amount may be released at some time, if future revenues permit.  Several key categories of 

funding for roadways are under the federal program.  The authorizations by each category for Idaho are 

shown in Table 12-1. 

Some of these programs are targeted toward alternate modes of transportation or toward improved 

technology to reduce congestion or pollution.  Others, notably the Surface Transportation Program, may be 

flexed7 to roadway construction/maintenance, pathway construction, transit or vanpool vehicle purchases, 

other transit capital needs, or limited transit operations costs.  National Highway System funds may be used 

under limited circumstances for public transportation.  In general, none of the above sources are reliable for 

ongoing support for public transportation operating costs.  A detailed list of Federal Highway Administration 

programs is located in Appendix E. 

Financial support for programs comes from the Highway Trust Fund (HTF) established in 1956.  Tax 

revenues directed to the HTF are derived from excise taxes on highway motor fuel and truck related taxes on 

truck tires, sales of trucks and trailers, and heavy vehicle use.  The current federal gasoline tax is 18.4 cents 

per gallon and 24.5 cents per gallon on diesel.  On average, each penny of the federal motor fuel tax produces 

almost $1.8 billion in revenues annually.  Fuel taxes are by far the largest part of HTF income, constituting 

91% of its income in FY 2004.8 As noted later, this reliance on the volume of fuel sales can be a weakness. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 Authorized Amount. Upper limit of the amount of funds that can be appropriated for a program established under legislation by 

Congress. More details about federal budgetary terminology can be found online at 
http://www.rules.house.gov/archives/glossary_fbp.htm  

6 Obligation Authority. A "ceiling" on the amount of federal assistance that may be promised (obligated) during a specified time 
period. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/safetealu/factsheets/oblim.htm  

7 Flexed Funds are funds that can be moved from one category to another. There are some restrictions. 
8 Status of the Federal Highway Trust Fund: 1957-2004. http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/ohim/hs04/pdf/fe210.pdf  
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Table 12-1: Authorized Funding for Federal Highway Programs – Idaho 9 

 (in millions) 

  2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Authorized Amount (National) $37,660.0 $38,560.0 $40,880.0 $42,250.0 $33,870.0 

Idaho – By Funding Category           

Interstate Maintenance $35.5 $36.8 $37.4 $38.0 $38.6 

National Highway System $47.4 $49.4 $50.2 $51.0 $51.8 

Surface Transportation Program $36.1 $37.9 $38.3 $38.8 $39.5 

Bridge Replacement & 

Rehabilitation $15.3 $15.3 $15.5 $15.8 $16.0 

Congestion Mitigation & Air 

Quality $8.1 $8.4 $8.5 $8.6 $8.8 

Recreational Trails $1.1 $1.2 $1.3 $1.4 $1.4 

Safety $7.8 $6.9 $7.1 $7.2 $7.3 

Rail-Hwy Crossings $1.6 $1.8 $1.8 $1.8 $1.8 

Border Infrastructure Program $0.9 $0.9 $1.0 $1.2 $1.3 

Safe Routes To School $0.9 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 $1.0 

High Priority Projects $27.4 $27.4 $27.4 $27.4 $27.4 

Equity Bonus $76.4 $75.9 $87.7 $94.9 $94.9 

Grand Total $258.6 $262.7 $277.1 $287.0 $289.8 

 

                                                 
9 Sources: SAFETEA-LU Authorization - http://www.fhwa.dot.gov/reauthorization/rta-000-1664ar.xls  
10 FY 2006-2009 SAFETEA-LU Estimated Apportionment/Allocations by State for Selected FTA Programs.  

http://www.fta.dot.gov/index_6536.html  

Table 12-2: Federal Transit Funding under SAFETEA-LU10 

Idaho  

Urbanized 

Formula 

(5307 and 

5340) 

Jobs Access/ 

Reverse 

Commute 

New 

Freedom 

Non-

Urbanized 

(5311 and 

5340) 

Elderly & 

Persons with 

Disabilities 

Total -5316 -5317 -5310 

2006 $6,106,144  $635,508  $310,456  $4,889,655  $537,815  $12,964,073  

2007 $6,352,302  $663,139  $322,397  $5,071,595  $557,451  $13,470,082  

2008 $6,888,822  $718,400  $359,408  $5,484,750  $596,724  $14,588,976  

2009 $7,327,233  $757,544  $379,945  $5,796,196  $622,251  $15,454,565  

Potential Regional Share (Non-Urbanized Areas Formula Based on 2000 Population Share) 

2006 $3,446,000  $198,000  $112,000  $958,000  $209,000  $4,923,000  

2007 $3,584,942  $207,000  $117,000  $994,000  $217,000  $5,119,942  

2008 $3,887,721  $224,000  $126,000  $1,075,000  $232,000  $5,544,721  

2009 $4,135,087  $236,000  $133,000  $1,136,000  $242,000  $5,882,087  



 

Communities in Motion – Page 12 - 10    September 2010  
 

Table 12-3: National Funding for 
Section 5309 Program 

(in millions) 
 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Total 5309 $822 $856 $928 $984 

 

 Federal funding for transit comes under the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) program.  SAFETEA–

LU provides a combination of trust and general fund authorizations that total $45.3 billion for public 

transportation for fiscal years 2005–2009 ($52.6 billion over the six year period 2004–2009).  Just over 80% is 

derived from the dedicated Mass Transit Account, with only New Starts, Research, and FTA Administrative 

funding coming from the General Fund.  All funds, including the General Fund portion, are guaranteed, 

which means that the guaranteed annual levels are already ‘‘paid for’’ under Congressional budgetary rules. 

However, guarantees are always subject to change. Table 12-2 shows the breakout of the FTA funding for 

Idaho transit programs from 2006 through 2009. 
 

Federal Transit Funds 

 Similar to the federal highway funding, federal transit funds are broken into categories of funding.  Some 

can be used in urbanized areas11 while other funds are intended for services outside urbanized areas.  All of 

the funding shown is under a formula basis: Idaho does not need to compete for these funds. 
 

Section 5307.  Provides grants for urbanized areas for public transportation capital investments and operating 

expenses in areas less than 200,000 population from the Mass Transit Account of the Highway Trust Fund. 

Operating assistance for those urbanized areas that grew to be greater than 200,000 in population (such as the 

Boise urbanized area) or became part of a larger urbanized area is grandfathered in phases (allows 50% of the 

FY 2002 allocation to be used for operating assistance in FY 2006, 25% of the FY 2002 allocation in FY 

2007, and completely phased out by FY 2008). A new Small Transit Intensive Cities formula was established 

for urbanized areas under 200,000 that provides more 

service per capita than do other comparable areas.  

Section 5309.  Provides funding through a discretionary 

grant program, (Table 12-3). Funds are not awarded 

under formula but must be sought in a competitive 

process—either through an administrative process with FTA or—more commonly—through a legislative 

process with the U.S. Congress determining the awards.  Over the last several years, Idaho transit agencies, 

including those in the region, have been successful in obtaining up to $4 million per year to fund bus 

purchases, build bus facilities, provide preventive maintenance, purchase vanpool vehicles, build park-and-

ride lots, and purchase other equipment. Section 5309 funds cannot be used for operational costs. 

Section 5311. Provides capital and operating assistance for rural and small urban public transportation 

systems.  Provides formula capital and operating grants to states for services in other-than-urbanized areas. 

 

                                                 
11 Urbanized Area (UZA) – Area that contains a city of 50,000 or more population plus incorporated surrounding areas meeting size 

or density criteria as defined by the U.S. Census. 
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Section 5310.  Provides funding through a formula program to increase mobility for the elderly and persons 

with disabilities.  Funds are allocated by formula to the states for capital costs of providing services to elderly 

persons and persons with disabilities.  The Idaho Transportation Department awards these funds on a 

competitive basis each year. 

Section 5316.  Provides funding for local programs that offer job access and reverse commute services to 

provide transportation for low income individuals who may live in the city core and work in suburban 

locations.  Formula allocations are based on the number of low-income persons, with 60% of funds going to 

designated recipients in areas with populations over 200,000,  20% of funds go to areas under 200,000, with 

20% of funds for non-urbanized areas. 

Section 5317 – Provides funding to encourage services and facility improvements to address transportation 

needs of persons with disabilities that go beyond those required by the Americans with Disabilities Act.  

Provides a new formula grant program for associated capital and operating costs.  Funds are allocated 

through a formula based upon population of persons with disabilities.  States and designated recipients must 

select grantees competitively.  Projects must be included in a locally-developed human service transportation 

coordinated plan beginning in FY2007. 

Section 5340 – Provides funding under New Growing States and High Density States Formula factors. One-

half of the funds are made available under the Growing States factors and are apportioned by a formula based 

on state population forecasts for 15 years beyond the most recent US Bureau of the Census; amounts 

apportioned for each state are then distributed between urbanized areas and rural areas based on the ratio of 

urban/rural population within each state.  The High Density States factors distribute the other half of the 

funds to states with population densities in excess of 370 people per square mile. These funds are 

apportioned only to urbanized areas within those states.  

 While federal funds for transit are important, they need to be kept in perspective.  Although SAFETEA-

LU provided a significant increase for public transportation programs in Idaho, the total federal transit 

funding is only 8% of the total federal funding available to roadways.  Also, most systems rely on dedicated 

local or state funds for operating costs and for local match of federal capital funds.  In part, this is due to 

recent (1998) federal rules that prohibit the use of federal funds to cover operating costs in urbanized areas 

greater than 200,000 in population.  As of 2002, the Boise urbanized area was determined to be larger than 

200,000.  

 In the U.S. in 2008, federal funds accounted for just 7% of the operating revenues for urbanized transit 

systems but accounted for 40% of the capital expenses.   
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…the proceeds from the imposition of any tax on gasoline and like motor 
vehicle fuels … and from any tax or fee for the registration of motor 
vehicles…shall be used exclusively for the construction, repair, 
maintenance and traffic supervision of the public highways of this state 
and the payment of the interest and principal of obligations incurred for 
said purposes; and no part of such revenues shall, by transfer of funds or 
otherwise, be diverted to any other purposes whatsoever. 
  

- Idaho Constitution Art. VII 

 Local funds accounted for 30% of the operating expenses and 47% of the capital expenses. State sources 

covered 26% of operating expenses and 12% of capital expenses. Fares covered 31% of operating expenses 

but 0% of capital expenses. The balance of costs were covered by “other,” which could be from sales of 

assets, refunds, lottery proceeds, etc.12 Of the $52.6 billion spent on urbanized area transit, 69% went to 

operating costs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

State-Collected Highway Funds 

Federal funds are of great importance to transportation, but they are not the largest funding source. 

State-collected funds are the single largest source of funds for transportation.  There are two categories of 

state-collected funds:  Highway Distribution Account and state sales taxes distributed to local governments. 

Highway Distribution Account 

Established under the Idaho Constitution in 1941, the HDA is the state counterpart of the national 

Highway Trust Fund (Table 12-4).  It has been a mainstay of roadway development and maintenance.  An 

important aspect of the HDA is its constitutional restriction to roadway construction and maintenance—not 

general transportation.  

 The Idaho Constitution13  limits fuel taxes and vehicle registration fees to roadway purposes.  Court tests 

of this restriction, more recently concerning use of gas taxes to remediate contamination by leaking 

underground tanks, have upheld this provision. 

The fuel tax was last increased in 1996, when it was increased by 4 cents per gallon to its current level of 

25 cents per gallon.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12 “National Transit Profile 2008,”  National Transit Database, Federal Transit Administration.  

http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/data.htm. Tables TS-1 and TS-2. 
13 Constitution of the State of Idaho. Article VII-Finance and Revenue, Section 17 – Gasoline Taxes and Motor Vehicle Registration 

Fees to be expended on Highways. URL: http://www3.state.id.us/cgi-bin/constretr?sctid=003070717.K  
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Figure 12-4: Highway Distribution Account Revenue 

 

Table 12-4: Highway Distribution Account Revenues and Expenditures  

(in millions) 

Revenue Sources 2000 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 

Fuel Taxes $201  $201  $209  $210  $213  $223  $219  $205  

Other Fees/Taxes $94  $91  $92  $99  $102  $108  $108  $106  

Total Revenue.  $295  $293  $301  $309  $315  $331  $327  $312  

Distribution14                 

Local Roads $113  $111  $113  $117  $119  $127  $124  $118  

Law Enforcement $15  $15  $15  $15  $16  $17  $16  $16  

ITD $168  $166  $170  $175  $179  $189  $186  $178  

 
 

 Based on inflation since 1996, a 2005 study conducted on behalf of the Idaho Transportation 

Department’s Forum on Transportation Investment 15 concluded that if Idaho had adjusted the 25 cents per 

gallon tax to reflect cost changes and increases in vehicle miles of travel, the fuel tax would need to be at least 

38 cents per gallon in 2004 to have the same buying power it had in 1996.  

 

 
 

As depicted in Figure 12-4, revenues of the HDA have been fairly flat during the past ten years.  But 

while the revenue picture was flat, the cost of construction escalated a great deal.  The cost of materials (steel, 

asphalt, concrete, etc.) was especially hard hit, with estimated increases of 13% over 2004 prices.16 Rising 

energy prices and increased demand both at the national and international levels lead to the dramatic upswing 

in prices.  Note that this same inflation affects the buying power of the Federal Trust Fund, also heavily 

reliant on a unit fuel tax.  Note that prices slumped after 2006 and dropped significantly as the economy 

cooled off in early 2009.   

 
                                                 
14 Transit services not eligible for HAD distribution under Idaho Constitution. 
15 Forum on Transportation Investment – a special committee set up by ITD to investigate future funding needs in transportation 

throughout the State of Idaho. URL:  http://itd.idaho.gov/info/ti.forum/charter.htm  
16 Buechner, William, American Road & Transportation Builders Association (ARTBA), November 15, 2005. 

URL:http://www.artba.org/economics_research/recent_statistics/prod_price_index/prod_price_index.htm  
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Figure 12-5: Transportation Cost Inflation 

Figure 12-6: Sources of Funding for Local 
Roads 

Figure 12-5 depicts the change in transportation construction prices since 1990.17  

 
 

  

While the HDA has been a remarkably stable source, improvements in fleet efficiency and changes in 

vehicle technology have affected its income stream.  In addition, the use of a “unit tax” on fuel (a fixed 

number of pennies per gallon) and a fixed registration fee have degraded the buying power of the revenues.  

Figure 12-6 shows the revenues accruing to the HDA and its distribution (totals may differ due to rounding). 

To put the HDA funds into perspective, the $312 million from HDA (2009) is greater than the federal 

highway and transit funds allocated to Idaho. 

The reliance on the state fuel tax and its lack of growth over the past 10 years concerns ITD, which 

commissioned the Forum on Transportation Investment18 

during 2005 to look at the long term financial prospects for 

transportation and to recommend options.  Forum 

participants concluded “…that Idaho’s current 

transportation revenue structure will not meet the pressing 

transportation funding needs over the next thirty years.  

The forum found that no single revenue stream could be 

counted on to adequately address both state and local 

needs and all modes of transportation.  In fact, the forum’s 

analysis found that multiple sources would be necessary 

to even come close to meeting funding requirements.”19  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 Source: Washington State Department of Transportation. 
18 Forum on Transportation Investment Report and Recommendations URL:  

http://www.itd.idaho.gov/info/ti.forum/FinalReport/FTI%20Report-Full%20EDITED.pdf (2.88 MB) 
19 Report and Recommendations, Forum on Transportation Investment, page 3. 
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Figure 12-7:  Sources of Local 
Funding for Roads 

Other Sources of State Funding 

The other source of funds collected and distributed by the state of Idaho for transportation is the sales 

tax.  More than $20 billion in taxable sales and uses occurred in 2004: at the 6% sales tax rate in effect in 2009 

over $1.2 billion in sales taxes were collected.  This was down from $1.34 billion collected in 2008.  In FY 

2009, 11.50% of Idaho’s sales tax revenue was distributed to local governments.  This was done through a 

complicated formula.20  This put almost $138 million into local government coffers.  The sales tax revenues 

go into the general revenue of cities, counties, and highway districts.  Unlike the HDA, sales tax distributions 

are not restricted as to use.  They can be used for any public purpose authorized under Idaho law. 

 

Local Highway Funds 

 The third broad source of transportation funds are those collected at the local level (Figure 12-7).  Local 

funds are shown separated into roadway and transit funding categories.  

Summary of Local Roadway Funding 

Roadway revenues include:  

 Property Taxes 

 Impact Fees 

 Registration Fees 

 Between 2004 and 2008, an average of $103.5 million 

was spent each year on local roads—roads not on the state 

highway system.  Local funds are a significant portion of 

the revenues, constituting more than half the resources.  

State-generated funds account for another 37% of the 

funds, with federal sources amounting to just 4%. 

 

Property tax.  The single largest source of local funds is the property tax.  As shown in Figure 12-7, property 

taxes made up 57% of the local road revenue base from 2004-2008.  There is wide variation between 

counties, with Ada County (Ada County Highway District or ACHD) relying on property taxes for 53% of its 

local revenues, while Canyon County covers 71% of its local revenues with property taxes.  

 

 

                                                 
20 2009 Annual Report. Idaho Tax Commission. URL: http://tax.idaho.gov/reports/EPB00033_11-13-2009.pdf  
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Figure 12-8:  Ranking of Idaho Tax Rates in US 

 

The mainstay for local governments in 

Idaho is the property tax.  Even among 

taxes—never a popular topic—it has been a 

controversial revenue source, with multiple 

attempts by the legislature and citizen 

initiatives to remedy problems.  A study by 

the Idaho Tax Commission using 2007 data 

concluded that, when compared to national 

averages (Figure 12-8), Idaho was almost 

30% under the average in terms of property 

taxes as a percent of income.  On the flip 

side, Idaho was 50% above the national average in terms of motor fuel taxes as percent of income. 21 

 Under current Idaho code, the property tax is one of the few tax resources available to local governments. 

No local option tax exists except for a specialized local option tax discussed below under registration fees and 

a very limited local option tax for resort cities in Idaho.  

The amount of property tax that can be budgeted by each taxing district (a city, county, highway district, 

school district, or other entity legally empowered to levy a property tax) is limited under Idaho Code.22 This 

law generally limits an increase to no more than 3% of the previous year’s levy, not including any increase 

based on new construction or annexations.  The law allows a larger increase if approved by a supermajority 

(more than 66.66%) of the voters. 

 The revenues raised by property taxes are a significant portion of all the roadway entities.  Table 12-5 

summarizes the property tax revenues used for roadways at the county level.  Variations in property tax may 

be greater when the road functions are within a general purpose local government versus a stand-alone 

highway district.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
21 State and Local Tax Burden Analysis: Executive Summary. FY 2007 Taxes. Idaho Tax Commission. 
    Found on line at http://tax.idaho.gov/reports/EPB00074_12-02-2007.pdf  
22 Idaho Code Title 63, Revenue and Taxation, Chapter 8. Levy and Apportionment of Taxes. URL:http://www3.state.id.us/cgi 

bin/newidst?sctid=630080002.K 
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Table 12-5: Property Tax Funds Used for Roadways by County 

  2000 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Ada  $15,951,066 $21,158,403 $22,797,735 $24,946,582 $27,373,600 $29,559,358 

Canyon  $4,767,080 $6,176,687 $6,903,486 $7,663,086 $8,275,026 $9,134,933 

Two County $20,718,146 $27,335,090 $29,701,221 $32,609,668 $35,648,626 $38,694,291 

Boise  $3,382 $134,633 $235,570 $143,975 $150,038 $14,185 

Elmore  $854,073 $1,000,360 $1,022,628 $1,172,027 $1,438,436 $1,190,455 

Gem  $39,436 $497,120 $399,001 $557,193 $364,039 $302,469 

Payette  $602,082 $621,451 $740,818 $835,916 $1,385,411 $1,760,854 

Surrounding 

Counties $1,498,973 $2,253,564 $2,398,016 $2,709,111 $3,337,924 $3,267,963 

Total  $22,217,119 $29,588,654 $32,099,237 $35,318,779 $38,986,550 $41,962,254 

 

Impact fees. Impact fees are a relatively new revenue source, particularly in Idaho.  Impact fees are assessed 

on specific new development, often at the time a building permit is issued.  They must be tied by an analysis 

to a specific impact on transportation or some other public infrastructure.  Legally, this tie is termed a 

“rational nexus.”  

Existing deficiencies and on-going operations and maintenance costs are not eligible for impact fees—at 

least not in the eyes of the courts that have considered the legitimacy of impact fees.  When properly 

implemented, impact fees can be an equitable and an effective way to fund capital needs—including new 

roads, widened roads, and other facilities—by identifying the need for these facilities as a result of growth. 

(Note that school facilities are not one of the eligible uses for impact fees.) Transit capital needs could be 

covered by impact fees if the Idaho Code (Section 67-8203(24)) were amended to list transit as an eligible 

expense. 

Idaho Code23 defines the approach for impact fees in the state.  It is a complex process.  Among the 

requirements the law includes: 

 Levels of service must be defined against which the developments may be considered. 

 Individual assessments must be permitted under a defined process. 

 Refunds must be made if the fees are not spent on eligible projects within eight years. 

 Eligible projects must be defined in a capital improvement plan tied to a defined growth plan with a 

horizon no longer than twenty years. 

                                                 
23 Idaho Code Title 67, State Government and State Affairs. Chapter 82 Development Impact Fees.  

URL:http://www3.state.id.us/idstat/TOC/67082KTOC.html 
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It is this complexity that deters more jurisdictions from implementing impact fees.  In the six county 

region of Communities in Motion, only ACHD has a portion of its revenues from impact fees, generating 

virtually 100% of the impact fees collected regionally between 2004 and 2008.       

Over the past five years, impact fees accounted for 17% of ACHD’s revenue and generated 20% during 

its peak in 2005, when they totaled $14.5 million.  In 2008, impact fees fell to $12.8 million, and ACHD’s 

2010 budget showed only $6 million projected. 24  

The power of this financial tool appeals to citizens, who frequently demand that “growth pay for itself.” 

Outside of Ada County, other cities and highway districts elect to use “exactions.” These are specific 

requirements put on a development and may include building roads, improving intersections, or other 

measures tied to specific impacts identified for a proposed development.  
 

Registration fees. The state collects registration fees that help fund the Highway Distribution Account.  Local 

governments also have a local option registration fee available under Idaho Code25 Title 40, Chapter 8.  Any 

county can pass such a local option registration fee by a simple majority of the votes cast in an election, with 

the amount of the fee to be no more than twice the amount authorized statewide under Idaho law.  As with 

the state-collected registration fee, the local option version can only be used for roadways.  

Unlike the impact fee, a registration fee is fairly simple revenue to collect and manage.  There is no 

requirement for a rational nexus, a 20-year capital improvement plan, or other features called for by the 

impact fee legislation. ACHD generated $19.8 million from 2004-2008—about 6% of its budget.  In 

November 2008, voters approved a doubling of the registration fee, so this source will likely exceed impact 

fees until development rebounds.  Canyon, Elmore and Gem Counties have also implemented such fees. 
 

Geographic Distribution of Funding 

The caution in presenting funding at a regional level is that dollars are not equally available by each 

jurisdiction.  Of the total local dollars collected between 2004 and 2008, 77% were collected in Ada County. 

Ada County’s share of the regional population was 59% according to the U.S. Census Bureau.  Ada County’s 

share of state funding from HDA and other sources amounted to 54% of the regional total from 2004-2008, 

so the difference in its resources is not attributable to flaws in the HDA distribution formula.  

 So what is the reason that ACHD has a higher percentage of the region’s locally derived funds? It lies in 

three areas: 

• Implementation of impact fees 

• Implementation of local option registration fees 

• A diverse and valuable property tax base  

                                                 
24 Fiscal Year 2009-2010 Budget. Ada County Highway District. Found on-line at 
http://achdidaho.org/Departments/Administration/Budget_2010.aspx Budget Summary, p. 2. 
25 Idaho Code Title 63, Revenue and Taxation, Chapter 8. Levy and Apportionment of Taxes. URL:http://www3.state.id.us/cgi-
bin/newidst?sctid=630080002.K 
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 Note that ACHD does not require off-site road improvements any more from developers.  These 

exactions were traded off in the early 1990s for the more equitable impact fee program.  A few years later—

and after two unsuccessful votes—ACHD obtained voter approval for a local option registration fee. 

Elimination of these two sources would represent as much as a $20 million cut in ACHD’s budget—about 

one-third of its local revenue collection.  It should be noted that costs for roadway construction is 

substantially higher in Ada County due to high land values, difficult construction environments (high traffic 

and proximity of development), and urban standards such as sidewalks and bicycle lanes. 

The other challenge is similar to that 

facing the HDA.  The revenue base for 

regional local roads is not responsive to 

growth. Figure 12-9 depicts the total 

revenue base by county for local roads, 

so it includes local resources, state-

generated funds, and federal funds. While 

the total revenue base has increased 25% 

since 2000, much of that increase was 

driven by local sources. State derived 

revenue only increased 17%, while federally derived revenue fell by 25%. (Note that this statistic does not 

include Idaho Transportation Department expenditures.) Declines in property values and impact fees will 

erode the revenue base for local agencies.  

The 2006 plan noted the run-up in project costs.  Major culprits were energy, asphalt, steel, and 

concrete—all elements in road construction.  Cost of land needed for rights-of-way had increased far more 

dramatically with raw land prices through the Treasure Valley area nearing and, in many cases, exceeding 

$100,000 per acre.  Note that many of these costs, especially land costs, have been reduced by the economic 

slump, but the question is whether a rebound in global, national, and local economies will trigger a resurgence 

in materials, labor and land costs.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 12-9: Total Local Roadway Revenue by County 
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Transit Funds 

Transit revenues are shown separately from roadways since in Idaho 

there is no separate funding mechanism for transit.  While road entities—

city, county, or highway district—enjoy property tax powers, local vehicle 

registration fee options, and access to the Highway Distribution Account, 

the funding options for transit are more restricted: 

 Farebox 

 Federal funds 

 Local government contributions 

 Other (interest, advertising) 
 

Farebox 

Fares paid by transit riders once were either cash or tokens.  While cash is still used, modern systems 

have moved from tokens to a variety of pass cards and even smart cards, which can be recharged via the 

Internet.  These are much like a debit card to buy services on bus, rail, and ferry systems.  

The bottom line is that whether cash, tokens, or smart cards are used, there are no transit systems in the 

U.S. which fund themselves 100% with fares.  In 2008, U.S. transit services recovered 31% of their operating 

costs out of fares.26 Not surprisingly, larger systems serving 1 million or more persons had a higher recovery 

ratio at 35% than smaller regions which recovered around 18% on average.  Heavy rail and commuter rail 

systems, generally operating in the very largest of cities, did best, recovering 61% and 47% of their costs, 

respectively.  Light rail systems dropped to 26%--close to the 28% recovered in fixed-route bus systems. 

Demand responsive systems, which frequently are used for persons with disabilities, elderly passengers, and in 

very low density settings, recovered only about 10% of their costs through fares.  

Larger systems do come closer to supporting themselves with fares: the catch is that their overall tax 

support is actually greater per capita than smaller systems with lower fare recovery.  

Valley Regional Transit recovered 10-11% of its operating expenses between 2004 and 2008, which is not 

unusual for smaller regions.  While its cost per service hour is fairly typical for cities of similar size, trips per 

service hour are about one-half of “peer” communities.  Table 12-6 shows some statistics from mostly 

western metro areas ranging in size from 87,000 to 1.7 million.  The larger areas would be more similar to this 

region when it is 1.046 million people. The region ranks at or near the bottom in most indicators. 

 

 

 

                                                 
26 “National Transit Summaries and Trends 2008.” National Transit Database, Federal Transit Administration. Found on-line at 

http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/national_profile/2008NationalProfile.pdf  

 

Valley Regional Transit 
Smart Cards 
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Table 12-6: Service-Area Performance Statistics - Fiscal Year 200727 

# Area Population 

Farebox 

Ratio * 

Operating 

$ per 

Capita 

Operating 

$ per Trip 

Trips/ 

Capita 

Revenue 

Hours/ 

Capita 

1 Iowa City, IA** 85,247 12.5% $90.27 $1.41 64.0 1.7 

2 Fort Collins, CO 118,652 14.4% $64.56 $4.43 14.6 0.9 

3 Abilene, TX 107,051 12.6% $23.49 $4.22 5.6 0.7 

4 Springfield, IL 132,100 9.3% $65.07 $6.49 10.0 0.9 

5 Topeka, KS 122,377 13.0% $55.01 $3.93 14.0 0.8 

6 Boise/Nampa, ID 272,625 11.3% $29.80 $7.39 4.0 0.4 

7 Salem, OR 206,500 10.1% $128.14 $4.74 27.0 1.5 

8 Reno, NV 319,977 23.0% $103.88 $3.66 28.4 1.2 

9 Lincoln, NE 241,167 15.0% $37.44 $4.83 7.8 0.6 

10 Eugene, OR 272,272 16.7% $119.87 $3.29 36.4 1.3 

11 Stockton, CA 564,539 12.7% $57.10 $8.12 7.0 0.5 

12 Madison, WI 237,433 20.2% $188.54 $3.46 54.6 2.0 

13 Bakersfield, CA 437,236 21.7% $44.41 $3.03 14.6 0.7 

14 Lansing, MI 276,898 12.7% $117.69 $3.05 38.6 1.4 

15 Spokane, WA 334,857 13.2% $151.06 $5.00 30.2 1.8 

16 Tacoma, WA 732,435 16.0% $130.46 $6.58 19.8 1.2 

17 Albuquerque, NM 498,000 11.1% $75.11 $3.90 19.2 0.8 

18 Tucson, AZ 532,000 16.4% $105.34 $3.08 34.2 1.5 

19 Salt Lake City, UT 1,744,417 14.0% $94.84 $4.00 23.7 0.9 

20 Austin, TX 1,012,638 8.6% $134.66 $4.01 33.6 1.4 

21 Chattanooga, TN 155,554 25.6% $87.31 $4.61 18.9 1.3 

22 Portland, OR 1,253,502 22.9% $269.99 $3.36 80.3 2.2 

 
Average 400,189 14.8% $90.67 $4.44 24.1 1.1 

 
 

Federal Funds 

Federal funds are made available to the region out of the Federal Transit Administration program.  As 

noted above, these funds would amount to nearly $6 million per year for the region by 2009.   

 Note that the federal funds can be used to cover capital costs such as vehicle purchases, major 

maintenance, and facility construction. Federal funds also can be used for operating costs outside the 

designated urbanized area--western Canyon County and any services in Boise, Gem, Payette, or Elmore 

Counties. 

                                                 
27 Source: U.S. Department of Transportation. Federal Transit Administration. National Transit Database Report for FY 200. Found 

on-line at http://www.ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram. This report is only available for areas receiving FTA Section 5307 funds.   
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In 1998, the federal rules were changed to not allow federal funds being used to cover operating costs in 

areas greater than 200,000 populations. Operating costs include drivers’, dispatchers’ and managers’ wages; 

fuel; insurance; utilities; marketing; and other non-capital expenses. Under the federal rules, funds under the 

Section 5307 program described above can be used to cover 50% of the operating losses—costs not covered 

by fares—within the Nampa/Caldwell area.  If the operating costs were $1,000,000, and $200,000 in fares 

were collected, up to $400,000 of federal funds could be used to offset the operating loss. However, without a 

series of waivers to this rule, the Boise/Meridian urbanized area would not qualify to use federal funds for 

operating costs. The Nampa urbanized area is likely to be deemed part of the Boise/Nampa urbanized area in 

2012, after the 2010 Census is analyzed.  This means that the operating costs for bus services covering nearly 

500,000 people will be ineligible for federal operating assistance.  Continuing to provide the same level of 

service would require several million more dollars in local public funds.   

 

Local Government Contributions 

If fares do not cover the full costs of operating transit, where do the funds come from?  For most areas, 

local funds are the main source of local match and operating expenses.  As shown in Table 12-7, the 

urbanized area transit system received $5.3 million in local funds in 2008, mostly from the City of Boise.  

Local governments can only provide funds for transit out of their general funds, which are based on 

property taxes, distributions from the state-collected sales tax, and miscellaneous fees.  Since the general fund 

is also used to cover costs for police, fire protection, parks, libraries, and other government services, 

competition for the general fund is strong.  

 

 
 
 
 
 

Table 12-7: Sources of Funds – Valley Regional Transit Services 

 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 

Fare Revenues $822,604 $753,682 $706,326 $918,925 $960,287 

Federal Assistance $3,885,761 $3,825,921 $3,978,039 $3,119,031 $2,498,488 

Local Funds $2,656,814 $3,085,722 $2,648,826 $3,887,403 $5,281,288 

Other $45,168 $67,105 $64,388 $198,697 $101,705 

Total Operating Funds $7,410,347 $7,732,430 $7,397,579 $8,124,056 $8,841,768 

Fares as a Percent of Total 

Funds 
11% 10% 10% 11% 11% 
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How are Projects Budgeted?  

A plan lays out a long-term vision of where the region is going—or perhaps could go—along with goals 

and strategies to get there.  It is similar to a set of plans drawn up for the house discussed at the start of this 

chapter.  The plan is implemented over the years in a series of programs that take the available funding and 

allocates them for specific projects.  Think of a house that can be built in various stages; you would want the 

basics to be done early, say a kitchen, long before you might want to build a swimming pool.  

Transportation program budgets are prepared every one to two years and maintain a five to six year 

horizon of projects keyed to priorities. Some of the key programming documents in this region are discussed 

below. 

Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) 

The TIP is required of metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) under federal regulation. Any 

transportation project using federal funds or which is “regionally significant”28 must be included. No federal 

funds can be spent on these types of projects unless they are included in the TIP. A TIP is a major 

implementation tool for the plan, since any project in the TIP must be consistent with the adopted plan.  

State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) 

State transportation agencies such as ITD must prepare a STIP, a document similar to the TIP but that 

covers statewide projects. Within the planning areas of each MPO, the STIP and TIP must mirror each other. 

That means that the projects included in each document must show the same scope and costs for each 

project. Neither document can contain a project not contained in the other. This coordination is essential to 

ensure that neither the MPO nor the state can force a project through without the other’s agreement.  

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) 

There are many projects that do not involve federal funding or occur on regionally significant corridors. 

Many transportation agencies, including cities, counties and highway districts, prepare CIPs that budget funds 

for street projects such as construction, widening, bridge reconstruction, traffic signals, roadway 

reconstruction, overlays, etc. A CIP is required by Idaho law in order to collect development impact fees, and 

has a time horizon of up to 20 years.  Depending on its time horizon, a CIP may be either a mid-range or a 

long-range capital planning document.  In the case of ACHD, its CIP serves as a long-range (20 years) 

planning document, while its Five Year Work Plan serves as a mid-range (7 year) planning document.  

 

 

 
                                                 
28 Regionally Significant - regionally significant projects involve new construction of or additional lanes of travel on principal arterials, 

expressways and freeways or fixed-guideway transit systems such as rail or bus rapid transit.  
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Figure 12-10: Change in Roadway Cost 
Estimates 

Transit Development Program 

A Transit Development Program is the transit equivalent of a roadway CIP. It is more detailed than a 20-

year plan and lays out a budget for implementing new services in accordance with the plan, programs for 

replacement and new vehicles and other equipment, and facility construction. 

Cost of the Transportation System 

Much of this chapter addresses the available resources for implementing transportation projects. While 

the pool of available dollars is certainly large, it needs to be viewed in the context of what it costs to build, 

operate, and maintain transportation systems. The funds shown in this chapter regarding the forecast from 

2009 to 2035 are not totally available for major capacity projects. In fact, most of the resources for will go 

into maintenance and operations.  
 

Roadways 

With the deduction of minor capital items, 

including construction and widening of collector roads, 

signal projects, and intersection improvements, the 

available funding drops even more. 

With construction, rights-of-way, structures and 

preliminary design, and studies, the total cost of the 

major corridors in Communities in Motion within Ada 

County and Canyon County was estimated at $2.63 

billion.  The cost of the corridors in the Partnering 

Counties totaled another $219 million, bringing the 

total roadway corridors tab to $2.85 billion—or $628 

million more than the maximum amount of revenues 

available.  Cost inflation since 2005 would raise the 

Ada and Canyon corridors to $3.13 billion (Figure 12-

10).  

The challenge across the next 25 years grows with inflation.  As noted in the report, Funding Transportation 

Needs, many of the financing mechanisms for roadways are not inflation sensitive.  With a 4% inflation rate 

assumed for most of the period between now and 2035, the deficit between revenues and roadway needs will 

grow.  The cumulative deficit could be as high as $3.9 billion and will certainly be more than $2 billion.  Total 

costs for state and local road maintenance, administration, and capital needs could near $10.1 billion across 

the next 25 years. Revenues for this period would total $6.2 billion.  
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Figure 12-11:  Optimal Transit System Cost 
Compared to Base System 

The per capita expense within Ada and Canyon Counties on roadways is approximately $310 per person 

(2010). By 2020, if a fully funded roadway investment program were in place, this would rise to almost $500 

per person. This compares with the $30 per capita spent on transit in Ada and Canyon Counties shown in 

Table 12-6. 

This forecast of revenues is based on a number of assumptions.  Perhaps the most critical concerns 

revenues based on gas taxes.  The analysis “optimistically” assumed fuel consumption would increase at 0.9% 

per year—half the rate of growth seen over the past 20 years.  It also assumed no increase in the federal or 

state gas tax rates of 18.3 and 25 cents per gallon.  A gas tax rate set to automatically respond to inflation 

would be beneficial.  
 

Transit 

Transit costs for the “Optimal System” plan (Chapter 6) are also high, although still significantly less than 

the total roadway expenditures .  One major difference is that capital costs are a comparatively small share of 

the overall expense unless investing in very expensive fixed-guideway (rail, bus rapid transit, etc.) facilities. 

Subways, common in the very largest cities, can cost hundreds of millions per mile—a cost only justified by 

the value of surface land and the congestion of the street system.  

 Capital costs for the optimal transit network were estimated at $1.36 billion to construct a fixed-guideway 

system along the Union Pacific corridor, a downtown circulator in Boise, a bus rapid transit system along 

State Street between downtown Eagle and downtown Boise, provide for bus expansion and replacement, and 

provide appropriate facilities such as 

maintenance garages, transfer centers, etc.  

 The operating cost of this system was 

estimated at $2.75 billion, assuming a ramping up 

of service over the next 25 years.  At full 

implementation, the annual operating cost of the 

transit system would be $232 million by 2035. 

With capital costs that would be $313.11 million 

by 2035, compared to the base operating and 

capital cost of $60.06 million. (Figure 12-11).  

 Revenues will fall $2.66 billion short of 

funding the Optimal System over the next 25 years, and this is with the assumption that federal funding will 

be available to cover up to 80% of the capital costs.  
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 A report by an official of the U.S. General Accounting Office in 2002 reviewed “…20 Bus Rapid Transit 

lines and 18 Light Rail lines and found Bus Rapid Transit capital costs averaged $13.5 million per mile for 

busways, $9.0 million per mile for buses on high occupancy vehicle (HOV) lanes, and $680,000 per mile for 

buses on city streets, when adjusted to 2000 dollars.  For the 18 Light Rail lines, capital costs averaged about 

$34.8 million per mile, ranging from $12.4 million to $118.8 million per mile, when adjusted to 2000 

dollars.”29 

 
What is the Shortfall and What Does it Mean for the Average 

Household? 

While the above computation of total transportation costs and the shortfall between costs and revenues 

is important, numbers with many zeroes behind a dollar sign can be numbing.  How does a $6.6 billion 

shortfall relate to the average household?  When taken across 25 years and broken down by the number of 

households projected to exist in the region by 2035, the extra funding needed per household to invest in the 

planned roadway and transit networks would amount to another $98 million just to cover 2010 needs—about 

$430 per household in 2010. 

This does not mean that $430 per year is painless for your household budget.  Any expense is important. 

But it amounts to around $36 per month.  It becomes a matter of priorities.  How important is a better 

transportation system for the region? 

What are Some of the Potential Revenue Sources that Could or Should be 

Considered? 

There are options.  While federal funds will continue to be a significant source of funding for regional 

transportation, as will state-collected gas and registration fees, funding collected in the region and under the 

control of local agencies could provide a major source of revenue over the next 25 years.  There are several 

options presented in Table 12-8 for consideration.  These are not intended to show all the options that might 

be done. Rather these are examples that are commonly used as local option taxes. 

  

                                                 
29 Mass Transit, Status of New Starts Program and Potential for Bus Rapid Transit Projects, Statement of John H. Anderson , Jr., Managing 

Director, Physical Infrastructure Issues, U.S. General Accounting Office, Testimony before the Subcommittee on Highways and 
Transit Committee on Transportation and Infrastructure House of Representatives, June 20, 2002,  page 10, 
URL:http://www.gao.gov/new.items/d02840t.pdf  
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Table 12-8: Examples of Revenue Sources 

Tax/Fee Source Current Legal Uses 

Unit fuel tax Roadway construction and maintenance 

Sales Tax on Fuel Potentially any transportation but needs legal review 

Vehicle Registration Fee Roadway construction and maintenance 

Sales Tax on Goods Any transportation 

Income Tax Any transportation 

Property Tax Any transportation 

Other Sources Current Legal Uses 

Impact Fees Capital needs tied to effects of growth. Cannot be used for 

maintenance and operations, existing problems, or non-capacity 

improvements such as landscaping, drainage, etc. Under 

current Idaho law, cannot be used for transit. 

Tolls Typically limited to construction and maintenance of the specific 

facility, e.g., a tollroad.  May need new state legislation. 

Vehicle Miles of Travel Fees To be a fee, the charge has to be tied to a specific benefit 

conferred upon the user. May need new state legislation. 

Rental Cars Fees Fee base is tied to use of transportation system. May need new 

state legislation. 

 

Based on the $6.5 billion of unfunded investments, what would it take to add enough resources to pay 

for all the desired roadway corridors and invest in the transit network?  

Table 12-9 provides examples of revenue sources and rates.  The calculations are based on 2007 data 

available for fuel sales, sales tax collection, registered vehicles, home construction, and income.30 

It is possible that, rather than just one of these sources being the total solution, that there would be a mix 

of sources used.  Certainly increases in vehicle registration fees and gas taxes are more likely to accommodate 

roadway needs.  The choice of what sources, if any, would be tapped is up to elected officials and voters. 

Rates were estimated for some of the more likely options. 

  

                                                 
30 Information was compiled from the State of Idaho and other sources in 2007. URL: 

http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/rltp/taskforce_data.pdf 
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Table 12-9: Possible Sources to Raise $98 Million* 

  Approximately $430 per 
household for 2010. 

Tax/Fee Source Tax Type 

Added 

Rate Current Rate 

Total 

Rate 

Unit fuel tax Fixed cents per gallon $0.285 $0.245 $0.53 

Sales Tax on Fuel Percentage of Price (Less 

State/Federal Unit Tax) 

12.0% 0.0% 12.0% 

Vehicle Registration Fee Dollars per Vehicle $205 up to $60 + 

$48 in Ada 

up to 

$313 

Sales Tax on Goods Percentage of Price 1.7% 6.0% 7.7% 

Income Tax Surcharge on Existing Tax 14.2% n.a. n.a. 

Property Tax Percentage of Assessed Value 0.17% 0.09% ACHD 

0.11% CHD4 

n.a. 

* This amount is for a single year. $98 million would cover the gap between existing revenues and the amount 
needed to fully fund maintenance and operations, new capital, and an expanded public transportation system. This 
revenue would be in addition to existing revenues for roadways and transit. 

What Would it Take to Tap These Sources? 

Any of the options, except for the impact fee and property tax, would require amendments to state law.  

Barring the provision of a local option registration fee noted earlier, Idaho law does not grant local option 

taxing powers to local governments.  One exception is under Idaho Code, Title 50, Chapter 10.  It allows 

cities with a population no greater than 10,000 and with a “major” portion of its economy dependent on 

tourism to submit to its voters a non-property local option tax.  

The local option registration fee, which can only be used for roadway purposes, is also constrained to be 

no more than twice the amount established under Idaho Code,31 which currently establishes a maximum of 

$48 for newer vehicles.  Furthermore, changes that would permit a gas or vehicle tax to be used for public 

transportation or other non-roadway transportation projects would require a change to the Idaho 

Constitution.  However, an increase in the local option registration fee or a local option fuel tax could be 

sought to provide the added revenue for roadways. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
31 Idaho Statutes, Title 49, Motor Vehicles, Chapter 4 49-402. Motor Vehicle Registration. URL:http://www3.state.id.us/cgi-

bin/newidst?sctid=490040002.K  
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Local option, dedicated taxes for public transportation are not unusual in the U.S. Especially for transit 

systems in areas with more than 200,000, dedicated taxes are a larger source of funding than general revenues. 

In 2004, dedicated taxes formed 38% of the financial base for operating costs, versus just 14% for state and 

local general funds and 7% for federal funds. Where transit agencies had dedicated taxes, sales taxes 

accounted for 80% of the revenues.  Where other local governments collected the dedicated taxes, sales taxes 

were 67% of the revenue. (Source: National Transit Database 2004.) Other dedicated tax sources included 

property, income, fuel, and other.  

To accomplish this will take enabling legislation approved by the Idaho Legislature or by a direct initiative 

process.  The challenge is a long-standing concern about the effects of a local option tax on the market.  

Some of the arguments in opposition to a local option tax are: 

  Sales taxes collected in the larger urban areas likely to approve a local option tax for transportation 

would also be borne by residents of more rural areas who shop in the larger metropolitan areas. 

 Local option taxes might drive buyers to shop in areas outside the taxing district. This could be especially 

difficult where the taxing district borders states with no sales tax or lower tax rates. 

 Businesses could face additional administrative costs to track tax collections by special districts.  

It is likely that any enabling legislation would require a vote of approval by residents within the district. 

This is the case with the resort tax under Idaho Code 50-10.  Under that legislation, a simple majority is 

sufficient to approve a local option tax.  In many states, any local option tax must be preceded by a capital 

and operations plan that will provide voters with some assurance as to how the funds will be spent.  

In 2007, COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit worked with local governments and private 

organizations across Idaho to craft local option tax legislation. A coalition, Moving Idaho Forward, backed 

legislation introduced in the 2008 session. The Idaho House leadership wanted provisions in local option to 

require a constitutional change requiring a two-thirds vote to pass a local option tax. This provision, along 

with other restrictions, and concerns about the restrictions voiced by local governments resulted in the 

legislation being killed in committee. No new legislation was attempted in the 2009 or 2010 sessions.
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CHAPTER 13 
FOSTERING SUSTAINABILITY AND LIVABILITY 

The Communities in Motion plan of 2006 included the following goals, carried forward in this update: 

• Connections 

o Provide options for safe access and mobility in a cost-effective manner in the region. 

• Coordination 

o Achieve better inter-jurisdictional coordination of transportation and land use planning. 

• Environment 

o Minimize transportation impact to people, cultural resources, and the environment. 

• Information 

o Coordinate data gathering and dispense better information. 
 

Communities in Motion also highlights the following guiding principles for land use: 

• Plan for growth and share in benefits and costs 

• Facilitate growth in cities and areas of impact to efficiently use public infrastructure 

• Promote economic vitality and housing choices for all residents while retaining natural beauty 

• Support a successful central city to maintain regional economic health and vitality 

• Coordinate transportation and land use decisions to support travel choices 
 

While the 2006 plan stopped short of discussing how these goals and principles tie to sustainability and 

livability, they have guided member agencies and the region toward steps in that direction.  For example, 

many of the updated comprehensive plans are embracing sustainability and livability as their core values, and 

the annual Communities in Motion Performance Monitoring Report tracks progress toward the above goals. This 

updated plan more explicitly ties Communities in Motion goals and guiding principles to sustainability and 

livability. 
 

Sustainable Communities Initiative 

In June 2009, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD), U.S. Department of 

Transportation (DOT), and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) joined together to design the 

Partnership for Sustainable Communities.  The goal of the program is to support multi-jurisdictional regional 

efforts that integrate housing, economic development, transportation, water infrastructure, and environmental 

planning, and assist regional entities and consortia of local governments with integrated decision-making.  
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The resulting “Sustainable Communities Initiative” is based on the six “Livability Principles” listed 

below. The goals and guiding principles reflect these livability principles.  

1. Provide more transportation choices 

2. Promote equitable, affordable housing 

3. Increase economic competitiveness 

4. Support existing communities 

5. Leverage federal investment 

6. Value communities and neighborhoods 
 

Provide More Transportation Choices 

The region has engaged in a broad-based planning effort to identify needs and gaps in transportation 

services throughout a six-county area, with specific emphasis on people who do not drive a car (Chapter 6).  

The plan also prioritized strategies to meet the needs and to seek funding for implementation.  The 

COMPASS Board adopted a Complete Streets policy to better enable consideration of all transportation 

modes and users’ needs.  
 

Promote Equitable, Affordable Housing 

While the connection between housing density and transportation choices has been addressed in regional 

plans, this update represents a new partnership between housing agencies and the regional transportation 

planning agency. COMPASS has documented the effect of transportation cost (due to distance from 

employment) on housing affordability. That information provides a powerful tool to coordinate housing and 

economic development (job centers) with the need for affordable housing and transportation (Chapter 4). 
 

Enhance Economic Competitiveness 

The new focus on connecting housing, jobs, and transportation choices creates economic opportunities and 

helps address some of the region’s shortcomings in terms of economic competitiveness.  One of the factors 

businesses look at when they consider locations is the quality and extent of public transportation. A future growth 

pattern that brings homes, jobs, and services closer together will reduce the need to travel and encourage use of 

alternative travel modes such as walking and biking. 
 

Support Existing Communities 

The Community Choices land use scenario supports growth in areas of city impact and thereby helps 

reduce the need to consume farmland and open space (Chapter 3).  It also encourages a greater diversity of 

housing and puts more of that housing near jobs and services.  More townhomes, patio homes, and 

apartments will be provided near planned public transportation services. 
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Community Choices is a more compact growth pattern that will more likely support transit, walking, and 

biking. Some of the increased density would occur from the greater diversity of housing types, but some 

would also come from decreased lot sizes for single-family housing.  Lots of less than 5,000 square feet can 

attain the needed density with more careful design. 
 

Coordinate Policies and Leverage Investment 

One example of the coordination is the regional effort in mobility management to help leverage 

investment in transportation services and infrastructure by human service providers and transportation 

providers (Chapter 6).  This effort started in early 2000s and resulted in the first Transportation Service 

Coordination Plan, adopted by Valley Regional Transit in 2006.  This effort has since continued as part of the 

regional local mobility planning effort undertaken by COMPASS for the Southwest Idaho Mobility Management 

Plan1. 

The partnerships formed during this Communities in Motion update provide an opportunity to expand 

coordination into sustainability, livability, housing, and other infrastructure investment. 
 

Value Communities and Neighborhoods 

The Community Choices land use scenario emphasizes a more compact development with design 

elements that favor expanded effectiveness of public transportation, walking, and biking, and is identified as 

the targeted scenario for implementation through this plan (Chapter 3).  Growth occurring outside the 

targeted growth areas under Community Choices will not be a priority for public funding of transportation 

projects. 
 

Developing a Sustainable, Livable Region 

The graphic on the following pages (Figure 13-1) illustrates the types of coordination needed to bring 

about a truly sustainable, livable community. COMPASS is already working with many of the organizations 

listed and plans to engage others to continue to improve the regional planning process. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                            
1 http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/3CLMMNPlanSep%202009.pdf 
  http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/3CLMMNPlanAppendices.pdf 



S U S TA I N A B I LT Y

Land Use:
All cities and counties
Idaho Smart Growth
Urban Land Institute

•
•
•

Housing:
Homeless shelters
Idaho Housing and Finance Assocation
Idaho Smart Growth
Local housing authorities
U.S. Dept of Housing and Urban Development

•
•
•
•
•

Transportation:
COMPASS
Federal Highway Administration
Federal Transit Administration
Highway districts
Idaho Transportation Department
Private transportation providers
Safe Routes to School
Valley Regional Transit

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Infrastructure:
Idaho Green Building Council
Irrigation districts
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Utilities

•
•
•
•

Economic Development:
Boise Valley Economic Partnership
Chambers of commerce
Colleges and universities
Idaho Department of Commerce
Idaho Department of Labor
Idaho Rural Partnership
Redevelopment agencies
Sage Community Resources

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Health and Social Services
AARP
Faith-based charities
Health districts
Hospitals
Refugee organizations
School districts
Women and children agencies

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Natural Resources/Agricultural Land
City/county parks departments
Idaho Conservation League
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality
Idaho Department of Fish and Game
Idaho Department of Lands
Idaho Department of Water Resources
Idaho Green Building Council
Natural Resource Conservation Service
Land Trust of theTreasure Valley
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
U.S. Forest Service

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Public and Private Partners:
Builders/Building Contractors Assocation of SW Idaho
Media
Neighborhood and home owner associations
Realtors

•
•
•
•
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Regional sustainability requires a concerted effort from many agencies and organizations 
working collaboratively. Sustainability involves natural resources, health and social services, 
land use, housing, transportation, economic development, infrastructure, and public and 
private partners.
This illustration is an example of how several participants are needed to create a livable 
community.

Disclaimer: Graphic is an illustration of the variety of organizations needed to collaborate in 
a sustainable plan. Not all organizations are reflected
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CHAPTER 14 
LOOKING BEYOND 2035 

Setting the Stage 

The federal government requires the life of a regional long-

range transportation plan be a minimum of 20 years.  Communities 

in Motion was given a horizon year of 2035—25 years beyond the 

adoption date in 2010.  But growth is not likely to stop in 2035.  In 

fact, growth could be much stronger than anticipated through 2035 

and the resulting population and employment numbers could be 

much larger than assumed in the plan.  The rate of growth is not 

absolutely predictable.  The region went through a major boom 

between 2000 and 2006, followed by a major slump that is still going on at the time of this plan.  No 

one can really know the future, and this lack of certainty requires that the plan consider many 

possibilities. 

Many larger regions now conduct longer-term forecasts and evaluations.  Seattle, Portland, 

Sacramento, and Salt Lake are among the metropolitan areas extending their horizons.  A 40 or 50-

year horizon is used to test transportation systems, while a shorter 20-year plan contains more detail 

about projects and their priorities.   

 Why take the longer view?  A 20-year plan seems distant, but it is short when considering urban 

growth and transportation system changes. A significant road widening project may take ten or more 

years to complete, while a major new corridor – such as a new freeway or rail system – can be 10 to 20 

years in planning and construction.  Land use patterns and travel behavior can take far longer to 

change.  The private automobile has been the dominant mode of urban transportation for three 

generations.  

Designing for the automobile has driven urban form in the 

Treasure Valley since World War II.  Roads, parking lots, and 

garages dominate the urban image.  Look at a regional 

shopping center and its acres and acres of asphalt. Consider the 

amount of frontage on a home dedicated to the car.  

 

The 50-year time horizon in the 
scenario process is necessary, in 
order to see significant effects from 
land use policies and from transit-
building policies, too. The fact that 
MPOs do 20-year plans biases 
them against such policies. 
 

Robert Johnson 
University of California, Davis 
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Examples of inaccurate forecasts and 
decisions abound. They serve as 
reminders that there is wisdom in 
remaining flexible and erring on the 
side of caution. It is imperative that 
forecasts be made, knowing that 
eventually they may be proven 
wrong; otherwise there is no chance 
to be right and no opportunity to 
shape the future. 
 

ACCESS OHIO 2004-2030 

The intent of a longer-term analysis is to put the recommendations of Communities in Motion into 

perspective.  Road corridor and public transportation investments that may be seen as unnecessary in terms 

of growth within the next 25 years could be vital to accommodate growth beyond that period. Also consider 

that forecasts can be wrong. 

Growth Beyond 2035 

The growth envisioned in Communities in Motion would add 

460,000 residents to Ada and Canyon Counties.  Employment is 

expected to increase by 222,000.  The two counties would have 

1.046 million residents and 470,661 jobs. 

In the 2006 plan, growth was projected in a straight-line 

fashion beyond 2030 to achieve a population within Ada 

County and Canyon County of approximately 1.5 million and a 

regional population (including Boise, Elmore, Gem and Payette 

Counties) of nearly 1.8 million. Employment growth was also projected to achieve a two-county total of 

852,000 and a regional total of 960,000.  

Was it far-fetched to consider 1.5 million people in Ada and Canyon Counties?  Depending on the future 

economy, that number may not be far off.  The 1.046 million population by 2035 used in Communities in 

Motion is based on an annual growth rate of 2.5%, a heavy pace of growth compared to the national growth 

rate of 0.75%.  Another 15 years at that rate would see a two county population of 1.5 million. 
 

Buildout Implications 

For the 2010 plan, a different approach was taken. Instead of using a growth rate to look at a long-term 

population, COMPASS staff worked with local land use agencies in Ada and Canyon Counties to analyze 

their comprehensive plans to determine the amount of growth that would be possible under their collective 

plans. The comprehensive plans were mapped (Figure 14-1), and assumed densities under each land use 

category, by jurisdiction, were put into the model. Information on existing development, vacant land, 

floodways/floodplains, slopes, farmland, wildlife habitat, and other factors was used to determine the 

limitations on growth. For example, if the comprehensive plan for City X called for higher residential density 

than currently exists, would City X expect redevelopment to occur? This compilation of area comprehensive 

plans is titled the “Buildout Analysis” and is intended to inform long-term planning efforts for roads, transit, 

and other modes. See Appendix F for additional information about local comprehensive plans used in the 

analysis. 
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  Figure 14-1: Buildout Analysis Land Use Map 
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These “buildout” projections come with limitations:   

 The growth forecasts were modeled in the Community Choices roadway and transit networks at full 

build-out. The process assumes that the entire network would be built and not constrained by available 

resources.  No attempt was made to modify the Community Choices network in response to additional 

travel demand. 

 No forecasted travel information was available for the neighboring counties (Boise, Gem, Payette, 

Elmore).  

 No fuel prices or other cost factors were assessed to determine the effects of such prices on growth 

patterns or travel demands. 

 There are no limits to the build-out growth based on limitations posed by water, sewer capacity, energy 

supplies, or any other factor. 

 There is no time limit to this growth.  For the Community Choices scenario the horizon is the year 2035.  

There is no expected year when the growth would match the visions of the comprehensive plans. It could 

be 100 years or more. 

The Buildout Analysis, given the assumptions and limitations, would result in the following: 

 2.6 million population 

 0.9 million households 

 1.4 million jobs 

 

Implications of the Buildout Analysis for the Transportation System 

The Buildout Analysis was originally conceived as a way 

to relate growth in the plans to available transportation 

capacity.  A typical statistic used in transportation plans is 

“vehicle miles of travel” (Figure 14-2).  It is a significant 

statistic since it closely correlates with issues such as air 

pollution due to vehicles, consumption of fuel, and travel 

delays. Under buildout, there could be approximately 79 

million vehicle miles of travel per weekday compared with 

the current 12 million.  The challenge with evaluating this 

magnitude of demand is that there is simply not enough supply even assuming a fully funded Communities in 

Motion plan plus two additional major corridors – Western Canyon County Arterial Route and Kuna-Mora 

Road Expressway.  This was the network used for evaluating buildout. 

 

 

Figure 14-2: Vehicle Miles of Travel 
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Although the extrapolation of growth beyond 2035 is not a sophisticated scenario of future growth, the 

implications of continued growth without a fundamental change in travel modes and investments are 

daunting.  The evaluation is based on typical weekday travel in the Year X – a year which could be 70, 80, or 

more years in the future.  Some of the highlights of the initial evaluation: 

 The average speed on Inerstate-84 would be approximately 15 mph. 

 Sections of I-84 would carry over 350,000 vehicles per day compared to today’s peak of 120,000 vehicles 

per day. 

 State Highway 19, west of Caldwell, would serve over 140,000 vehicle trips per day. 

 60% of the vehicle miles of travel would be on non-state roads. 

 There would be over 3.4 million hours of vehicle delay per weekday. Today’s delay is 27,000 hours (Figure 

14-3). 
 

Delay is calculated by estimating the “free flow” travel time 

for a trip and comparing it to the time needed under congested 

conditions.  

Generally these congested conditions would be worst during 

peak hours.  As travel demand increases, more and more travel 

will shift outside the “typical” peak hours of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 

a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.  In larger metropolitan areas, the 

travel demand spreads out as travelers seek to shorten their 

commute times by starting their trips outside the peak hours. In these larger areas, peak hours are likely to last 

two to four hours during the evening. This is called “peak spreading” and is similar to a market approach in 

balancing demand and supply.  Think of airline travel pricing, where tickets for travel outside of peak demand 

times cost less than at peak times such as holidays.  Travelers see the advantages and adjust their travel 

patterns. 

The increase in hours of delay is much greater than the increase in vehicle miles of travel since roadway 

capacity is being consumed, and congestion is not a linear function.  As roadway capacities are exceeded, each 

new vehicle added generates higher levels of delay.  Think of vehicles entering a freeway late at night.  Due to 

the low traffic volumes, the effect on traffic flow is slight.  Now think of the same number of vehicles 

entering at the same point on the freeway at 5:15 p.m.  During rush hour, only a slight number of additional 

vehicles need to change slow moving traffic into traffic that is stopped. 

Figure 14-4 shows I-84 at a typical mid-day traffic level and a morning peak level.  The morning peak 

under the Buildout Analysis would stretch for three hours.  

Figure 14-3: Vehicle Hours of Delay 
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Figure 14-5 shows the congested corridors under the Buildout Analysis.  Every major road shown in red 

has an average daily speed less than 20 mph.  Peak speeds will be much lower. 

With most roads at or above capacity, widening existing roads even more than proposed in Communities in 

Motion would mean substantial financial costs and cause impacts on the adjacent residences, businesses, and 

other uses.  Area residents need to consider how far we should go in providing for auto mobility at the 

expense of neighborhoods, rural land, and existing businesses. 

These are not absolute forecasts.  The evaluation has not yet factored in the contributions of a greatly 

expanded public transportation system.  It does not assume any revolution in vehicle technology, such as 

automated highways and vehicles that would greatly increase travel efficiency.  Nor are there any radical 

economic or social changes assumed that would keep people from driving personal vehicles.  For example, 

what would happen if the 2008 gas prices had remained at $4 per gallon or higher? 

 

Figure 14-5: Buildout Analysis on Full Communities in Motion Network (Funded and 

Unfunded).  Roads with Average Daily Speeds < 20 mph. 
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What the evaluation does indicate is that the potential under the existing comprehensive plans is far in 

excess of any budgeted or planned roadway capacity.  One approach could be to evaluate the full functional 

classification system, assuming that all roads would be built out to their maximum number of lanes 

envisioned in the policy/design manuals. Another approach would be to develop an optimal transit network 

appropriate for a region of 2.6 million people. Even with these in place, it is possible—likely—that demand is 

so high as to be intolerable. For example, sections of State Highway 44 are forecasted with more than 100,000 

vehicles per day, yet there are no options for east-west travel north of the river. So tests could be run on new 

corridors outside of the functional classification system. 

 The potential of looking beyond 2035 indicates the need to: 

 Offer alternatives to driving 

 Move toward a development pattern that reduces the need to travel 

 Preserve future corridors not yet warranted for construction under growth by 2035. This is a major 

reason for the functional classification map included in Chapter 5. 

 

Comparisons to Other Communities  

The potential travel issues are significant, yet they should not be viewed as catastrophic. While 2.6 million 

is a large population, there are many cities in the west and southwest approaching or over 1 million that are 

economically vital and maintain a desirable quality of life.  These cities have higher congestion than the 

Treasure Valley.  They also put significant money into roadways and transit.  All have rail systems.  Las Vegas, 

Nevada’s, system is privately-owned, oriented for visitors, and has an extensive bus system in place.  In 2004, 

these communities spent between $188 and $972 per household on transit operations and maintenance and 

capital investments such as rail systems.  This puts the $400 per household in new revenue for implementing 

the road and transit networks in this region as described in Chapters 5 and 6 into perspective.  Also consider 

that the average per household roadway expenditure alone for these regions ranges from $634 to $1,505 

(Table 14-1). 
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The Next Plan 

Communities in Motion will be updated by September 2014, to meet the four-year update cycle mandated by 

the Federal Transportation Act, Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users 

(SAFETEA-LU).  COMPASS may update it sooner, and it will most certainly be amended before the four 

years are up.  As noted in Chapter 3, COMPASS prepares an annual Communities in Motion Performance 

Monitoring Report.  This report will track growth, transportation investments, transportation performance and 

policy changes tied to the goals and objectives espoused in Communities in Motion.  

The next update will reprise the detailed analysis of land use options that was undertaken for Communities 

in Motion in 2006, but it will need to address whether land use 

patterns are shifting to reflect more of the higher density, 

mixed use developments called for in this plan.  

 The update will also need to evaluate the pace of 

development, especially in smaller cities that can see rapid 

increases in building and subdivision activity.  Is the 2.5% 

growth rate used in developing a 2035 population of 1.046 

million for Ada County and Canyon County valid—or has it 

been exceeded year after year?  

 

 

                                                 
1 Table 1 – Population. National Transit Database. 2004. Includes operating and capital expenditures. 

http://www.ntdprogram.com/ntdprogram/pubs.htm 
2 Table 1 – Annual Transit Expenditure. ibid 
3 Table 1 – Annual Transit Expenditure per Household. Census household sizes for the urbanized areas were used to estimate number 

of households. 
4 Table 1 – Annual Roadway Expenditure.  Expenditures based on average annual roadway investments derived from the respective 
regional transportation plans. Includes all capital and operating/maintenance expenses for state and local roads. The total investment 
costs were divided by the number of years covered in each plan. 

Table 14-1: Expenditure Comparison with Other Regions 

 

Population1 
Annual Transit 

Expense 2 

Transit 
Expenditures 

per 
Household 3 

Annual Regional 
Transportation 

Plan Expenditures 
on Roadways 4 

Roadway 
Expenditures 

per 
Household  

San Jose, California 1,731,400 $520,012,617 $972 $1,680,000,000 $634 

Austin, Texas 727,000 $143,978,488 $525 $640,160,000 $1,125 

Denver, Colorado 2,545,000 $484,848,233 $490 $1,557,520,000 $1,505 

Las Vegas, Nevada 1,686,827 $119,262,312 $188  $463,760,000 $660 

Sacramento, California 1,035,009 $289,957,034 $757  $796,571,000 $1,000 

Salt Lake City, Utah 1,744,417 $168,852,111 $299  $758,154,000 $1,383 
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We need to better understand what drives growth in the region and need to consider: 

 How strong is the tie between job creation and population growth?  

 To what extent will this region see growth as a result of retirees attracted by a favorable climate, 

outdoor amenities, affordable housing (compared to some regions), and other qualities? 

 How attractive is the region to younger adults? Will they be seeking a suburban environment or a 

more diversified urban environment? 

 What is the relationship between the pace of housing development and out-of-area speculation? The 

boom from 2000 to 2006 owed a great deal to such speculation. An analysis by the Ada County 

Assessor’s office determined that non-owner occupied single family homes went from 22% of the 

total stock to 28% between 2004 and 2006. That represented an increase of 10,000 single family 

homes not owner-occupied. During those same two years, 13,000 single family homes were built in 

Ada County.5 

 Will energy costs begin to affect residential location decisions and choices between driving and other 

modes? 

 How will raw land prices affect development patterns if prices escalate as they did during the boom 

years? 

 Will more employment, especially in terms of retail and services, move into areas undergoing booms 

in residential construction? Conversely, will residential construction booms near the urban centers 

increase as has occurred in other metropolitan areas? 

 What is the support for expanding the revenue base for public transportation? 

 How does the region balance roadway design, traffic growth, and community goals for neighborhood 

protection and downtown vitality?  

                                                 
5 The analysis looked at homes for which a home owner exemption was in place. Homes not qualifying for such an exemption would 
be homes rented out, homes owned by out of state residents, builder or bank owned homes, and second homes not used as a 
primary residence by the owner. 
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A public comment period on the draft Communities in Motion plan was held May 10 – June 18, 2010. Over 200 people provided comments via letters/emails, paper comment forms, and online 

comment forms. The majority of these comments were generated through a process called “Meeting in a Bag.” More information on the public comment period as a whole and the “Meeting in a Bag” 

process in particular can be found in Chapter 2. 

The table below contains quantitative results from comment forms, when applicable, and as well as each individual comment from comment forms (hard copy and online) and response to the 

comments on the plan. Responses are not provided to the first three questions, while deal with how and why people became involved with the process. Following the table are copies of the individual letters 

and emails that were submitted, along with responses to them. Individuals’ names have been removed here for privacy, but are on file at the COMPASS office. A copy of the comment form can be found at 

the end of this appendix. Comments submitted by COMPASS member agencies can be found in Appendix B.  

In the table below, when the exact same comment was received, it is noted in parentheses after the comment how many times it was mentioned under that question (e.g., “State Street/Highway 44 [3 

comments]”).  This indicates that three people wrote “State Street/Highway 44.” However, when similar comments were received, but they were not identical (e.g., same sentiment but different reasons 

explaining a viewpoint or similar but slightly different comments), these were listed separately to ensure the commenter’s point was not lost (e.g., “State Street west of Gary,” “State Street and Hill Road,” 

“State Street connector system”). Where responses refer the reader to a pervious response (e.g., “See Response #12, above”), the response being referred to is a previous response to that same question. 

Question and response numbers begin numbering at “1” for each individual question. 

Note that the number of respondents and the number of comments do not always match. In some instances, identical comments have been “lumped” together, as described above. In other instances, 

some individuals made more than one discrete comment under the same question. Those comments were separated when listed below so that each could be responded to individually. 

 
Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
What prompted you to 
comment on this plan?  
That is, is there a specific 
concern, or a particular 
road or issue that 
interests you?  

140 NA 1. Improved/expanded  public transportation (14 
comments) 

2. State Street/Highway 44 (3 comments) 
3. More transportation options/current lack of multi-

modal options (6 comments)  
4. General interest (7 comments) 
5. The Meridian Road bridge replacement/bottleneck 

over I-84 (2 comments) 
6. Lack of funding mechanisms to pay for the 

transportation system needs. (4 comments) 
7. Chinden Road/US 20/26 (3 comments) 
8. Ada County Planning and Zoning Commission (2 

comments) 
9. State Street west of Gary 
10. State Street and Hill Road 

NA 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
11. State Street connector system. 
12. I live near Glenwood and State Streets. These roads 

are heavily traveled and have many accidents. 
13. Growth of State Street and extensions of Highway 

55. 
14. I-84 and State Street. 
15. I am interested to know what projects can be 

funded.  State Street is a particular concern. 
16. Yes, I am interested in State Street/Hwy. 44.  I am 

hoping that light rail or a better public transit 
system can be developed along Hwy. 44 and would 
run from downtown Boise all the way to Middleton. 

17. The Chinden corridor, especially from Eagle to Can-
Ada road is a concern.  I would like to see this 
preserved as a corridor for traffic (without a lot of 
lights and turnouts) and also for it to accommodate 
bicycles. 

18. Congestion and coordination between Eagle Road 
and SH 44, can it be improved? 

19. Boise Metro Chamber has Transportation as a 
priority 

20. I use public transit since I am blind and can't drive 
anymore 

21. Yes - what is planned to be built / $ spent on in 
next 20 years 

22. Overall regional economic well being 
23. Improved transportation system 
24. We need good roads  
25. My concerns for my clients for my clients for my 

job 
26. Lack of transportation in Caldwell and surrounding 

areas 
27. I work w/ refugees who are extremely public 

transit dependent.  I commute by bike, I love to 
use public transit in other cities, environment, etc. 

28. Kuna Mora 
29. Kuna Mora Corridor.  Want it to stay on hold 

forever.  I live on Bowmont and Robinson. 
30. I want to make a difference to our future so I 

wanted you to know my opinions. 
31. Hwy 16 
32. Part of an agency meeting 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
33. Asked to. 
34. Desire to become involved. 
35. Yes light rail to bike paths. 
36. Want safe, walkable/bikeable routes to school for my kids.   
37. To support streetcar idea and commuter rail. 
38. Franklin Road west from Linder.   
39. Linder Rd. north from Franklin. 
40. Lack of improvements to state highways. 
41. Participation on Meridian Transportation Task 

Force. 
42. Warm Springs Ave. East 
43. Community awareness 
44. 3 Cities River Crossing 
45. Interested citizen 
46. Neighborhood underdevelopment (high density) 

pressure; has no infrastructure 
47. I am Eagle City Council member - Eagle Roads are 

inadequate for existing volume. 
48. Eagle Road - safe non motorized way to access 

downtown Boise. 
49. We all are part of a big community and should be 

involved.   
50. There are lots of the issues that concern me. 
51. Meeting facilitator questions. 
52. Committee member 
53. Need transportation projects to promote compact 

development. 
54. Interested in plan. 
55. Combined CIM meeting with MIM activity 
56. To forecast the future roadways and public 

transportation. 
57. Treasure Valley needs high speed rail - Ontario to 

Mtn. Home 
58. Lack of transportation to sky ranch business area 

in Caldwell, Idaho 
59. Garrity exit ramp and traffic from Caldwell to Boise 

stinks. 
60. Frustration from the lack of direction in tackling 

issues.  There seems to be a lot of talk but no 
action. 

61. Getting tired about having it talked about.  LET'S 
DO SOMETHING!! 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
62. My boss. 
63. So I would be on record with my opinions. 
64. Interested in roadway, transportation planning in 

the treasure valley. 
65. Overall interest in community and transportation planning. 
66. Went to meeting in a bag 
67. Anger at taxpayers  / environment paying for 

development costs.  Developers ignoring / half job 
on environmental degradation (Eagle) 

68. Interest in the neighborhood development near the 
neighborhood. 

69. Interest in seeing that our community doesn't 
become traffic congested. 

70. Upcoming work - future sustainability of the 
municipalities. 

71. Transportation access for all, conditions of road. 
72. Comment page required with meeting in a bag 

presentation. 
73. The bus hours, needs to follow Eugene, OR model.  

This would be especially important for the refugee 
population. 

74. I would hope someone’s putting some thought into 
good options. 

75. I have major concerns over the quality of 
forethought on development growth and 
transportation planning overall in the valley. 

76. Live near Lake Hazel Road. 
77. Preserving our quality of life in SW Idaho. 
78. As a resident of Ada County and Boise City, and as 

an individual who utilizes  the roadways it is 
important to be involved in shaping the future of 
transportation in the area. 

79. I am most concerned about sprawl and lack of 
planning for the future. 

80. I live in Meridian and look forward to better 
commuting options in the future. 

81. The transportation system affects me each day. 
82. Meridian and Overland Road and Overland 

Overpass 
83. East and west bound traffic need to be 

accommodated better by widening roads or 
increasing transit. 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
84. A long term involvement with treasure valley 

transportation issues. 
85. In the business. 
86. Interested in overall transportation system and 

approach COMPASS is taking towards future 
planning. 

87. Interested in growth projections. 
88. Any transportation improvements are a concern 

(meaning I want more) 
89. I am very concerned about the matter, both as a 

resident and as a student /professional of 
transportation engineering. 

90. Concern about sprawl and car-centric 
transportation. 

91. I feel our road infrastructure is severely lagging in 
development.  We need more forward thinking 
plans i.e. controlled access roads. 

92. Growth management and reducing the impact of 
roads on the community quality of life. 

93. I believe our priorities should be on transit, 
complete streets and corridors that facilitate 
curbing urban sprawl. 

94. It seems this plan shows a belief that we can build 
our way out of congestion, ie more roads with 
more lanes.  

95. I also don't understand why Bowmont Road is 
being funded when Kuna-Mora is not. I don't 
believe a by-pass is practical or needed.  It's a 
case of if you build it they will come. 

96. My interest is to provide information to help 
leaders realize a car-centric, "roads and bridges" 
only approach is doomed to fail - as it has in any 
major city. If we can get people to walk, pedal or 
use ValleyRide, we can improve our air and traffic 
congestion. 

97. To see that Canyon County is represented. 
98. Making the roads safer for bicycling. 
99. Need for bicycle and pedestrian friendly roadways. 
100. The better streets, roads, and highways are made, 

the less the incentive there will be for people to 
want, fund, and use mass transit. 

101.Specific concerns for the funding of alternative 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
transportation such as public transit, bikeways, and 
trails. 

102. A good transportation plan is critical to the long 
term viability of our area. 

103. Attended a Meeting in the Bag yesterday and 
wanted to fill out online rather than on paper. 

 
104. I am very concerned about our tendency in the 

valley to further our 'car centric' culture through 
simply more, and bigger roadways. We will need 
visionary leadership that looks beyond our 'lazy' 
American ways to ensure that the valley is both 
livable AND encourages investment and business 
growth for the future. 

105. Need to better connect our local communities and 
save fuel in the process. 

106. I am being impacted by plan. 
107. A "Meeting in a Bag" hosted by the Collister 

Neighborhood Association and presented by 
Deanna Smith. 

108. Radio announcement soliciting input from 
public/users. 

109. Heard the ads on the radio..... and I care about the 
transportation in our valley. 

110. My concern is that the 2006 and 2010 update plans 
fail to take into consideration the major global 
liquid fuels shortfall we will soon be facing. Please 
link to graph on page 8 of the US Department of 
Energy document I am providing the link to:    
http://www.eia.doe.gov/conference/2009/session3
/Sweetnam.pdf   The US Dept of Energy presented 
this information in 20009. The US military Joint 
Forces Command concurs with this projection.    As 
you can see, by 2012 demand will exceed supply 
with the disparity increasing rapidly as supply 
continually decreases.  My strong belief is that 
communities that proactively establish feasible 
mass transport systems will be able to able to 
adapt to this impending change much more 
successfully than those mistakenly assuming 
continuation of the status quo. 

111.I believe the use of fossil fuels (tax revenue) will 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
decrease significantly by electric cars, and hybrid 
vehicles. 

112.  After I read the draft plan. 
113. No, I was eager to help a friend, and thought it 

might be good to learn more about how the system 
works. 

114. The roads (around our Paramount Subdivision) 
interested us the most.  This includes Hwy 20/26, 
Linder Road, Meridian Road, Locust Grove.  The 
rest of the plan is too overwhelming for one or two 
meetings. 

115. Expanding transit with more bus routes to all of 
Treasure Valley.   

116. Improvement and adding walking / biking paths 
and lanes.    

117. Widening of roads. 
118. Meeting in a bag. 
119. I live in Nampa and roads are not developing as 

fast as the population.  No thought plan involved 
and safe roads are not important.  We would like to 
see alternative travel by bike safety. 

120. My boss wanted our participation. 
121. Concern about Treasure Valley traffic now and in 

the future. 
122. I think State St. would do very well with a trolley 

to downtown Boise. 
123. Paving dry creek road. 
124. Pollution from cars. 
125.There needs to be more routes. 

How did you learn 
about this opportunity 
to comment?  
 
(Total is greater than 
100% as people were 
allowed to check more 
than one answer) 
 

220 Invitation to Meeting in a Bag: 
41.4% 
Email: 25.5% 
Radio Advertisement: 4.5% 
COMPASS Web Site: 3.2% 
Word of Mouth: 1.8% 
Display/Booth: 1.8% 
Newspaper Advertisement: 1.4% 
News Story: 0.9% 
Other: 19.5% 

Radio (where): 
• River Interactive 
• 107.1 KHTS (4) 
• 94.9 FM (3) 

Newspaper (where): 
• Idaho Statesman (4) 

Display/Booth (where): 
• Ada County Extension Office (2) 

News Story (where): 
• Don’t remember 

Other (where): 
• Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian Citizens Advisory 

Group (4) 

NA 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
• Office/Work (4) 
• ACHD-CICAC (3) 
• Neighborhood Association (3) 
• Scouts (3) 
• City of Meridian (2) 
• P & Z (2) 
• City Council Meeting 
• Meridian Transportation Task Force 
• Meeting 
• Wife 
• Amy Luft 
• ACHD Committee Meeting 
• NACA 
• Hosted meeting in a bag. 
• Church newsletter seniors meeting. 
• Ada County P & Z 
• DAC [Demographic Advisory Committee] 
• ACHD 
• COMPASS PPC [Public Participation Committee] 
• HP Mtg 
• Our neighborhood traffic planning committee 

(Paramount Subdivision) brought it up. 
• Presentation at Glenwood Rim Neighborhood 

Association meeting. 
• Contacted by COMPASS staff member 
• I received an invitation for a Meeting in the Bag 

from Idaho Smart Growth 
• Downtown Boise Neighborhood board meeting 
• I have been to meetings 
• Region 3 housing meeting - Caldwell 
• Mailing 
• Open House, Title One 

Where did you receive 
this comment form? 
 
(Not asked on the online 
form.) 

185 
 
 
 

Meeting in a Bag: 78.9% 
Open House: 4.9% 
COMPASS Office: 0.5% 
Public Library: 0% 
Idaho Green Expo: 0% 
COMPASS Web Site: 0% 
Cinco de Mayo: 0% 
May in Motion: 0.5% 

• Scouts (6) 
• Church (3) 
• City of Meridian (2) 
• NACA Meeting (2) 
• P & Z (2) 
• HP (2) 
• Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian Citizens Advisory 

Group (2) 
• Meridian transportation task force 
• Meeting 

NA 



Communities in Motion – Page A - 11     September 2010 
 
 

Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
Other: 15.1% • Extension Office 

• Ada County P & Z 
• Ada County 
• AP 
• Boss 
• Region 3 housing meeting - Caldwell 

Transportation 
Systems – Roadways: 
The draft plan supports 
improvements to regional 
roads. The cost of the 
improvements listed in 
the plan would be $6.6 
billion, with a total cost to 
improve and maintain the 
road system of $10.1 
billion by 2035. At least 
$3.9 billion in new 
revenues would be 
needed to pay for the 
improvements and 
maintenance.    
 
Do you support 
improvements to 
regional roads?   

194 Yes: 88.7% 
No: 7.7% 
No Opinion: 3.6% 
 
 

1. Want local option sales tax (3 comments) 
2. People who have more "discretionary funds" should 

pay more to support the common good. 
3. If 100% of increase went directly to new facility 

construction. 
4. This depends on how it is; I'd support increases in 

fuel, sales taxes more than a lump sum increase, 
such as vehicle registration. 

5. Only certain ones in urban areas. 
6. I believe any tax for road improvement should be 

added to fuel tax.  This would also encourage 
people to use alternate transportation. 

7. The current economy, with accompanying high 
unemployment rates, is not conducive to higher 
taxes. 

8. I’d rather see us maintain existing and focus on 
transit.   

9. Raise gas tax to pay for roads and de-incentivize 
driving. 

10. Stop solving traffic problems with bigger roads. 
11. It is not acceptable for ITD to say they are just a 

maintenance organization and they don’t have any 
money. 

12. Education Funding is my first priority - before 
roads. 

13. They have to be targeted. 
14. I would prefer taxes for specific projects.  How 

much per year depends on project. 
15. To specific projects, not a blanket tax. 
16. But based on a compact plan. 
17. I’m not against funding roads - I just want the 

money to go to maintaining roads - when you 
improve the roads, the ones you have funded in 
this plan, will actually go against compact growth, 
your stated goal. 

18. Based on gasoline/diesel consumption.  Only gas 

1. COMPASS, Valley Regional Transit, and their member 
agencies have worked to build support for local option 
tax legislation. Governor Otter has appointed a task 
force on transportation financing. It will issue its 
findings in December 2010, and COMPASS is working 
with the task force to provide information on regional 
roadway and transit needs. It is possible the Task Force 
will recommend local option taxing authority as a 
means to address local needs. 

2. Thank you for your comment. 
3. Thank you for your comment.  
4. Thank you for your comment. 
5. Thank you for your comment. 
6. Thank you for your comment. 
7. Thank you for your comment. 
8. Thank you for your comment. 
9. Thank you for your comment. 
10. Thank you for your comment. 
11. Thank you for your comment. 
12. Thank you for your comment. 
13. Thank you for your comment. 
14. Thank you for your comment. 
15. Thank you for your comment. 
16. Thank you for your comment. 
17. Thank you for your comment. 
18. Thank you for your comment. 
19. No response. 
20. Thank you for your comment. 
21. Thank you for your comment. 
22. Thank you for your comment. 
23. No response. 
24. Thank you for your comment. 
25. Thank you for your comment. 
26. Thank you for your comment. 
27. Thank you for your comment. 
28. No response. 

Do you support seeking 
new revenue sources 
for roadways?         

192 Yes: 78.1% 
No: 15.6% 
No Opinion: 6.3% 

Would you be willing to 
pay more in taxes to 
support improvements 
to regional roads?           

188 Yes: 68.6% 
No: 22.9% 
No Opinion: 8.5% 

If “yes,” how much per 
year?  
                    
 

137 $0 - $100: 48.9%       
$101 - $200: 33.6%              
$201 - $300: 7.3%            
$301 or more: 10.2%       



Communities in Motion – Page A - 12     September 2010 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
tax. 

19. Need more info. 
20. The community in general doesn't have the extra 

money to pay.  Taxes generated by the legislature 
are the only real option and they won’t do it. 

21. Perhaps a sliding scale.  Starting smaller and 
increasing over 5 years to a set amount.  Ex: 
$100/yr than $200/yr then $300/yr to max out at 
$500/yr or whatever is needed to reach goal. 

22. $0 for amenities for developers who make the 
profits; $100 for I-84 corridor / State St. 

23. I'll comment further in a separate message. 
24. Fine w/maintaining roads but don’t want to keep 

expanding them. 
25. Tax the s--- out of gasoline users. 
26. To start. 
27. Roadway expansion is only chasing the symptoms 

of growth, it does not solve our issues.  It will 
never solve them. 

28. Not well enough informed / studied on all options 
and specifics to form an opinion. 

29. This should be a last option. 
30. What exactly are we talking about? What’s the pros 

and cons the payoff on investment. 
31. Make the users pay for the added cost of 

transportation ie: vehicle registration and gas 
taxes. 

32. Users of the system should be taxed on their use, 
this should receive the least amount of funding. 

33. Make development pay for mitigating their impacts 
to local roads, not just improvements to their 
frontage. 

34. I strongly support roadway improvements - they 
are vital to our growth and prosperity.  I support 
gas tax increases. 

35. Gas tax 
36. For mass transit 
37. But I must know that my needs will be met. 
38. Improvements too often mean adding lanes which 

only increases use - we need to look at ways to 
reduce cars and trucks. 

39. Yes providing they fulfill the comments in my first 

29. Thank you for your comment. 
30. As the region and congestion grow, travel times will 

increase. The plan shows in Chapter 5 that another 
180,000 hours per weekday of delay will occur without 
the fully funded system in 2035. That works out to 
nearly 46 million hours of delay per year--$333 million 
at today’s minimum wage.  (Assumes 255 work days 
per year.) This amount does not include added fuel 
consumption sitting in traffic. Nor does it include the 
cost per hour for freight, which some sources put at 
$80 or more per hour. Across the next 25 years, this 
could amount to $4.9 billion in lost time—even without 
inflating the minimum wage. By comparison, the 
inflated value of the additional road investment was 
$3.9 billion. So the $1 billion “payoff” should be viewed 
as a conservative estimate. On a more personal level, 
the lack of investment will at least 15 minutes each way 
to a commuter between Caldwell and downtown Boise. 
So people will see another half hour gone from their 
day, waiting for traffic to move (See Tables 8 and 9 in 
Chapter 5). 

31. Thank you for your comment. 
32. Thank you for your comment. 
33. Thank you for your comment. 
34. Thank you for your comment. 
35. Thank you for your comment. 
36. Thank you for your comment. 
37. Thank you for your comment. 
38. Thank you for your comment. 
39. Thank you for your comment. 
40. Thank you for your comment. 
41. Thank you for your comment. 
42. Thank you for your comment. 
43. Thank you for your comment. 
44. Thank you for your comment. 
45. Thank you for your comment. 
46.  There are no specific funds for bike and pedestrian 

facilities. ITD has not released any “enhancement” 
funds for several years, which is the only “dedicated” 
bike and pedestrian fund. However, many of the 
corridors in the plan will incorporate bicycle and 
pedestrian features. COMPASS does have a “Complete 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
response.  

40. Only for transit.  
41. Maybe if they are the right type of improvements.  
42. Probably not as much as $100. 
43. Mixed feelings on this.  There are some roads that 

need to be improved to include bike lanes and 
maybe a left turn lane.  I am more in favor of 
maintaining the roads with the number of lanes 
they are rather than building new roads (Kuna-
Mora/Bowmont) or widening (Fairview and Ustick) 
to 5 or 7 lanes, unless there are plans for possible 
transit (when money permits). I would rather see 
more money for mass transit than more roads.  We 
should maintain what we have but not necessarily 
build more roads.   

44. Yes, as long as more than Otter's outdated mantra 
of "cars and trucks, roads and bridges" is taken 
into account.  

45. The amount I'd support would vary depending on 
the vision. 

46. Only if they include the accommodation of bicycles.   
47. Yes, if the roads are wide enough for bicycles to 

share the road.  
48. Yes, but again we need more bicycle friendly roads 

to reduce the number of cars on the roads.   
49. Badly needed.  Painful but necessary.                       
50. If the improvements included public transit, I 

would be very open to paying more taxes. 
51. As long as the improvements address the needs of 

all modes of transportation -- Complete Streets 
policy.    

52. But not without commensurate investment in 
better alternatives to single person vehicle travel. 
We must have a local option tax. It is embarrassing 
to be one of just three states (with Alabama and 
Alaska) with it. ONLY with a balance between 
roadways and alternative forms of transportation. 

53. The CIM Update Presentation (slide 17) shows an 
estimate for revenue generation of $390 per 
household per year to raise $90 million per year 
(2009 dollars).  This question could use a $301 - 
$400 answer slot; and a $401 or more slot. 

Streets policy which you can find at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. 

47. See Response #46, above.  
48. See Response #46, above. 
49. Thank you for your comment. 
50. Thank you for your comment. 
51. See Response #46, above. 
52. Thank you for your comment Also see Response #1, 

above. 
53. Thank you for your comment. 
54. Thank you for your comment. 
55. Thank you for your comment. 
56. Thank you for your comment. 
57. Thank you for your comment. 
58. Thank you for your comment. 
59. Thank you for your comment. 
60. Thank you for your comment. 
61. On average, administration runs about 12.5% of total 

costs. That includes costs for building payment or rent, 
insurance, FICA, building maintenance, telephone, 
power, lights, office staff, etc. This percent was based 
on the past five years of expenditures for local roadway 
agencies in southwest Idaho, including ACHD. ACHD 
was the same as the entire region in terms of its 
administrative costs. Construction accounted for 50% of 
total expenditures regionally and 57% of ACHD’s 
expenditures. Routine maintenance accounted for 23% 
and 21.5%, respectively. Equipment and “other” 
expenses rounded out the list. 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
54. However, since roads don't pay for themselves 

(they are supported by tax dollars), my tax dollars 
should be used in a more efficient manner: with 
mass transportation improvements.  Therefore, I 
support road improvements if they amount to 
alternative transportation solutions. I think much 
more could be done with the dollars we have - 
without having to constantly increase the funding.  
Do more with less ~ everyone else is, and 
transportation should be no exception.  Get 
creative. Not unless more is done to foster a 
culture of favoring mass transportation: HOV lanes, 
bike lanes, bus-only lanes, etc. 

55. We will soon be forced to transition from a 
primarily individual transportation system to mass 
transportation systems. Funds should be directed 
toward that end.  I would be willing to pay more in 
taxes to support mass transit systems.  

56. Of course if necessary possibly  
57.  Increase fossil fuel tax by increasing fossil fuel tax 

only.  
58. But not more tax - more efficient use of current 

revenue.  More efficient use of current revenue - 
construction - pay per job plan so they are not 
ripped up for another project after completion. 

59. I think there might be enough money if efficiency 
was made a priority.  I see a lot of construction 
stopped halfway, or finished and redone a month 
later. 

60. It would depend on which roads were included in 
the proposed tax increases. 

61. I do not oppose paying a reasonable amount ($.50  
a day for example) more for better roads, but 
wonder how that money is spent - carefully or 
wastefully.  How much spent on admin? 

Transportation 
Systems – Transit: The 
draft plan supports an 
expanded public 
transportation system and 
more opportunities for 
walking and biking. The 

201 Yes: 91.0% 
No: 5.5% 
No Opinion: 3.5% 

1. Local option tax (4 comments) 
2. Do we have enough density/population to support 

transit? (2comments)  
3. People who have more "discretionary funds" should 

pay more to support the common good 
4. This depends on how it is; I'd support increases in 

fuel, sales taxes more than a lump sum increase, 

1. COMPASS, Valley Regional Transit, and their member 
agencies have worked to build support for local option 
tax legislation. Governor Otter has appointed a task 
force on transportation financing. It will issue its 
findings in December 2010, and COMPASS is working 
with the task force to provide information on regional 
roadway and transit needs. It is possible the Task Force 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
expanded public 
transportation system 
would cost $4.1 billion 
and require the region to 
seek new revenue 
sources of $2.7 billion. 
 

Do you support an 
expanded transit 
system?          

such as vehicle registration. 
5. Lots of stops and regular runs are required for 

"core routes" 
6. The current economy, with accompanying high 

unemployment rates, is not conducive to higher 
taxes. 

7. I think this is essential to quality of life in TV.   
8. Protect air quality. 
9. Prefer to pay for transit over roadways.  Need a 

dedicated funding source not competing w/ other 
areas.   

10. Integrate electric vehicles with transportation 
systems. 

11. I need to see what VRT would do with the money 
before I give them money. 

12. Walking, biking, public transit would also affect 
health issues - like obesity. 

13. However we can’t leave our roads in hopes this will 
happen soon. 

14. But the balance of local and regional must be real. 
15. I am supportive of improving safe walking and 

biking opportunities. 
16. Local.  Especially walking and biking. 
17. $.01 sales tax 
18. How much is needed, who will pay - determines 

how much I would be willing to pay. 
19. The population is too small to do what is needed. 
20. Again same sliding scale idea.  Little at first, then 

increase.  Not for "rail" system yet.  But start 
planning for it.  10 years at least for rail. 

21. Need to develop the rail corridor at very least - 
light rail. 

22. Light rail system from Caldwell and from Mt. Home. 
Look at what Houston did. 

23. More tax on gasoline. 
24. To start. 
25. The answer to our transit issues is not more / 

wider roads it is mass transit options and 
availability. 

26. Needing to do more research and educate myself 
more to come to an opinion on the topic. 

27. Needs to be first option. 

will recommend local option taxing authority as a 
means to address local needs. 

2. High quality transit is being offered in 
communities our size and smaller. Eugene, 
Oregon, has bus rapid transit. Albuquerque, New 
Mexico, (a bit larger) has regional commuter rail 
service. Both areas’ transit services are well used. 
This is not to say that the services are self-
supporting financially. Even very large regions, 
such as San Francisco and New York, get only 50-
60% of their operating costs covered by fares. 
Valley Regional Transit (VRT) has experienced 
ridership gains over the past few years, especially 
on its intercounty routes. With a more convenient 
service (more frequent, more coverage, longer 
hours, weekend service) VRT could see a large 
boost in riders. 

3. Thank you for your comment. 
4. Thank you for your comment. 
5. Thank you for your comment. 
6. Thank you for your comment. 
7. Thank you for your comment. 
8. By federal law, the transportation plan must comply 

with state air quality plans. Communities in Motion 
meets this requirement. 

9. Thank you for your comment. 
10. Thank you for your comment. 
11. Thank you for your comment. 
12. Thank you for your comment. 
13. Thank you for your comment. 
14. Thank you for your comment. 
15. There are no specific funds for bike and pedestrian 

facilities at this time. The Idaho Transportation 
Department has not released any “enhancement” funds 
for several years, which is the only “dedicated” bike and 
pedestrian fund. However, many of the corridors in the 
plan will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian features. 
See the COMPASS Complete Streets policy at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. 

16. See Response #15, above. 
17. Thank you for your comment. 

Do you support seeking 
new revenue sources 
for transit?  

196 Yes: 85.2% 
No: 8.7% 
No Opinion: 6.1% 

Would you be willing to 
pay more in taxes to 
support improvements 
to transit? 

192 Yes: 77.6% 
No: 15.1% 
No Opinion: 7.3% 

If “yes,” how much per 
year?  
            

 

150 $0 - $100: 52.0%       
$101 - $200: 29.3%              
$201 - $300: 9.3%            
$301 or more: 9.3%       
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
28. If well thought out and given choices on all three 

answers.   
29. Depends on the idea and the impact. 
30. Again good planning is needed and find a way to 

make the beneficiaries help front the costs. 
31. We need to make this investment and take the 

lead before it gets more challenging and expensive. 
32. Improve / increase service along State St. to 

Caldwell. 
33. Transit will only work with stringent land use and 

development controls. 
34. Except for bus and r/w for future improvements. 
35. I support improvements to walking, biking, and the 

bus systems.   
36. I don't think we should look into LRT until the bus 

system improves. 
37. Sales tax. 
38. We need more people to use more mass transit 

rather than getting more cars on the road. 
39. Most definitely over roadway expansion.    
40. Buses are inconvenient now.  They have to be 

more convenient and regular to stop being seen as 
a last resort for folks with no other options.    

41. Absolutely.  To say that there is no need because 
our current system doesn't get used is ridiculous.  
It must be funded so that it is convenient and 
frequent enough to meet people's needs -- then it 
would really get used. Absolutely.  There must be a 
better way and we must have a dedicated source. 
Absolutely. 

42. But not just around downtown. We need to provide 
links between cities across the valley. We need to 
move people in-between real locations first.   

43. ONLY with a balance in funding between traditional 
roads and alternative forms of transportation.  

44. I would support transit systems to specific 
recreational centers: BDO, Lucky Peak State Park 
(out Warm Spgs-SR71), Bogus Basin Ski Area, 
Movie Theatre/Malls; especially for evenings and 
weekends when use would be specially for that 
destination and not multiple purpose.    

45. ABSOLUTELY    

18. Thank you for your comment. 
19. See Response #2, above.  
20. COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit (VRT) have been 

working on light rail options for some time. VRT 
commissioned a study of basic rail costs in 2003. This 
study can be found at 
www.valleyregionaltransit.org/PROJECTSSTUDIES/RAIL
CORRIDOREVALUATION/tabid/109/Default.aspx. 
COMPASS, working with its member agencies, 
completed a first round look at high capacity transit 
options between Caldwell and Boise. This study can be 
found at 
www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-
tvhcts.htm. Studies are not services, of course. But we 
need to do them for several reasons. First is to make 
sure that the best package of services appropriate for 
our region is designed. Secondly, we need to have 
these studies done if we want federal funds to help pay 
for construction and equipment. Finally, these studies 
help better identify the costs to build and operate 
services and to address environmental issues.  

21. See Response #20, above. 
22. See Response #20, above. 
23. Thank you for your comment. 
24. Thank you for your comment. 
25. No response. 
26. Thank you for your comment. 
27. Thank you for your comment. 
28. Thank you for your comment. 
29. Thank you for your comment. 
30. Thank you for your comment. 
31. Thank you for your comment. 
32. There is no federal or state funding available. The 

Governor’s Task Force will consider a variety of 
solutions to the funding needs at local and state levels. 
Aside from a local option tax, the Task Force could 
recommend new taxes and fees that would expand the 
Idaho Highway Distribution Account (HDA). The HDA is 
dependent on fuel taxes (last increased in 1996) and 
registration fees. If the Legislature acts in 2011 to 
increase HDA revenue, amendments to the plan can be 
considered. 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
46. This should be prioritized    
47. I would support light rail and a downtown trolley 

system. 
48. For public electric charging locations from new fuel 

tax from new fuel tax. 
49. But not more tax - more efficient use of current 

revenue.  More efficient use of current revenue - 
construction - pay per job plan so they are not 
ripped up for another project after completion. 

50. Bikeways are very important to me. Many of the 
current ones are too narrow to feel safe, or they 
don’t exist at all.  I'd bike more if I could. 

51. Just wish there was another way besides raising 
taxes. 

52. Again - yes, but will this money go to accessible 
public transportation or to someone's pet project.  
How do we know that it will be available to all with 
a reasonable schedule?  The buses don't run often 
enough to make them accessible. 

33. Thank you for your comment. 
34. Thank you for your comment. 
35. Thank you for your comment. 
36. Thank you for your comment. 
37. Thank you for your comment. 
38. Thank you for your comment. 
39. Thank you for your comment. 
40. Thank you for your comment. 
41. See Response #1, above. 
42. Thank you for your comment. 
43. Thank you for your comment. 
44. Thank you for your comment. 
45. Thank you for your comment. 
46. Thank you for your comment. 
47. See Response #20, above. 
48. Thank you for your comment. 
49. Thank you for your comment. 
50. See Response #15, above. 
51. Thank you for your comment. 
52. Thank you for your comment. 

Changes between 2006 
and 2010 – Funded 
Projects: By law, only 
projects that can be paid 
for (funded) can be 
included in the planned 
transportation system. 
Because of rising costs 
without increased 
funding, many projects 
that were “funded” in 
2006 had to be removed 
from the planned 
transportation system in 
2010 because there is not 
funding for them, even 
though they are priorities.   
 
Given this constraint, 
do you agree with the 
changes that were 
made?  

189 Yes: 49.2% 
No: 20.6% 
No Opinion: 30.2% 
 

1. Add State Street/Highway 44 (7 comments)  
2. US 20/26 should be a funded roadway (5 

comments) 
3. Get a local option tax. 
4. US 20/26 should be funded over highway 16 and 

roads south of I-80. Concentrate the funds in 
existing urban areas or connecting (areas w/ 
highest density).  

5. Does nothing for me. 
6. Cutting corridors for lack of funding is wise. 
7. Good luck making hard decisions. 
8. Removing them [projects] from the plan would 

seem to discourage plan developers.  Should 
priorities remain on the plan until funds are in 
place? 

9. Tough times call for tough decisions.  Thanks. 
10. No comment. 
11. The re-built Meridian Rd. Interchange should be a 

funded roadway. 
12. Swan Falls and Bowmont Road should be moved to 

unfunded.   
13. Lake Hazel or Amity (not both) should also be 

1. There is no federal or state funding available. The 
Governor’s Task Force will consider a variety of 
solutions to the funding needs at local and state levels. 
Aside from a local option tax, the Task Force could 
recommend new taxes and fees that would expand the 
Idaho Highway Distribution Account (HDA). The HDA is 
dependent on fuel taxes (last increased in 1996) and 
registration fees. If the Legislature acts in 2011 to 
increase HDA revenue, amendments to the plan can be 
considered. 

2. See Response #1, above. 
3. COMPASS, Valley Regional Transit, and their member 

agencies have worked to build support for local option 
tax legislation. Governor Otter has appointed a task 
force on transportation financing. It will issue its 
findings in December 2010, and COMPASS is working 
with the task force to provide information on regional 
roadway and transit needs. It is possible the Task Force 
will recommend local option taxing authority as a 
means to address local needs. 

4. While some areas with funded projects are now less 
developed, these are areas within the areas of impact. 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
amended to free-up dollars for more important 
projects.   

14. The 3 cities crossing project should be taken out of 
the plan.  It is just too expensive. 

15. Disappointing that some needed projects that were 
funded are now unfunded. 

16. Alternate routes than Eagle Road. 
17. Haven’t looked at plan closely enough. 
18. The northwest area of Ada County (Eagle Area) has 

no funded priorities. 
19. Construction costs going down. 
20. I'd like to understand more about the timing of 

changes. 
21. The need still exists.  Funding still needs to be 

allocated. 
22. 16 to I-84 should be a priority. 
23. Disagree:  Bowmont Road 
24. Fairview Ave. does not need 7 lanes.  It will not 

reduce traffic, or improve the road.  It will make it 
worse.  It will feel more like a freeway. 

25. Not clear how the plan supports compact 
development. This is a short coming in the plan. 

26. Some of the funded projects go against your goal 
for compact growth, such as the Bowmont Road.   

27. You have highway 16 funded for the bridge, but 
you didn’t fund the interchange at I-84 on 
McDermott. 

28. Do not fund Bowmont.   
29. Do not fund Ustick in lieu of 20/26, do not fund 

Ustick or Fairview before a transit plan and 
facilities to support it are complete.   

30. Do not fund Amity.   
31. Do fund all of Greenhurst and Lake Hazel.   
32. Show funds for bike / pedestrian. 
33. Bowmont Rd. (from illustrative to funded) does not 

support goals of compact development. 
34. Not all, but "yes" some. 
35. It is too political and those with political ties get 

the choices. 
36. Not knowledgeable enough to comment on this. 
37. I'd prefer having another income source. 
38. It's too complex a question for a yes / no answer 

All but one of the funded corridors are inside an area of 
impact, which is intended to be where urban 
development occurs. 

5. No response. 
6. Thank you for your comment. 
7. Thank you! 
8. The plan can only show as funded those projects that 

can be funded under the existing revenue assumptions. 
The projects and corridors do remain in the plan, which 
can then be amended should the funding situation 
change.  

9. Thank you for your comment. 
10. No response. 
11. There is no funding available; however the Idaho 

Transportation Department (ITD) is exploring possible 
revenue sources. If funding is obtained, the plan can be 
modified. 

12. Bowmont Road is funded via a rural federal grant. It is 
a $7.8 million project to build a three-mile, two-lane 
section of road. This technically would not need to be 
included in the plan, so removal of Bowmont would not 
prevent its construction. Furthermore, the funding 
source would not allow the dollars to be spent on roads 
in the urban core. 

13. Portions of both these corridors have “committed” funds 
in terms of federal grants or impact fees. Portions of 
Lake Hazel are funded for construction in ACHD’s 
Capital Improvement Plan and a connection to I-84 has 
been planned in concert with the City of Boise. There is 
no continuous east west corridor south of I-84, and 
Lake Hazel will provide intraregional access.   

14. This may happen if the Ada County Highway District 
elects to go with the No Build option (See Response 
#16, below) 

15. Thank you for your comment. 
16. Major options to relieve congestion on Eagle Road 

include: (1) an extension of State Highway 16 across 
the Boise River between State Street and Chinden. This 
is funded in the plan. (2) The Three Cities River 
Crossing. This is now shown as unfunded, since costs 
have risen. The Ada County Highway District, which has 
jurisdiction over this project, must decide soon whether 



Communities in Motion – Page A - 19     September 2010 
 
 

Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 
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Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
39. Not so sure unfunding Three Cities Crossing is 

wise.  Additional river crossings are vital between 
Glenwood and Eagle Rd. 

40. Still not well enough informed based on description 
above and meeting in a bag presentation, I do not 
feel that is enough info./source to develop an 
opinion. 

41. Do not take money away from schools that’s all I 
can think of. 

42. It is unclear whether the funding decisions are 
based on lack of traffic demand or political 
wranglings. 

43. During these times we can't have government 
spend funds it doesn't have. 

44. Remove projects from areas that affect the 
legislators who are voting against local option. 

45. However, the elected officials and legislators need 
to be strongly accused of these increasing 
transportation deficiencies. 

46. Decrease the cost of the projects. 
47. Remove Ustick Road, SH16 and Fairview Ave. 
48. I agree with HWY 16 crossing (instead of 3 cities) 
49. We need more people to use more mass transit 

rather than getting more cars on the road. 
50. I don't agree with several of the funding changes. 
51. Why was Bowmont Road changed from unfunded 

to funded?  This will only encourage more 
development in this part of Canyon County.  

52. Why fund the river crossing on Hwy 16 but not 
access to it from I-84? 

53. I don't see any mention of bike lanes or wide 
shoulders that would make room for my travel? 

54. I am not sure what the ramifications of "funded in 
part" means. 

55. Seems like we are choosing to cover many little 
things instead of investing in a significant project 
that would really begin to drive change in the 
valley. 

56. The changes are somewhat outdated already.  
57. There is nothing noted on electric transportation. 

The model is based on fossil transportation. A plan 
should be used from another city which has built in 

or not to go forward with the project. The Three Cities 
River Crossing could potentially be taken completely out 
of the plan. 

17. No response. 
18. Thank you for your comment. 
19. Thank you for your comment. 
20. Unsure if this comment refers to the timing of the 

projects themselves or the changes in the plan.  
21. Thank you for your comment. 
22. At this point the Idaho Transportation Department 

(ITD) only has funding for the State Street – Chinden 
portion of this project. No funding is available for the I-
84 interchange. ITD has noted that, in the absence of 
any Idaho Legislative action to improve funding, major 
new capacity projects, such as this, are not feasible. 
Available funding will go into maintenance and safety 
related projects. 

23. See Response #12, above. 
24. Fairview is one of the most challenged roadways in the 

region. Even with this expansion, the overall east-west 
volumes are projected to exceed capacity.  

25. The funded projects were part of CIM in 2006. All but 
one are inside the established areas of impact and are 
in proximity to growth areas under the Community 
Choices land use scenario. An assessment of population 
and employment growth along the “funded” corridors 
showed that the average increase was higher than the 
average increase along the unfunded corridors. 

26. See Response #22, above. 
27. See Response #12, above. 
28. Bowmont Road is funded via a rural federal grant. It is 

a $7.8 million project to build a three-mile, two-lane 
section of road. This technically would not need to be 
included in the plan, so removal of Bowmont would not 
prevent its construction. Furthermore, the funding 
source would not allow the dollars to be spent on roads 
in the urban core. 

29. Ustick Road is included as Funded since it was shown as 
Funded in 2006 and ACHD has most of it funded in its 
Capital Improvement Program, with a large part of the 
financing from impact fees. The impact fees collected 
by ACHD cannot be used on US 20/26, and fees can 
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charging locations in plan, from the state of 
Oregon. 

58. It’s sad that it all can't be funded. But something 
done is better than nothing.  Maybe, down the 
road. 

59. I am very pleased to see the improvements from 
Nampa to Boise on I-84…very much need.   

60. Very disappointed that funding takes place - 
priority has been ADA County improvements ONLY. 

61. I do not know enough about this to have an 
opinion.  I just look at condition of the roads, 
amount of traffic and decide whether or not I want 
to continue using this route.  I do complain a lot 
about the traffic, the noise and its smell. 

62. NO 
 
 

only be spent on those facilities specifically identified in 
the CIP as impact fee eligible. Within the next year, the 
Idaho Legislature will consider measures to increase 
funding for ITD. Should the Legislature increase fuel 
taxes, registration fees, or other taxes and fees that 
would provide ITD more money, the plan can be 
amended to reflect these new funds and possibly 
restore US 20/26 to a “funded” status. Note that ITD 
does not have the power, in the opinion of their 
attorneys, to levy impact fees. This is also something 
that the Legislature may consider. 

30. While the area south of I-84 is less developed now, 
Amity is within the area of impact of Nampa, Boise, and 
Meridian. Areas of impact are were urban development 
in intended to occur. 

31. Greenhurst was taken off the list in terms of connecting 
east to Lake Hazel. Locust is the new connection to 
Lake Hazel, but it is not shown as funded in this plan. 
Portions of Lake Hazel are funded for construction in 
ACHD’s Capital Improvement Plan and a connection to 
I-84 has been planned in concert with the City of Boise. 
There is no continuous east west corridor south of I-84, 
and Lake Hazel will provide intraregional access. This 
should remain shown as funded. 

32. There are no specific funds for bike and pedestrian 
facilities at this time. The Idaho Transportation 
Department has not released any “enhancement” funds 
for several years, which is the only “dedicated” bike and 
pedestrian fund. However, many of the corridors in the 
plan will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian features. 
See the COMPASS Complete Streets policy at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf 

33. Bowmont Road is funded via a rural federal grant. It is 
a $7.8 million project to build a three-mile, two-lane 
section of road. This technically would not need to be 
included in the plan, so removal of Bowmont would not 
prevent its construction. Furthermore, the funding 
source would not allow the dollars to be spent on roads 
in the urban core. 

34. Thank you for your comment. 
35. Thank you for your comment. 
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36. No response. 
37. See response #3, above. 
38. Yes, it is an extremely complex issue. Thank you for 

taking the time to be involved in the process. 
39. See Response #16, above. 
40. No response. 
41. Funding for schools and transportation comes from 

different sources, so funding for one does not affect 
funding for the other.  

42. The funding recommendations were based on which 
projects/ corridors had tangible and significant funding 
attached at the time the draft was developed. Cost 
increases and changes in the financial forecast were 
factors in reducing the number of corridors shown as 
funded.    

43. Thank you for your comment. 
44. Thank you for your comment. 
45. Thank you for your comment. 
46. Cost factors were developed in 2005 using the best 

available information to calculate an average cost per 
mile for different types of facilities. These factors were 
based on actual project cost data. Rights-of-way have 
been a rapidly increasing factor in project costs. 
Inflation through 2035 was assumed to be 4% per 
year. 

47. Ustick Road is included as “funded” since it was shown 
as funded in 2006 and ACHD has most of it funded in 
its Capital Improvement Program (CIP), with a large 
part of the financing from impact fees. The impact fees 
collected by ACHD cannot be used on US 20/26, and 
fees can only be spent on those facilities specifically 
identified in the CIP as impact fee eligible. Most of State 
Highway 16 is unfunded. Only the connection from SH 
44 to US 20/26 is funded. North-south travel has been 
a great challenge due to natural barriers such as the 
Boise River and the benches. Other roads have too 
much existing development to be effective main routes. 
Without SH 16, much of the development already in 
process would affect other corridors such as Star and 
Linder, which cross the Boise River. Fairview is one of 
the most challenged roadways in the region; even with 
improvements, the overall east-west volumes are 
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projected to exceed capacity.  

48. Thank you for your comment. Also see Response #16, 
above. 

49. Thank you for your comment. 
50. Thank you for your comment. 
51. See response #12 above. 
52. See Response #22, above. 
53. See Response #32, above. 
54. “Funded in Part” indicates that there is enough funding 

to complete a portion of a project, but not everything 
along a corridor that has been identified as necessary. 
Ramifications of this vary by project, but generally 
allow key portions of a project to move forward with the 
hope that the rest will be completed at a later date 
when funding is available. For example, an extension of 
Highway 16 from State Street to Chinden is funded, 
even though the need is for Highway 16 to continue all 
the way to the Interstate. The one funded section can 
be built, which will relieve congestion and add another 
river crossing; the Interstate connection will hopefully 
come later.  

55. Thank you for your comment. 
56. Thank you for your comment. 
57. Thank you for your comment. 
58. Thank you for your comment. 
59. Thank you for your comment. 
60. As noted in the update, the determination of what is 

funded is based on those projects with substantial 
committed funding identified in a long-term capital 
improvement plan (CIP) or other document. There are 
no financially constrained CIPs in place yet in Canyon 
County. 

61. Thank you for your comment. 
62. Thank you for your comment. 

Recognizing there is 
not enough money for 
everything, what 
different changes, if 
any, would you 
recommend? 

80 NA 
 

1. Transit first 
2. Fund Kuna Mora 
3. No. 
4. Look at more creative bundling of projects to try 

and get more bang for the buck. 
5. Local option tax for transit and alternative 

transportation (4 comments) 
6. I don’t believe the answer is to build more roads.  I 

1. Thank you for your comment. 
2. If by funding Kuna Mora is meant the full expressway 

concept, there is no money to do this. Costs would be 
exorbitant. 

3. Thank you for your comment. 
4. Thank you for your comment. 
5. COMPASS, Valley Regional Transit, and their member 

agencies have worked to build support for local option 



Communities in Motion – Page A - 23     September 2010 
 
 

Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
think people need to learn the advantages of public 
transportation.  The TVTS is the most viable 
system and needs to be promoted as such. 

7. Need bike highways from one side of the valley to 
the other. 

8. Light rail/rail (2 comments) 
9. Cargo racks (overhead like in airplanes) to make 

shopping trips easier.   
10. Figure out how to owe gas taxes for non-road users. 
11. Base every project on YMT data.  Rank projects by 

highest use and do them first. 
12. We need to find money for state highways. Perhaps 

we use GARVEE bonds for 44 / Chinden like they 
did for I-84.   

13. Toll Roads. 
14. If money becomes available, the first project I 

would put back on the funded list is US Hwy 20/26 
- Exit 29 to Eagle Road. 

15. 3 Cities River Crossing should be moved up.   
16. Right turn lane from Eagle Road (going south) onto 

Chinden should be added to list. 
17. Prioritize - east west corridors. 
18. More funding for State St. Eagle to Boise. 
19. Take out Bowmont Road 
20. Ustick does not need widened. 
21. Fund high capacity corridor study vs. some road 

corridors. 
22. We must fund the studies for BRT on State Street 

and light rail on the existing rail corridor. 
23. I want you to find roads that are consistent with 

the goals of the plan - eliminate Bowmont Road, 
Amity Road, etc. 

24. Do fund the high capacity transit study before 
expanding roads.   

25. Do not fund SH16 bridge without an interchange on 
I-84. 

26. Put money that best supports activity centers and 
compact development. 

27. Put money into high capacity transit study 
28. Improve / encourage public transit 
29. Just make sure we are prioritizing projects with 

existing funding. 

tax legislation. Governor Otter has appointed a task 
force on transportation financing. It will issue its 
findings in December 2010, and COMPASS is working 
with the task force to provide information on regional 
roadway and transit needs. It is possible the Task Force 
will recommend local option taxing authority as a 
means to address local needs. 

6. Thank you for your comment. 
7. Thank you for your comment. 
8. Two initial rail studies have been completed. One in 

2003(www.valleyregionaltransit.org/PROJECTSSTUDIES
/RAILCORRIDOREVALUATION/tabid/109/Default.aspx) 
and the High Capacity Transit Corridor Study in 2009 
(www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-
tvhcts.htm). COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit are 
seeking funding through a variety of sources to 
complete a study that could qualify the rail corridor 
acquisition for federal funding. That study would cost 
more than $3 million. Depending on the outcome of the 
study, construction costs could range from $300-$900 
million. The other challenge is that operating costs for 
the rail and complementary bus system need to be 
funded. These will not come from federal sources: a 
local option tax will be needed.   

9. Thank you for your comment. 
10. Thank you for your comment. 
11. This is part of what was done to consider projects in the 

plan. 
12. GARVEE (Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle) is a debt 

tool. Bonds are issued to get funds up front to build 
projects. Then the bonds must be paid back. The Idaho 
legislature is very cautious about debt financing, and 
the first round of GARVEE was approved when the 
financial picture was far brighter. Also see Response 
#13, below. 

13. The Governor has appointed a task force to consider a 
variety of solutions to the funding needs at local and 
state levels. The Task Force could recommend new 
taxes and fees that would expand the Idaho Highway 
Distribution Account (HDA). The HDA is dependent on 
fuel taxes (last increased in 1996) and registration fees. 
The task force is expected to make a recommendation 
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30. Fund planned priority transportation. 
31. Fund Meridian Road Interchange.   
32. Fund preservation Corridor for 20/26.   
33. Don’t extend Bowmont.   
34. Trash 3 cities crossing all together. 
35. An increase in auto registration fees.  Idaho's is 

quite low when compared to other western states. 
36. Cherry over Ustick 
37. Fund 20/26 w/ Garvee II 
38. I opt for casino gambling in Idaho.  Look what the 

lottery has done for revenue. 
39. Widen US 20/26 all the way.  Exit 29 to Eagle 

Road.   
40. I like Ustick widening but a limited access east / 

west Route would move more traffic.  So replace 
Ustick’s $134 million. 

41. No changes to the plan. 
42. Focus on urban areas, not rural roads - force 

developers to pay more for new development. 
43. Organize, tell stories of those who would benefit 

from planning. 
44. More emphasis on effective transit. 
45. More federal funding 
46. Incentives to get commuters out of cars. 
47. Maintain current / existing - current deterioration 

will be x2 or x3 with increased costs. 
48. A great concentration and effort should be made on 

improving public transportation i.e. routes and 
schedules.  And less time on building new roads 
that contribute to community sprawl. 

49. Buy land for future light rail 
50. Expand bike lanes 
51. Tax gasoline (but not farmers) 
52. Impact fees on developers. 
53. Begin  _(?)_ focus / expand on transit. 
54. Add lights Hwy 69 @ Hubbard and Lake Hazel and 

Kuna Road. 
55. Spend available monies. 
56. A more efficient traffic signalization. 
57. Fund Chinden from I-84 to Eagle Road (or at least 

McDermott to Eagle Rd.) as a 5 lane conventional 
roadway. 

to the Governor in December 2010. 
14. Thank you for your comment. 
15. The Ada County Highway District, which has jurisdiction 

over this project, has completed the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and will make a 
decision soon whether to move forward with the project 
or remove it completely. 

16. This is an operational issue for consideration by the 
Idaho Transportation Department; it will be submitted 
to them.  

17. Thank you for your comment. 
18. Currently there is no funding available for this.  
19. Bowmont Road is funded via a rural federal grant. It is 

a $7.8 million project to build a three-mile, two-lane 
section of road. This technically would not need to be 
included in the plan, so removal of Bowmont would not 
prevent its construction. Furthermore, the funding 
source would not allow the dollars to be spent on roads 
in the urban core. 

20. Ustick Road is included as “funded” since it was shown 
as funded in 2006 and ACHD has most of it funded in its 
Capital Improvement Program, with a large part of the 
financing from impact fees.  

21. See Response #8, above. 
22. See Response #8, above. 
23. The funded projects were part of CIM in 2006. All but 

one are inside the established areas of impact and are 
in proximity to growth areas under the Community 
Choices land use scenario. An assessment of population 
and employment growth along the funded corridors 
showed that the average increase was higher than the 
average increase along the unfunded corridors. 

24. See Response #8, above. 
25. Currently there is only enough funding for the State 

Street to Chinden portion of this project. 
26. Thank you for your comment. 
27. See Response #8, above. 
28. A dedicated funding source is needed to significantly 

improve transit. ValleyRide and ACHD Commuteride 
sponsor “May in Motion” each year to encourage 
commuters to get out of their cars.  See 
www.commuteride.com/mayinmotion.aspx. 
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58. You are doing best you can with resources 

provided. 
59. Maintain the road systems and make only the 

improvements that could be funded. 
60. Local option for funding is "critical" 
61. Make new money. 
62. No changes come to mind. 
63. Implement the projects  in phases - don’t 

overbuild. 
64. Perhaps another analysis including non-funded 

projects could be conducted. 
65. Emphasis on ROW preservation and transit. 
66. Chinden west of Eagle road (at least to Linder) 

needs more lanes. 
67. I do not agree with any funding for roads that are 

in the Counties such as Bowmont. We need to 
focus on very limited resources on accomplishing 
the important corridors for regional travel such as 
Hwy 16, State ST, Hwy 20/26. These are the roads 
we need to improve along with transit in order to 
help infill occur. 

68. Put money into transit studies, like the rail corridor 
and State Street.  Improve access management on 
the major roads like State, Chinden, Eagle and 
Fairview. 

69. Even if bike lanes (as in 5.5 feet) are not financially 
feasible in each project, give at least 2-3 feet of 
pavement to the right of the fog line. A fog line 
gives motorists/cyclists a dividing line to follow. 

70. Include projects Greenhurst/Happy Valley Roads 
71. Give more priority to expanding Chinden's 4 lanes 

to the county line (at least) 
72. I think serious attention should be given to the 

thought of building a new section of the Interstate 
to bypass Boise, Nampa, and Caldwell so local 
traffic does not compete with through traffic.  It 
should go from somewhere north of Notus to 
somewhere around the Boise Stage Stop, skirting 
the urban areas well to the west and south. 

73. Delete the Kuna Mora Corridor from the entire 
plan. 
 

29. Thank you for your comment. 
30. Thank you for your comment. 
31. There is no funding available for this, but the Idaho 

Transportation Department is actively seeking grant 
funding for this project. 

32. There is no federal or state funding available. The 
Governor’s Task Force will consider a variety of 
solutions to the funding needs at local and state levels. 
Aside from a local option tax, the Task Force could 
recommend new taxes and fees that would expand the 
Idaho Highway Distribution Account (HDA). The HDA is 
dependent on fuel taxes (last increased in 1996) and 
registration fees. If the Legislature acts in 2011 to 
increase HDA revenue, amendments to the plan can be 
considered. 

33. See Response #19, above. 
34. See Response #15, above. 
35. See Response #13, above.  
36. Ustick Road is included as “funded” since it was shown 

as funded in 2006 and ACHD has most of it funded in its 
Capital Improvement Program, with a large part of the 
financing from impact fees. The impact fees collected by 
ACHD can only be spent on those facilities specifically 
identified in the CIP as impact fee eligible.  

37. See Response #12, above. 
38. See Response #13, above. 
39. See Response #32, above. 
40. Thank you for your comment. 
41. Thank you for your comment. 
42. Thank you for your comment. 
43. Thank you for your comment. 
44. See Response #28, above. 
45. Idaho now gets back $1.37 for every dollar residents 

pay into the federal Highway Trust Fund (HTF). Over 
the past ten years, Idaho Transportation Department’s 
reliance on federal funds has gone from 50% of its 
budget to 55%. There are several issues with this: 1. 
Other states contribute more than they receive from the 
HTF. Future federal transportation acts will likely cap 
the amount of new funding Idaho can get. 2. The HTF is 
bankrupt in the sense that all the surplus funding 
accrued over the years is gone. The HTF depends on a 
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74. Seek out alternatives to the automobile before 

spending $ on mega projects; e.g., Bus service, 
High Capacity Lanes, Bus Rapid Transit etc 

75. Get visionary and begin some long-term change. 
76. I would like to see a train system similar to Utah 

connecting Caldwell, Nampa and Boise.  Perhaps in 
the future connecting Mt Home as well. 

77. Fewer partial projects.  Prioritize the projects and 
complete them.  

78. Focus on improving roads in and directly between 
existing population centers. 

79. More mass transit.  Less realignments. 
80. Do not mark them as funded until they truly are. 
81. The highest emphasis should be put on public 

transit systems and bicycle lanes. 
82. The only reason my teen & young adults own cars 

is because of the very poor public transport 
system, therefore I think expanded public transit 
would go a long way to reduce traffic congestion. 

83. Invest in making it safe for bike commuters.    
84. Add more bike paths. 
85. Still need a fossil fuel tax increase. 
86. Pay construction projects by the job; plan ahead to 

avoid tearing up completed projects. 
87. I would rather make current roads better than 

build new ones.  I'd focus money on that. 
88. Widen Hwy 20/26 but do not make it into an 

expressway. 
89. Cherry Lane and Greenhurst Road improvements 

funded. 
90. Spend less on commercials, marketing - increase 

fines for DUI's, speeding and other traffic 
violations. 

91. I would go off Dave Ramsey and NOT go into debt. 
 
 

gas tax rate that has not been changed since 1993, so 
the value of the funding has plummeted with 
inflation.3. Federal funds are worth less compared to 
local or state funds. Federal rules require more 
preliminary studies before construction or services can 
begin, require the use of more expensive labor, and 
dictate how property can be acquired. Since local and 
state funds can be spent earlier to build a project, there 
is less time for inflation to erode the value of the funds. 

46. ValleyRide and ACHD Commuteride sponsor “May in 
Motion” each year to encourage commuters to get out 
of their cars.  See 
www.commuteride.com/mayinmotion.aspx. 

47. Thank you for your comment. 
48. See Response #28, above. 
49. See Response #8, above. Additional studies are 

necessary before beginning to purchase right-of-way. 
50. Thank you for your comment. 
51. See Response #13, above. 
52. See Response #13, above. 
53. Thank you for your comment; unable to read entire 

comment. 
54. This is an operational issue for consideration by the 

Idaho Transportation Department; it will be submitted 
to them. 

55. Thank you for your comment. 
56. Traffic signals and improved traffic operations are 

increasingly important and roads near capacity. In 
many cases, the opportunity to widen the road is gone. 
In other cases, costs make widening nearly prohibitive. 
More and more regions are emphasizing signal 
progression and more reactive signal operations. The 
Ada County Highway District has been focusing on 
signal improvements since the mid-1990s and 
implemented a Traffic Management Center several 
years ago. This center reviews traffic conditions 
throughout the day and can implement changes as 
congestion or incidents happen. 

57. See Response #18, above. 
58. Thank you for your comment. 
59. Thank you for your comment. 
60. See Response #5, above. 
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61. Thank you for your comment. 
62. Thank you for your comment. 
63. Thank you for your comment. 
64. Thank you for your comment. 
65. Thank you for your comment. 
66. Thank you for your comment. 
67. The funded projects were part of CIM in 2006. All but 

one are inside the established areas of impact and are 
in proximity to growth areas under the Community 
Choices land use scenario. An assessment of population 
and employment growth along the funded corridors 
showed that the average increase was higher than the 
average increase along the unfunded corridors. 
Bowmont Road is funded via a rural federal grant. It is 
a $7.8 million project to build a three-mile, two-lane 
section of road. This technically would not need to be 
included in the plan, so removal of Bowmont would not 
prevent its construction. Furthermore, the funding 
source would not allow the dollars to be spent on roads 
in the urban core, so cannot be used for projects such 
as US 20/26, State Highway 16, or State Street. 

68. See Response #8, above. 
69. There are no specific funds for bike and pedestrian 

facilities at this time. The Idaho Transportation 
Department has not released any “enhancement” funds 
for several years, which is the only “dedicated” bike and 
pedestrian fund. However, many of the corridors in the 
plan will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian features. 
See the COMPASS Complete Streets policy at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. 

70. Greenhurst was taken off the list in terms of connecting 
east to Lake Hazel. Locust is the new connection to 
Lake Hazel, but it is not shown as funded in this plan. 
Portions of Lake Hazel are funded for construction in 
ACHD’s Capital Improvement Plan and a connection to 
I-84 has been planned in concert with the City of Boise. 
There is no continuous east west corridor south of I-84, 
and Lake Hazel will provide intraregional access. 
Improvements to Happy Valley can only be done when 
additional financial resources are approved.  As noted 
elsewhere, the Idaho Legislature will have the 
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opportunity to consider increases in revenue sources 
(taxes and fees) to improve the financial ability of ITD 
and local agencies.  In 2008, the Nampa Highway 
District total expense budget was $5.5 million, with a 
total revenue of $6.95 million. This is approximately the 
cost of building one mile of a five lane arterial. But NHD 
spent $3.6 million on reconstruction, maintenance and 
equipment. The “surplus” is accrued for future projects. 
As of 2008, this accrual amounted to $3.3 million. At an 
estimated cost of $41 million to construct, NHD would 
need 26 years to accrue enough funding to build Happy 
Valley without new revenues. New fuel taxes, 
registration fees, or a local option tax would provide 
such revenue. 

71. See Response #32, above. 
72. An expressway such as you describe has been looked 

at; however, there is no money to do this and costs 
would be exorbitant. 

73. Kuna Mora Road was included in the functional 
classification map in 2006. At that time, the plan called 
for studying the corridor to identify alignments and 
manage access in the face of proposed development. 
There was no funding to implement Kuna Mora as a 
major corridor. 

74. COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit have conducted 
studies to begin to move these types of projects 
forward (see Response #8, above). However, without a 
dedicated funding source, there is no money to operate 
these types of alternatives. 

75. Thank you for your comment. 
76. See Response #8, above. 
77. Thank you for your comment. 
78. Thank you for your comment. 
79. See Response #28, above. 
80. Thank you for your comment. 
81. See the COMPASS Complete Streets policy at 

www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf for further 
information accommodating all users; additional transit 
requires a dedicated funding source. 

82. Additional transit requires a dedicated funding source. 
83. See Response #69, above. 
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84. See Response #69, above. 
85. Thank you for your comment. 
86. Thank you for your comment. 
87. Thank you for your comment. 
88. Thank you for your comment. 
89. See Response #70, above. 
90. Thank you for your comment. 
91. Thank you for your comment. 

Growth Scenarios: The 
Communities in Motion 
update examines two 
different scenarios for 
growth and land use in 
the Treasure Valley:  
 
• Community Choices, 

which encourages more 
compact growth and 
high-density housing in 
existing communities; 
more open space 
between communities; 
and building housing, 
jobs, services, and 
shopping closer 
together. 

 
• Preservation, which 

assumes each 
community will grow to 
the maximum possible, 
based upon that 
community’s 
comprehensive plan.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

192 Yes:72.9% 
No: 18.2% 
No Opinion: 8.9% 

1. I would like to see a moratorium on residential 
building that is not presold.  Spec homes should be 
discouraged. 

2. To a certain degree - but observing each 
community’s comprehensive plans - being aware 
that development might be pushed to other 
communities. 

3. Use the comp plan for guidance with developers 
doing feasibility of each project on an individual 
basis. 

4. Determined locally. 
5. Comprehensive plan / local jurisdictions should 

make land -use decisions. 
6. Not all areas are large enough to be "compact" this 

is not Seattle or Dallas. 
7. Encourage  - yes / dictate - no 
8. What do you mean by high density?  More open 

space. 
9. People need to have space and a quiet 

neighborhood.  Compact growth and high density 
housing creates problems.  You need many jobs to 
bring population in. 

10. More growth in undeveloped areas.  I do not want 
to live in higher - density, so I do not expect others 
to unless they choose to.  I think a mix is 
important. 

11. More transit choices to outlying areas. 
12. Less compact is going to be more realistic.  People 

in Boise tend to want large properties. 
13. Less compact. 
14. Changing development patterns by policy is 

unrealistic.  The original CIM plan and this update 
should have reflected something closer to the 
trend, because that is what will happen.  Let's build 

1. Thank you for your comment. 
2. Land use decisions are made by local jurisdictions. This 

is mandated by state code. But local jurisdictions should 
consider regional needs and effects of local decisions. 
Back when towns were miles apart and economically 
independent of each other, it was not as critical to look 
at regional issues. But a shopping center approved in 
one community can cause traffic problems in another. 

3. See Response #2, above. 
4. See Response #2, above. 
5. See Response #2, above. 
6. This isn’t Seattle or Dallas, but the forecast is for a two-

county population of more than 1 million by 2035. 
Compact development comes in a range of possibilities. 
Modest changes in development design standards could 
allow 6-10 units per acre in appropriate areas. This 
would still be primarily single-family dwelling units, with 
some townhome, patio home, and accessory dwelling 
units. The last type includes apartments built over 
garages or attached to the main home. Around rail 
stations and Bus Rapid Transit stations, the densities 
would range up to 25-30 units per acre. There are 
several projects of 2-4 stories height that can achieve 
those densities. Only in the larger downtown areas are 
there likely to be high-rise type housing. COMPASS has 
put out design guidelines to help people understand how 
compact design can best be done, where it is both 
wanted and feasible. Not all developments or 
neighborhoods need to be compact, and the market for 
compact development needs to be considered. As was 
noted in a discussion of this a few years ago, “It isn’t 
about mandating that compact development happens, 
it’s about providing good design standards and letting it 
happen when it’s proposed.” 
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While Communities in 
Motion examines both, 
the plan supports the 
“Community Choices” 
scenario, based upon 
extensive public input 
when the 2006 
Communities in Motion 
plan was developed. 
 
Do you support the 
“Community Choices” 
growth scenario? 
(Encourages compact 
growth and high density 
housing.)  

a transportation network to match what we know 
will happen. 

15. Less compact 
16. I dearly hope we can preserve some open space 

and avoid sprawl from Boise to Nampa.  We don't 
need 10 more miles of Garden City! 

17. I generally agree with the Community Choices 
scenario.  BUT, we still have to tackle 
transportation issues based on the existing 
structures/systems/roadways that are already in 
place.  For example, State St./Hwy 44 is a major 
thoroughfare between Boise and the rural 
communities of Middleton, Star, and Eagle.  I enjoy 
the rural setting and hope that the farmlands in 
these areas are not taken over by housing 
subdivisions, but I also hope that our community 
leaders can provide adequate public transportation 
between these communities.     I have ridden the 
Hwy. 44 bus, but it is not an adequate public 
transport solution.  I am a young professional who 
works downtown and I have a very dynamic 
schedule.  Some evenings after work I meet friends 
or family for dinner, attend an event, or need to 
run errands on the way home.  Because the Hwy. 
44 bus runs once daily on a traditional 8 am – 5 
pm work schedule, it is not conducive for most 
people.  My definition of adequate public 
transportation would be a bus or a light rail that 
runs Hwy. 44 several times a day, including a bit 
earlier in the morning and until 7:00 pm or so in 
the evenings.  The system should have a dedicated 
lane or rail so that it can move faster, or at least 
equal to, the rate of speed that a car moves.  It 
should also make multiple stops along the way, not 
just the one to two stops per city that the bus runs 
now.    I appreciate your time reviewing my 
comments.  Many thanks! 

18. We need a combination of high density and 
preservation. I like my 0.25 acre lot and want that 
choice. 

19. I prefer to see sparse population.  I don't believe 
there are enough jobs here to support growth.   

7. Thank you for your comment. 
8. See Response #6, above. This type of development can 

help prevent sprawl and preserve open space. 
9. Thank you for your comment. 
10. Thank you for your comment. 
11. COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit are working on 

Mobility Management plans to expand travel choices 
outside the larger urban communities.  

12. Thank you for your comment. 
13. Thank you for your comment. 
14. Thank you for your comment. 
15. Thank you for your comment. 
16. Thank you for your comment. 
17. Thank you for your comment. A more robust transit 

system, such as you describe, will require a dedicated 
funding source to pay for it.  That is something the 
region currently does not have. 

18. Thank you for your comment. 
19. Thank you for your comment. 
20. Thank you for your comment. 
21. Thank you for your comment. 
22. Thank you for your comment. 
 



Communities in Motion – Page A - 31     September 2010 
 
 

Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
20. You want revenue, get some manufacturing in here. 
21. Need to breath, privacy.  No congestion.  If you 

mean more services in undeveloped areas, yes! 
22. Less growth. 

If “No,” what type of 
growth do you want to 
see in the Treasure 
Valley?  (e.g., Less 
compact? More growth in 
undeveloped areas?)  

21 NA 1. It would be thoughtful to current owners in semi-
rural areas to have a mid-range of "compactness' 
between them and high density developments 
along the main roads such as state street 

2. Let the market place determine density - support 
marketplace choice. 

3. It's too simplistic of a question - doesn't take into 
account assumptions that went into it - perhaps we 
don’t agree on those inputs.  And how does it get 
implemented?  The MPO controls all cities comp 
plans via federal funding control? 

4. Would like to see a balance between the two rather 
than an absolute of either of the above choices.  
Should not be either / or. 

5. To encourage transit in the valley we need higher 
density - or it will not work. 

6. I love the low density set forth in Eagle's plans but 
understand the "core" of the city should be high 
density.  I believe this should be driven by what 
developers can fund and do. 

7. I would like to see redevelopment of existing 
residential commercial areas, with an incentive of 
some type to encourage developers to go in this 
direction. 

8. Rail paths, walk paths, bike paths. 
9. Want to protect land for agricultural, recreation 

and open space users. 
10. But areas where density and compact growth 

should occur need to be strategically placed - not 
all parts of the region are appropriate for such 
intense development. 

11. Communities need to be directed mostly by their 
Comprehensive Plans - keeping in mind more 
compact growth. 

12. How do land use agencies provide incentives for 
denser, closer - in development, and / or 
disincentives for sprawl? What has worked 
elsewhere? 

1. Compact development comes in a range of possibilities. 
Modest changes in development design standards could 
allow 6-10 units per acre in appropriate areas. This 
would still be primarily single-family dwelling units, with 
some townhome, patio home, and accessory dwelling 
units. The last type includes apartments built over 
garages or attached to the main home. Around rail 
stations and Bus Rapid Transit stations, the densities 
would range up to 25-30 units per acre. There are 
several projects of 2-4 stories height that can achieve 
those densities. Only in the larger downtown areas are 
there likely to be high-rise type housing. COMPASS has 
put out design guidelines to help people understand 
how compact design can best be done, where it is both 
wanted and feasible. Not all developments or 
neighborhoods need to be compact, and the market for 
compact development needs to be considered. As was 
noted in a discussion of this a few years ago, “It isn’t 
about mandating that compact development happens, 
it’s about providing good design standards and letting it 
happen when it’s proposed.” 

2. See Response #1, above. 
3. The growth vision, Community Choices, was developed 

through a series of public workshops in late 2004 and 
early 2005. It was adopted by the COMPASS Board 
officially in August 2006. The assumptions of density, 
housing mix, and mixed-use development (more jobs 
and services in proximity to housing) were explicitly 
addressed. COMPASS does not control comprehensive 
plans and the plan specifically states that local agencies 
may approve growth inconsistent with Community 
Choices. The plan does state that public funding, 
including federal funding, would be targeted to support 
CIM. The prioritization process approved by COMPASS 
implements the plan’s goal. 

4. See Response #1, above. 
5. See Response #1, above. 
6. See Response #1, above. 
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13. But would need strong covenants if people are so 

compacted to lower negotiation interactions. 
14. More conservative growth estimates..slow growth. 
15. This does not fit to the culture and plans of Eagle 

community. 
16. Open space within cities - not only surrounding 

them 
17. COMPASS should follow the cities comprehensive 

plans.  Cities such as Eagle should have low 
density population as planned.  Sacrificing things 
(like mass transit) for the lower density. 

18. As a general concept yes; however, individual 
communities should be able to decide where these 
growth scenarios should occur. 

19. Although CIM needs to be more grounded in 
market reality. 

20. Why is there no guardrail on 55 north of Horseshoe 
Bend in the canyon? 

21. I’m only upset that parts of the plan do not support 
compact development. And a lot of the funded 
projects do just that. 

22. Preservation is an odd term - "trend"? 
23. Bigger lot size, bigger property tax bill 
24. Encourage in-filling 
25. I would like to see some Community Choices, but 

needs should be based on trend.  Plan for the worst 
growth scenario and encourage the "best" (i.e. 
Comm Choi) 

26. I just don’t see that coming in the next 30 years as 
you aren't going to have the jobs. 

27. Recognizing that we'll still have variant 
approaches.  Higher impact developments should 
be required to pay for their higher impacts. 

28. Heed coordination of existing community needs 
and future growth.  COMPASS would take a shot in 
the dark if Boise, Garden City, Meridian, Eagle - 
etc. can’t coordinate. 

29. We must have infill.  "Community Choice" would be 
the power of communities to exercise a local tax 
option.  

30. I would like to see infill and less parking lots.  We 
need high density parking and green spaces. 

7. Thank you for your comment. 
8. Many of the corridors in the plan will incorporate bicycle 

and pedestrian features. See the COMPASS Complete 
Streets policy at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. Two initial rail 
studies have also been completed. One in 
2003(www.valleyregionaltransit.org/PROJECTSSTUDIES
/RAILCORRIDOREVALUATION/tabid/109/Default.aspx) 
and the High Capacity Transit Corridor Study in 2009 
(www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-
tvhcts.htm). COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit are 
seeking funding through a variety of sources to 
complete a study that could qualify the rail corridor 
acquisition for federal funding. The operating costs for 
the rail and complementary bus system need to be 
funded. These will not come from federal sources: a 
local option tax will be needed.   

9. Thank you for your comment. 
10. See Response #1, above. 
11. Land use decisions are made by local jurisdictions. This 

is mandated by state code. But local jurisdictions 
should consider regional needs and effects of local 
decisions. Back when towns were miles apart and 
economically independent of each other, it was not as 
critical to look at regional issues. But a shopping center 
approved in one community can cause traffic problems 
in another. 

12. There are several ways land use agencies can promote 
more compact, quality development patterns. One 
approach is to require minimum densities instead of 
maximum densities. Another is to create better design 
standards (lot design, open space, building features) to 
improve the quality of compact development. Also, 
development applications that meet the standards in 
areas promoted for compact and infill development can 
be fast-tracked. Financial incentives have worked in 
some regions. Frequently these include investment in 
infrastructure to support desired development, off-
setting costs for design elements that support goals 
(e.g., expanded pedestrian/bike facilities, transit stops, 
and open space).The principal is to allow and encourage 
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31. More compact, less development, smarter growth 

thought out for the people’s needs. 
32. Our issues are the result of bad suburban sprawl 

from the last 30-40 years. 
33. In theory the Community Choice growth scenario is 

appropriate.  However implementation of such 
plans should not occur as a result of the loss of 
personal property rights or thru increased 
governmental regulation. 

34. Sprawl and lack of planning for future growth will 
eventually make the Treasure Valley unlivable.  
Smart growth! 

35. Compact growth around transportation corridors.  
Keep rural areas under county control until city 
develops up to them. 

36. Minimum densities along designated transit 
corridors. 

37. Somewhat. 
38. I think "preservation" is unrealistic because it is 

unsustainable.  The __ resources of transportation, 
water, and quality of life will limit growth before 
land is built to maximum. 

39. Preservation. 
40. The politicians don’t have the guts to hold to a 

Community Choices. 
41. "Comm. Choices" is the more sustainable option. 
42. Preservation sounds like "status quo" BAD 
43. I think the demographics of the valley (so many 

families w/children) will make community choices 
difficult to implement. 

44. Need more buses, bike racks on buses (currently 
only 2 bikes per bus) light rail, express buses, etc. 

45. Let the market drive the type of communities that 
are developed.  People will self select. 

46. Although I recognize the need for higher density 
developments, I see a major mindset change that 
needs to take place.  One major motivation for 
changing mindsets is financial incentives higher gas 
prices raises voters __, but __ to take transit. 

47. I don’t think people will appreciate being 
compacted together, especially in the Treasure 
Valley - they love their space.  I do think that 

quality compact development when it is proposed.  
13. Thank you for your comment. 
14. The average annual growth rate for the region (Ada and 

Canyon Counties) between 1970 and 2006 was 3.1%. 
The growth rate in the CIM update between 2000 and 
2035 is projected at 2.5% annually. COMPASS monitors 
development each year and works with its Demographic 
Advisory Committee (DAC) to assess growth in 
comparison to forecasts. If the current economic and 
development conditions persist, the DAC may 
recommend that the next plan in 2014 would use a 
lower growth rate. COMPASS will start a “reality check” 
process next year, working with developers, business 
groups, local agencies, and citizens to evaluate the 
reasonability of assumptions in CIM. 

15. Thank you for your comment. 
16. This is a critical issue in quality, compact design. COMPASS 

has created a Design Guidebook that addresses the need for 
open space as part of urban design. This is, in part, a funding 
issue. If cities are responsible for the development and 
maintenance of open space, they need the revenues to pay for 
site acquisition, design, construction and maintenance. 
Another option is to require developers to create the open 
space, with on-going maintenance paid for by homeowner 
association fees. 

17. See Response #11, above. 
18. See Response #11, above. 
19. Thank you for your comment. 
20. This is an operational consideration for the Idaho 

Transportation Department. Your comment will be 
forwarded to them. 

21. The funded projects were part of CIM in 2006. All but 
one is inside the established areas of impact and is in 
proximity to growth areas under the Community 
Choices land use scenario. An assessment of population 
and employment growth along the Funded corridors 
showed that the average increase was higher than the 
average increase along the Unfunded corridors. 

22. The “preservation” future is based on what the 
comprehensive plans would allow. Preservation in this 
sense is about ensuring that very long-term needs are 
considered—rights-of-way for transportation facilities, 
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offering more opportunities for public 
transportation is a better approach.  People are 
becoming more eco-friendly or would just like a 
cheaper way to travel.  If more of these were 
available (public transportation) I think more 
people would take advantage if they were aware of 
the benefits. 

48. We need to preserve open space and agricultural 
land. 

49. I support the "community choices" growth scenario 
to a certain extent.  I don’t like "shotgun houses" 
and I think people should be able to have enough 
backyard for some privacy. 

50. I appreciate growth, compact and high density 
housing, NO!  So, I agree more with preservation.  
I agree with open space between communities.  
Building houses, jobs, services and shopping within 
reasonable distances. 

51. Less compact, more growth in undeveloped areas. 
52. No 
53. More walking and biking spaces. 
54. Less impact. 
55. More houses along highway. 
56. None. 
57. Less important 
58. More roads. 

access management, and diversification of 
transportation services (transit, walking, biking, high 
occupancy vehicle lanes, etc.). 

23. Thank you for your comment. 
24. Thank you for your comment.   
25. Thank you for your comment. 
26. Thank you for your comment. 
27. While not addressed in great detail in CIM, road impact 

fees are intended to do just that. As noted in CIM, only 
ACHD has implemented impact fees. In large part this 
is due to the complexity of the state law enabling 
impact fees. Only those projects and costs that can be 
linked to the effect of new development can be 
subjected to an impact fee. Most jurisdictions do 
exactions, which specify during the development 
approval process what the developer has to do to 
address traffic issues. Improved transportation impact 
studies are recommended to better identify these 
issues. COMPASS created a Recommended Practices 
guide which can be found at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/TI
S_Sept2008.pdf . 

28. See Response #11, above. 
29. Not sure what the commenter intends. A local option 

tax would enable the region to fund roadway, transit, 
and other travel options to support growth envisioned 
under Community Choices. The more compact, mixed-
use pattern intended by Community Choices requires 
more transit services (longer hours, more frequency, 
better coverage) and a greatly improved pedestrian and 
bicycle system. Roadway improvements are also vital, 
as long as these improvements provide for multiple 
users—not just cars. 

30. Thank you for your comment. 
31. Thank you for your comment. 
32. Thank you for your comment. 
33. See Response #11, above. 
34. Thank you for your comment. 
35. See Response #1, above. 
36. See Response #1, above. 
37. Thank you for your comment. 
38. Thank you for your comment. 
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39. Thank you for your comment. 
40. Thank you for your comment. 
41. Thank you for your comment. 
42. Thank you for your comment. 
43. Thank you for your comment. 
44. A more robust transit system will require a dedicated 

funding source to pay for it.  That is something the 
region currently does not have. 

45. Thank you for your comment. 
46. Thank you for your comment. 
47. A more robust transit system will require a dedicated 

funding source to pay for it.  That is something the 
region currently does not have. 

48. Thank you for your comment. 
49. Thank you for your comment. 
50. The Community Choices growth scenario encourages 

open space between communities and building houses, 
jobs, services and shopping within close proximity. 

51. Thank you for your comment. 
52. Thank you for your comment. 
53. There are no specific funds for bike and pedestrian 

facilities at this time. The Idaho Transportation 
Department has not released any “enhancement” funds 
for several years, which is the only “dedicated” bike and 
pedestrian fund. However, many of the corridors in the 
plan will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian features. 
See the COMPASS Complete Streets policy at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. 

54. Thank you for your comment. 
55. Thank you for your comment. 
56. Thank you for your comment. 
57. Thank you for your comment. 
58. Thank you for your comment. 

Please provide any 
additional comments 
about the draft plan. 

61 NA 1. Boise metro chamber supports planning for central 
valley highway to continue hwy 16 extension to 
Kuna and east to I-84. 

2. You need to look at the Overland / Maple Grove 
Area.  There is a huge apt complex down on Maple 
Grove / Lake Hazel that they use Maple Grove 
Road a lot.  That area is growing and needs public 
transit. 

1. At this point the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) 
only has funding for the State Street – Chinden portion 
of this project. No funding is available for the I-84 
interchange. ITD has noted that, in the absence of any 
Idaho Legislative action to improve funding, major new 
capacity projects, such as this, are not feasible. 
Available funding will go into maintenance and safety 
related projects. 
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3. I would like to see a light rail option 
4. Our economy cannot afford more taxes.   
5. Transit not likely to be used widely in an area the 

size of Boise.  Current Boise stages run mostly 
empty.   

6. Transit is an expensive undertaking that adds 
another tax mandate that grows and grows each 
year.  Taxes go up and so do fares. DC metro 
system is a good example - subsidized and now 
facing big fare increases for users.  It runs at 
capacity everyday and still can’t pay for itself. 

7. There has been enough discussion – let’s get to the 
"do" portion of this project!  Turn paper to 
roadways. 

8. Bicycling needs to be a big part of any alternative 
transportation plan.  A bike corridor in every town 
should be planned into any road improvement / 
building / development plan.  I also think bike trails 
should be separated from roads whenever possible.  

9. When economy turns around: 
1.  Bypass to take traffic load off of existing I-84 
2.  Light rail 
3.  Bike highway through valley end to end. 

10. Look at character of north-south corridors in Boise 
and use road planning to improve business districts 
and neighborhoods.  Specifically:  Orchard, 
Broadway and Vista. 

11. Improve bike commuting on Hill Road - lane all the 
way to Eagle. 

12. Would prefer intensive funding for transit, complete 
streets, esp. sidewalks in existing communities - 
esp. around schools. Integrate systems so they 
really work. 

13. As a region we need to establish incentives and 
disincentives for growing consistent with 
community choices.  Land use and transportation 
need to better align. 

14. Must find a way to get Meridian Interchange rebuilt 
as well. 

15. Keep up the work of seeking community feedback 
and educating the community. 
 

2. We will pass your comment along to Valley Regional 
Transit. 

3. Two initial rail studies have also been completed. One in 
2003(www.valleyregionaltransit.org/PROJECTSSTUDIES
/RAILCORRIDOREVALUATION/tabid/109/Default.aspx) 
and the High Capacity Transit Corridor Study in 2009 
(www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-
tvhcts.htm). COMPASS and Valley Regional Transit are 
seeking funding through a variety of sources to 
complete a study that could qualify the rail corridor 
acquisition for federal funding. The operating costs for 
the rail and complementary bus system need to be 
funded. These will not come from federal sources: a 
local option tax will be needed.   

4. Thank you for your comment. 
5. High quality transit is being offered in communities our 

size and smaller. Eugene, Oregon, has bus rapid transit. 
Albuquerque, New Mexico, (a bit larger) has regional 
commuter rail service. Both areas’ transit services are 
well used. This is not to say that the services are self-
supporting financially. Even very large regions, such as 
San Francisco and New York, get only 50-60% of their 
operating costs covered by fares. Valley Regional 
Transit (VRT) has experienced ridership gains over the 
past few years, especially on its intercounty routes. 
With a more convenient service (more frequent, more 
coverage, longer hours, weekend service) VRT could 
see a large boost in riders. 

6. True…Transit is not self-supporting. Even very large 
regions, such as San Francisco and New York, get only 
50-60% of their operating costs covered by fares. 

7. Many of the “do’s” are being done. Projects now 
underway have been in the plan for several years. The 
funding process now commits dollars for the next three 
years, meaning that “new” projects cannot be budgeted 
until the fourth year or beyond. Projects from the past 
plans now completed or nearing completion include: 
State Highway 69 to Kuna, East and West ParkCenter 
bridges, the Wye Interchange, Eagle Road Interchange 
and connection north, Karcher Interchange, etc. The 
three-year gap between the plan and the budget 
process unfortunately means people don’t connect the 



Communities in Motion – Page A - 37     September 2010 
 
 

Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
16. There seems to be no priorities for moving traffic 

that comes down Hwy 55 to State Street as far 
as funding.   

17. Can funding be consolidated from other projects to 
fund an existing project without designated funds?   

18. Extension of bus system west and north.   
19. Thanks for the great session. 
20. The current plan is very heavy-handed with regard 

to dictating what kind of growth should occur. 
21. 2014 update to have GHG reduction focus. 
22. Current plan does not focus on transit. 
23. 20/26 upgrade from Eagle to Linder would help 

distribute Eagle traffic north of 20/26. 
24. I think the top priority right now is to fund the study 

for high capacity on the rail.  The economy is ripe - 
development is on hold for a long time, and traffic 
isn’t bad yet.  Take the time, fund the rail study and 
maintain the current roads.  By the time the study is 
complete, we might have the local option tax passed 
and we can fund the rail and then use the other 
funds for needed improvements on roads. 

25. Corridor summaries should remain in plan and not 
part of appendix. 

26. Confusion about highway 16 and full connection 
(funded to unfunded) 

27. Accountability must accompany any plan. 
28. Host was very informative and answered all my 

questions thoroughly.   
29. Thank you for including me. 
30. I am willing to provide tax support as long as there 

is a directed and focused plan vs. standing still and 
talking about the future and not getting anything 
accomplished.  We just need to pick a project and 
prove that project can be completed in a timely 
manner and benefit all. 

31. This whole transportation plan needs to be headed 
by one entity with some teeth to get it done. 

32. Appreciate all of COMPASS' hard work. 
33. Taxes need to be raised in good times and banked.  

People in this economy don’t have $430 lying 
around to spend on this.   
 

plan to things getting done. In other cases, additional 
planning and design are still needed to get a project 
ready to build. This is the case for some of the major 
corridors for which specific alignments are not tied 
down. An example of this is Lake Hazel, which could tie 
to Amity and/or Locust Lane in Canyon County. A more 
detailed study is needed. 

8. There are no specific funds for bike and pedestrian 
facilities at this time. The Idaho Transportation 
Department has not released any “enhancement” funds 
for several years, which is the only “dedicated” bike and 
pedestrian fund. However, many of the corridors in the 
plan will incorporate bicycle and pedestrian features. 
See the COMPASS Complete Streets policy at 
www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/d
mr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf. 

9. These are very expensive propositions. See Responses 
#3 and #8, above, for more information on rail and 
bike. A bypass at this point is not feasible due to the 
extremely high cost. 

10. Thank you for your comment. 
11. See Response #8, above. Also see the ACHD Roadways 

to Bikeways plan at 
www.achd.ada.id.us/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?Project
ID=77.  

12. See Response #8, above. A more robust transit system 
will need a dedicated funding source, which the region 
currently does not have. 

13. Thank you for your comment. 
14. Currently there are no funds for this project; however, 

the Idaho Transportation Department is seeking grant 
funding specifically for the Meridian Interchange. 

15. We will. 
16. The lack of funding for ITD means that many of the 

state corridors previously shown as “funded” had to be 
shifted to “unfunded.” The Idaho legislature could 
increase fuel taxes and/or registration fees in 2011 to 
improve ITD’s financial capacity. If that happens, the 
plan can be amended. 

17. Ideally, all funding would be flexible such that any 
dollar could be spent anywhere. Dollars shown on 
funded ITD facilities are mostly entailed by the GARVEE 
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Table A-1.  Comment Form Results, Comments, and Responses 

Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
34. The people in charge need to plan and not line the 

pockets of the politicians. 
35. Action now - 1/2 hour bus service would increase 

ridership. 
36. Would like to see more effort on public transit long-

term planning. 
37. Please include a table of contents for the draft or 

other plans. 
38. Will comment in greater detail via email. 
39. Need more solution makers - architects - engineers 

- involved and fewer politicians and "general public 
with good intentions." 

40. We need better connectivity of bicycle routes. I 
should be able to commute to downtown from 
Eagle in a safe manner.  Bike routes are horribly 
disjointed. 

41. I choose to live out of town and work in town and 
cannot form an opinion on how others need to 
commute.  Personally, I have no problems with my 
commute or transportation options because I 
choose to live far from work; as it provides me with 
a better quality of life living out of town.   

42. This presentation (meeting in a bag) was very 
informative and has opened my eyes to issues I do 
not deal with everyday.  I plan to look into this 
issue and educate myself further in hopes to 
develop a more specific opinion. 

43. We need a better organized planning authority 
"CZAR" for the whole valley.  It seems the valley as 
a whole, has fragmented planning groups for the 
whole system between Nampa, Meridian, Boise and 
all.  There should be a group that oversees them all 
for a better vision and approach to the whole thing. 

44. Some roads that receive funding do not make 
sense - they are in the middle of nowhere - fund 
roads that will encourage circulation. 

45. I would like to see more north-south corridors in 
Boise (across river) particularly ones that are 
limited access. 

46. Why are the funded projects in undeveloped areas 
(Amity, Cloverdale etc.) this is not compact 
growth. 

(Grant Anticipation Revenue Vehicle) process to be 
spent on particular corridors approved by the Idaho 
legislature. ACHD funded corridors are often tied to 
impact fees that are in its Capital Improvement Plan. 
These impact fees cannot be used for ITD corridors or 
for corridor improvements not eligible for impact fees. 

18. A more robust transit system will need a dedicated 
funding source; something the area currently does not 
have. 

19. Thank you. 
20. Land use decisions are made by local jurisdictions. This 

is mandated by state code. But local jurisdictions should 
consider regional needs and effects of local decisions. 
Back when towns were miles apart and economically 
independent of each other, it was not as critical to look 
at regional issues. But a shopping center approved in 
one community can cause traffic problems in another. 

21. Thank you for your comment. Greenhouse gases will 
continue to be looked at in the plan. 

22. See Chapter 6, Expanding Transportation Choices. 
23. Currently there is not funding available to do this. 
24. See Response #3, above. 
25. The corridor summaries have been added back into the 

plan. See Chapter 5. 
26. See Response 31, above. 
27. Thank you for your comment. 
28. Good! 
29. Thank you for participating. 
30. Thank you for your comment. 
31. COMPASS (the Community Planning Association of 

Southwest Idaho) is charged with long-range 
transportation planning for Ada and Canyon Counties. 
COMPASS is a council of governments in Ada and 
Canyon Counties, including cities, counties, highway 
districts, and other agencies. 

32. Thank you. 
33. Thank you for your comment. 
34. Thank you for your comment. 
35. A more robust transit system will need a dedicated 

funding source; something the area currently does not 
have. 

36. Chapter 6 in the plan (Expanding Transportation 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
47. Continue to look for ways to secure a local option 

tax for support at transit and road improvements. 
48. There need to be 2 things: 

1- Tighter approval of developments by zoning. We 
need to require developments to comply with 
Community Choices 
2- Funding for mass transit and alternate 
transportation. 

49. Good plans, but look for "cluster" areas which need 
transportation to major employers. 

50. Start now developing north/south and east/west 
controlled access roads.   

51. In addition put in transportation systems (rail). 
52. Higher density housing may become more 

attractive if the cost is lower. 
53. We need to do a better job of tying land-use 

planning with road building/improvements.  It 
seems like we are destroying much of our farmland 
and CIM seems to encourage sprawled 
development.  The COMPASS Mobility Summit 
seemed to indicate that rural towns in Canyon 
County want more/improved transit. 

54. I support the COMPASS effort. Twice in the past 10 
days, I've commuted through Boise/Meridian on 
my bike. I caught up with some of the same cars at 
stoplights from Americana to Cloverdale going west 
at 6 p.m. On another day I kept up with cars going 
east at 11 a.m. from Five Mile to downtown Boise. 
I'm 60 years old . . . . and not fast which shows 
the fallacy of single-occupant, motorized 
transportation. And if the motorists needed to find 
parking . . . . . Perhaps we can educate motorists 
more on what it costs them in time/money vs. 
alternative transportation. 

55. I generally agree with the Community Choices 
scenario.  BUT, we still have to tackle 
transportation issues based on the existing 
structures/systems/roadways that are already in 
place.  For example, State St./Hwy 44 is a major 
thoroughfare between Boise and the rural 
communities of Middleton, Star, and Eagle.  I enjoy 
the rural setting and hope that the farmlands in 

Choices) addresses this issue. Unfortunately, a more 
robust transit system will need a dedicated funding 
source, which is something the area currently does not 
have.  

37. A table of contents will be include in the final plan. 
38. Thank you. 
39. Thank you for your comment. 
40. See Response #8, above. Also see the ACHD Roadways 

to Bikeways plan at 
www.achd.ada.id.us/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?Project
ID=77.  

41. Thank you for your comment. 
42. Thank you for your involvement. 
43. See Response #31, above. 
44. While in areas now less developed, the funded corridors 

are within the areas of impact. All but one of the funded 
corridors are inside an area of impact, which is intended 
to be where urban development occurs. 

45. Major options for river crossing include: 1. An extension 
of State Highway 16 across the Boise River between 
State Street and Chinden. This is funded in the plan. 2. 
The Three Cities River Crossing. This is now shown as 
unfunded, since costs have risen. The Ada County 
Highway District, which has jurisdiction over this 
project, must decide soon whether or not to go forward 
with the project. The Three Cities River Crossing could 
potentially be taken completely out of the plan. 

46. See Response #44, above. 
47. COMPASS, Valley Regional Transit, and their member 

agencies will continue to pursue this. Governor Otter 
has appointed a task force on transportation financing. 
It will issue its findings in December 2010, and 
COMPASS is working with the task force to provide 
information on regional roadway and transit needs. It is 
possible the Task Force will recommend local option 
taxing authority as a means to address local needs. 

48. See Response #47, above. 
49. Not clear as to intent of commenter. Community 

Choices is intended to create more clustered 
development, with compact housing in appropriate 
areas near major routes. Fixed-route transit functions 
best where housing densities are at least seven units 
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Question 
Number of 

Respondents Quantitative Results Comments Response 
these areas are not taken over by housing 
subdivisions, but I also hope that our community 
leaders can provide adequate public transportation 
between these communities. I have ridden the 
Hwy. 44 bus, but it is not an adequate public 
transport solution.  I am a young professional who 
works downtown and I have a very dynamic 
schedule.  Some evenings after work I meet friends 
or family for dinner, attend an event, or need to 
run errands on the way home.  Because the Hwy. 
44 bus runs once daily on a traditional 8 am – 5 
pm work schedule, it is not conducive for most 
people.  My definition of adequate public 
transportation would be a bus or a light rail that 
runs Hwy. 44 several times a day, including a bit 
earlier in the morning and until 7:00 pm or so in 
the evenings.  The system should have a dedicated 
lane or rail so that it can move faster, or at least 
equal to, the rate of speed that a car moves.  It 
should also make multiple stops along the way, not 
just the one to two stops per city that the bus runs 
now.    I appreciate your time reviewing my 
comments.  Many thanks! 

56. Definitely prefer the compact growth, in-fill, 
keeping services close to where people live.  This 
moves us towards more livable communities and 
away from the "sprawl" approach, which has not 
proven to be a good idea -- causes people to use 
their cars too much. 

57. I was very inspired about the insights that Jackie 
Cershaw [Grimshaw] had when she was here a 
couple of years ago. It's not clear to me that we 
are choosing to take advantage of what her 
organization has learned. We can, and must, begin 
to mold the froth choices in our valley through our 
transportation choices. Otherwise, we will always 
be chasing the tail. 

58. The irony is that despite supporting "community 
choices," many of the road improvement projects 
that were funded had the effect of carrying people 
further away from the downtown core.  So, in 
practice, the model seems faulty. 

per acre, with higher densities needed around light rail 
or bus rapid transit. 

50. The intent of the plan is to start development of such 
facilities. Work has been underway for the past three 
years on US 20/26, but no funding to build it is 
available. The same is true for State Highway 16 
extended south to I-84. ITD has studied the route and 
prepared a draft environmental document, but no 
construction dollars are budgeted or likely without 
increased revenues. South of I-84, the functional 
classification map shows McDermott and Kuna-
Mora/Bowmont as an expressway in the very long term. 
ACHD has conducted studies of Kuna Mora from 
Cloverdale to I-84 to establish a corridor and initiated 
work from Cloverdale to the west. Information on these 
can be viewed in the corridor summaries in Chapter 5. 
As with State Highway 16, there are no funds to build 
these corridors. The more pressing need is to protect 
the corridors from development that would preclude 
their being built in the future. This too is an issue for 
funding. 

51. See Response #3, above. 
52. Thank you for your comment. 
53. CIM is one element in this process of tying land-use and 

transportation needs (more than just roadways) 
together. If the region wants more transit, walking and 
biking, then the more compact form under the 
Community Choices growth scenario is needed. By 
establishing a broad regional transportation framework, 
CIM allows COMPASS and its member agencies to 
evaluate larger development proposals in terms of the 
growth pattern under CIM and the transportation 
services/capacities. In a related effort, COMPASS is 
working with local agencies to develop a “cumulative 
development” analysis that will better identify the total 
transportation demands generated by all the approved 
and in-process development. Historically, a 
transportation impact study would look at existing 
traffic counts around the development site and add the 
demand for the individual development. The new 
approach would require the study consider everything 
approved and also in the process. It’s kind of like 
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59. None at this time. 
60. I hope projections are accurate. After the Curtis 

Road (near Fairview) bottleneck fiasco, I don't feel 
at all secure about planning. This area is prime for 
nothing but continued growth (it's the new 
Portland/Seattle) so let's project appropriately!  
Thanks. 

61. Pave the canal access roads and make them into 
bike paths.  That would create an interconnected 
system of paths throughout the entire valley.  The 
space is there, the network is in place. 

62. It was difficult to grasp all of the intended changes 
on our major roads close to our subdivision.  The 
summaries of the projects needed improvement, 
rather misleading with the short explanations.  
Could not find additional info per project on the 
website. 

63. Community Choices plan is a good choice as long 
as the communities are limited in growth.  High 
density housing without a good plan for 
development can be unhealthy and cause problems 
/ conflict. 

64. Thanks for attempting to educate the public.  I feel 
that there should have been more media attention 
to this. I heard ads on the radio, but "keyed" in 
because I had some ideas of what this C in Motion 
was.  Most people, I’m sure, are clueless. 

65. Hopefully when I’m older, I could use these to 
transport myself around. 

66. Pave Dry Creek road. 
67. Need more traffic lights. 
68. Less compact areas. 
69. A rail system in Downtown Boise would be 

beneficial. 
70. Wider streets should be the priority. 
71. Better transit system. 
72. Great plan. 

accrual accounting: you don’t just look at your current 
cash—you have to consider what you have already 
obligated but not yet paid. CIM does continue the 
Community Choices growth scenario, but it had to be 
modified to account for development approved since 
2005 and reflect changes in the areas of impact. Areas 
of impact are established between the cities and the 
appropriate county: they are intended to show where 
urban growth will occur. This does mean that 
Community Choices does assume growth occurring 
outside of the current cities corporate limits. The 
Mobility Summit did indicate that more and improved 
transit is wanted. What is needed for that to occur is a 
way to pay for implementing and operating more 
services. Federal funds can cover part of the capital 
costs, such as new vehicles, transit stops, and facilities. 
Local dollars are needed to pay for drivers, fuel, 
insurance, maintenance: these operating costs are 
usually 70% or more of the total cost of transit. The 
City of Boise contributes $5.3 million to cover such 
costs. Other cities paying for services include:  
Meridian ($75,000), Caldwell ($105,000), and Nampa 
($282,000). The total local agency contributions for 
services (these are voluntary payments) came to $5.9 
million. None of the western Canyon Cities put in 
funding for operations. Boise’s contribution amounts to 
nearly $26 per capita. If this were received from all the 
agencies, the total for transit would have been $14.85 
million, meaning services could have tripled. In the 
current economic climate, local agencies are hard 
pressed to maintain other services, however. Their 
dollars may cover police, fire, administration, parks and 
other city services. Their only tax source is the property 
tax—not one of the more popular taxes in the best of 
times. COMPASS and its member agencies supported a 
bill in 2008 to allow a local option sales tax. If it had 
passed, voters in Ada and Canyon Counties would have 
been able to vote on a package of transportation 
improvements with a specific increase in the sales tax 
to cover the costs of the improvements and services. 
The Legislature modified the bill to make it much more 
restrictive and then did not pass it. 
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54. Thank you for your comment. 
55. Thank you for your comments. A more robust transit 

system will need a dedicated funding source, which the 
region currently does not have. See Response #3, 
above, for more information on what progress has been 
made concerning a rail system. 

56. Thank you for your comment. 
57. Thank you for your comment. You can now find 

Treasure Valley-specific information from the Center for 
Neighborhood Technology at 
htaindex.cnt.org/mapping_tool.php#region=Boise%20C
ity%2C%20ID&theme_menu=0&layer1=23&layer2=24.  

58. Community Choices did not limit growth to the area 
around downtown (Boise). It promotes the concept of 
more compact development with mixed uses to reduce 
travel. When new commercial uses occur in Nampa, 
Meridian, Eagle, or Middleton, the need to travel is less.  
More affordable housing near downtown Boise would 
also promote the vision. In part this has already 
happened with falling home prices. Review of 
Community Choices as the preferred growth scenario 
will start in 2011. The issues of how this vision can be 
better implemented and whether it can be implemented 
in the current market will be addressed. 

59. Thank you for your comment. 
60. Thank you for your comment. 
61. Canal access roads are not public roads. In many cases, 

these access roads are on easements across private 
property. The access roads are under the jurisdiction of 
the canal districts. These districts have several 
concerns about allowing public uses such as pathways 
including the danger to pedestrians and bicyclists from 
the fast moving, steeply banked canals, the liability to 
the canal districts, and trespassers on private property. 
These are not impossible hurdles, but local 
governments have limited capacity to require the canal 
districts to open their canal roads to public use. That 
said, many cities, including Meridian and Nampa, have 
plans for public pathways on canal roads in their 
comprehensive plans. It will take time and money to 
make these plans into reality. 
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62. Thank you for your comment. Corridor summaries have 

been added to Chapter 5 of the plan. 
63. Thank you for your comment. 
64. Thank you for your comment. 
65. Thank you for your comment. 
66. This is an operational consideration for the Ada County 

Highway District. We will pass this comment on to 
them. 

67. Thank you for your comment. 
68. Thank you for your comment. 
69. See www.cityofboise.org/streetcar/ for information on a 

proposed streetcar in downtown Boise. 
70. Thank you for your comment. 
71. A more robust transit system requires a dedicated 

funding source, something the valley currently does not 
have. 

72.Thank you. 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: COMMENTER #1, President, Collister Neighborhood Association 
Sent: Tuesday, May 11, 2010 1:12 PM 
To: Liisa Itkonen 
Subject: Foothills rare species 
 
Liisa: 
 
Good to see you at the open house yesterday. 
The information on the rare species in the foothills: 
 
Aase's Onion: 
Boise PDS on-line, Aase's Canyon Pointe Dev.:   
http://pdsonline.cityofboise.org/pdsonline/Documents.aspx?id=200911041606277960 
 (If you have any questions, contact Bruce Eggleston, Boise PDS, 384-3830)  
 
--Exhibit N: Letter from Fish and Game Dept, dated June 30, 2008 --Aase's Onion 
Conservation Plan, prepared by the Land Trust of the Treasure Valley, Appendix A has a 
list of plans and studies related to Aase's Onion, Mulford's milkvetch and slickspot 
peppergrass 
 
I've also attached a copy of the conservation assessment for Aase's onion (probably more 
info that you want).... 
 
There is also the Boise Foothills Open Space Conservation Plan: 
http://www.cityofboise.org/Departments/Parks/Foothills/Conservation/Accomplishments/page1
2098.aspx 
 
COMMENTER #1, President 
Collister Neighborhood Association 
 
 
 
COMPASS Response:  COMPASS is using the latest available information from Idaho Office of Species Conservation. At 
this time Aase’s Onion is not under consideration for threatened or endangered status. 
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Dear COMPASS: 
 
I attended the "Meeting in a Bag" that was facilitated by Jeanette Ross von Alten, and submitted one of the response 
forms that came with that. I wanted to elaborate on a few things that didn't necessarily fit on the form. 
The UPDATE document could really use a table of contents; if nothing else, a listing of the 14 chapter titles, at least.  
COMPASS Response: One will be in the final version. 
 
In the Executive Summary, listing the funded and partially funded projects in alphabetic order is not particularly 
useful. The lists are short enough to scan in the entirety, and given the importance of, and the disparity in funding for 
the various projects, it would make the most sense to list them by amounts, in descending order. The $286M and 
$134M projects need the most attention.   
COMPASS Response: Listing them alphabetically is so people who are interested in a particular corridor can find them 
easily. As noted, the list is short enough that people can scan the list to see what the big ticket items are. It is not necessarily 
true that the biggest cost corridors are the targets of the most scrutiny. There have been very few comments about I-84 
expenses, while many have zeroed in on the $7 million for Bowmont. 
 
Since FUNDING and priorities for it are critical constraints, some more direct communication of budgets and costs 
are needed. You have a lot of text, a lot of tabulated data, and a few graphs. There needs to be more, and more 
expressive graphs. As you note, "numbers with many zeroes behind a dollar sign can be numbing." Assuming your 
purpose is not anesthesia, a clearer presentation that communicates the relative scale of the various components is 
needed.  
COMPASS Response: This is a fairly vague recommendation. Assuming the commenter is talking about Chapter 12, there 
are a lot of numbers. This is inevitable when talking about financing. We will test the financial information with some 
citizen focus groups during the next update. 
 
The fiscal magnitude of projects could be graphed as areas overlaying the map views, for example. Instead of I‐84/184 
being a skinny line with no more weight than surface arterials, it should be a mighty fat blob showing how many 
hundreds of millions of dollars flow to it, versus everything else.  
COMPASS Response: It may make an interesting graphic. People would still want to see the dollar amount. We can 
experiment with this concept for the next plan to see how it is received.  
 
(Speaking of too many zeroes... a bar chart such as "VRT Total Service Area Ridership" on page 2 of chapter 6 doesn't 
need the two decimal points in the vertical axis labeling.)   
COMPASS Response: This can be changed. 
 
The transit comparisons that show Boise at the bottom of the list for trips/capita, and operating $/per trip far above 
the similar‐sized cities listed seem rather glaring. An interesting comparison that I just happened to stumble upon 
while reading the text is that a recent study showed "residents in areas with high quality public transportation saved 
about $600 annually on total transportation costs" (ch.6, pg. 3), and your estimate that $430 per household could meet 
the total shortfall of the transportation plan in 2010.   
COMPASS Response: Transportation costs can drop where high quality transit is offered. The critical aspect is the high 
quality. In communities where really good service is provided (24/7 service with high frequency, nearly universal coverage, 
and high reliability) the need to own a car can be eliminated. In these communities, many participate in “car-sharing” clubs—
kind of a time-share for vehicles. For a member fee, one gets access to a vehicle. In other cases, the need for a second car may be 
eliminated, thereby saving car payments, insurance, licensing/taxes, parking and maintenance. These potential benefits can 
be highlighted.  
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HOW DO WE CONNECT THOSE DOTS?!   
The 2009 HCT study URL on page 5 of chapter 6 didn't work for me.  
COMPASS Response:  Will correct. 
 
I found http://compassidaho.org/documents/specialprojects/HCTFinalReport.pdf on your site, however.  
I didn't see a discussion about active disincentives applied to single occupancy vehicle use (other than the negative 
experience of congestion). The big picture of infrastructure suggests that the de facto plan is reactive building and 
expanding of roads where congestion becomes most intolerable. It would be nice to have a clear sense that something 
else is going on.  
COMPASS Response:  Chapter 7 addresses various congestion management strategies. Access management, improved 
intersection treatments, provision of alternatives, changing travel times, and other techniques are presented. 
 
Some mention, at least, of the high probability of significant (or possibly dramatic) effects of Peak Oil upon our 
communities and their transportation infrastructure seems worthy of mention with a 25 year planning horizon.   
COMPASS Response:  The issues of “peak oil”, gas prices, vehicle technology, and travel demand are very complex. This is 
briefly touched upon in Chapter 1 and again in Chapter 14. Past gas crises (1973, 1979, 1990, and 2008) have seen dips in 
travel demand followed by resurgence. Increases in VMT per capita have leveled off, due in part to near total vehicle 
availability and stability in the workforce makeup (1960s-1980s saw increasing numbers of working women). Already there is 
concern that manufacturers shifting to more efficient alternative-fuel vehicles may be caught by lower than expected fuel 
prices. Assuming that the trend to these vehicles is permanent, then fuel prices may not drive down the use of the private 
vehicle as significantly as some would expect.  
This topic would be a great session for the next plan. 
 
Thanks for the important work you're doing, and your attention to my comments. 
_____________ 
COMMENTER #2 
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COMPASS Meeting in a Bag 06/17/2010 
Group Comments to COMPASS 

Issues and Concerns: 
 

1. The information that was given to the team was inadequate as far as we were not able to gather more 
information regarding specific projects. The material that was provided gave scant information per project and 
the website did not allow us to ‘drill’ down for more specifics and/or information on a project. We would 
have to read the entire study to have more background information but there was not more project 
information. It appears that public feedback is not really wanted. 
COMPASS Response: Additional information on each corridor has been added to the end of Chapter 5. These 
“corridor summaries” are also on the COMPASS web site individually.   
 

2. The explanations of the projects were rather misleading, such as ‘Expand into 5 lanes’ when in reality the road 
was becoming an expressway with multiple overpasses, interchanges. We had to access several maps to 
understand this was occurring. 
COMPASS Response: The corridor summaries (added to Chapter 5) provide detail on the plans for each corridor. 
 

3. Our Paramount subdivision (between Hwy 20/26, Linder and Meridian Roads) will become surrounded by 5 
lane roads and an expressway. We feel that this will decrease our home values and increase noise levels in our 
area. 
COMPASS Response:  The concept of an expressway was put into the plan during the preparation of 
Communities in Motion in 2005. An expressway is somewhat different than a freeway (interstate highway), with 
full intersections spaced some distance apart and grade separated intersections (overpasses and ramps) where 
warranted by traffic volumes and possible given available right-of-way. 
 
The concept has been refined as part of the US 20/26 corridor study, a joint effort by the Idaho Transportation 
Department and COMPASS.  Between Black Cat and Eagle Road the approved concept is to have intersections ½ 
mile apart.  Traffic volumes are projected to be very high at Linder Road and some other intersections and standard 
intersection designs will not be able to accommodate demand.  At such locations interchanges or special intersection 
designs will be evaluated in the future to find appropriate solutions. For more information on the US 20/26 
Corridor Study visit http://itd.idaho.gov/projects/d3/US2026Corridor/. 
 
With a posted speed of 55 mph and volumes typical of highways, noise can be an issue. This can best be avoided by 
berms and sound walls/fences that should be required along any highway during development.  Noise walls/berms 
are included in the current corridor study for US 20/26.  
 
US 20/26 has been a highway for 70+ years, predating development along the corridor.  As the Treasure Valley 
continues to grow and fill in between Meridian and Caldwell, many existing two-lane roads will be widened to 
accommodate demand. 
 

4. We are not in favor of Hwy 20/26 becoming an expressway. We understand the need to expand the number of 
lanes, but we are not in favor of the interchanges, overpasses.   
COMPASS Response:  See comments under item 3, above.   
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5. We believe that Hwy 44 is already designed as a major thoroughfare and would benefit from additional lanes, 
etc. Hwy 20/26 goes right past neighborhoods and is not a viable location for an expressway.   
COMPASS Response:  Similar to the corridor study on US 20.26, the Idaho Transportation Department and 
COMPASS are also working on a corridor preservation study for State Highway 44. More capacity is needed on both 
highways to accommodate current traffic and future growth (see http://itd.idaho.gov/projects/d3/SH44Corridor). 
 
Not improving traffic flow on US 20/26 will add to traffic on McMillan and Ustick, both of which have far more 
housing near the road, along with schools, parks, and other sensitive uses.   
 
In the hierarchy of highways, US 20/26 is part of the national highway system and is a higher regional facility that 
State Highway 44. It connects further west into Oregon, while State Highway 44 stops at I-84. State Highway 44 
passes through the communities of Middleton, Star and Eagle, continuing on into Boise and Garden City. Both 
highways run past neighborhoods.  
 

6. Widen Hwy 20/26 lanes and time the signal lights to accommodate traffic. 
COMPASS Response:  Widening US 20/26 to add lanes is in the plan. Signal spacing no closer than ½ mile apart 
is needed to maintain traffic flow, which means limiting the number of full intersections.  

 
7. The expansions on 20/26, Linder Rd, Meridian Rd, etc appears to force traffic to use Hwy 20/26, causing 

increased traffic, congestion, accidents, etc and we prefer using side streets to keep congestion and noise to 
minimum levels. 
COMPASS Response:  Not sure what is meant by side streets.  All the roads noted above are arterial roads and 
intended to carry traffic. 
 

8. We were unable to tell if the current subdivision’s signal lights would remain and be accessible by residents. 
COMPASS Response:  The approved Access Management Plan will allow all existing traffic signals to remain, 
and will limit full intersections to one mile apart from Black Cat west, with ½ mile spacing east of Black Cat. (to 
Eagle Road). In some cases, a signal could be moved a short distance to better accommodate residents and businesses 
on both sides of the highway. 
 

9. We feel that more homes will be placed on the real estate market if the expressway is completed. We don’t 
want to live this close to an expressway. People moved to the Paramount subdivision for specific reasons such 
as a family-friendly environment and a tight-knit, close neighborhood. 
COMPASS Response:  As noted above, US 20/26 as a main highway predated development in the area. Other 
neighborhoods on McMillan and Ustick would be affected if US 20/26 is not designed and built to handle regional 
traffic. 

COMMENTER #3, Paramount Neighborhood Traffic Committee 
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I'm mainly interested in any changes to Cole Road - between Amity and Victory.   
Are there still plans to widen Cole Road?   
Thank you.  
 

COMMENTER #4 
 

From: Charles Trainor [mailto:CTrainor@compassidaho.org]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 02, 2010 12:19 PM 
To: COMMENTER #4 
Cc: Amy Luft 
Subject: Your Inquiry on Cole Road Widening 

Cole Road: Amity to Victory 
 
I refer to three documents in response to your inquiry.  
COMPASS prepares a long-range plan through the year 2035 with a focus on regional corridors. There is also a proposed 
revision to the functional classification map which is used to preserve right-of-way and manage access (intersections and 
driveways). The other two documents are by the Ada County Highway District, which manages the public roads in Ada 
County except for those under the Idaho Transportation Department (interstate system and state highways). ACHD has a 
five year budget document and a 20-year plan. I have provided links to these documents. 
 
Communities in Motion 
Nothing shown on Cole Road for major investments in the draft. 
http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/cim2035-update_comment_period.htm  
 
Shown as a principal arterial with extension south of Columbia Rd to Kuna Mora Rd and beyond. Preservation only. 
http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/func/adacan2035_official.pdf  
 
Ada County Highway District (ACHD) Five Year Work Program 
Cole: Franklin to Overland. Widen to 5 lanes. Preliminary Development. (No Year of Funding) $6 million. No 
programmed improvements between Amity and Victory. 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Departments/PP/Docs/FYWP/2011-2015/Adopted%20Version/Arterials.pdf  
 
Map of all projects in Five Year WP 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Departments/PP/Docs/FYWP/2011-2015/Adopted%20Version/Project_Map.pdf  
 
Twenty Year Capital Improvements Program 
 
Map of all projects in 20 Year CIP 
http://www.achdidaho.org/Departments/ROWDS/Docs/Impact_Fees/Ordinance/Final/4_Exhibit_C_CIP.pdf  
 
Shows a five lane project on Cole Road between Amity and Victory (Project 34) 
 
Slated for 2019-2027 period at cost of $6.8 million 
 
The last document is the basis for ACHD’s collection of impact fees, which are levied on new construction such as new 
homes and businesses. The Cole Road Project is shown as eligible for impact fees, which means that the need for this 
project is driven by future growth. 
 

Charles Trainor 
Principal Planner 

 
I truly appreciate your replying to my email.  These are very helpful.   
Now that I know where to look for information, I'll keep these on my watch list.   
Thank you again.   
Best regards,  
COMMENTER #4 
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To whom it may concern, 
 
I am a full time bicyclist and bus user. I live in Garden City. The bus system definitely needs improvement, especially in 
Garden City. I have no bus to get to work at 9 am. I either have to walk all the way to state street or take the chinden 
express at 7 in the morning. It is the same story when I get off work at 3 pm. I know many people that are greatly effected 
in Garden City by having 4 hours of bus service taken away from the most impoverished part of Boise. Also Garden City 
community school was a great supporter of using public transportation for field trips. They now have to service at Garrett 
and Chinden. 
 
In the way of bicycle lanes...of course there is a need for more. When I ride out to Eagle my only choice is State street 
and there is no bike lane. I feel in would be wise in general to require all newly built roads to include bike lanes. As gas 
prices rise there are more and more cyclist on the road. It is important for those who choose to user a "greener" form of 
transportation to be able to do so safely. 
 
Thank you! 
COMMENTER #5 
  

 
COMPASS Response:   The transit (bus) system does not have a dedicated source of funding, which means it must rely on 
funding from local cities and other organizations. The level of service in each city is affected by the level to which that city 
financially supports the bus service. While Garden City is small, it is actually second in the valley (behind Boise) in its 
financial contribution per capita to support transit. A dedicated funding source is necessary to have a truly robust transit 
system. This is a priority for COMPASS.   
 
COMPASS has a “Complete Streets” policy (see 
http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/prodserv/reports/dmr/COMPASS%20_PolicyFinal.pdf) that looks at all users of 
roads (including pedestrians and cyclists) as roads are being built or improved. The Ada County Highway District also has a 
“Roadways to Bikeways” plan that deals with this issue (see 
http://www.achd.ada.id.us/Projects/PublicProject.aspx?ProjectID=77).  
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Regional Long-Range Transportation Plan 
Comments on Draft Plan, Spring 2010 

 

1. What prompted you to comment on this plan? That is, is there a specific concern, or a particular road or issue that interests you?  
 

 

2. How did you learn about this opportunity to comment? (Please circle) 
 

COMPASS Web Site Email Word of Mouth 

Radio Advertisement 
Where? _________ 

Newspaper Advertisement 
Where? _________ 

News Story 
Where? _________ 

Invitation to “Meeting in a Bag” Display/Booth 
Where? _________ 

Other  
Where? _____________ 

   
 

 

3. Where did you receive this comment form?  (Please circle) 
 

Open House Public Library COMPASS Office 
“Meeting in a Bag” Idaho Green Expo COMPASS Web Site 

Cinco de Mayo May in Motion Other (where?) _____________ 
 

 

4. Transportation Systems – Roadways: The draft plan supports improvements to regional roads. The cost of the improvements 
listed in the plan would be $6.6 billion, with a total cost to improve and maintain the road system of $10.1 billion by 2035. At 
least $3.9 billion in new revenues would be needed to pay for the improvements and maintenance.    
 

Do you support improvements to regional roads?                           Yes____  No____ No Opinion____ 
 

Do you support seeking new revenue sources for roadways?         Yes____  No____ No Opinion____ 
 

Would you be willing to pay more in taxes to support improvements to regional roads? 

                                                                                                           Yes____  No____ No Opinion____ 
 

If “yes,” how much per year?  
            
        $0 - $100 _____      $101 - $200 _____       $201 - $300 _____       $301 or more _____ 
 

Comments:  

5. Transportation Systems – Transit: The draft plan supports an expanded public transportation system and more opportunities 
for walking and biking. The expanded public transportation system would cost $4.1 billion and require the region to seek new 
revenue sources of $2.7 billion. 

 

Do you support an expanded transit system?                                  Yes____  No____  No 
Opinion____ 
 

Do you support seeking new revenue sources for transit?             Yes____  No____  No 
Opinion____ 
 

Would you be willing to pay more in taxes to support improvements to transit? 

                                                                                                        Yes____  No____  No Opinion____ 
 

If “yes,” how much per year?  
            
         $0 - $100 _____      $101 - $200 _____       $201 - $300 _____       $301 or more _____ 

Comments: 
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6. Changes between 2006 and 2010 – Funded Projects: By law, only projects that can be paid for (funded) can be included in 
the planned transportation system. Because of rising costs without increased funding, many projects that were “funded” in 2006 
had to be removed from the planned transportation system in 2010 because there is not funding for them, even though they are 
priorities (see “Funded Road Project Comparison” handout).  
 

Given this constraint, do you agree with the changes that were made?  
                                                                                                Yes____  No____  No Opinion ____ 

Comments: 

Recognizing there is not enough money for everything, what different changes, if any, would you recommend? 

 

7. Growth Scenarios: The Communities in Motion update examines two different scenarios for growth and land use in the 
Treasure Valley:  
 
• Community Choices, which encourages more compact growth and high-density housing in existing communities; more 

open space between communities; and building housing, jobs, services, and shopping closer together. 
 
• Preservation, which assumes each community will grow to the maximum possible, based upon that community’s 

comprehensive plan.  
 
While Communities in Motion examines both, the plan supports the “Community Choices” scenario, based upon extensive 
public input when the 2006 Communities in Motion plan was developed. 
 
Do you support the “Community Choices” growth scenario? (Encourages compact growth and high density housing) 
 
_______Yes  
 
_______No  
 
_______No Opinion 
 
If “No,” what type of growth (e.g., Less compact? More growth in undeveloped areas?) do you want to see in the Treasure 
Valley?  (Please describe) 
 

 

Comments: 
 

 

8. Other: Please provide any additional comments about the draft plan. 

Thank you for your time and comments! 
 

Return comments by 5:00 p.m., Friday, June 18, 2010 
 

Send comments to: 
Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho 
800 S. Industry Way, Suite 100, Meridian, ID  83642 
e-mail aluft@compassidaho.org; fax: 208/855-2559
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Appendix B.  
Member Agency Comments and Responses 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

General Multiple comments on punctuation, spelling, missing words, chart sizing and 
appearance 

Grammatical 
Facts 
Style 

Will be considered for changes 
as appropriate. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

General It would be nice to have a brief intro at the beginning of the report to the 
newer chapters so that the reader could skip ahead if they were already 
familiar with CIM: Chapter 7 Managing Congestion, Chapter 8 Improving 
the Environment, Chapter 9 Making Transportation Secure, Chapter 10 
Making Transportation Safer, and Chapter 11 Moving Goods & Air Traffic. 

Content An intro section can be done in 
the Executive Summary, which 
is likely to be the first thing a 
reader would see. 

FHWA General The update includes many significant improvements including the 
incorporation of key SAFETEA-LU requirements and a general updating of 
the transportation program status and forecasts in light of the recent 
economic changes affecting the area.  The update is complete and 
comprehensive.  Some subject areas are so complete as to border on being 
too detailed.  However, the top notch quality and style of writing exhibited 
in the update make even these more tedious sections workable.   

Style 
Content 

See other comments about 
shifting materials to 
appendices. 

FHWA General While it is understood by those of us in “the trenches” that many of the 
elements of the Plan are required by Federal regulations, the public 
probably should not care that such is the case.  Therefore, while it is 
reasonable to cite the regulations from which these sections of the plan first 
originated, care should be taken to not lead the reader to believe that this 
is the principle reason why a section of the Plan is there.  In other words, 
try to present sections as being important in their own right and play down 
the fact that they are also there to fulfill a regulatory requirement. 

Content Many people do not 
understand that the contents 
of the plan are driven by 
federal requirements as well as 
sound planning practices.  
 
Leave federal references since 
these are critical for people to 
understand why this material 
must be part of the plan. Add 
language to the executive 
summary and the introduction 
that explains why these 
materials are also good 
planning. 

FHWA General Organization:   
Assuming that the target audience is the general public and that the typical 
reader does not have either an extensive background in planning or an 
unlimited endurance when it comes to reading complex descriptions, tables, 
lists, etc., use every reasonable opportunity to park detailed explanations 
and information in appendices rather than in the main body of the 
document. 

Content Will review to determine which 
sections could be shifted to 
appendices. 

                                                 
1 The categories are Grammatical, General (No reference to any specific issue in the draft), Factual, Stylistic, Content, and Policy. Only Content and Policy related comments are 
addressed in detail in the “Response” column. 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ACHD Executive 
Summary  
p. 3 

Is no public funding available for development not consistent with 
Community Choices, or just federal funding?  

Content The intent was public funding, 
not just federal. 

ACHD Executive 
Summary  
p.4 

“Over capacity” may need to be defined.  Content Will provide a brief definition, 
although definitions may be 
inappropriate for an executive 
summary. 

ACHD Executive 
Summary  
p. 5 

Amity Road funding. The ACHD portion of this corridor is only about 35% 
funded, so it may be more appropriate to call it a partially-funded corridor.  

Policy Removing a section of the 
corridor to unfunded  modify 
the air quality conformity 
project list, notify the 
Interagency Consultation 
Committee of the change, 
meet with ICC and ask for 
approval. This process is 
federally and state mandated. 
This will also add 30 to 60 
days to the CIM process and 
miss the August deadline. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Executive 
Summary  
p. 8 

Recommend inclusion of "streetcar" to the list of transit systems that can 
offer higher-speed transportation on separate travel ways. (Page 6) -As you 
know the downtown circulator was a significant part of the Treasure Valley 
High Capacity Transit Study (TVHCTS).  

Content The word streetcar can be 
added to the list of modes. 

ITD - add Executive 
Summary 
p. 3 

What are sources for growth noted in first paragraph? Are recreational and 
truck traffic growing in Boise and Payette Counties? 

Content Travel data on SH 16. There 
are not data to indicate growth 
of rec and truck traffic in the 
two counties. 

ITD - add Executive 
Summary 
p. 4 

Transit system recommendation “...violates fiscal constraint on page 2.” Policy? A recommendation of a larger 
transit system is not a 
violation since the larger 
system was not used in 
evaluating conformity with the 
SIP emissions budgets. The 
plan notes that there is not 
funding to implement the 
larger system. 

ITD - add Executive 
Summary 
p. 7 

Questions if counties can maintain their local road network with current 
funding. (In reference to last line of second paragraph.) 

Content The financial analysis indicated 
that maintenance and 
operations would consume 
nearly all local (Ada/Canyon) 
revenue by 2035. 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ACHD Chapter 1 Various grammatical and style recommendations Grammatical 
Style 
Factual 

Will be modified as 
appropriate. 

ACHD Chapter 1 
p. 4 

Give examples of the reasons to expect that the region will experience 
growth; perhaps low cost of living, quality of life, good business 
environment, etc. 

Content Will consider. May be better to 
address in Chapter 4. 

ACHD Chapter 1 
p. 7 

This matrix is meaningless when 15 out of 16 boxes is checked.  Perhaps 
instead of an ’x’ boxes should include a rating of the relationship between 
the issues and the goals, such as ‘weak’ ‘moderate’ and ‘strong’  

Content This was a carryover from CIM 
2006. We can do some rating 
system as suggested.  

FHWA Chapter 1 This is good.  I will note, however, that I struggle with the Matrix.  This 
may, however, reflect my admitted limitations in grasping matrices in 
general.  In any case I, for one, am not gaining anything from having the 
matrix included. 

Content Other comment notes 
deficiency in this matrix. 

ITD2 Chapter 1 
p. 4 

Do the jobs numbers include agricultural? Content This will be verified. 
Agricultural jobs are a very 
small portion of the total, and 
the number has been flat for 
several years. 

ITD Chapter 1 
p. 4 

Notes that federal funds are “probably going down” for roadways and 
transit in Idaho versus remaining stable. 

Content The financial report developed 
in 2009 and approved by the 
Board assumed a modest 
increase in federal funds 
through 2035. Leave language 
as is. 

ITD - add Chapter 1 
p. 1 

States that CIM being a planning document for ITD for Boise, Gem, Payette 
and Elmore is not true. 

Content This was carryover language 
from the 2006 CIM. It was 
intended to be a partnership 
with ITD in defining needs. The 
language will be modified. 

ITD - add Chapter 1 
p. 4 

Wants sources and reasons for anticipated growth in region referenced in 
third paragraph. 

Content Add a reference to Chapter 4, 
which addresses growth. 

ITD - add Chapter 1 
p. 5-6 

Wants “feedback loops” or justification for assumptions listed at bottom of 
page. 

Content These are assumptions about 
the future. There is no 
assertion that these are facts. 
No change recommended. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 2 There is no mention of the Downtown Boise Multimodal Center (MMC) or the 
downtown circulator project (streetcar) that were studied as part of the 
Treasure Valley High Capacity Transit Study (WHCTS). 

Content The MMC and circulator 
references will be added. 

                                                 
2 ITD comments were provided via handwritten notes in the margin of a printed copy of the draft CIM. 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 2 
p. 20 

Figures 7 and 8 are not referenced in the text. If an image does not relate 
directly to the text why use it?  

Content References will be added to 
the preceding paragraph. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 5 

Does the green box that discusses the history of national planning 
legislation need to be included?   

Content CIM 2006 carryover. Does not 
“need” to be there.  

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 5-8 

Does the history of COMPASS need to be included?   Content Ditto. Average reader does not 
know about COMPASS or how 
it came to be. Leave in. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 9-12 

Strike the discussion of how the original Communities in Motion was 
developed and just explain the update process  

Content Without this discussion, the 
average reader will not 
understand background of 
update. Other comments note 
the need to emphasize the 
land use emphasis. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 19 

The first line on this page only mentions the Boise Cut-Off; all alternative 
corridors should be listed. 

Content Will expand references. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 19 

This section should include a link to the study: 
http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/specialprojects-hvis.htm 

Content Will provide a link. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 22 

This section should define ‘regionally significant.’ Content Will add definition. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 23 

The first paragraph may be a bit over the top Content Will moderate. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 23 

This section should include a link to the toolkit: 
http://www.compassidaho.org/documents/planning/studies/AcMgtTlkt_08C
over_Electronic.pdf 

Content Will add link. 

ACHD Chapter 2 
p. 24 

The section “Why are Toolkits important?” should be included in the intro 
section on toolkits. 

Content Move into intro section. 

FHWA Chapter 2 The chapter seems to be somewhat a hodge-podge of background 
information subjects, some of which might approach being “more than we 
need to know” (e.g., “A Region Takes Shape”), and some of which are 
informative but might be improved by streamlining or repackaging (e.g., “A 
Regional Plan Takes Shape, Communities in Motion”).  Consider paring 
down or deleting some sections of this chapter and/or moving them to other 
chapters. 

Content Some information is useful in 
understanding how history has 
shaped our current situation. 
Most of this section was 
unchanged from CIM 2006.  

ITD Chapter 2 
p. 2 

Questions why Gem County information is shown since it is outside 
COMPASS area. 

Content This continues the material 
from the 2006 CIM, which 
included a six county area. No 
change recommended. 

ITD Chapter 2 
p. 4 

Minor comments on historical accounts of development and transportation. Content The comments were not 
specific as to the change 
recommended.  
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ITD - add Chapter 2 
p. 15 

A number of comments made re “corridor studies.” Most significant are why 
only two corridor studies are shown and why description limited to roadway 
corridor studies. 

Content The section will expand to 
show some examples of 
studies underway or recently 
completed, including Kuna-
Mora, State Street TTOP, and 
the TVHCTS. A reference link 
will be provided to the 
COMPASS web site on active 
and recent studies. It would be 
impossible to provide all the 
studies within the document 
without greatly increasing its 
length. 

ACHD Chapter 3 
p. 8 

This task is for a prioritization that focuses federal funding toward projects 
that promote desired outcomes in CIM for land use and travel choices, but 
the current TIP prioritization appears to do the opposite by promoting 
projects outside urban areas and cross-county commutes. 

Policy Does this indicate a desired to 
modify the TIP prioritization? 

ACHD Chapter 3 
p. 8 

Second paragraph, second sentence on the efficient spread of jobs and 
housing in the region; this plan should work with land use agencies to 
revise city requirements to make the distribution of jobs and housing more 
efficient. 

Content Agree as to intent. This could 
be stated directly in the 
chapter. 

ACHD Chapter 3 
p. 17 

This matrix is meaningless when 15 out of 16 boxes are checked.  Perhaps 
instead of an ’x’ boxes should include a rating of the relationship between 
the issues and the goals, such as ‘weak’ ‘moderate’ and ‘strong’ 

Content Will put in a low, medium and 
high interaction indicator. 

ACHD Chapter 3 
p. 21 

Issue 4. Delete second paragraph, it’s not necessary. Content Agree that it can be taken out. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 3  
p. 22 

Where do the Five Density and Design Principles come from? How do the 
Principles relate to the preceding discussion in the text?  

Content A footnote was lost in the 
process. This will be restored. 

City of Boise3 Chapter 3 In the current draft, the vision for the region is embedded in a description 
of the public involvement approach in Chapter 2 and again in Chapter 3, 
and the goals, objectives, and tasks are found in the middle of Chapter 3.  
With the addition of many more chapters, it would be helpful to reorganize 
Chapter 3 as a policy chapter.   

Content This was the same general 
approach taken in the 2006 
version. 

City of Boise Chapter 3 The recently adopted Complete Streets policy should be included as a new 
objective or an amended Objective 1.7. 

Policy Since references are made to 
these in other chapters, this 
could be added to 1.7 without 
triggering a new comment 
opportunity. 

                                                 
3 Letter dated June 10, 2010 signed by Mayor Bieter of the City of Boise. 



Communities in Motion – Page B - 8     September 2010 
 
 

Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

City of Boise Chapters 
3, 4, 5... 

The Community Choice scenario is unclear and underutilized in the 
document. Stronger language is needed on the purpose and intent of 
Communities Choices and the imperative to connect all transportation 
funding decisions directly to the adopted scenario. 
 

Content Language will be added to 
Chapter 5 to note that all the 
corridors (funded and 
unfunded) were selected to 
implement Community 
Choices. 

City of Boise Chapter 3, 
4 

Also, the map is not legible in the document.  The “developed areas” layer 
should be removed to reveal the actual land use scenario.  Since COMPASS 
indicates that mixed-use activity centers have been identified (Chapter 3, 
page 8), they should be included on the map.  The map should be provided 
in a high resolution version that allows zooming into specific locations. 

Content Option 1: The developed areas 
layer can be removed. A 
higher resolution map could be 
embedded. 
 
Option 2: A hyperlink to a very 
high resolution map with 
layers that could be switched 
on and off may be more 
effective. 

FHWA Chapter 3 Generally good.  What is the table labeled, “Goals/Objectives/Tasks”?  It 
appears to be the Annual Monitoring Report but there is no identification of 
what is actually represents.  Also, table strikes me as being more 
information than the average reader might want to know.  Consider parking 
this in the appendix.  Finally, I still struggle with the Matrix (see my related 
comment in Chapter 1).  I understand what the intended message is:  to 
link the “Issues” and “Goals”, however, I am no closer to grasping this after 
reviewing the matrix.   No harm.  Just wish there was a more effective way 
to illustrate the links. 

Content Will clarify. 

ITD Chapter 3 
p. 22 

Asks what the definition is for prime farm land. Content While not defined in the 
chapter, COMPASS used 
irrigated areas with soil 
information from the US Soil 
Conservation Service. 

ACHD Chapter 4 
p. 1 

The quote on mortgages/neutron bombs doesn’t appear to have anything to 
do with the subject of this chapter. 

Content It could be removed, but it 
does have a bearing on the 
social changes over the past 
60 years. 

ACHD Chapter 4 
p. 7-10 

What do the colors mean? Is low or high defined anywhere? The maps show 
expanding population but don’t really define what it is. Maybe a units/acre 
calculation would help 

Content They simply depict expansion 
of the “urban” area. A color 
code can be included. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 4-
5 

No comments   
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

FHWA Chapter 4 Most of us readers are, in reality, skimming for key points and facts and 
figures.  I can find what I want easily enough in the “Regional Growth” and 
“Employment” sections but not in some other sections such as 
“Demographic Trends”, I cannot in other sections such as “Demographic 
Trends”, “Housing Trends”, and “Energy Trends”. 

Content Will consider review for clarity. 

ITD - add Chapter 4 
p. 3 

In reference to a more balanced jobs/housing ratio, “What is the experience 
of similar urban areas? Is this realistic?” 

Policy This was the policy in the 2006 
CIM and carried over to the 
update. The Community 
Choices scenario has been 
approved by the COMPASS 
Board. The policy of many area 
communities is to increase 
jobs within their areas. And 
the area has seen more 
commercial construction in 
Canyon County, Eagle and 
Meridian. 

ITD - add Chapter 4 
p. 4 

Wants actual numbers for rail and trucking freight activity in first 
paragraph. 

Content This is more appropriate to 
detail in the Freight chapter 
and provide a reference to that 
chapter in this section. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 1 

Are there more recent figures on congested ITD roadways than 2004?  Will check to see if there are 
more recent numbers. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 1 

This whole paragraph is awkward; I would change it to “Ada County is 
unique in Idaho, and perhaps the nation, in that it has a single, county-wide 
highway district, ACHD.  ACHD is responsible for the maintenance, 
operations, and improvement of all non-state public roadways within the 
county, including those roads within city limits.” 

 If no objections, this can be 
changed. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 2 

The Functional Classification Map should be explained here since it is 
reference here.  Also, explain that this is the current adopted map, and that 
there is a proposed 2035 map. 

 This will be explained. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 3-4 

Can this be an 11x17 pullout? Content Possibly, although the print 
version will be a limited run of 
100 copies. Most people will 
view electronically. Map quality 
and size will increase file size. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 5 

Do we have 2010, rather than 2008 demographics? 
% columns should include some sort of header, such as “Projected 
Increase” 

Content There is not much difference. 
Keep 2008. 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 6 

Programmed, Funded, and Optimal network are referenced here, but not 
explained in detail until later.  They should at least be briefly explained on 
page 5-6 when they’re first referenced in order to avoid confusion. 

Content Will add explanation earlier. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 6 

The first paragraph under Functional Street Classification states that this 
plan proposes sub-area studies; where in the plan are they proposed? 
Specify. 

Content This will be clarified. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 10 

Why are the I-84 overpasses for Cloverdale and Five Mile not depicted as 
new/rebuilt? 

Content A functional classification map 
is not the place to depict the 
need for rebuilds. Existing 
interchanges and overpasses 
were deleted. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 11-12 

Will this be updated to reflect plans adopted since the last TIP, such as the 
ACHD 2011-2015 FYWP?  If so, the following changes should be made: 
RC0127, RC0130, RC0131, RC0133, RC0135, RC0152 should go from PD to 
UF 
11582 is in ROW, not development 
12062 is in 2011 AND 2012; this project is in ROW, not development 
RD202-37 should go from PD to 2015, and it is currently in development 

Content This reflects the TIP in effect 
at the time of the draft. A 
footnote and link will be 
provided to direct the reader 
to the current version. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 13 

What does this table really show? Running 2035 demographics on the short 
term network does not seem to present relevant data. There will be many 
more projects in the medium and long term between now and 2035 that will 
impact travel time and delays 

Content The existing and committed 
network shows what happens 
if we don’t do further 
improvements. It is a common 
element in planning. Leave as 
is. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 15 

“shown on the following map” – I could not find the map. 
Content Will correct 

ACHD Chapter 5 
 

There needs to be a discussion of the impacts of not funding transit, on the 
road network and otherwise, if not in this chapter, then elsewhere. 

Content This section will be added for 
information.  

ACHD Chapter 5 
 

There needs to be a discussion of the impacts of not funding the ITD 
network on the local road network, if not in this chapter, then elsewhere. 

Content This section will be added for 
information. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 16 
 

Do we have to explain the 2006 prioritization, since it’s no longer in use 
with this plan? 

Content This was the process used to 
include the corridors in 2006, 
on which the funded/unfunded 
corridors list is still based. 
Retain and expand to note the 
tie-in with Community Choices. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 18 
 

Amity is only about 35% funded on the Ada County side, and so should 
probably be listed as partially-funded.  Five Mile Road is about 60% 

Policy This was endorsed by RTAC 
last year. Change would 
require new conformity finding 
and delay in adoption. 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 19 
 

Five Mile, Lake Hazel-Chinden is about 60% funded, and so should probably 
listed as partially-funded. 

Policy This was endorsed by RTAC 
last year. Change would 
require new conformity finding 
and delay in adoption. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 22 
 

Five Mile, Lake Hazel-Chinden is about 60% funded, and so should probably 
be shown on the map, independent of Cloverdale. 

Policy This was endorsed by RTAC 
last year. Change would 
require new conformity finding 
and delay in adoption. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 23 

The tables on this page make much more sense than the earlier table on 
page 5-13. These tell the real story. 

Content No change is indicated by the 
comment. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 26 

Amity, Meridian/Eagle. YOE should be 2030, since our CIP says 2019-2027 Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 26 

Cloverdale, Columbia/Lake Hazel and Overland/Franklin. YOE should be 
2035, since our CIP has as ROW/corridor preservation only 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 26 
 

Cloverdale, Lake Hazel/Amity, Amity/Overland, Franklin/Ustick, and 
Ustick/Chinden. YOE should be 2020, since our CIP says 2014-2018, and 
Franklin/Ustick is in PD in our FYWP 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 26 
 

Fairview, Meridian/Locust Grove and Cole/Orchard. YOE should be 2035, 
since our CIP has as ROW/corridor preservation only 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 26 
 

Fairview, Locust Grove/Eagle and Eagle/Cloverdale. YOE should be 2020, 
since our CIP says 2014-2018 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 26 
 

Franklin, McDermott/Black Cat. YOE should be 2035, since our CIP has as 
ROW/corridor preservation only 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

Should construction of Ten Mile IC be listed? Content This is a project under 
construction and so treated as 
existing. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

Lake Hazel, Happy Valley/Eisenman. Should be broken down (on the Ada 
side) into Meridian/Locust Grove (YOE 2035), Locust Grove/Eagle (YOE 
2030), Eagle/Cloverdale (YOE 2020), Cloverdale/Five Mile (YOE 2020), Five 
Mile/Maple Grove (YOE 2020), Maple Grove/Cole (YOE 2020), Cole/Pleasant 
Valley (YOE 2035), and Pleasant Valley/Eisenmann (YOE 2035) 

Policy This is more detail than 
needed in a very long-range 
plan.  

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

Linder, Kuna-Mora/Ustick. Should be broken down into Overland/Franklin 
(YOE 2035), Franklin/Cherry (YOE 2030), and Cherry/Ustick (YOE 2030) 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

Linder, Ustick/Beacon Light. Should be broken down into Ustick/McMillan 
(YOE 2030), McMillan/Chinden (YOE 2030), Chinden/State (YOE 2035), 
State/Floating Feather (YOE 2035) 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

State, Glenwood/36th. Should be broken down into Glenwood/Pierce Park 
(YOE 2020), Pierce Park/Collister (YOE 2020), Collister/36th (YOE 2030), 
and 36th/27th (YOE 2035). 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

Ten Mile, Lake Hazel/Victory. Should be broken down into Lake Hazel/Amity 
(YOE 2035) and Amity/Victory (YOE 2030) 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 27 

Ten Mile, Ustick/Chinden. YOE should be 2035, since our CIP has 
ROW/corridor preservation only 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 28 

Ustick, Can-Ada/Star. Shows YOE of 2035, but it’s not in our CIP Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 28 

Ustick, Black Cat/Ten Mile. YOE should be 2020, since our CIP says 2014-
2018 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 28 

Ustick, Ten Mile/Meridian. YOE should be 2030, since our CIP says 2019-
2017 

Policy Change would require new 
conformity finding and delay in 
adoption 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 28 

This section should be moved to ahead of Table 10 Year of Expenditure.  
The last sentence in the first paragraph, “As part of the process, emissions 
are estimated and compared to budgets” doesn’t make sense.   

Content The budgets are established 
for each air pollutant by the 
State Implementation Plan. 
This will be clarified. It can be 
moved. if it makes more 
sense. 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 30 

The corridors are an essential part of the plan, and so should be included in 
the main body, NOT in an appendix 

Content See comment for Boise 

ACHD Chapter 5 
p. 31 

This page should either be included with other discussion of implementation 
and TLIP at the end of chapter 4, or somewhere in chapter 6 (Expanding 
Transportation Choices) 

Content Boise would like it included in 
Chapter 3. Will need some 
discussion. 
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

City of Boise Chapter 5 The complete funding of the Ustick Road corridor and the Amity Road 
corridor while the SH 16 project, US 20/26, State Street, Lake Hazel and 
the High Capacity Transit Study struggle for funding seems to indicate that 
the prioritization system is not in alignment with regional priorities in CIM.  
For example, the plan identifies the Lake Hazel/Locust Corridor as providing 
an alternative to I-84, yet the more localized benefit of Amity Road is 
funded. 

Policy Funded corridors were based 
in large part on those corridors 
with “substantial” 
commitments of funding in 
place (programmed or planned 
in a CIP). Many of these 
dollars are not under 
COMPASS jurisdiction to shift 
to other projects. All the 
projects remain in the plan, 
and the intent is to start in 
2011-12 on the update, with 
better news from the Idaho 
Legislature and US Congress. 

City of Boise Chapter 5 Project Descriptions: The cursory descriptions of each project need to be 
expanded to more fully describe how the funded projects are consistent 
with the adopted Community Choices scenario and other policies in 
Communities in Motion.  It is not evident on how the projects implement 
land use goals, pedestrian and bicycle needs, or transit needs. In addition, 
there should be an explanation on corridors not funded as to why they are a 
lower priority.  We recommend a footnote be added to the funded project 
list noting that the COMPASS Board may amend the list prior to the next 
update of the plan. 

Content A footnote will be added to this 
effect. It is implicit that the 
Board can amend any plan it 
adopts. 
 
Will review language in 
chapter to see if it needs to be 
clearer as to how the funded 
list was derived and the 
implications of being “funded” 
or “unfunded.” 

City of Boise Chapter 5 A major investment in US 20/26 will have a far greater positive impact to 
the regional roadway than Ustick Road, so it is unclear why Ustick Road is 
fully funded and not US 20/26.  If the issue is related to the inability of the 
State of Idaho to allocate sufficient revenues to this important regional 
corridor, then the COMPASS Board should review the need for a policy to 
use TMA funding on State corridors.    If the region waits for the State to 
produce this revenue, many more locally funded investments will be needed 
to manage the additional traffic on the local system. 

Policy Moving US 20/26 corridor 
widening to the funded list 
and/or moving portions of 
Ustick Rd to unfunded will 
require COMPASS staff to 
modify the air quality 
conformity project list, notify 
the Interagency Consultation 
Committee of the change, 
meet with ICC and ask for 
approval. This process is 
federally and state mandated. 
This will also add 30 to 60 
days to the CIM process and 
miss the August deadline.   
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

City of Boise Chapter 5 Also, the region has invested millions of dollars in corridor plans for US 
20/26 and SH 44, yet there is not a similar plan for Ustick Road or the 
complete Lake Hazel/Locust corridor. These plans should be completed 
before such a large regional investment is approved by the COMPASS 
Board.   Corridor planning helps vet the various land use, environmental 
and design issues before proceeding to a concept plan and can identify any 
necessary land use policies needed by local governments.  ACHD completed 
a plan for a segment of Lake Hazel Road, and that effort should be 
continued westward. 

Policy Such studies are often driven 
by the desire to use federal 
funds. The question or issue 
may be whether all corridors, 
regardless of federal funding, 
be required to undergo such 
intensive studies. Is this the 
desired policy? 

City of Boise Chapter 5 In addition to Ustick Road, the large investment in Amity Road and the Lake 
Hazel/Locust corridors would warrant the completion of a corridor plan.  The 
Lake Hazel Study completed by ACHD represents a segment of the corridor, 
but the remaining segments should be planned as well. 

Policy See comment above. 

City of Boise Chapter 5 Due to funding indicated in the draft TIP, Boise City requests that a specific 
reference be added to the US 20/26 corridor listing the replacement of the 
Broadway Bridge as a funded improvement. 

Policy If funded in the TIP by 2014, it 
can be included in Table 3 of 
Chapter 5. If beyond 2014, it 
can be added to the Funded or 
Unfunded list. 

City of Boise Chapter 5 It is unclear why projects on the unfunded list would not be located on CIM 
corridors, e.g. Greenhurst Road. There should be a clear link between the 
funded and unfunded project lists and the corridor descriptions. 

Content At the request of both the City 
of Nampa and the Nampa 
Highway District, the 
Greenhurst Rd connection was 
shifted one mile south to 
Locust Ln. Greenhurst Rd was 
deemed less suitable given 
development constraints. 
Locust Ln is a functional 
equivalent. 

City of Boise Chapter 5 Boise City requests that the High Capacity Transit Study be shown on the 
funded project list and that RTAC and the COMPASS Board discuss 
strategies to fund the local match portion. The State Street Corridor 
Strategic Plan and subsequent work by the project partners is one of the 
best examples in the region of integrating transit, land use, and roadway 
design. 

Policy The High Capacity Transit 
Study is shown in the funded 
list of capital items. A funding 
request for a study can be 
made during the project 
requests each year. 

City of Boise Chapter 5 On page 5-23, Boise City would request that the lack of funding for transit 
also be analyzed for its impact on the transportation system. 

Content Will compare and summarize 
factors for base transit vs 
optimal for entire system. Pick 
example corridor for more 
detailed comparison 
(SH44/State St)  
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Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

FHWA Chapter 5 The demographic information in Table 1, Existing Network with 2010 
Demographics, and all of the information in Table 2, Summary of 
Demographics for 2035, seem to be more appropriate for inclusion in 
Chapter 4, Growing the Future.   

Content Will move or delete 
demographic info. 
 
 

FHWA Chapter 5 The lengthy explanation on functional classification seems to step over the 
line into the realm of “more-than-we-need-to-know”.  Consider scaling this 
(way) back and putting the details in the Appendix.   

Content Will consider reducing or 
relocating material. 

FHWA Chapter 5 The heading of Table-10 is confusing in a number of ways, due primarily to 
the wording.  The reader is likely to interpret this to be a table about 
something concerning 10-Year of Expenditure for…(etc., etc.).  Use a colon, 
not a hyphen to remedy that.  Now, concerning the use “Year of 
Expenditure” to describe things other than funding (e.g., year of completion 
of a project) is only going to further confuse an already problematic subject.  
Year of Expenditure (YOE) is a new term conjured up by FHWA and FTA to 
refer to what is normally referred to as the “future-worth” convention in 
conjunction with discussions and analysis concerning the time-value of 
money.  Let’s not complicate things by also using it to refer to the 
anticipated year of completion of projects.  Call it something else (anything 
else!) but YOE.   

Content Will review to see how it can 
be improved. 

City of 
Meridian4 

Chapter 5 US 20/26 and a rebuilt Meridian Interchange are two very significant 
roadway projects that should be “funded.” The city realizes the plan must 
be fiscally constrained, but these projects on the State system must be part 
of the plan. 

Policy As unfunded projects they 
remain “part of the plan.” In 
the absence of additional 
funding, adding these projects.  

ITD Chapter 5 
p. 29 

Questions why Dewey Road and Emmet to Mesa Highway are in Table 11. 
What is activity envisioned in SH 21 project shown in Table 11? 

Content This is carryover from 2006 
CIM. No updates were made. 
No change recommended until 
next update. 

ITD - add Chapter 5 
p. 29 

States there is a county road department, too, for Payette. Content This will be corrected. 

                                                 
4 Meridian comment supplied in a handwritten note on the comment form for CIM. 
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Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

ITD - add Chapter 5 
p. 29 

Asks if the corridors in Table 11 are part of the constrained funding. What is 
the source of estimates? Concern that the list reads as a priority order. 

Content Since these corridor projects 
are outside the COMPASS 
area, they are not part of the 
constrained funding. Corridor 
costs were estimated in the 
2006 CIM based on average 
per mile cost factors developed 
by CH2M Hill. The list is not a 
priority order. If the numerical 
identifier is confusing, it will be 
eliminated. 

ITD - add Chapter 5 
p. 29 

Is the update referenced in the third paragraph to SAFETEA-LU or CIM? Content Since the paragraph is about 
SAFETEA-LU and potential 
inclusion of a complete streets 
requirement, the update 
reference is also. Additional 
language can be added to 
ensure the reader is not 
confused. 

ACHD Chapter 6 
p. 2 

Add that Commuteride vanpools saved 13.3M VMT in 2009. Content Will add. 

ACHD Chapter 6 
p. 32 

Delete the first paragraph, it is a verbatim repeat of the first half of the 
second paragraph on page 5-15. 

Content Will revise. 

ACHD Chapter 6 
p. 4 

It may be useful to include a statement that currently funding to implement 
the plan is not available. 

Content Will add a statement about 
lack of funding. 

ACHD Chapter 6 
p. 7 

This section should include a statement on how the 200,000 
population/TMA restriction is likely to affect funding in the Treasure Valley 
in coming years. 

Content Will clarify the effect of loosing 
federal funds for operations. 

ACHD Chapter 6 
p. 7 

Complete Streets is discussed in several different chapters, and should 
probably be consolidated into this chapter. 

Content Will revise. 

ACHD Chapter 6 
p. 10 

The discussion of the ongoing sustainable communities initiative between 
HUD, DOT, and EPA should probably include an identification of likely local 
candidates, such as State Street TTOP, Community Programs initiatives. 

Content Will revise the discussion as 
appropriate. 

ACHD Chapter 6 Should Safe Routes to School be discussed in this chapter? Content A section will be added. 
Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 6 In the discussion about Complete Streets relative to bikeways there is no 
mention of the ACHD Roadways to Bikeways Plan. Furthermore, the seven 
itemized parts of a Complete Streets policy are duplicated from Page 31 of 
31 (Chpt. 5). This is redundant and unnecessary. p. 9-10 

Content Will include references to 
ACHD Plan. Will strike 
complete streets materials in 
one chapter or other and 
replace with a cross-reference. 
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FHWA Chapter 6 Bikes:  Where is the discussion of our nationally recognized bike system.  I 
would expect to see something about the current network and any plans 
and projects for the future. 
 
Van Pool Program:  The Commuteride vanpool program is easily the 
brightest light for the Treasure Valley in its efforts to support alternative 
modes of transportation.  The plan needs to reflect this including identifying 
the current system and program and any plans and projects for the future. 

Content Will add section on bike 
system and planned 
improvements.  
Will expand discussion of role 
for van pool program. 

ITD - add Chapter 6 
p. 2 

Add bus service in first paragraph to Eagle, Meridian, Star and Middleton. 
Note Treasure Valley Transit providing services in Mountain Home as MH 
Community Transit. 

Content Will correct this. 

ITD - add Chapter 6 
p. 3 

Questions variance in measurement of service between different modes 
shown in Table 1: frequency of service vs. number of buses per period of 
time. Is “twenty trains a day” for commuter rail the number of vehicles or 
the number of trips? 

Content Will review for consistency. 

ITD - add Chapter 6 
p. 5 

Wants to know if Table 2 can be updated for 2010. Content This was then, and remains, 
the optimal system for the 
growth envision by 2035. 
Costs were updated in the 
current draft, but the 
magnitude of service is still the 
same. No change 
recommended. 

ITD - add Chapter 6 
p. 6 

What is date of data in Table 3? Add local funding percent. Content Will add date and reference 
info. 

ITD - add Chapter 6 
p. 7 

Asks if the 200,000 cap on use of fed funds for operations affect Ada, 
Canyon or other areas. 

Content Yes it affects Ada now, and 
probably will affect Canyon 
after 2012 and the release of 
the new urbanized area data. 
The only other possible area in 
Idaho would be Kootenai 
(CDA) if it should be found 
part of the Spokane urbanized 
area. This will be added to the 
paragraph. 
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ACHD Chapter 7 
p.  

How does this relate to the Congestion Management System discussed in 
chapter 2? 

Content The CMP is the same as the 
Congestion Management 
System referenced in Chapter 
2. The federal rules changed 
the name in the 2005 
authorization act. Chapter 2 
will be amended to reflect the 
new term. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 2 

Where does this identify congestion?  Only on CIM corridors, principal 
arterials, or all functionally classified roads?  If so, this limitation should be 
stated explicitly. 

Content At present time, the CMP is 
limited to specific arterials 
identified in the CMP. This is 
due to resource limitations 
affecting collection of travel 
time data. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 2 

Why doesn’t the CMP use Level of Service standards, since they’re widely 
recognized? 

Content This is a topic for the CMP 
process. Travel time is a factor 
used in many regions as being 
more comprehensible to the 
average person and a better 
indicator when LOS is almost 
always E or worse. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 2 

How is the CMP used to either reduce congestion or reduce the rate of 
increase of congestion? 

Content It is intended to be a 
monitoring system, a 
prioritization tool, and to be 
tied to congestion appropriate 
strategies. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 5-6 

The term “M&O” usually refers to maintenance and operations, so using it 
to refer to management and operations may cause some confusion. 

Content Management and Operations in 
a broader term that 
incorporates signalization, 
access management and other 
aspects germane to congestion 
management. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 6-30 

This is good information, but is it necessary to include in the plan? Content The federal rules put a heavy 
weight on the importance of 
the CMP. FHWA comments 
emphasize the how and the 
why of CMP, noting that 
quoting federal regulations 
may not be needed. 
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ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 6 

MTP. This acronym is first referenced on page 7-6.  I assume it stands for 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan, but I cannot find that reference anywhere 
earlier in the document 

Content It is the metropolitan 
transportation plan, a common 
term in federal documents. 
References in the plan will be 
standardized to one term for 
what CIM is. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 8 

What are “Preferential Based Strategies”? Content This is defined on p. 7-10. A 
reference will be made in the 
table on p. 7-8. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 8 

Innovative Intersections is not listed in the table, but is listed in the 
paragraph following it. 

Content The table will be amended to 
reflect the language. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 11 

A benefit versus costs ratio is not a benefit in itself, but a quantification of 
benefits. 

Content Perhaps a better term would 
be “Cost effective 
investments” which are 
measured by benefits/costs 
ratios. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 13 

Delete Eagle, Franklin to Fairview, since it is not complete and cannot be 
deemed successful. 

Content Will delete since it has not 
actually occurred. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 13 

Curtis Road has access management from Fairview to Chinden, not from 
Franklin to Ustick. 

Content This will be corrected. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 13 

Glenwood/State and Glenwood/Chinden are examples of reactive, rather 
than proactive access management, and so are perhaps not good examples 
of successful access management. 

Content We will check with ITD staff to 
see if this is their perspective. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 14 

Delete Franklin, Ten Mile to Linder, since it looks like the substantial access 
management features will be removed from that project. 

Content Will remove. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 14 

Add Fairview Access Management, Linder-Orchard; 30th Street, Fairview-
State; State Street Corridor; Meridian Split Corridor 

Content Will add. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 21 

Please explain what IDAS software is/does. Content An explanation will be 
provided. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 21 

Treasure Valley Intelligent Transportation Systems Strategic Plan Where is 
this thing? 

Content It is an ACHD document. A link 
will be provided if possible. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 26 Table 
6 

Why not use LOS rather than high/medium/low congestion? Content CMS is travel time based.  See 
response to previous LOS 
question. 

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 28 

ITD Transportation Access Plan. Shouldn’t this be in the section on access 
management? 

Content Access management is a valid 
discussion in the congestion 
management chapter.  

ACHD Chapter 7 
p. 30 

ACHD TLIP. This section should include an explanation of the Master Street 
Map 

Content A brief section will be added. 
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Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 7 Minor grammatical and style comments Grammatical 
Style 

Will address as appropriate. 

FHWA Chapter 7 Federal Requirements:  Seems to be a bit more than we need to know 
concerning citing chapter and verse from the Federal regulations.  The CMP 
is, no doubt, exists because it is a Federal requirement, however, this 
should not be the focus of attention on this subject.  Rather, it should be a 
footnote to the more important issues such as what a CMP is, how it works, 
and what it provides to planners and decision makers. 

Content Will provide discussion about 
role of CMP in decision making. 

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 8 

Make modifications to Table 2. Move Access Management policies to 
Corridor/Project Specific column and add Access Management to Long Term 
Corridor/Project Specific box. 

Content This table copies from 2005 
Congested Management 
document. Changes should be 
made to this document when it 
is updated. 

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 9 

Provide specific examples of safety improvements in last paragraph. Content These will be provided. 

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 11 

Modify third bullet item “Acceleration of deceleration lanes...” to note usage 
where justified. 

Content This will be modified. 

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 12 

Note that last sentence does not tie into speed and operations discussion. Content This will be modified to tie in. 

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 13 

What is time period for fuel savings noted in first paragraph? “Successful” 
might be too strong a word to use in header of last paragraph. Add 
Broadway medians. 

Content Time not noted in FHWA study 
referenced. 
Last paragraph will be 
modified. 

ITD Chapter 7 
p. 15 

Questions where the 2001 intersection study was conducted. Content A reference to this study will 
be provided. 

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 22 

First paragraph. Signal synchronization doesn’t help enter/exit moves. It 
helps travel to or through. 

Content Will review.  

ITD - add Chapter 7 
p. 28 

Last section (ITD) should be rewritten to note that Transportation Access 
Plan (TAP) is not a given, merely a proposal.  

Content Will modify to note its status. 

ACHD Chapter 8 
p. 30 

Define what “special lands” are. Content An explanation will be 
provided. 
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Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 8 Chapter Eight addresses air quality and climate change in a somewhat 
superficial manner. The Treasure Valley's air quality is one of the most 
significant environmental issues facing the region. The text then jumps to 
transportation conformity, non-attainment and motor vehicle budgets 
implying that the reader likely has sufficient knowledge about the air quality 
issues facing the region. The issue(s) of declining air quality and non-
attainment ought to be acknowledged as an area of critical on-going 
concern.  

Content If air quality is declining, it 
could be noted. Possibly beef 
up the discussion, provide 
more background about how 
and why motor-vehicle 
emission budgets are 
established for conformity, and 
note conformity demonstration 
status. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 8 Revise Chapter 8 to include discussion about climate change impacts. 
(Extensive references to GHG studies in CCDC comments.) 

Content A brief discussion will be 
added. This would address the 
general contribution of internal 
combustion engines to GHG. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 8 Reference to Appendix B - not sure where this information is located? Content A hyperlink to the 
Environmental Review Process 
document will be added. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 1 

Change title to “Environmental Protection.” Content See FHWA comment response. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 1 

Rework last sentence to say “…they can be appropriately addressed in 
project design and planning to mitigate impacts to sensitive resources.” 

Content Will change. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 4 

Add reference to long-range plan conformity. Content Will add. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 5 

Add links to documents on noise and mitigation measures  Content Will add hyperlinks to those 
documents. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 6 

Reword last sentence to add “…project avoids disparate/disproportionate 
effects…” 

Content Will change. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 6 

Add a link to online map illustrating sensitive receptors. Content Will add hyperlink to the map. 
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Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 7 

Add city limits to the map. Content Will revise map to show city 
limits. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 8 

Wetlands section, second paragraph, revise first sentence to add “…and 
other aquatic resources…”  

Content Will change. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 11 

Strike “(or Western Federal Lands)” Content Will change. 

Environment
al Review 
Process 
Agencies 

Chapter 8 
p. 14 

Is the Idaho Wetlands Working Group still active? Content Idaho Fish and Game is 
checking this; will revise as 
appropriate. 

FHWA Chapter 8 Excellent.  One minor comment concerning the title; we aren’t so much 
focused on improving the environment as we are on protecting the 
environment.  While many will see not difference in this choice of words, 
some will question how virtually any expansion of our transportation system 
could lead to an improvement of the environment. 

Stylistic Will change to “protect”. 

ITD Chapter 8 
p. 3 

Questions inclusion of Gray wolf and Bull trout in Table 1, Threatened and 
Endangered Species in Ada and Canyon. 

Content A source for this information is 
provided in the document. 
Since this section only reports 
on existing information, no 
change recommended. 

ITD Chapter 8 
p. 12 

Cryptic comments regarding “3 Cities?” (river crossing?) in relationship to 
wildlife, fish and sensitive habitats. 

Content Unclear as to what was 
intended. No change 
recommended. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
General 

Clearly define federal nexus versus local jurisdiction.  If the document is 
only for federal aid projects?  If not it needs to be adjusted to consider local 
projects funded in other ways. 

Other This chapter is an overview of 
environmental issues in the 
CIM planning area, not a 
discussion of specific projects. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 1 

The first sentence is the only one that speaks to environmental concerns, 
which makes it very brief.  The rest of the paragraph could be deleted or 
moved to a more appropriate location. 

Content See comments from 
Environmental Review Process 
Agencies; will add hyperlink 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 2 

This paragraph seemed out of place to me. Stylistic No response. 
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ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 2 

This section needs to address MS4’s Content More specific information is 
available in the Environmental 
Review Process Report; will 
add hyperlink 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 3, 1st 
parag. 
 

Delete associated.  The Transportation Department isn’t a land use agency. Content In this context “associated” 
refers to transportation 
projects, not agencies, and is 
thus appropriate. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 3 Table 
1 

Needs updating.  Add Bull trout, delete eagle, delete gray wolf, delete 
springsnail.  Critical habitat for Bull trout is yet to be determined that any 
exists in Canyon County. 

Content Will use latest available 
information from Idaho Office 
of Species Conservation. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 4, 2 
parag. 

The date should be May 5, 2010 for approval of assumptions.  Appendices D 
and E need updated. 

Content Will update as appropriate. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 5, 1 
parag 

Replace “may also become” with “are”.  Replace “as federal initiative to 
address” with “related to”. 

Stylistic See response to CCDC 
comment. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 5, 3 
parag 

Replace “also uncover” with “discover the potential to encounter HAZMAT 
during construction.. 

Stylistic No response. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 5, Noise 

After “analyze guidelines” add  “as well as any ordinances from local 
jurisdictions”. 

Content Will add. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 5, Noise 

All projects “must” not analze noise.  That depends on funding source, local 
and state and federal laws/ordinances.  Replace “will usually be necessary 
only in……nursing homes, etc” with “may be required if found feasible and 
reasonable.  Of course this is what is applicable for federal aid projects.  
Others? 

Content See response to Environmental 
Review comment - will add link 
to additional documents. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
Noise 

Local jurisdictions should develop noise ordinances that are compatible and 
considered shared uses such as residential development next to a highway.  
The cost for future abatement in the case where development is allowed 
adjacent to a receiver/highway should not be borne by the public.   

Policy No response. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 6 Social 

Note: Usually the trigger is federal funding.   Other No response. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 6 last 
bullet 

Environmental Impacts  should be replace Relocation Impacts Content Terminology is consistent with 
an ITD checklist. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 6 last 
parg 

Delete “ in depth”.  Last sentence  would be better if “disproportionate” was 
inserted before adverse effects 

Content See response to Environmental 
Review comment 
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ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 7 

Sounds like this paragraph should be in the Environmental Concerns 
location. Last sentence doesn’t match what was previously discussed.  
“Foothills” is not consistent with floodplains and wetlands.  Be more general 
such as conservation area. 

Content This section is about areas of 
concern that center around 
sensitive habitat, including the 
Foothills 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 7 Map 

Need a better map.  It doesn’t map what has been discussed.  Separate 
maps may work better.. 

Stylistic See response to Environmental 
Review comment – will add 
hyperlinks to additional 
documents 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 7 
Floodplains 

Any federal nexus can trigger the NEPA process.   I’m not aware of 100 feet 
being a trigger point in Idaho.   

Factual Text references the 100-year 
floodplain boundary as the 
trigger point in Idaho. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
Floodplains 

What about floodways?  Floodways in Idaho can be regulated by EPA or a 
local jurisdication (sic.)(ie: County). 

Content The regulatory issues are more 
appropriately addressed in the 
Environmental Review Process. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
Floodplains 

A description of what a federal nexus is may be appropriate. Content See above 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 8  

What are flood zones as opposed to floodways and flood plains?  Is the 
sentence needed?  If it is a flood prone area it would be in a floodplain… 

Stylistic No response 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 8 
Wetlands 

Perhaps replace with, “Three criteria must be present to be a wetland.  
These are hydrophytic (sic.)vegetation, soils with the hydrology to support 
such”.  Wetlands are USACE jurisdiction.  Last sentence:  Replace with 
When wetlands are impacted by a project, compensation for the impacts 
are required by minimizing and mitigation.  Mitigation is in the form of 
restoring, enhancing or creating, usually at a higher ratio than the area 
impacted by the project. 

Stylistic/ 
Content 

Will revise last sentence. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 8 
General 

What about IDWR and stream alteration? Other Information is available in the 
Environmental Review Process 
Report; will add hyperlink  

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 8 last 
parg 

Delete significant.  I think the line is pretty grey on whether a wild and 
scenic river would be a 4(f) resource.   

Content  “Significant”   is consistent 
with the federal code 
language. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p.9 1 parg 

Replace “cross special lands” with “ impact 4(f) resources”.   Check 
grammer(sic.)/typos. 

Stylistic/ 
Grammar 

In the context, refers to 
federal code language. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 9 2 parg 

Replace with: Impacts that are “Constructive” (proximity impacts) can 
trigger 4(f). 

Stylistic No response 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 9 bullets 

Are the 1st and 4th bullets really the same thing?  Clarify if it’s noise 
vibrations or roller vibrations or just good vibrations ☺. 

Stylistic No response 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 9 1 parg 

In Idaho, Transportation facilities are more often than not a reaction to 
development which is also greatly affected by land use agencies. 

Other No response 
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ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 10 1 
parg 

Farmland must be assessed even if they are within an impact area.  The 
sentence implies that that isn’t the case. 

Stylistic This is a general discussion 
about agricultural and 
farmland as a resource that 
can be affected by 
development, including roads. 
Doesn’t get into what does or 
does not need to be assessed. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 10 2 
parg 

Regulations are inconsistently referred to.  Call out a “Section” or leave it 
out. 

Stylistic Will review for consistency 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 10 
bullets 

Delete 3rd and 4th bullets. Content This is NEPA definition on 
mitigation. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 11 
Water 
Quality 

The language needs to be consistent with previous sections.  Ie: where is 
creating wetlands mentioned.  Generally the headings should be consistent 
with the previous sections.  This section jumps from wetlands to runoff and 
back to wetlands.  It needs better transitions or separation of subject 
matter. 

Stylistic Will review for consistency 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 11 3 
parg 

Be consistent with the word compensate and mitigate.  3rd sentence is 
redundant.  The wording, “explore the use of a Short Term Activity 
Exemption”  makes it sound like an option.  Also, the exemption is not 
something that is acquired in the planning phase.  Agencies involved varies 
greatly depending on the scope of work (global consideration needed).  It 
may be best to describe who has jurisdiction over what in one place and 
then reference appropriate permitting…  The level of coordination is also 
dependent on the level of NEPA required. 

Stylistic Will revise as appropriate 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
general 

Is this document for planning or construction? Other This is a chapter in the 
regional long-range 
transportation plan 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
General 

Is this document for transportation or development or both?  This is a chapter in the 
regional long-range 
transportation plan 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 12  

Don’t forget MS4, CGP, MSGP. Other mitigation could be discussed such as 
early consideration of a SWPPP/ESCP, training, construction phasing and 
minimizing disturbance. The Idaho Construction Site Erosion  and Sediment 
Control Field Guide is not conclusive of the myriad of manuals available and 
does not work with all jurisdictions. 

 More specific information is 
available in the Environmental 
Review Process Report; will 
revise as appropriate 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 12 
Wildlife 

Replace first sentence with, “General mitigation strategies include 
identifying presence/absence of a species and critical habitat, then avoiding, 
minimizing and compensating for the impacts the those resources”.   

Stylistic No response 
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ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 12 
bullets 

The bullets address mitigation more than they do avoidance and 
minimization .   Mitigation might be to provide wildlife crossings for 
connectivity or habitat enhancement.  The amount of attention a species 
gets can be dependent on the level of NEPA documentation or other  local, 
state and federal protections. 

Stylistic/ 
Policy 

No response 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 13 1st 
and 2nd 
inset 
bullets 

Add, “when feasible and reasonable”. Stylistic Sentence before the bullet list 
says these measures could be 
taken; implies they would be 
feasible and reasonable if 
taken. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p.13 7th 
inset bullet 

Properly design stream crossings for what? Content Will revise as appropriate 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
p. 13 last 
parg 

What about Proposed species? Content Will add proposed species. 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
Conclusion 

I think this section needs to be strengthened quite a bit. Stylistic No response 

ITD D3 Chapter 8 
Overall 

The document was a difficult read, hard to follow and inconsistent.  I was 
confused on what the purpose was and who the target audience is.    

Other No response 

ACHD Chapter 9 Can this chapter be an appendix? Content No. The federal rules require 
that security be included in the 
plan. 

ACHD Chapter 9 
p. 4 

Which documents were reviewed? Content These are included in the 
references at the end of the 
chapter. This will be clarified. 

ACHD Chapter 9 
p. 6 

This should note that the IROC is on hold indefinitely Content This will be noted. 

ACHD Chapter 9 
p. 8 

Transportation Related References from Security Plans. Can this be in an 
appendix? 

Content These references can be put 
into an appendix. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 9 Under 'Floods' section there is no discussion about the threat posed from a 
breach of Lucky Peak Dam and the implications to the communities lying in 
its path. According to an analysis by the Corps of Engineers the probability 
of dam failure is low, but the consequences of failure are high. A discussion 
of this risk is warranted. 
 
Graphic Figure 3 - 100 Year Flood Zones - What do the yellow arrows 
represent? 

Content There is a discussion of 
flooding along the Boise River. 
The map depicts the 
opportunities for evaluation 
paths north and south of the 
river.   

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 9 Recommend removing the transportation-related references of putting in an 
appendix. p. 8 

Content This will be done. 
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FHWA Chapter 9 Good.  Including the list entitled, “Transportation Related References from 
Security Plans” doesn’t seem to add anything to narrative in this Chapter.  
Therefore, put it in the Appendix. 

Content Will move section to 
Appendices. 

ITD Chapter 9 
p. 2-3 

Cryptic notes about HSB Hill (Horseshoe Bend Hill?) and Warm Springs 
Mesa in relationship to landslide discussion. 

Content While these are not specifically 
noted, the paragraph does 
state that “...steep terrain in 
the Boise Foothills increases 
the risk of transportation 
routes being blocked due to 
soil slides.” No change 
recommended. 

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 1 

What is citation for interstate being primary access to/from Treasure Valley 
and is main transportation route for trucking in northwestern US.  
 
Minor changes to highway information at bottom of page. 

Content The first statement is certainly 
true, since there is no other 
interstate serving the region. 
The second part will be 
changed to note it is “a main 
route” and not “the main 
route.”  

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 2 

Please cite last year of major snow event that blocked highways in Ada-
Canyon Counties. 

Content Note that the sentence 
references Southwest Idaho. 
Snow/ice conditions have 
closed highways into the 
region, even when the 
blockage is outside the county 
lines. This clarification will be 
made. 
 
At a guess, it has been 15-16 
years since we have had a 
major storm that threatened to 
close highways. 

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 2 

Requests that Dam section delineate between the federal dams subject to 
federal review and the non-federal dams under the purview of Idaho Dept 
of Water Resources. 

Content Will delineate jurisdictional 
oversight. 

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 3 

Requests citation for statement that “Downtown Boise can expect some 
older multistory buildings to suffer damage or collapse in the event of a 
moderate earthquake. 

Content This statement extracted from 
a 2006 study, Ada County, 
Idaho All Hazards Mitigation 
Plan. Volume 1. This will be 
noted. 
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ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 3 

How many bridges in Ada County can accommodate a 100 year flood? 
Document says “most.” 

Content Will try to establish this 
number and get a similar 
number for Canyon County. 

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 6 

What is reference source for inclusion of security technology in proposed 
Downtown Boise Multimodal Center? 

Content Will include reference. 

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 6 

Not sure if the Interagency Regional Operations Center (IROC) exists 
anymore. 

Content It has never been a certainty. 
Language will be added to note 
that this concept is on hold—
perhaps for a long time. 

ITD - add Chapter 9 
p. 7 

Much of the VRT Boise fleet operates on CNG (compressed natural gas). 
Where are the CNG fueling stations to refuel buses on moderate to long 
distance evacuations? 

Content The range of a CNG bus is 
approximately 300+ miles. In 
the unlikely event of a long 
distance evacuation, VRT 
buses would take passengers 
to a holding area. Note that 
CIM is not the emergency 
management plan, so 
additional details would need 
to come from EMP staff at Ada 
or Canyon Counties or the 
State of Idaho. 

ACHD Chapter 10 Can this chapter be an appendix? Content No. The federal rules require 
that safety be included in the 
plan. 

ACHD Chapter 10 Is it possible to get more recent data than 2005? Content The 2005 data were taken 
from the 2007 State Highway 
Safety Plan. Data for Ada and 
Canyon were based on 2000-
2009 accidents. No updates to 
the 2007 SHSP are available at 
this time. 

ACHD Chapter 10 
p. 24 

Add that ACHD adopted its Bicycle Master Plan in 2009, has a pilot program 
for bicycle wayfinding underway, and will re-stripe major roads for bike 
lanes where adequate width exists. 

Content This will be added.  

ACHD Chapter 10 
p. 27 

Add that ACHD has resolved to dedicate 5% of its annual capital budget and 
half of its new vehicle registration fee revenues (approximately $4M total 
each year) to sidewalk and other pedestrian projects. 

Content This will be added. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 10 Under “Implementation through CIM” suggest rewording the sentence to 
"Communities in Motion” cannot include greater levels of transit services 
because of financial limitations." p. 21 

Content Will reword to clarify. 
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Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 10 The section discussing bicycles does not mention the growth in their use 
particularly as a commuting option. The City of Boise has done a lot of work 
in the past year to address bicycle safety issues. Other agencies such as the 
Downtown Boise Association (DBA) and Capital City Development 
Corporation (CCDC) have begun to address the bicycle commuter issue by 
investing in bicycle lockers in downtown parking garages. Suggest inclusion 
of local examples of implementation rather than recitation of generic 
strategies. 

Content This is a safety chapter and 
not one to advocate for 
increase bike usage. Safety 
measures, such as the 3-foot 
clearance ordinance would be 
appropriate to note. The 
“generic” examples are drawn 
from the State Highway Safety 
Plan since that is what the 
regional plan must related to 
under federal rules. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 10 Under 'Potential New Strategies' this raises a significant issue regarding the 
legality and constitutionality of sobriety checkpoints that should be 
highlighted, footnoted, or in some way acknowledged. Under Idaho State 
Law sobriety checkpoints are currently illegal. [See State v. Henderson, 756 
P.2d 1057 (Idaho 1988), held legislative authority was required for a 
checkpoint. There is no such authority absent particularized suspicion in the 
Idaho statute that describes the circumstances under which police may put 
up a roadblock. State v. Medley, 898 P.2d. 1093 (Idaho 1995) held a fish 
and game checkpoint invalid under the U.S. Constitution. The Medfy Court 
noted that it was not addressing the issue of whether checkpoints violate 
the  Idaho Constitution. Source: Insurance Institute for Highway Safety, 
http://www.iihs.org/laws/checkpoints.html.] p. 27 

Content This will be noted. 

FHWA Chapter 10 Good.  We will look forward to more on this as ITD’s efforts in implementing 
the Statewide Highway Safety Plan (SHSP) progress. 

Content No response needed. 

ITD Chapter 10 
p. 7 

Suggestions that “Mandatory CDL (commercial drivers license?) testing” or 
regulations be instituted to address challenges with commercial traffic 
safety. 

Policy The section annotated was 
extracted from the State 
Highway Safety Plan. Any 
implementation of changes in 
CDL would need to be 
addressed at a State level. No 
specific changes 
recommended. 

ITD Chapter 10 
p. 10 

In reference to a discussion of the Interagency Regional Operations Center 
(IROC), the ITD commenter noted “TMC” presumably indicating the traffic 
management center now operated by ACHD. 

Content If implemented, IROC would 
incorporate the TMC. Unclear 
as to what was intended by 
the ITD comment, so no 
change is recommended. 
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ITD - add Chapter 10 
p. 1 

Lots of 2005 data in this section. Is anything more current available? Content The data are from ITD’s posted 
2007 State Highway Safety 
Plan. A draft copy of the 2010 
update was sent by ITD and 
will be incorporated. 

ITD - add Chapter 10 
various 

Questions Ada/Canyon data through 2009. States data not available for 
2009. 

Content Actually, the WEBCARS system 
will report crash data through 
2009, noting that the data 
might be incomplete. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 11 The discussion of passenger rail gets very brief mention at the end of this 
section and does not mention the evaluation of seven transportation 
corridors including the Boise Cutoff as part of the Treasure Valley High 
Capacity Transit Study (TVHCTS). TVHCTS was a significant regional 
initiative conducted by COMPASS and VRT in 2008-2009 and deserves 
attention in the CIM Update. p. 7. 

Content This is a freight chapter. 
Intraregional rail transit is 
better addressed in Chapter 6. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 11 The results of the Great Recession have had a negative impact on 
operations at the Boise Airport. The statistics are misleading because they 
imply continuous growth which has not been the case particularly during 
2008-2010 timeframe. p. 8. 

Content Granted, but all that can be 
done is to note the recent 
downturn. Its long term effects 
are not known. 

FHWA Chapter 11 Excellent.  Both complete and an appropriate level of detail for this subject. Content No response needed. 
ITD - add Chapter 11 

p. 3 
Is the freight information based on movements with or without a stop in the 
region? What are through train quantities?  

Content The freight movements 
considered both through and 
non-through truck trips.  
Through rail freight was not 
considered. The 2007 Freight 
Study was only trucks—not 
rail. 

ITD - add Chapter 11 
p. 10 

What about the STAA National Truck Network in considering freight 
corridors? 

Content Staff will research and 
consider STAA.  

ITD - add Chapter 11 
p. 11 

What do the percentages mean for each corridor? Content These are percentages based 
the route used and reported by 
local establishments. 

ACHD Chapter 12 
p. 16 

There needs to be a more robust discussion of increasing maintenance 
costs, both at the state and local level, and how this impacts the ability of 
transportation agencies to accommodate capital projects in their budgets.  
ITD has already shelved many of its capital projects indefinitely. 

Content A brief discussion will be 
provided. 
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ACHD Chapter 12 
p. 16 

The last sentence of the second paragraph indicates that transit capital 
needs could be covered by impact fees, however, Section 67-8203(24) 
defines public facilities in the impact fee code, and transit is not included. 

Content This is correct. The language 
will be modified. Since no 
impact assumptions were 
made for financing transit 
services, there is no effect on 
any policies or planned 
systems. 

ACHD Chapter 12 
p. 16 

Fees must now be used within eight years, not five. Content This will be corrected. 

ACHD Chapter 12 
p. 22 

A Capital Improvement Plan is required by Idaho law in order to collect 
development impact fees, and has a time horizon of up to 20 years.  
Depending on its time horizon, a CIP may be either a mid-range or a long-
range capital planning document.  In the case of ACHD, its CIP serves as a 
long-range (20 years) planning document, while its FYWP serves as a mid-
range (7 years) planning document. 

Content These conditions will be noted. 

ACHD Chapter 12 
p. 28 

Should there be a discussion of recent efforts to establish a general local 
option tax?  

Content A brief discussion of the 2008 
effort will be added. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 12 Under The Importance of Financial Analysis' - there is no mention of the 
cost of transportation as part of the other expenses. 

Content Not sure what this means. This 
section deals with financing 
and is not intended to address 
environmental or social costs. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 12 Minor comments Grammatical 
Style 
Factual 

Will be addressed as 
appropriate. 

FHWA Chapter 12 Excellent.  Wundebaugh [sic] even.  As reflected in the recent TMA 
Certification Review, FHWA-ID (and FTA) consider the subject of fiscal 
constraint to be the current highest priority need for COMPASS’ planning 
program.  Chapter 12 is right on the mark for addressing this need with 
respect to the long range transportation plan. 

Content No response needed. 

ACHD Chapter 13 This chapter needs to reference the other plans that already exist 
throughout the region. 

Content Agencies were requested to 
provide comments during the 
draft of this chapter. Few 
responded. 

ACHD Chapter 13 
p. 2 

This section should link to or reference the cities’ existing economic 
development plans. 

Content This will be dependent on the 
cities providing the information 
to COMPASS. 

Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 13 Comments submitted under separate cover. Grammatical 
Style 
See others  
below 

See below 



Communities in Motion – Page B - 32     September 2010 
 
 

Table B-1. Member Agency Comments and Responses, June 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature1 Response 

CCDC Chapter 13 
p. 1 
parag.1 

and the annual Performance Monitoring Report documents progress toward 
the above goals. (Lisa, while the sustainability and core values may be 
included in the CIMPMR the 2010 CIMPMR metrics don’t reflect that which is 
why I highlighted this sentence which you may want to amend.) 

Content Will be addressed as 
appropriate. 

CCDC Chapter 13 
p. 2 para 3 

has been cited by some businesses as a factor in their decision to locate 
elsewhere. (Lisa, I’m not aware of any examples where a business has not 
relocated to the Treasure Valley due to lack of transit.  Perhaps you are 
aware of some examples?  My knowledge  is that the lack of electricity, 
water and other factors having changed a corporate location decision.) 

Content Will revise as appropriate. 

CCDC Chapter 13 
p. 2 last 
parg 

Add reference to effort undertaken by COMPASS for the Southwest Idaho 
Mobility Management Plan. 

Content Will revise as appropriate. 

CCDC Chapter 13 
p. 3 para 1 

The partnerships formed during this CIM update provide an excellent 
opportunity to expand coordination into sustainability, livability, housing 
and other [than transportation] infrastructure investments. Add underlined. 
 

Content Will revise as appropriate. 

CCDC Chapter 13 
p. 3 last 
sentence 

I believe that funding decisions are  made to specific investments not the 
transportation system. 
 

Policy/ 
content 

Will review for consistency. 

FHWA Chapter 13 A good (effort) in addressing an emerging subject. Content No response needed. 
Capital City 
Development 
Corporation 

Chapter 14 Minor comments Grammatical 
Style 
Factual 

Will be addressed as 
appropriate. 

FHWA Chapter 14 A good lead-in to what comes next (i.e., the next plan update). Content No response needed. 
ACHD Corridor 

Sheets 
Organization. The CIM Corridors should be included as a chapter in the main 
body of the document, they are too essential to relegate to an appendix 

Possible 
Policy 

See response to Boise City. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Amity-2. The funding chart states that widening of Amity to 5 lanes from 
Southside to Cloverdale is funded.  However, many of the segments in Ada 
County are only programmed for right-of-way, and then only to 3 lanes.  I 
would estimate about a $20M shortfall, which is about two-thirds of the cost 
of this project on the Ada County side  

Policy The inclusion of Amity as 
funded was accepted for the 
draft. Change would require a 
delay to allow time for a new 
conformity determination and 
public comment. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Cloverdale/Five Mile. Given that these roads each have substantial funding 
programmed and substantial traffic, shouldn’t they be listed separately? 

Possible 
Policy 

Will create a separate Five Mile 
sheet as long as this does not 
trigger a new review process. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Cloverdale/Five Mile-2. Five Mile funding is not listed here; about half of its 
widening to five lanes from Lake Hazel to Chinden (about $60M total) is 
funded.  Five Mile should probably be listed as its own corridor. 

Possible 
Policy 

Will create a separate Five Mile 
sheet as long as this does not 
trigger a new review process. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Cloverdale/Five Mile-2. The I-84 overpasses are not funded for either of 
these roads.  Should that be listed in the un-funded column? 

Content Will note the overpasses are 
part of the unfunded 
improvements. 
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ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Fairview-1. The two points here seem redundant; they both talk about 
coordinating land use decisions to support transit. 

Content Will correct. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Fairview-2. Widening to 7 lanes between Meridian and Locust Grove is not 
programmed to occur until after 2015. 

Content Will add. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Fairview-2. The chart shows raised median treatments as unfunded, but 
ACHD has plans to install access management improvements between 
Linder and Orchard in 2014. 

Content Will add. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Franklin will be widened to 5 lanes between Ten Mile and Linder, as well as 
between Touchmark (Eagle) and Five Mile in 2012. 

Content Will add. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Kuna-Mora is a candidate for major fixed route services?  Are you kidding? Content This is a long-range plan. 
Given the potential of this 
corridor in the next 25 years, 
it is reasonable to consider its 
future transit importance. Note 
that major transit does not 
equate to BRT or rail. It could 
be high level commuter bus 
service. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Kuna-Mora-1. Calls for a 150’ setback from centerline; we’re currently only 
requiring 100’ 

Content Will correct. 

ACHD Corridor 
Sheets 

Lake Hazel-2. Add Lake Hazel from Pleasant Valley to Eisenman 
Interchange, which is programmed for right-of-way only 

Content Will add. 

City of Boise Corridor 
Sheets 

The corridor descriptions have been removed and are proposed to be 
inserted as an appendix to the final document.  This section is perhaps the 
most used section of the current document, and we recommend they be 
retained in the main document. Without the understanding of the role of 
each corridor in the region, the reader of the plan is just presented with a 
project list without any context of how the projects contribute to a regional 
transportation system and what other needs were identified but were 
unable to be funded. 

Content Option 1 – Hyperlink to the 
corridor description from the 
table.  
 
Option 2 – Incorporate 
physically into Chapter 5 
 
Note that only a limited 
number of print versions will 
be made due to the high cost 
and effectiveness of the CD 
and Internet. 
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City of Boise Corridor 
Sheets 

We did note substantive changes to the Lake Hazel corridor description, 
there should be a strikeout version of all of the changes to the corridors to 
focus on any proposed amendments.  It is unfortunate that this content was 
not included in the draft document or Meeting in a Bag contents that were 
distributed for public comment. 

Content A strikeout version would be 
impossible since the originals 
were embedded as part of the 
entire chapter and the new 
versions are standalone 
documents. 
 
The major change was the 
connection to Locust Lane 
instead of Greenhurst Road 
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VRT Executive  

Summary p. 
1 

Third bullet should have “is” after “system” Grammatical Corrected. 

VRT Executive  
Summary p. 
5 

Reference to how unfunded projects can be moved to funded applies to 
transit too.  Not clean how it is written now. 

Stylistic Amended to include transit. 

VRT Executive  
Summary p. 
7 

Not sure “fixed guideway system” is the best term to use.  Used in first 
paragraph here and throughout the document.  I think of a system 
powered by an overhead wire.  Maybe use “dedicated right of way 
system” 

Stylistic An explanation of fixed-
guideway already included. 
Leave as is. 

Eagle Executive  
Summary p. 
4 

“A road’s capacity relates traffic volumes and effects on travel time and 
delay for users: 
as a road nears its maximum capacity, travel times increases sharply. 
For example, consider travel time on I-84 at 5:30 am in comparison 
with travel time at 7:30 am. As volumes increase, travel speeds become 
more erratic, meaning stop-and-go conditions.”  The reader in this 
instance may not have any relation (reference) to this situation, 
whether they are new to the area (or reading document from afar) or 
never use the facility at these times.  Pretend the reader is clueless (like 
me) and paint the picture accordingly. 

Stylistic I-84 is a great local example 
of the peak congestion issue. 
The document is intended for 
a local audience. 

Eagle Executive  
Summary p. 
8 

“Here is a highlight of the changes”:  phrase seems awkward?? Stylistic Amended. 

Eagle Executive  
Summary p. 
9 

first paragraph – subject matter seems to be erratic with ideas written 
down that are not quite finished and are not linked together 

Stylistic Leave as is. 

ITD HQ Chapter 1 p. 
2 

Boise is the capital of Idaho, and the (biggest city in the???) largest 
metropolitan area in the state, with an estimated population of 641,000 
in 2008. This is 42% of the entire state’s population of 1.52 million.  
This is a little confusing. The subject is Boise, but Boise doesn’t have a 
population of 641,000. Consider rewrite. 

Grammatical 
Stylistic 

Corrected. 

                                                 
5 The categories are Grammatical, General (No reference to any specific issue in the draft), Factual, Stylistic, Content, and Policy. Only Content and Policy related comments are 
addressed in detail in the “Response” column. 
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Eagle Chapter 1 p. 

4 
“Since 2006, when the last plan was adopted, there have been major 
changes in housing, growth and 
employment. Recognizing the current declines, there is still reason to 
expect that this region will experience growth as discussed in. Chapter 
4. The area’s quality of life, a good business climate, abundant services 
and other aspects are grounds to project continued growth.”  Instead of 
“other aspects”, perhaps use “similar indicators”? 

Stylistic Changed to “similar 
conditions.” 

VRT  Chapter 1 
p. 5 

Last bullet is not really an assumption as are the rest of the bullet 
above.  Doesn’t fit here. 

Stylistic Rephrased. 

Eagle Chapter 1 p. 
7 

I think the Matrix chart has probably been discussed in the text but as a 
“stand alone” feature it is difficult to decipher what it is saying…maybe a 
brief note beneath could explain it?  Also, the cell info (high, medium, 
etc) does not appear to “jive” with the matrix on page 17 of chapter 3. 

Stylistic Corrected. Added a brief 
intro. 

VRT Chapter 10 Different line spacing from earlier chapters. Stylistic Final formatting will be done 
prior to publication. 

Eagle Chapter 10 
p. 2 

first paragraph at the top of the page is jumbled, needs a rewrite] Stylistic Slightly changed. 

ITD HQ Chapter 11 
p. 6-7 

Remove all references to INPR and replace with Boise Valley Railroad 
(BVRR). 
http://www.watcocompanies.com/Railroads/BVRR/BVRR%20main%20p
age.htm 

Grammatical Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 3 

Approximately 97% of weight and 96% of value were hauled by truck 
within Idaho. This should be added because the truck shipment % to 
and from the state are smaller. See: 
http://www.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/state_info/faf2
/pdfs/id.pdf  

Grammatical Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 4 

If truck freight stops, the area has an average three day of supply of 
food, medical supplies, cash and auto fuel. This sentence doesn’t make 
sense. Please rewrite. 

Stylistic No change. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 5 

Please delete paragraph 3 in its entirety. It was excerpted from the ITD 
website or STIP, but it has nothing to do with CIM. 

Stylistic Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 5 

Add ‘rail’ before the word ‘intermodal’ in paragraph 4 (Compton still 
loads/unloads containers by truck). Also in paragraph 4, change ‘will 
result’ to ‘has resulted’. 

Grammatical Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 5 

paragraph 5. Union Pacific (UP) Railroad main line will remain is… Grammatical Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 6 

Add: “which it owns from Hillcrest to Orchard” after ‘rail corridor’ in the 
first sentence of the second paragraph. (Otherwise, the reader will be 
confused.) Another option is to flip-flop paragraph 2 and 3, so the City 
of Boise ownership is introduced first. 

Stylistic Done. 
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ITD HQ Chapter  11 

p. 7 
According to INPR staff, t The introduction of passenger service on the 
Boise Cut-Off will dramatically affect the company BVRR’s business 
along the single branch line. However, because the Boise-Nampa rail 
line handles only a moderate to light level of local freight traffic, it may 
be possible to shift rail freight service to nighttime hours only. While 
there are some areas where freight trains could pull aside to allow 
passenger trains to pass, it would most likely require INPRBVRR to 
service customers at off-peak hours. Assuming possible future public 
ownership of the Boise Cut-Off, commuter passenger service would still 
require an agreement with INPR BVRR. 

Grammatical 
Stylistic 

Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 8 

paragraph 2. Two airports in Canyon County serve commercial general 
aviation: Caldwell Industrial Airport and Nampa Municipal Airport. 

Grammatical Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 9 

paragraph 1. The Nampa Municipal Airport was built in 1929 the 1930s 
and is located on 242  2000 acres in northeast Nampa; it has an 
additional twenty acres for future development. 

Grammatical Done. 

ITD HQ Chapter  11 
p. 9 

Table. Nampa Municipal Airport 191 126 Operated by the City of Nampa Grammatical Changed. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 10 

Section 5309 – This earmark doesn’t really exist anymore. Stylistic Since there are 2010 
earmarks being sought by 
Congress, will leave in place. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 12 

First Paragraph – the percentages don’t add up to 100 Grammatical Added other sources to 
complete picture. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 12 

Table 3 – Add public transportation and show $0 across the board. Stylistic Added footnote that HDA not 
available to PT. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 13 

Last paragraph, second sentence – not clear what point you are trying 
to make.   

Stylistic Not sure as to what sentence 
commenter refers. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 19 

Farebox – please point out that roads in Idaho bring in $0 in user fees. Stylistic Vehicle registration fees, gas 
taxes, and truck fees are 
user fees. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 19 

Farebox first paragraph – delete, it isn’t important. Stylistic Left as-is. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 19 

Fourth paragraph, second sentence – so what conclusions are we 
suppose to draw from the two statistics in this sentence? 

Stylistic That farebox recovery could 
be better, but even high 
quality systems do not 
recover a large percentage 
of their costs. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 19 

Fourth paragraph, second sentence – “cost per service hour is”… Grammatical Done. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 20 

Federal Funds first paragraph – true in Nampa/Caldwell but not in Boise Grammatical Should the waivers stop, 
very true. Change made. 
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VRT Chapter  12 

p. 21 
Second paragraph, first sentence – sentence doesn’t make sense.   Stylistic Changed. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 21 

Second paragraph, second sentence – depending on how you reword the 
first sentence…”Continuing to provide the same level of service as 
currently provided would require…” 

Stylistic Changed. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 21 

Local Funds, first sentence – delete – Do you ask this same question for 
roads?  We don’t want to reinforce the false perception that fares should 
cover all the costs. 

Stylistic The intent is to demonstrate 
just that. Public funds from 
state and local sources 
support the peer cities listed 
earlier. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 23 

Roadways – add a cost per household to paragraph three in this section.  
You calculate that number for transit so the reader should have the 
same figure for roadways to compare. 

Stylistic Done on a per capita basis 
as was shown in Table 5. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 24 

Third full paragraph, first sentence – “Federal and local revenues will 
fall…”   

Grammatical Would have to state 
“Federal, state and local 
revenues…” Maybe also, user 
fees and fares. Leave as is. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 24 

Third full paragraph, first sentence – delete “and this is with the 
assumption that federal funding will be available to cover up to 80% of 
the capital costs.”  

Stylistic Leave as is. The assumption 
that federal funds will be 
available for capital is a 
major piece of the fiscal 
analysis. Deleting it would 
mislead the reader. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 25 

First paragraph, last sentence – is the $430 per year or for the 25 year 
span?  Clarify. 

Stylistic Done. 

VRT Chapter  12 
p. 26 

Second row to table – here you say Sales Tax on Fuel could potential be 
for any transportation, but earlier you say that one legal test of this kept 
it at the narrow interpretation of roads only.  

Stylistic The unit tax on gas is clearly 
off limits. The legal review is 
applying a general sales tax 
on gasoline and whether that 
kind of tax is also subject to 
the Constitutional 
prohibition. 

ITD HQ Chapter  2 General comment, Chapter 2: There are sub headers for Canyon, Gem 
and Payette counties but not Ada. Also Elmore is embedded into the 3rd 
paragraph of Canyon Co. The discussion after the first paragraph under 
Payette Co. needs a different sub-header. 

Stylistic Fixed. 

ITD HQ Chapter  2 
p. 1 

The region’s broad swath of six counties, located in a semi-arid area 
known just north as of the Great Basin Most definitions (including 
Wikipedia) and maps do not include western Idaho in the Great Basin, 
since it’s technically in the Inner Columbia Basin. 

Grammatical 
Stylistic 

Some sources, including BLM 
do include this area in the 
Great Basin. That noted, the 
phrase was deleted. 
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ITD HQ Chapter  2 

p. 3 
Within these difficult environments lie more hospitable areas watered by 
the Payette and Boise rRivers  

Grammatical Corrected. 

ITD HQ Chapter  2 
p. 4 

Boise itself lacked direct east-west passenger rail service until 1926, 
with the construction of the eastern portion of the Boise Cut-Off. (The 
western portion was built in 1888. Passengers changed from a local to 
through train at Nampa.) 

Grammatical Added the eastern portion.  

ITD HQ Chapter  2 
p. 4 

Today the population center of the Treasure Valley? is downtown 
Meridian. 

Stylistic Added “Ada and Canyon 
Counties” 

Eagle Chapter  2 
p. 16 

Under Kuna-Mora, the 2nd sentence seems to be incomplete while the 3rd 
sentence seems to run on?? 

Stylistic Corrected 2nd sentence. Left 
3rd as a long sentence. 

VRT Chapter  2 
p. 18 

Second line of first bullet should read “services in downtown Boise” Stylistic Done. 

VRT Chapter  2 
p. 19 

First two paragraphs repeat what is at the top of page 18. Stylistic Corrected. 

VRT Chapter  2 
p. 20 

What is HVIS? Should spell out with first reference with (HVIS) 
following. 

Stylistic Done. 

Eagle Chapter  2 
p. 21 

under multi-modal center, last sentence – it would seem that 
“negotiations with the property owner” is not really relevant and may be 
an obsolete condition very soon once said negotiations are complete. 

Stylistic Amended to reference a 
construction start expected 
in 2011. 

ITD HQ Chapter  4 
p. 1 

This would make the region larger than Tucson, AZ is now and almost as 
big as Salt Lake City, UT is now. 

Stylistic Done. 

Eagle Chapter  4 
p. 8 

added text - Would the reader know what an area of impact means?   Stylistic Footnote added. 

ITD D3 Chapter  5 
Corridors 

US 20/26: 
Page 2:     “The US 20/26 Corridor Preservation StudiesJ”  [J=Footnote 
1] J”There are two studies . . . The other addresses the western section 
from I-84 to the Oregon Border.” 
The Canyon County study is NOT a Corridor Preservation Study.  There 
will not be an environmental document developed with the study.  It is 
simply a Corridor Management Plan. 

Stylistic Made minor changes to text 
to clarify. 

ITD D3 Chapter  5 
Corridors 

State Highway 21: 
Includes (too) many references to SH 55, which has its own corridor 
sheet.   
“SH 55 is another important corridor that provides access . . . and the 
booming recreation sites in Cascade, Tamarack and McCall.”   
Tamarack is NOT booming. 
Funded Investments through 2035 
Change from current text to what was placed in the State Highway 45 
Corridor sheet: “No projects are recommended at this time.” 

Stylistic Minor changes made to text 
to clarify. 
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ITD D3 Chapter  5 

Corridors 
State Highway 44:  
Past and Current Investments through 2015 
“The State Street Corridor Study (SH 55 [Eagle Road] to 23rd Street) 
was completed in 2004. 
The actual scope of that study was west to SH 55 but the part that 
continues north to Boise and Valley Counties, not south as Eagle Road. 
Funded Investments through 2035  
“Widen State Street between downtown Boise (starting at proposed 
Multi-Modal Center) to Eagle Road (SH 55) to accommodate a dedicated 
lane for transit.” 
Currently, there is no funded investment, or ITD plan, to construct a 
dedicated transit lane on State Highway 44. 

Stylistic Corrected the reference to 
north SH 55. State St project 
is on ACHD’s section and is 
funded in CIM update. 

ITD D3 Chapter  5 
Corridors 

State Highway 55:  
Title line includes “(Karcher Road)”.  But the first line references Ada 
and Boise Counties as well as “Tamarack”(?) 
“The Canyon County section of the corridor runs twenty miles from the 
Snake River, turning east at the Sunnyslope Road corner and following 
Karcher Road through southern Caldwell . . .”   From the Snake River 
(MP 2.650) to Karcher Interchange (MP 16.766) equals 14.116 miles. 
“Large commercial centers become more prevalent as the road comes 
into Nampa.”  There are no large commercial centers until Nampa! 
“With multiple access points to all the businesses along the road and a 
busy center lane, safety and congestion are primary concerns.”  The 
“busy center lane” is 9/10 of a mile long serving to the east one 
apartment complex, Zion’s Bank, and Edward’s Cinema.  To the west, a 
trailer park is served.  The signalized intersection of Cassia also serves 
Zion’s Bank and Edward’s Cinema customers.  This limited center turn 
lane is not busy. 
Recommendations for State Highway 55 Corridor to meet CIM goals: 
“Complete the Karcher Interchange to allow increased access to I-84.”   
It has been completed. 
Page 2: Map.  Incomplete.  Does not connect to I-84. 
Past and Current Investments through 2015 
“2007: New Karcher Road interchange completed in.”  Completion was 
mid-December, 2006. 
“. . . widening between Midway Road and Sundance, . . .”    Please 
provide reference to identify this project.  I can’t find one. 

Stylistic Minor changes made to 
clarify. 
 

ITD D3 Chapter  5 
Corridors 

Bowmont/Kuna-Mora Road 
No reference made to intersecting tank trail from Gowen Field to the 
training range.  Reference JLUS. 

Stylistic Done. 
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ITD D3 Chapter  5 

Corridors 
Why was Eagle Road not addressed in a corridor sheet? Stylistic Covered in Hwy 55 write up. 

Will consider at a later date. 
VRT Chapter  5 

p. 22 
Title of map says Funded but legend and map are Funded and 
Unfunded. 

Stylistic Corrected. 

VRT Chapter  5 
p. 23 

Put transit in Tables 8 and 9.  What are the delay and travel times with 
transit and the corridor improvements.  The idea of CIM is that both 
road enhancements and transit work together to make transportation 
better, not one or the other. 

Stylistic This is roadway section. The 
paragraph following 
describes transit 
contribution. 

VRT Chapter  5 
p. 29 

Last bold sentence should read “Note that this list of funded projects…” Grammatical Amended to list is Table 12. 

Eagle Chapter  5 
p. 40 

“currency” does not seem to be the appropriate word Stylistic Deleted. 

Eagle Chapter  5 
p. 48 

Northwest Foothills Transportation Plan  Study ??? Grammatical Corrected. 

Eagle Chapter  5 
p. 75 

last sentence of 1st paragraph “were approved and likely to be 
approved” is missing something 

Grammatical Corrected. 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 1 

First paragraph under Local Public Transportation Resources, delete 
word “youth” 

Stylistic Done 

ITD HQ Chapter  6 
p. 2 

It operates Valley County Connections and McCall Transit service in 
Valley Ccounty, 

Grammatical Done 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 2 

Delete first sentence of first full paragraph. Stylistic  

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 2 

Second sentence – delete “Valley Regional Transit (VRT)” and replace  
with “Valley Ride, operated by Valley Regional Transit (VRT), …” 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 2 

Second to last sentence in first paragraph should read – “door-to-door 
service for people who have special needs and live with a”… 

Grammatical Done 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 2 

Last sentence in first paragraph should read – “In the calendar year 
2009, Valley Ride”… 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 2 

Second sentence in second paragraph should read – “It is also a 
Medicaid transportation provider”… 

Grammatical Done 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 3 

Both VRT and ACHD do Park & Ride lots.  The P&R information should 
reflect that and should be in a separate paragraph from ACHDs 
Commuteride information. 

Stylistic Done  

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 3 

Table 1 under Service Type in the 2nd through 6th rows the word “buses” 
should be replaced with “trips” 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter  6 
p. 4 

8th bullet should read “weekend” service instead of “Saturday” service Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 5 

First sentence of first paragraph – delete the words “to the interstate” 
after “alternatives” 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 5 

Second sentence of second paragraph – Is $232 million a total for the 
25 years or is it per year?  Clarify. 

Stylistic Done 
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Table B-2. Member Agency Comments and Responses, July 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature5 Response 
VRT Chapter   6 

p. 5 
Table 2 – Should current levels of service as a means of comparison. Stylistic Added in text. 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 5 

Table 2 third row – Delete “Total of” so that this row is consistent with 
others.  

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 5 

Table 2 seventh row – Need to bold “Express Bus” and put similar 
heading above the local bus information or delete.  Not consistent as it 
is now.S 

Grammatical Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 6 

First sentence of first paragraph – replace “rail system” with “rapid 
transit system” 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 6 

Table 3, last row, second column – put camas in number. Grammatical Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 6 

Last paragraph – what is roads funding per capita as a comparison? Stylistic Done 

ITD HQ Chapter   6 
p. 7 

Salt Lake City, UT Total Population 2000 (MSA)= 133,914??? Table 3. 
There is a digit missing in this figure! 

Grammatical Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 7 

First paragraph, first sentence should read – “two sources, federal and 
general local funds, with no state funding or dedicated local funding”… 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 7 

First paragraph, second sentence add – “local and federal” before 
sources 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 7 

First paragraph, second sentence should read – “federal funding 
requires a 50 percent local match for operating expenses or a 20 
percent local match for capital expenses.” 

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 7 

First paragraph – Develop last sentence. Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 8 

Third paragraph, second sentence – delete “this program is lead by” Stylistic Done 

Eagle Chapter   6 
p. 9 

safe routes, 2nd sentence is awkward and perhaps could be combined 
with the 3rd sentence.  

Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 9 

Third paragraph, second sentence – “proposed legislation” is it federal? Stylistic Done 

Eagle Chapter   6 
p. 10 

complete streets 2nd paragraph is “rushed” awkward, confusing Stylistic Done 

VRT Chapter   6 
p. 10 

Second paragraph, third sentence – replace “transit-oriented land use 
strategies” with “transit-oriented development” 

Stylistic Done. 

VRT Chapter   7 
p. 7 

Third paragraph – don’t like term “Fixed Guideway Transit” Stylistic Replaced with “dedicated 
ROW.” 

VRT Chapter   7 
p. 8 

Intermodal… Second sentence – replace word “shelters” with “stations” Stylistic Sentence modified. 

Eagle Chapter   7 
p. 12 

under access management benefits,   end of 1st  sentence, should be 
“versus” not verses 

Grammatical Done. 
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Table B-2. Member Agency Comments and Responses, July 2010 
Commenter Reference Comment Nature5 Response 
Eagle Chapter   7 

p. 13 
under traffic conditions, 1st paragraph, last two sentences – this may be 
a subjective conclusion the way it currently reads, might need to link 
the conclusion with the “proof” a little better 

Stylistic Proof is in the federal 
research, sentences modified 
earlier – was comment on 
first draft or second? 

VRT Chapter   7 
p. 19 

Idaho 511 – There is a transit component to Idaho 511.  It should be 
mentioned. 

Stylistic Done. 

VRT Chapter   8 I don’t understand why each topic is talked about twice in this chapter.   Stylistic Left as is. 
VRT Chapter   8 

p. 4 
Air Quality and Climate Change – mention transit benefits to air quality 
and climate change. 

Stylistic Discussed later. 

VRT Chapter   8 
p. 6 

Social and Economic Conditions and Environment Justice – Transit has 
an environment justice review requirement.  It should be mentioned. 

Stylistic No change. 

VRT Chapter   8 
p. 15 

Agricultural and Farmland – why mention transit here?  Transit has the 
least impact in rural areas. 

Stylistic Done. 

VRT Chapter   8 
p. 16 

Air Quality and Climate Change – move these transit references to the 
first time this is talked about on page 4. 

Stylistic No change. 

VRT Chapter   8 
p. 18 

I don’t understand what this chart is about. Stylistic No change. 

Eagle Chapter   9 
p. 6 

Under threats to transit, last paragraph – it seems odd to reference 
something “ within the next year or so” in a plan that will not be 
updated again for four years – the subject loses meaning and context. 

Stylistic It is awkward. Changed 
reference to 2011 or 2012. 

VRT Chapter   9 
p. 7 

Bullets 1, 2 and 4 are all in place at this point.  Copy should reflect that. Content Copy changed to reflect this. 

Eagle General My comments really pertain more to style and trying to approach it as a 
reader that may be foreign to the subject/document. It appears there 
are different authors working on the document which is understandable, 
but editing by one individual in order to provide a single voice would 
make the document flow better.  It seems like the added text is not 
always as explanative as the original text.  

Stylistic We will attempt to make it 
as uniform as possible given 
the staff and calendar 
resources. 
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THIS DOCUMENT IS SUBMITTED TO THE U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION IN FULFILLMENT OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF 
THE 1990 CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS, THE FEDERAL 
TRANSPORTATION AIR QUALITY CONFORMITY RULES (40CFR93), 
AND THE STATE OF IDAHO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE ON 
TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY (IDAPA 58-01.01.563-574). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
T:\FY10\600 Projects\685 TIP\1115 TIP\AQ Conformity\CIMFY1115Conformity.docx 



Communities in Motion – Page C - 4     September 2010 
 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 
 
LIST OF FIGURES ...................................................................................................... 5 
LIST OF TABLES ....................................................................................................... 6 
FOREWORD .............................................................................................................. 7 
SUMMARY ................................................................................................................ 8 
I.  INTRODUCTION .................................................................................................... 9 

Community Planning Association .............................................................................. 9 

Area’s Designations ................................................................................................ 9 

Rules ................................................................................................................... 10 

II. EMISSIONS ESTIMATION ...................................................................................... 14 
Emissions Analysis Assumptions and Tools ................................................................ 14 

2011 Baseline Scenario .......................................................................................... 19 

2015 Scenario ...................................................................................................... 21 

2025 Scenario ...................................................................................................... 23 

2035 Scenario ...................................................................................................... 26 

III. CONCLUSIONS ................................................................................................... 30 
PM10 Budget Test ................................................................................................... 30 

VOC Budget Test ................................................................................................... 31 

NOX Budget Test ................................................................................................... 32 

CO Planning Analyses ............................................................................................ 33 

Glossary of Acronyms ............................................................................................ 36 

APPENDICES ........................................................................................................... 37 
Appendix A: Northern Ada County PM10 and CO Maintenance Area ................................ 38 

Appendix B: Approved Modeling Assumptions ............................................................ 40 

Appendix C: Summary of the Approved Regional Emissions Analysis Methodologies ........ 41 

Appendix D: COMPASS’ Travel Demand Forecast Model .............................................. 46 

Appendix E: MOBILE6.2 Model Files ......................................................................... 52 

 

 

 

  



 

Communities in Motion – Page C - 5     September 2010 
 
 

LIST OF FIGURES 
 
Figure 1: COMPASS Model Travel Modes ..................................................................... 17 

Figure 2: Results of PM10 Budget Test ......................................................................... 30 

Figure 3: Results of VOC Budget Test ......................................................................... 31 

Figure 4: Results of NOx Budget Test .......................................................................... 32 

Figure 5: Results of CO Build/No Build Comparison ....................................................... 33 

Figure 6: Effect of Average Speed on CO Emissions for Freeway Facility Types (Adapted from 

Figure 28 of EPA’s Sensitivity Analysis of MOBILE6, EPA420-R-02-035, December 2002). ... 34 

Figure 7: Comparison of the CO “Build” Scenario to the CO and PM10 Inventories .............. 35 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



 

Communities in Motion – Page C - 6     September 2010 
 
 

LIST OF TABLES 
 
Table 1: Projects Included in the 2011 Network for the 2011 Scenario ........................................................ 19 

Table 2: 2011 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions ....................................................................................... 19 

Table 3:  2011 VOC Estimated Emissions ............................................................................................................ 20 

Table 4: 2011 NOX Estimated Emissions .............................................................................................................. 20 

Table 5: Projects Added to the 2011 Network for the 2015 Scenario ........................................................... 21 

Table 6: 2015 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions ....................................................................................... 22 

Table 7:  2015 VOC Estimated Emissions ............................................................................................................ 22 

Table 8: 2015 NOX Estimated Emissions .............................................................................................................. 22 

Table 9: Projects Added to the 2015 network for the 2025 Scenario ............................................................ 23 

Table 10: 2025 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions .................................................................................... 24 

Table 11:  2025 VOC Estimated Emissions .......................................................................................................... 25 

Table 12: 2025 NOX Estimated Emissions ............................................................................................................ 25 

Table 13: Projects Added to the 2025 network for the 2035 Scenario .......................................................... 26 

Table 14: 2035 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions .................................................................................... 27 

Table 15:  2035 VOC Estimated Emissions .......................................................................................................... 27 

Table 16: 2035 NOx Estimated Emissions ............................................................................................................ 27 

Table 17: Unpaved Road Dust PM10 Emissions ................................................................................................... 28 

Table 18: “Build” Scenario Average Daily VMT and CO Emissions ................................................................. 29 

Table 19: “No Build” Scenario Average Daily VMT and CO Emissions ........................................................... 29 

Table 20: FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP MOBILE Model Input Assumptions .................................................... 40 



 

Communities in Motion – Page C - 7     September 2010 
 
 

FOREWORD 

 
The federal government mandates that any transportation projects using federal funds or 
deemed to be “regionally significant” in nonattainment and maintenance areas cannot 
contribute to a degradation of air quality (40CFR93). Thus, transportation plans must 
“conform” to air quality plans. Transportation conformity is demonstrated in a nonattainment 
or maintenance area when it can be shown, within the applicable guidelines and regulations, 
that planned transportation projects listed in a transportation program or plan will not cause 
or contribute to exceedances of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) health 
based air quality standards. A finding of nonconformity would prevent the implementation of 
certain federally funded and/or regionally significant transportation projects.  
 
Only EPA’s criteria pollutants6 are subject to conformity analyses. One of two tests is used in 
a conformity demonstration: 
 
 Build/No Build: Conceptually, this process is rather simple; estimate the amount of 

a given pollutant emitted in a region before the programmed projects are built (No 
Build Scenario) and after construction (Build Scenario). If the emissions from the 
Build Scenario are equal to or less than the emissions from the No Build Scenario, 
conformity has been demonstrated. This test is used for nonattainment or 
maintenance areas where motor vehicle emissions budgets are not established.  

 
 Budget: State air quality implementation or maintenance plans for nonattainment 

or maintenance areas will often have maximum limits on the amounts of pollutants 
that transportation related sources emit. These maximum emissions limits on 
transportation related sources are known as “budgets.” A transportation conformity 
budget test consists of a comparison between regional emissions estimates that 
include the impacts associated with planned transportation projects to the 
established budget. If the budget is not exceeded by the emissions estimate, then 
conformity has been demonstrated. 

 
This document contains the information and analyses necessary for the Federal Highway 
Administration and the Federal Transit Administration to make a transportation conformity 
finding for the update to Communities in Motion (CIM 2035) and draft FY 2011-2015 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program. 
 
The 30-day public comment period began on July 23, 2010, and ended August 23, 2010, for 
the Conformity Demonstration for the update to Communities in Motion (CIM 2035) and 
draft FY 2011-2015 Regional Transportation Improvement Program. No public comments 
pertaining to conformity were received. The COMPASS Board adopted CIM 2035 and 
conformity demonstration on September 20, 2010 under resolution 15-2010.  

                                                 
6 Particle pollution and ground-level ozone are the most widespread health threats. EPA calls these pollutants 
"criteria" air pollutants because it regulates them by developing human health-based and/or environmentally-
based criteria (science-based guidelines) for setting permissible levels 
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SUMMARY 
 
EPA’s MOBILE6.2 emissions model and the Community Planning Association of Southwest 
Idaho’s (COMPASS’) most current and approved travel demand model were used to estimate 
pollutant emissions from the transportation system outlined in the update to Communities in 
Motion draft regional long-range transportation plan and FY 2011-2015 Regional 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). A TIP is a short-range (5-year) capital 
improvement document for the transportation system in a given urbanized area. The 
Northern Ada County Interagency Consultation Committee on Transportation Conformity 
(ICC) approved the modeling methodologies and assumptions used in the regional emissions 
analyses including the applicable transportation model networks. Growth and demographic 
assumptions from the update to the region’s long-range transportation plan, draft 
Communities in Motion 2035, are used in this demonstration.  
 
The Northern Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request contains 
motor vehicle emissions budgets for three pollutants: coarse particulate matter (PM10), 
oxides of nitrogen (NOX), and volatile organic compounds (VOCs).  Emissions budget tests, 
as required by 40CFR93.118, demonstrate conformity of the Communities in Motion Update 
through the year 2035 and FY 2011-2015 Regional Transportation Improvement Program.  
 
The Limited Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation to Attainment for the Northern 
Ada County Carbon Monoxide Not-Classified Nonattainment Area (Carbon Monoxide [CO] 
Limited Maintenance Plan) does not contain any motor vehicle emissions budgets. The EPA 
does not require areas under a “limited maintenance plan” to conduct regional emissions 
analysis to demonstrate conformity. However, COMPASS conducts a CO emissions analysis 
as requested by the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) to aid in regional air 
quality planning. COMPASS is committed to working through the ICC to identify and 
implement mitigation measures that will counteract CO emissions increases resulting from 
anticipated improvements to the regional transportation system should they be requested by 
IDEQ.  
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I.  INTRODUCTION 

 
Community Planning Association 

 
The Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho (COMPASS) is an association of 
governments in Ada and Canyon Counties, Idaho.  It provides transportation planning and a 
host of other planning and community services to its member agencies and the general 
public.  Since 1977, COMPASS, formerly known as Ada Planning Association, has been 
designated as the Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for Northern Ada County.  In 
April 2003, COMPASS was designated as the MPO for the Nampa Urbanized Area, located in 
neighboring Canyon County.  The agency's service area covers the cities of Boise, Caldwell, 
Eagle, Garden City, Kuna, Meridian, Middleton, Nampa, and Star.  
 

Area’s Designations 
 
Coarse Particulate Matter (PM10) 
Northern Ada County is designated as a maintenance area in attainment of the 24-hour PM10 
National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NAAQS). Appendix A shows the extent of the 
maintenance area boundaries. The last non-agricultural based exceedance of the 24-hour 
PM10 NAAQS occurred in 1991. Prior to March 12, 1999, Northern Ada County was 
designated as a nonattainment area for PM10.  However, on that date the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) Administrator signed a revocation of Northern Ada County’s 
nonattainment designation based on changes made to the PM10 NAAQS.  This ruling was 
challenged in the Ninth District Circuit Court.  On January 31, 2001, the U.S. Department of 
Justice approved a settlement agreement for the Idaho Clean Air Force et al. v. EPA et al. 
lawsuit.  A major component of the settlement agreement required the Idaho Department of 
Environmental Quality (IDEQ) to update Northern Ada County’s PM10 State Implementation 
Plan (SIP). In September 2003, the EPA approved the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP 
Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request.  
 
Commonly, past exceedances of the 24-hour PM10 NAAQS in Northern Ada County occurred 
during sever wintertime air stagnation events. These events, known as atmospheric 
inversions, are caused when cold, stagnant air is held close to the valley floor by warmer air 
aloft. During these events, particulates form in the atmosphere out of such gaseous 
pollutants as oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and volatile organic compounds (VOCs). Thus, both 
NOX and VOCs are considered precursors of PM10. As a result, the PM10 maintenance plan 
contains approved PM10, NOX, and VOC motor vehicle emissions budgets.  
 
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
Additionally, Northern Ada County is designated as a limited maintenance area in attainment 
of the carbon monoxide (CO) NAAQS. Northern Ada County has not experienced a violation 
of the CO NAAQS since 1987. The IDEQ submitted the Limited Maintenance Plan and 
Request for Redesignation to Attainment for the Northern Ada County Carbon Monoxide Not-
Classified Nonattainment Area to EPA in December 2001. EPA approved the Limited 
Maintenance Plan and subsequently redesignated the area in December 2002. Maintenance 
areas under a limited maintenance plan are not required to demonstrate their transportation 
programs or long-range transportation plans conform through a regional emissions analysis. 
Therefore, there are no applicable CO motor vehicle emissions budgets established for 
Northern Ada County.  
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Rules 
 
As described previously, the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and 
Redesignation Request (PM10 Maintenance Plan) establishes motor vehicle emissions budgets 
for PM10, NOx, and VOCs. Therefore, to satisfy transportation conformity requirements 
established by 40CFR93.118, budget tests must be performed for the FY 2011-2015 
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (TIP). Budget tests are satisfied when 
regional emissions estimates based on the transportation systems outlined in a TIP or 
transportation plan are less than or equal to “budgets” established by SIPs and/or air quality 
maintenance plans. 
 
EPA guidance related to “limited maintenance plans” eliminates this requirement with regard 
to CO for Northern Ada County’s conformity demonstrations: 

 

…in areas with approved limited maintenance plans, Federal actions requiring 

conformity determinations under the transportation conformity rule could be 

considered to satisfy the budget test required in section 93.118, 93.119, and 

93.120 of the rule. 7  

 
Therefore CO motor vehicle emissions budget tests are not federally required for Northern 
Ada County. However, IDEQ requires COMPASS conduct a build/no build analysis of its 
programs and long-range plans in order to facilitate good air quality planning. If the results 
of this analysis show an unacceptable increase in CO emissions, IDEQ may choose to require 
mitigation measures.  
 
Interagency Consultation 
Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA 58.01.01.567) requires nonattainment and maintenance 
areas establish an interagency consultation committee on transportation conformity. The 
Northern Ada County Interagency Consultation Committee (ICC) approved the assumptions 
and methodologies employed in the development of the regional emissions analysis in this 
demonstration on May 5, 2010. The approved assumptions and methodologies are listed in 
Appendices B and C. The roadway project list was approved by the ICC on June 2, 2010.  A 
complete listing of the ICC requirements can be found in Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA 
58.01.01.563-574).  
 
Budget Test 
A budget test is a comparison of emissions estimates to an established limit (or budget) for 
motor vehicles. As per 40CFR93.118(b), budget tests must be preformed: 

…each year for which the applicable … implementation plan specifically establishes 
motor vehicle emissions budget(s), for the last year of the transportation plan's 

                                                 
7 Page 42 of the Limited Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation to Attainment for the Northern Ada 
County Carbon Monoxide Not-Classified Nonattainment Area 
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forecast period, and for any intermediate years as necessary so that the years for 
which consistency is demonstrated are no more than ten years apart… 

 
The Northern Ada County PM10 Maintenance Plan established motor vehicle emissions 
budgets for the years 1999, 2010, and 2015. Thus, budget tests were performed for: 
 

• 2011 - Base year of the FY 2011-2015 TIP 
• 2015 - Budget year and last year of the FY 2011-2015 TIP  
• 2025 - Intermediate analysis year, as there can be no more than 10 years between 

analysis years 
• 2035 – Long-range transportation plan (Communities in Motion Update) horizon year 

 
Regionally Significant Projects 
Regional emissions analyses, for the purposes of demonstrating transportation conformity of 
a TIP or long-range plan, must include all regionally significant and/or federally funded 
projects in the nonattainment or maintenance area.  
 
40CFR93.101 defines a regionally significant project as: 
 

… a transportation project (other than an exempt project) that is on a facility which 
serves regional transportation needs (such as access to and from the area outside of the 
region, major activity centers in the region, major planned developments such as new 
retail malls, sports complexes, etc., or transportation terminals as well as most terminals 
themselves) and would normally be included in the modeling of a metropolitan area's 
transportation network, including at a minimum all principal arterial highways and all 
fixed guideway transit facilities that offer an alternative to regional highway travel. 

 
Idaho Administrative Code (IDAPA 58.01.01.566) further defines a regionally significant 
project as: 
 

A transportation project, other than an exempt project, that is on a facility which 
serves regional transportation needs… and would normally be included in the modeling 
of a metropolitan area's transportation network, including, at a minimum: 
 

a. All principal arterial highways; 
b. All fixed guideway transit facilities that offer an alternative to regional 
highway travel; and 
c. Any other facilities determined to be regionally significant through Section 
570, interagency consultation. 

 

The ICC maintains discretionary authority in interpreting and applying these definitions to 
the area’s transportation programs, plans, and projects. For the purposes of this conformity 
determination, all applicable roadway projects, despite their significance, were included in 
the travel demand model networks. 
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Regionally Significant Roadway Project Definition 
On January 30, 2002, the ICC developed the following definition of a “Regionally Significant” 
project: 
 

A transportation project in Ada County, Idaho is designated “Regionally Significant” if: 

 
(a)  the project is for the improvement of either: 

(i)  a principal arterial or higher functional classification; or 
(ii)  a minor arterial which will have a twenty (20) year projected 

traffic volume of at least 45,000 vehicles a day after completion of the 
project; and  

 
(b)  the project will add at least one new continuous vehicular lane which 
either: 

(i)  extends from one intersecting principal or minor arterial to another 
intersecting principal or minor arterial; or 

(ii)  in the case of an interstate, extends from the on ramp of one 
interstate interchange to a point beyond the off ramp of the next 
adjacent interstate interchange. 

 
Regionally Significant Transit Project Definition 
On August 31, 2005, the ICC adopted the following definition of a “Regionally 

Significant” transit project: 

A transit project in Ada County, Idaho is designated “Regionally Significant” if 

the   transit project: 

(a)  Has the potential to change the vehicle demand of an existing roadway 
classified as a principal arterial or higher by 400 vehicles per hour, or 4,000 
vehicles per weekday; and 

 
(b)  Is a transit service or facility that provides services to (or connects) at a 

minimum:  
(i)  Two counties and; 
(ii)  Three incorporated cities 

 
Exempt Projects: 
Pursuant to 40CFR93.126 (Exempt Projects), certain projects listed in a long-range 
transportation plan or TIP may proceed even in the absence of a conformity 
finding/demonstration. Exempt projects include highway safety or mass transit projects, 
landscaping projects, roadway rehabilitation and repair, transportation enhancement 
projects, and transportation planning activities that do not lead directly to construction. 
However, the exempt projects listed in 40CFR93.126 are not considered exempt if the ICC 
concludes that they may have an adverse impact on air quality.  
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In addition, 40CFR93.127 (Projects Exempt from Regional Emissions Analyses) considers 
projects, such as intersection signalization, changes in alignment, bus terminals, and transit 
transfer points, exempt from regional emissions analyses. However, these projects must 
demonstrate project-level conformity. As with the types of exempt projects listed in 
40CFR93.126, the projects listed in 40CFR93.127 may not be considered exempted if the 
ICC concludes they may have an adverse impact on air quality. 
 

Transportation Control Measures 
As per 40CFR93.113(c), in order for a TIP or long-range transportation plan to be 
conforming, it cannot interfere with the implementation of any transportation control 
measures (TCMs). There are no TCMs requiring implementation in either the Northern Ada 
County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request or Limited Maintenance Plan 
and Request for Redesignation to Attainment for the Northern Ada County Carbon Monoxide 
Not-Classified Nonattainment Area. Therefore, the FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP meets the 
requirements of 40CFR93.113(c). 
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 II. EMISSIONS ESTIMATION 
 

Emissions Analysis Assumptions and Tools 
 
This air quality conformity demonstration is based upon estimates of vehicle miles of travel 
(VMT) produced using COMPASS’ travel demand model. Emissions factors are generated 
using the latest version of EPA’s on-road emissions model (MOBILE 6.2). A regional emission 
analysis was conducted as described below.   
 
COMPASS’ Travel Demand Model 
The travel demand model provides estimates of average weekday travel demand for each 
link of a given transportation network based on current and future demographic/growth 
assumptions. In addition to travel demand, the model produces weekday VMT forecasts, 
congested network speeds, and other data relevant to regional emissions analyses. 
COMPASS uses Citilab’s Cube Voyager software to run the regional model. COMPASS’ travel 
demand model is regularly maintained and updated to include all completed roadway 
projects. Future-year model networks include anticipated widening and new roadway 
projects, regardless of significance or exemption status. Transportation network components 
include interstates, principal arterials, minor arterials, most collectors, and select local roads 
in Ada and Canyon Counties. For emissions analysis purposes only, future expressways are 
categorized as arterials or interstates, based on the amount and type of access anticipated. 
The ICC approves the use of the future-year model networks for inclusion in the regional 
emissions analyses. 
 
COMPASS’ travel demand modeling activities are performed under the review of the 
Transportation Model Advisory Committee (TMAC). TMAC is a technical committee formed by 
the COMPASS Board of Directors. The committee is made up of local experts, technical staff 
from COMPASS’ member agencies, and local traffic engineers from both the public and 
private sectors. TMAC works with COMPASS staff to periodically calibrate and validate the 
travel demand model to reflect the actual travel patterns and behaviors in the Treasure 
Valley. COMPASS’ current travel demand model is calibrated and validated to 2002 
conditions. Appendix B provides more information on COMPASS’ travel demand model. In 
2008, COMPASS staff began a minor interim-year update to the travel demand model. This 
update included refinement of the roadway network and updating the existing 534 Traffic 
Analysis Zones (TAZs) to a new total of 2,062 TAZs. This update also used actual 2008 
demographic estimates.  
 
Demographic Data 
The COMPASS Board adopts the official population and employment projections for the 
Treasure Valley based on a preferred growth scenario. COMPASS developed two growth 
scenarios for the update to Communities in Motion (CIM 2035): Community Choices and 
Preservation. “Community Choices” combines modest land use intensification/densification 
along transportation corridors and in downtown cores with additional employment and 
population growth in outlying communities. Less suburban and rural residential development 
is anticipated in this growth scenario. With more infill development (and thus increased 
densities) along existing transportation corridors, this scenario consumes less land by 2035 
than the current development trend. The “Preservation” scenario is the complete build-out of 
local land-use plans according to the land use types and densities identified in 
comprehensive plans and is not limited by any other restraint nor limited to a horizon year. 
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Population and employment allocations were calculated by an attraction-based land use 
consumption model, UPlan, and evaluated by the COMPASS’ Demographic Advisory 
Committee (DAC). The DAC is composed of demographers, developers, and representatives 
from local industries and governments and works with COMPASS staff to develop population 
and employment projections used in the travel demand model to generate average daily 
traffic and VMT forecasts.  
 
Data for the analysis years of 2011, 2015, 2025 were developed using a 2008 base year 
estimate and the 2035 “Community Choices” growth scenario as endpoints. Professional 
judgment was then used to estimate and allocate the interim year growth to TAZs.  
 
Roadway Network Assumptions 
The projects used in the regional emissions analysis for the FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP are 
derived from: 

• COMPASS’ FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP - Draft 
• Ada County Highway District’s (ACHD’s) FY 2011-2015 Five-Year Work Plan  
• Idaho Transportation Department’s (ITD’s) State Transportation Improvement 

Program (STIP) (FY 2011-2014) - Draft 
• ACHD’s FY 2009 Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) (FY 2009-2029) 
• Draft Communities in Motion 2035, the region’s long-range transportation plan 
 

Roadway projects were placed into analysis (or budget) year networks based on information 
contained in the above sources. In the event a project was given a construction date in 
multiple documents, the anticipated completion date was used to place the project in the 
appropriate network year. Preliminary development projects were placed in the roadway 
network year based on information contained in ACHD’s CIP. Other future roadway projects 
listed on the funded list of both CIM 2035 and ACHD’s CIP were placed in roadway network 
year based on information contained in ACHD’s CIP. Roadway projects listed as unfunded in 
CIM 2035 and right-of- way only/unfunded  in ACHD’s CIP were not included in the roadway 
networks. 
 
Transit Service Assumptions 
Regional impacts from access to the area’s transit system were included in the emissions 
analysis. This was done within COMPASS’ travel demand model using a “mode choice” 
model. A “mode choice” model is the third step in a traditional 4-step travel demand model, 
such as the one maintained by COMPASS. It takes estimates of person trips and tries to 
predict the mode of travel the trip will use.   
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Figure 1 shows the motorized modes available to the travel demand model for assignment. 
Transit trips are assigned to a transit network input into the travel demand model. Non-
motorized trips are not assigned to a network. 
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Figure 1: COMPASS Model Travel Modes 

 
 
Currently, no major system expansion is funded for the region’s transit system in either the 
FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP or CIM 2035. Therefore, only the transit system as it exists 
today is included in the analysis through 2035. The current system includes: 
 

• Fifteen routes and approximately 688 stops with headways between 30-60 minutes in 
the Boise/Garden City service area. 

• Four Nampa and Caldwell routes with headways varying between 30 and 60 minutes. 
• Four inter-county routes (between Ada and Canyon Counties) with 30-60 minute 

headways during the morning/afternoon peak periods and 2-3 hour headways during 
off peak periods.  

 
Communities in Motion’s 2035 Chapter 6 contains more general information on the region’s 
current transit system. Specific information on the routes and schedules used to model the 
transit system can be found at Valley Regional Transit’s website: 
http://www.valleyride.org/BUSSERVICES/tabid/116/Default.aspx  
 
Emissions Modeling 
COMPASS uses EPA’s MOBILE emissions model to estimate the air quality impacts associated 
with current and future roadway networks. MOBILE (version 6.2) is still valid for emissions 
modeling; however, a new emissions model, Motor Vehicle Emissions Estimator (MoVES) was 
recently approved by the EPA. Areas have until March 2012 to convert to the new software 
(more information about MoVES can be found at 
http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/index.htm). The MOBILE model uses local data 
inputs for climate, elevation, Northern Ada County’s vehicle emissions testing program, and 
travel demand model forecasted roadway speeds to develop emission factors for specified air 
pollutants. Appendix B lists the MOBILE6.2 modeling assumptions approved by the ICC for 
use in this demonstration. These emission factors are applied to VMT forecasts from the 
travel demand model to develop motor vehicle emission estimates for regional emissions 
analyses. Appendix C shows the approved methodologies employed for the regional 
emissions analysis.  
 
In the past, specific emissions factors were developed to estimate the Canyon County vehicle 
contribution to Ada County’s VMT. Emission factors for Canyon County vehicles were 
different than those for Ada County because Ada County had a vehicle inspection 
maintenance program and Canyon County did not. In June 2010, a vehicle inspection 
maintenance program was implemented in Canyon County. Therefore, this process is no 
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longer necessary. Both counties have similar vehicle inspection and maintenance programs 
using biennial testing and a four year exemption for new vehicles. Appendix F lists the 
MOBILE6.2 model input and output files used to conduct the regional emissions analyses. All 
of these updates were presented to the ICC for review and approval.  
 
Road Dust 
Paved road dust makes up the vast majority of PM10 emissions from on-road transportation 
sources. Emissions factors for both paved road and unpaved road dust were calculated using 
the methodology developed in the Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report8. This 
methodology uses the roadway’s setting (i.e., urban vs. rural), speed, and the time of year 
to develop an emissions factor. Emissions were calculated for each roadway link in 
COMPASS’ travel demand model network. Appendix C demonstrates how the road dust 
emissions factors were calculated. 
  

                                                 
8 Etyemezian et. all, Desert Research Institute; February 15, 2002 
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2011 Baseline Scenario 

The 2011 scenario uses current-year population and employment estimates with the 2011 
roadway network and the projects given in Table 1 (Note: The numbers in the “No.” column 
are for reference only).  
 

Table 1: Projects Included in the 2011 Network for the 2011 Scenario 

No. Project Location1 Lanes Regionally 
Significant? 

Federal 
Aid? 

Exempt? Key 
No.2 

1. Eagle Rd Victory Rd - 
Ridenbaugh Canal 

5 Yes No No RD203-
07 

2. I-84 Garrity IC - Meridian 
IC 

8 Yes  Yes -
GARVE
E  

No 11489 

3. I-84 Cole / Overland IC - 
Broadway IC 

8 Yes  Yes -
GARVE
E  

No 09819/ 
09820/ 
09823 

4. Overland Rd Ten Mile Rd - Linder 
Rd 

5 Yes  No No  

5. Ten Mile Rd 
IC 

New Interchange at I-
84 and Ten Mile Rd 
between New Overland 
Rd – Franklin Rd 

NA Yes Yes –
GARVE
E/local 

No 9815/R
D0210-
01 

1IC = Interchange 
2Key No: ITD Key Numbers are from the Transportation Improvement Program and the STIP and are strictly numeric (i.e., 
6299). ACHD GIS Numbers are alphanumeric identification numbers (i.e., RD169). 

 
Table 2 shows estimated weekday VMT and PM10 emissions from the 2011 scenario. 
Emissions estimates were developed using emissions factors from MOBILE6.2 and the 
Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report. The MOBILE6.2 input and output files for 
2011 are listed in Appendix F.  Table 3 and Table 4 display the VOC and NOx emissions 
estimates respectively. VOC emissions factors were adjusted so that refueling emissions are 
not included in the estimated emissions. This is consistent with the methodology used to 
establish the VOC emissions budgets. 
 
 

Table 2: 2011 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions 

Road Type Paved Average 
Weekday VMT 

Paved Road 
Dust Emissions 

Tailpipe, Tire, 
and Brakewear 

Emissions 

Total Paved 
Road PM10 

Emitted 
 [VMT/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 2,341,846 16.17 0.10 16.27 
Ramps 136,589 1.15 0.01 1.16 
Principal Arterial 3,152,646 26.09 0.13 26.22 
Minor Arterial 1,767,196 15.40 0.07 15.47 
Collector 366,017 3.62 0.02 3.64 
Local 89,506 1.44 0.00 1.44 
Centroid Connectors 404,739 3.49 0.02 3.51 
Totals 8,258,539 67.36 0.35 67.71 
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Table 3:  2011 VOC Estimated Emissions  

Road Type Average 
Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle VOC 

Emissions 

Estimated 
VOC 

Emitted1 
 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 2,107,661 0.51 1.18 
Ramps 122,930 0.60 0.08 
Principal Arterials 2,837,382 0.55 1.71 
Minor Arterials 1,590,476 0.56 0.98 
Collectors 329,415 0.60 0.22 
Local 80,556 0.60 0.05 
Centroid Connectors 364,265 0.79 0.32 
Totals 7,432,685 NA 4.55 

                    1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used. 
  

  

Table 4: 2011 NOX Estimated Emissions  

Road Type Average 
Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle NOX 

Emissions 
Factor 

Estimated 
NOX 

Emitted1 

 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 2,107,661 1.25 2.90 
Ramps 122,930 1.08 0.15 
Principal Arterials 2,837,382 1.02 3.20 
Minor Arterials 1,590,476 1.01 1.77 
Collectors 329,415 1.03 0.37 
Local 80,556 0.90 0.08 
Centroid Connectors 364,265 1.21 0.49 
Totals 7,432,685 NA 8.96 

              1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used. 
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2015 Scenario 

The 2015 scenario uses 2015 population and employment forecasts with the 2011 roadway 
network and the projects given in Table 5 (Note: The numbers in the “No.” column are for 
reference only).  The 2015 demographic projections and allocation to TAZs represent the 
growth scenario for the update to Communities in Motion (CIM 2035).   
 

Table 5: Projects Added to the 2011 Network for the 2015 Scenario 

No. Project Location Lanes Regionally 
Significant? 

Federal 
Aid?  

Exempt? Key 
No.1 

6. 30th St (new 
road) 

Fairview Ave - State St 5 No No No RD202-
09 

7. Five Mile Rd Franklin Rd - Fairview 
Ave 

5 No Yes No F038/ 
11582 

8. Five Mile Rd Fairview Ave - Ustick 
Rd 

5 No No No RD195A 

9. Franklin Rd  Touchmark Way  
(~1000’ east of Eagle 
Rd) - Five Mile Rd  

5  Yes  Yes No RD282/ 
77737/1
2062 

10 Franklin Rd  Ten Mile Rd - Linder 
Rd 

5 Yes No No RC0165 

11 Hill Rd 
Extension 

State St - Horseshoe 
Bend Rd 

3 No No No RD308 

12 I-84 Franklin Blvd - Garrity 
IC 

6 Yes  Yes -
GARVE
E  

No 10916 

13 Meridian Rd & 
Main St 
(Phase 2 of 
split corridor) 

Franklin - Fairview Ave  5 Yes No No RD205-
07 

14 SH 16 River 
Crossing 

Connect SH 16 from 
SH 44 to US 20/26  

4 Yes  Yes -
GARVE
E 

No 11236 

15 Ten Mile Rd Cherry Ln - Ustick Rd 5 No No No RD188 
16 Ustick Rd Meridian Rd – Locust 

Grove Rd 
5 Yes No No RD202-

37 
17 Ustick Rd Locust Grove Rd – 

Leslie Dr 
5 Yes No No RD205-

05 
18 Ustick Rd Duane Dr (1/4 mile 

east of Eagle Rd– Five 
Mile Rd) 

5 No No No RD202/
RD205-
04 

1Key No: ITD Key Numbers are from the Transportation Improvement Program and the STIP and are strictly numeric (i.e., 
6299).ACHD GIS Numbers are alphanumeric identification numbers (i.e., RD169). Blanks indicate an ITD Key or ACHD GIS 
number has yet to be assigned. 
 
Table 6 shows estimated weekday VMT and PM10 emissions for the 2015 scenario. Emissions 
estimates were developed using emissions factors from MOBILE6.2 and the Treasure Valley Road 
Dust Study: Final Report. The MOBILE6.2 input and output files for 2015 are listed in the 
Appendix F.  Table 7 and Table 8 display the VOC and NOx emissions estimates respectively. VOC 
emissions factors were adjusted so that refueling emissions are not included in the estimated 
emissions. This is consistent with the methodology used to establish the VOC emissions budgets. 
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Table 6: 2015 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions 

Road Type Paved Average 
Weekday VMT 

Paved Road 
Dust Emissions 

Tailpipe, Tire, 
and Brakewear 

Emissions 

Total Paved 
Road PM10 

Emitted 
 [VMT/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 2,777,586 19.87 0.10 19.97 
Ramps 149,283 1.25 0.01 1.26 
Principal Arterial 3,711,992 31.28 0.13 31.41 
Minor Arterial 2,143,150 18.95 0.08 19.03 
Collector 415,615 4.10 0.01 4.11 
Local 115,264 1.88 0.00 1.88 
Centroid Connectors 471,376 4.11 0.02 4.13 

Totals 9,784,265 81.44 0.35 81.79 
 
 

Table 7:  2015 VOC Estimated Emissions  

Road Type Average 
Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle VOC 

Emissions 

Estimated 
VOC 

Emitted1 
 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 2,499,827 0.39 1.06 
Ramps 134,355 0.44 0.07 
Principal Arterials 3,340,793 0.41 1.52 
Minor Arterials 1,928,835 0.42 0.89 
Collectors 374,053 0.45 0.19 
Local 103,737 0.44 0.05 
Centroid Connectors 424,239 0.59 0.28 

Totals 8,805,839 NA 4.05 
                    1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used. 
  

  

Table 8: 2015 NOX Estimated Emissions  

Road Type Average 
Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle NOX 

Emissions 
Factor 

Estimated 
NOX 

Emitted1 

 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 2,499,827 0.75 2.07 
Ramps 134,355 0.66 0.10 
Principal Arterials 3,340,793 0.63 2.33 
Minor Arterials 1,928,835 0.62 1.33 
Collectors 374,053 0.64 0.26 
Local 103,737 0.64 0.06 
Centroid Connectors 424,239 0.74 0.35 
Totals 8,805,839 NA 6.50 

              1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used. 
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2025 Scenario 

The 2025 scenario uses 2025 population and employment estimates with the 2015 roadway 
network and the projects given in Table 9 (Note: The numbers in the “No.” column are for 
reference only).  The 2025 demographic projections and allocation to TAZs represent the 
growth scenario for the update to Communities in Motion (CIM 2035).   

 

Table 9: Projects Added to the 2015 network for the 2025 Scenario 

No. Project Location Lanes Regionally 
Significant? 

Federal 
Aid?1* 

Exempt? Key 
No.2 

19 36th St Hill Rd - Cartwright Rd 3 No No No  

20 Adams St Improved connection 
36th to 37th St (Clay 
St) 

3 No No Yes RD208-08 

21 Avalon Rd 
(Kuna Rd) 

Linder Rd - Orchard St 5 No TBD No  

22 Cloverdale Rd Ustick Rd – Chinden 
Blvd 

5 No No No RD207-13 
/RC0092 

23 Cloverdale Rd Franklin Rd – Ustick 
Rd 

5 No No No RD202-14 
/ RC0087 

24 Cloverdale Rd Overland Rd - Franklin 
Rd 

5 No No No  

25 Cloverdale Rd Amity Rd – Overland 
Rd 

5 No No No  

26 Cloverdale Rd Lake Hazel Rd – Amity 
Rd 

5 No No No  

27 Cloverdale Rd Columbia Rd – Lake 
Hazel Rd 

5 No No No  

28 Cole Rd I-84 Ramps – Franklin 
Rd 

5 Yes  No No RD207-16 

29 Cole Rd Lake Hazel Rd - 
Victory Rd 

5 Yes  No No  

30 Fairview Ave Meridian Rd  - Locust 
Grove Rd 

7 Yes  No No RC0135  

31 Fairview Ave Locust Grove Rd – 
Eagle Rd 

7 Yes  No No RC0133 

32 Fairview Ave Eagle Rd – Cloverdale 
Rd 

7 Yes  No No RC0130 

33 Fairview Ave Cloverdale Rd - Five 
Mile Rd 

7 Yes  No No RC0127 

34 Fairview Ave Five Mile Rd - Maple 
Grove Rd 

7 Yes  No No RC0131 

35 Fairview Ave Maple Grove Rd - Cole 
Rd 

7 Yes  No No RD207-17 

36 Fairview Ave Cole Rd - Orchard St 
(or east of Curtis Rd) 

7 Yes  No No  

37 Franklin Rd Black Cat Rd – Ten 
Mile Rd 

5 Yes  Yes No RC0152 
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38 Franklin Rd McDermott Rd - Black 
Cat Rd 

5 Yes No No  

39 Maple Grove 
Rd 

Lake Hazel – Victory 
Rd 

5 No No Yes - Safety 
(40CFR93.126
) 

 

40 Lake Hazel Rd 
Extension 

Cole Rd - Pleasant 
Valley Rd 

5 Yes No No  

41 Lake Hazel Rd Locust Grove Rd – 
Cole Rd 

5 Yes No No  

42 Linder Rd  Franklin Rd - Ustick Rd 5 No No No RD077 

43 Linder Rd Ustick Rd to Chinden 
Blvd 

5  No No No  

44 McMillan Rd Locust Grove Rd - 
Eagle Rd 

5 No No No RC0240 

45 Pine St Eagle Rd - Cloverdale 
Rd 

5 No No No  

46 Ten Mile Rd Victory Rd – Overland 
Rd  

5 Yes  TBD No RC0299 

47 Ten Mile Rd Ustick Rd - Chinden 
Blvd 

5 No TBD No  

48 Ustick Rd Black Cat Rd – Ten 
Mile Rd 

5 Yes TBD No  

49 Victory Rd Maple Grove Rd - Cole Rd 5 No TBD No  
1 The fiscal constraints of a long-range plan are more flexible than those of a TIP. Therefore, TBD means To Be Determined, as 
a funding source has not been identified. 
2Key No:  ITD Key Numbers are from the Transportation Improvement Program and the STIP and are strictly numeric 
(i.e., 6299). ACHD GIS Numbers are alphanumeric identification numbers (i.e., RD169). Blanks indicate an ITD Key or ACHD 
GIS number has yet to be assigned. 
 
 

Table 10 shows estimated weekday VMT and PM10 emissions for the 2025 scenario. 
Emissions estimates were developed using MOBILE6.2 generated emissions factors and the 
Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report.  The MOBILE6.2 input and output files are 
listed in the Appendix E. Table 11 and Table 12 display the VOC and NOx emissions 
estimates respectively.  
 

Table 10: 2025 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions 

Road Type Paved Average 
Weekday VMT 

Paved Road 
Dust Emissions 

Tailpipe, Tire, 
and Brakewear 

Emissions 

Total Paved 
Road PM10 

Emitted 
 [VMT/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 3,761,647 26.14 0.12 26.26 
Ramps 178,782 1.50 0.01 1.51 
Principal Arterial 5,366,156 44.92 0.17 45.09 
Minor Arterial 3,370,752 29.28 0.10 29.38 
Collector 632,292 6.00 0.02 6.02 
Local 226,869 3.94 0.01 3.95 
Centroid Connectors 616,315 5.21 0.02 5.23 

Totals 14,152,812 116.99 0.44 117.43 
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Table 11:  2025 VOC Estimated Emissions  

Road Type Average Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle 

VOC Emissions 

Estimated 
VOC Emitted1 

 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 3,385,483 0.24 0.91 
Ramps 160,903 0.27 0.05 
Principal Arterials 4,829,540 0.27 1.42 
Minor Arterials 3,033,676 0.27 0.90 
Collectors 569,063 0.28 0.18 
Local 204,182 0.28 0.06 
Centroid Connectors 554,683 0.40 0.24 

Totals 12,737,530 NA 3.77 
    1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used.  
 

Table 12: 2025 NOX Estimated Emissions 

Road Type Average Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle 

NOX Emissions 

NOX Emitted1 

 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 3,385,483 0.30 1.11 
Ramps 160,903 0.31 0.06 
Principal Arterials 4,829,540 0.28 1.48 
Minor Arterials 3,033,676 0.28 0.93 
Collectors 569,063 0.28 0.18 
Local 204,182 0.24 0.05 
Centroid Connectors 554,683 0.33 0.20 

Totals 12,737,530 NA 4.02 
     1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used. 
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2035 Scenario 
The 2035 growth scenario was developed as part of the update to Communities in Motion 
(CIM 2035). These forecasts were reviewed and recommended for approval by the DAC on 
February 4, 2010, and approved by the COMPASS Board March 15, 2010. The population 
and employment forecasts were analyzed with a 2035 roadway network. The 2035 network 
is comprised of the 2025 travel demand model network and the projects listed in Table 13. 
(Note: The numbers in the “No.” column are for reference only).   

 

Table 13: Projects Added to the 2025 Network for the 2035 Scenario 

No. Project Location Lanes Regionally 
Significant? 

Federal 
Aid?1 

Exempt? Key No.2 

50. 36th St Extend 36th St from existing 
to Cartwright Rd and Bogus 
Basin Rd 

3 No No Yes - Safety 
(40CFR93.126
) 

RD307 
 

51. Amity Rd McDermott Rd -Meridian Rd 3 Yes  TBD No  

52. Amity Rd Meridian Rd - Eagle Rd 5 No  TBD No  

53. Emerald St  Curtis Rd -Orchard St 5  No TBD No  

54. Executive St / 
Presidential 

 3 lane couplet with 
Presidential 

N.A. No No No  

55. Federal Way South of SH 21 - Isaac 
Canyon IC 

5  No Develop
er 
Funded 

No  

56. Overland Rd New 
Extension 

Black Cat Rd – Ten Mile Rd 5 Yes TBD No  

57. State St Glenwood St – 36th St  7 Yes  TBD No  

58. Ten Mile Rd Lake Hazel - Victory Rd 5 Yes TBD No  

59. Ustick Rd Star Rd – Black Cat Rd 5 Yes TBD No  

60. Ustick Rd Ten Mile Rd – Meridian Rd 5 Yes TBD No  
1 The fiscal constraints of a long-range plan are more flexible than those of a TIP. Therefore, TBD means To Be Determined, as 
a funding source has not been identified. 
2Key No:  ITD Key Numbers are from the Transportation Improvement Program and the STIP and are strictly numeric 
(i.e., 6299). ACHD GIS Numbers are alphanumeric identification numbers (i.e., RD169). Blanks indicate an ITD Key or ACHD 
GIS number has yet to be assigned. 

 
Table 14 shows estimated weekday VMT and PM10 emissions for the 2035 “Community 
Choices” scenario. Emissions estimates were developed using MOBILE6.2 generated 
emissions factors and the Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report.  The MOBILE6.2 
input and output files for 2035 are listed in the Appendix F. Table 15 and Table 16 display 
the VOC and NOx emissions estimates respectively.  
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Table 14: 2035 Paved Road PM10 Estimated Emissions 

Road Type Paved Average 
Weekday VMT 

Paved Road 
Dust Emissions 

Tailpipe, Tire, 
and Brakewear 

Emissions 

Total Paved 
Road PM10 

Emitted 
 [VMT/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 4,568,576 31.40 0.14 31.54 
Ramps 202,427 1.70 0.01 1.71 
Principal Arterial 6,816,393 56.85 0.21 57.06 
Minor Arterial 4,367,649 37.89 0.13 38.02 
Collector 843,185 7.89 0.03 7.92 
Local 323,397 5.60 0.01 5.61 
Centroid 
Connectors 760,715 6.38 0.02 6.40 
Totals 17,882,342 147.71 0.54 148.25 

 

Table 15:  2035 VOC Estimated Emissions  

Road Type Average Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle 

VOC Emissions 
Factor 

Estimated 
VOC Emitted1 

 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 4,111,719 0.24 1.07 
Ramps 182,184 0.26 0.05 
Principal Arterials 6,134,754 0.27 1.81 
Minor Arterials 3,930,884 0.26 1.14 
Collectors 758,866 0.27 0.23 
Local 291,057 0.27 0.09 
Centroid Connectors 684,644 0.38 0.29 
Totals 16,094,108 NA 4.68 

  1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used. 
  
 

Table 16: 2035 NOx Estimated Emissions 

Road Type Average Daily 
VMT 

Ada County 
Vehicle 

NOX Emissions 
Factor 

NOX Emitted1 

 [VMT/day] [g/mile] [Tons/day] 

Interstate 4,111,719 0.23 1.03 
Ramps 182,184 0.25 0.05 
Principal Arterials 6,134,754 0.22 1.50 
Minor Arterials 3,930,884 0.22 0.96 
Collectors 758,866 0.22 0.19 
Local 291,057 0.18 0.06 
Centroid Connectors 684,644 0.26 0.20 
Totals 16,094,108 NA 3.98 

        1 A conversion factor of 907,184.74 grams per ton was used.  
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Unpaved Road Dust 
Unpaved roads are not included in any of COMPASS’ model networks therefore the Treasure 
Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report assumed unpaved roadways are traveled at an average 
speed of 25 miles per hour. This assumption results in a constant emissions factor of 
approximately 0.315 pounds road dust emissions per vehicle mile traveled on unpaved 
roadways. Table 17 displays the information used to estimate the PM10 emissions from 
unpaved roads. Average daily trips on unpaved roadways in Ada County were assumed, as in 
past demonstrations, to be 120 vehicles per day. 
 

Table 17: Unpaved Road Dust PM10 Emissions 
Analysis Year1 Average Daily 

Traffic 
Unpaved Roads 

[Miles] 
Unpaved VMT 

[VMT/day] 
Unpaved Road 

Dust Emissions 
[Tons/day] 

2011 120 73.76         8,851 1.30 
2015 120 65.96         7,915 1.16 
2025 120 50.36         6,043 0.89 
2035 120 34.76         4,171 0.61 

Note: In 1999, the Total Unpaved Roads=106.38 miles, including 65.07 miles of roads and 41.31 miles of alleys.  
Assume 120 trips/day on unpaved roads (ICF Kaiser PM10 Report 10/97)  
Future unpaved road inventory decreases due to ACHD commitment to an ongoing program of paving unpaved 
roads.  
1  2005 Unpaved Road =80.0 miles, based on information from ACHD staff Summer2004. Future Year Unpaved 
Roads based on interpolated road paving rate of 1.95% per year from 2005. 
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Carbon Monoxide Emissions 
 

To satisfy IDEQ requirements, a regional CO emissions analysis was conducted using EPA’s 
MOBILE emissions factor model and the COMPASS travel demand model. Specific information 
on the models and their inputs can be found in previous sections of this document. “Build” 
emissions were estimated and compared to “no build” emissions estimates. A “build” scenario 
estimates emissions for a given analysis year assuming the appropriate programmed/planned 
roadway/transit projects have been constructed. Conversely, a “no build” scenario estimates 
emissions for a given analysis year using the transportation system as it exists in the base 
year (e.g. before programmed or planned projects are built). Both the “build” and “no build” 
scenarios are based on the CIM 2035 growth assumptions. This comparison provides the CO 
emissions impacts to the region from the planned transportation system. 
 
As a supplement to the “build/no build” analysis, CO “build” emissions are compared to 
emissions forecasts published in both the Limited Maintenance Plan and Request for 
Redesignation to Attainment for the Northern Ada County Carbon Monoxide Not-Classified 
Nonattainment Area and the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and 
Redesignation Request. This information is intended to aid air quality planning efforts when 
determining the need for CO mitigation measures.  
 
Build Scenarios 
The “build” scenarios use transportation networks and demographic assumption specific to the 
analysis year. These are the same scenarios used to estimate PM10, NOX, and VOC emissions. 
Table 1, Table 5, Table 9, and Table 13 provide more detailed information on the roadway 
projects used to develop the “build” scenario networks. Table 18 shows the “build” CO 
emissions estimates for 2011, 2015, 2025, and 2035. 
 

Table 18: “Build” Scenario Average Daily VMT and CO Emissions 

 Year 
2011 2015 2025 2035 

Average Daily “Build” VMT 
 

7,432,685 8,805,839 12,737,530 16,094,108 

“Build” CO Emissions (Ton/day) 93.91 96.40 118.18 145.29 
 
No Build Scenarios 
The “no build” scenarios use the 2011 (baseline) transportation network with the demographic 
assumption specific to the analysis year. Table 1 provides more detailed information on the 
roadway projects included in the 2010 transportation network. Table 19 gives the “no build” 
CO emissions estimates for 2015, 2025, and 2035. 
 

Table 19: “No Build” Scenario Average Daily VMT and CO Emissions 

 Year 
2015 2025 2035 

Average Daily “No Build” VMT 
 

8,865,222 12,840,347 16,274,636 

“No Build” CO Emissions 
(Ton/day) 

96.36 118.84 147.13 
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III. CONCLUSIONS 
 

PM10 Budget Test 
 

Figure 2 shows the results of the PM10 budget test for the CIM 2035 and FY 2011-2015 
Regional TIP. 

 

Figure 2: Results of PM10 Budget Test 

 
 
The results of the budget test show that the emissions impacts associated with the planned 
improvements to the Northern Ada County transportation system (projects listed in Table 1, 
Table 5, Table 9, and Table 13) will not exceed the PM10 emissions budgets established by 
the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request.   
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VOC Budget Test 
 
Figure 3 shows the results of the VOC budget test for the CIM 2035 and FY 2011-2015 
Regional TIP. 
 

Figure 3: Results of VOC Budget Test 

 
 
The results of the budget test shows that the emissions impacts associated with the planned 
improvements to the Northern Ada County transportation system (projects listed in Table 1, 
Table 5, Table 9, and Table 13) will not exceed the VOC emissions budgets established by 
the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request.   
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NOX Budget Test 
 

Figure 4 shows the results of the NOX budget test for the draft CIM 2035 and FY 2011-2015 
Regional TIP. 
 

Figure 4: Results of NOx Budget Test 

 

 
The results of the budget test shows that the emissions impacts associated with the planned 
improvements to the Northern Ada County transportation system (projects listed in Table 1,, 
Table 5, Table 9, and Table 13) will not exceed the NOX emissions budgets established by 
the Northern Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request.   
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CO Planning Analyses 
 
Build/No Build Emissions Comparison: 
Figure 5 shows the comparison between the “build” and “no build” emissions scenarios for 
each analysis year.  Again, the purpose of these comparisons is not to demonstrate 
conformity to the CO Limited Maintenance Plan, but rather to facilitate good air quality 
planning in Northern Ada County.  
 

Figure 5: Results of CO Build/No Build Comparison 

 

 

The comparisons show an increase in CO emissions for the “build” scenario in 2015 but slight 
decreases for 2025 and 2035. These increases in CO emission estimates are due to a 
reduction in roadway congestion, which increased network speeds in the COMPASS model. 
CO emissions factors are very sensitive to speed. As Figure 6 shows, MOBILE6.2 CO 
emissions factors decreases as speed increases until approximately 35 miles per hour. 
However, when speeds increase above 40 miles per hour, MOBILE6.2 CO emissions factors 
begin to increase. 
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Figure 6: Effect of Average Speed on CO Emissions for Freeway Facility Types 
(Adapted from Figure 28 of EPA’s Sensitivity Analysis of MOBILE6, EPA420-R-02-035, 
December 2002). 

 
As a result of this analysis, IDEQ could require CO mitigation measures. However, COMPASS’ 
past work with several local governments to mitigate open burning impacts may be 
considered more than adequate to offset the CO emissions increases forecasted in “build” 
scenarios.  
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Emissions Inventory Comparisons: 
To aid in the evaluation of the CO impacts related to the FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP, “build” 
emissions are compared to the on-road mobile portions of two relevant IDEQ emissions 
inventories in Figure 7. On-road mobile CO emissions estimates were developed by IDEQ for 
both the Limited Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation to Attainment for the 
Northern Ada County Carbon Monoxide Not-Classified Nonattainment Area and the Northern 
Ada County PM10 SIP Maintenance Plan and Redesignation Request.  
 

Figure 7: Comparison of the CO “Build” Scenario to the CO and PM10 Inventories 

 

*From Table VI.H-4 in Appendix A of the Limited Maintenance Plan and Request for Redesignation to 
Attainment for the Northern Ada County Carbon Monoxide Not-Classified Nonattainment Area. Inventory 
forecasts for 2010 are compared to 2011, 2015, 2025, and 2035 emissions estimates.  
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Glossary of Acronyms 

 
ACHD  Ada County Highway District 
CALTrans  California Department of Transportation 
CIM  Communities in Motion 
CIP  ACHD’s Capital Improvement Plan 
CO  Carbon Monoxide 
COMPASS  Community Planning Association of Southwest Idaho 
DAC  Demographic Advisory Committee 
EPA  US. Environmental Protection Agency 
g  Grams 
IC  Interchange 
ICC  Northern Ada County Interagency Consultation Committee on Transportation 

Conformity 
IDEQ  Idaho Department of Environmental Quality 
ITD  Idaho Transportation Department 
kg  Kilograms 
MOBILE 6.2  EPA’s on-road emissions model  
mph  Miles Per Hour 
MPO  Metropolitan Planning Organization 
mps  Meters Per Second 
NAAQS  National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
NOx  Oxides of Nitrogen 
PM10  Particulate Matter with a diameter less than 10 micrometers (i.e. 1x10-6) (Coarse 

particulate matter) 
SH  State Highway 
SIP  State Implementation Plan 
STIP  State Transportation Improvement Program 
TAZ  Traffic Analysis Zone 
TCM  Transportation Control Measure 
TIP  Transportation Improvement Program 
TMAC  Transportation Modeling Advisory Committee 
TPD  Tons Per Day 
VKT  Vehicle Kilometers of Travel 
VMT  Vehicle Miles of Travel 
VOC  Volatile Organic Compounds 
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Appendix A: Northern Ada County PM10 and CO Maintenance Area 
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Legal Description for Ada County CO Nonattainment Area 
 
The legal description of the area boundaries is as follows: 

• Beginning at a point in the center of the channel of the Boise River 
where the section line between Sections 15 and 16 of Township 3 
North, Range 4 East, crosses the Boise River. 

 
Northern Boundary 

• Thence down the center of the channel of the Boise River to a point 
opposite the mouth of Mores Creek. 

• Thence in a straight-line going 44 degrees north and 38 minutes west 
until said line intersects the north line of Township 5 North in Range 1 
East. 

• Thence west to the northwest corner of Section 6, Township 5 North, 
Range 1 West. 

 
Western Boundary 

• Thence south to the northwest corner of Section 6, Township 3 North, 
Range 1 West. 

• Thence east to the northeast corner of Section 5, Township3 North, 
Range 1 West. 

• Thence south to the southeast corner of Section 32, Township 2 North, 
Range 1 West. 

• Thence west to the northwest corner of Section 6, Township 1 North, 
Range 1 West. 

• Thence south to the southwest corner of Section 31, Township 1 
North, Range 1 West. 

 
Southern Boundary 

• Thence east to the southeast corner of Section 33, Township 1 North, 
Range 4 East. 

 
Eastern Boundary 

• Thence north to the point of beginning. 
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Appendix B: Approved Modeling Assumptions 
Table 20: FY 2011-2015 Regional TIP MOBILE Model Input Assumptions 

Parameter: Proposed FY 2011-2015 TIP: 
Previously 
Presented:  Note: 

Fleet Mix 
EPA MOBILE6.2 defaults, based on national fleet 
mix data. 

Same  

UPDATED  
Inspection and Maintenance 
Program  

Two annual programs:  
1) Two speed test (idle and 2500 RPM) for pre 

1996 vehicles only. Waiver Rates (pre 1981 & 
1981 or newer) = 1.0% and 1.0%; Stringency 
(pre 1981 only) = 27.0%. 

2) OBDII test for 1996 and newer vehicles. 
Waiver Rates = 0.0% and 1.0%.   

3) Compliance rate for both programs = 98.0%.   
4) 4-year grace period for new vehicles – 

effective January 1, 2010. 
5) Biennial testing – effective January 1, 2010. 

4 and 5 are 
new 

Data acquired from Department of Environmental Quality 
and confirmed by Dennis Turner, Air Quality Board, on April 
13, 2010.  

Anti-Tamper Program 

Annual check for gasoline vehicles. Model years 
1981 and newer are checked for tampering with: 
air pump, catalyst, fuel inlet restrictor, exhaust 
gas recirculation and the gas cap. Compliance rate 
is 98.0%. 

Same 
Data acquired from/confirmed by Dennis Turner, Air Quality 
Board, on 3-1-2007. 

Min/Max Temperature 
Winter = 28.95 / 47.46 F   
Summer = 49.29 / 78.18 F 

Same 

Although these temperatures are different from the ones 
used in the PM10 Maintenance Plan, they have been used 
for conformity since at least 2004. ITD’s Project Level Air 
Quality screening document uses different temperatures for 
project screening purposes. 

Fuel Reid Vapor Pressure  
Winter = 15.0 
Summer = 8.6 

Same   

Diesel Fuel Sulfur Content 
500 ppm until 2010   
15 ppm after 2010 

Same 
Diesel fuel sulfur content will be reduced to 15 ppm by 
2010 as per federal fuel standards. 

Facility Speeds 

Based on the weighted average model speeds for 
interstates, interstate ramps, principle arterials, 
minor arterials, collectors, local roads, and 
centroid connectors. 

Same 
Per PM10 Maintenance Plan Methodology (see Attachment 
2). 

Fuel Program 3 = Conventional Gasoline West Same 
Applies one of two phase-in schedules for the Tier 2 sulfur 
fuel standards for years after 1999. 

Absolute Humidity 
Winter = 24.87%   
Summer = 43.05% 

Same 
Although these values are different from the ones used in 
the PM10 Maintenance Plan, they have been used for 
conformity since at least 2004. 

Seasonal Evaluation  Average of winter and summer emissions factors Same 
Winter emissions will be for years 2010, 2011, 2014, 2016, 
2026, and 2031. This will allow us to take credit for some 
fleet turnover in November and December. 
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Appendix C: Summary of the Approved Regional Emissions Analysis 
Methodologies 

 
Budget Tests: A Budget Test was used to demonstrate conformity of the FY 2011-
2015 Regional TIP for NOx, VOC, and PM10. The test used the PM10 Maintenance 
Plan’s annual emissions estimation methodology. This method developed an annual 
average emissions factor by averaging summer and winter emissions factors for 
each pollutant. These annual average emissions factors were then used with 
forecasted VMT from the travel demand model to calculate annual average 
emissions in tons per day.  
 
CO Analysis: “Build” and “no build” emissions were estimated using winter 
emissions factors for CO and average daily VMT as per the emissions inventory in 
the CO Limited Maintenance Plan. 
 
VOC Emissions Adjustment: Refueling emissions were not included in the VOC 
analyses. The supporting on-road emissions inventory calculations for the PM10 
Maintenance Plan removed more than refueling emissions from VOC estimates. 
However, this was done inconsistently and COMPASS staff is unable to determine 
exactly how VOC emissions were calculated. Therefore, all evaporative VOC 
emissions, excluding refueling emissions, were included in the VOC emissions 
estimates. This was done by calculating the seasonal VOC emissions factors using 
MOBILE6.2 and the following equation: 
 

EFadj = 
∑
=

27

1X {(EFX – REX) * Fx} 
 
Where: 
EFadj = Adjusted VOC emissions factor (in grams VOC/mile) for a given 
roadway type 
X = MOBILE6.2 vehicle classification (27 classifications based on gross 

vehicle weight and fuel type) 
EFx = Total VOC emission factor (tailpipe + evaporative, in grams VOC/mile) 

for a specific vehicle class on a given roadway type 
REX = Refueling VOC emissions factor for a specific vehicle class (in grams 

VOC/mile) 
Fx = Fraction of vehicle class X in total fleet 
 

The adjusted emissions factors were then used to produce the VOC emissions 
estimates.  
 
PM Emissions: PM10 emissions were calculated using average weekday VMT, not 
average daily VMT, per the Northern Ada County PM10 Maintenance Plan. 
 
CO Planning Analysis: A “build/no build” test was conducted using winter emissions 
factors for CO instead of annual average. Average daily VMT was used to calculate 
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CO emissions. In addition, CO emissions estimates were compared to those in the 
CO Limited Maintenance Plan emissions inventory and the PM10 Maintenance Plan. A 
CO planning analysis is not required by the Federal Highway Administration, but is a 
requirement of the CO Limited Maintenance Plan.   
 
Methodology for Determining MOBILE Model Facility Speeds:Speeds for each link in 
the travel demand model are VMT weighted by multiplying the congested speed of 
the link by its corresponding distance and daily volume: 

SWL = SL * VMTL 

Where: 

SWL = VMT weights containing speed for each link (miles2/ hour)  

SL = Congested speed of the link (miles/hour) 

VMTL = Weekday VMT for the link (miles) 

 
 The daily VMT and the VMT weights containing speed are then summed for each of 
the 7 modeled facility types: 

SWT = 
∑

n

LSW
1  

VMTT = 
∑

n

LVMT
1  

  

Where: 

SWT = Total VMT weights containing speed for a given facility type (miles2/ hour) 

VMTT  = Total weekday VMT of a given facility type (miles) 

n = number of links for a given facility type 

 

To arrive at a final speed for each travel demand model facility, the total VMT 
weight containing speed for each facility type is divided by the total VMT of a given 
facility type:  

 

SM = T

T

VMT
SW

 

Where: 

SM = Speed used in MOBLIE 6.2 for a given facility type (miles/hour) 

 

This was the methodology used to develop the on-road portion of the PM10 
Maintenance Plan’s emission inventory and motor vehicle emissions budgets.  

MOBILE6.2 Modeling of Facility Types: 
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Travel Demand Model Interstate = MOBILE6.2 Freeways 

Travel Demand Model Principal Arterials = MOBILE6.2 Arterial 

Travel Demand Model Minor Arterials = MOBILE6.2 Arterial 

Travel Demand Model Collectors = MOBILE6.2 Arterial 

Travel Demand Model Local Roads: For local facility types MOBILE6.2 assigns a 
speed of 12.9 mph. However travel demand model speeds of local roads are well 
above 12.9 mph. Therefore emissions factors for local roads are calculated using 
the ratios of three MOBILE6.2 generated emissions factors: 

 

EFlocal = EFAS 

AL

L

EF
EF

×  

Where: 

EFLocal = Emissions factor for local roads (grams/mile) 

EFAS = The MOBILE6.2 emissions factor for local roads modeled as an arterial 
(grams/mile) 

EFL = The MOBILE6.2 emissions factor for local roads modeled as a local road 
(grams/mile) 

EFAL = The MOBILE6.2 emissions factor for local roads modeled as an arterial at a 
speed of 12.9 mph (grams/mile) 

 

Travel Demand Model Ramps: For freeway ramps, MOBILE6.2 assigns a speed of 
34.6 mph. This was accepted and used for the PM10 Maintenance Plan’s emissions 
inventory.  
 
Travel Demand Model Centroid Connectors = MOBILE6.2 Arterial. Note: Centroid 
connectors are more representative of a MOBILE6.2 local roadway than a 
MOBILE6.2 arterial. The travel demand model speeds of most centroid connectors 
are close to 15 mph, while the speeds of local roadways are closer to those found 
on minor arterials and collectors. However, an analysis conducted as part of the 
FY2004-2008 Northern Ada County TIP regional emissions analysis showed 
changing the emissions estimation methodology to have an insignificant impact on 
the analysis.  
 
 

Road Dust Emissions  

 
In February 2002, Desert Research Institute (DRI) completed a study of fugitive 
road dust emissions from paved and unpaved roadways in Ada and Canyon 
Counties (Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report, Etyemezian et. all, DRI; 
February 15, 2002). It was included in Appendix F of the PM10 Maintenance Plan 
and used to establish the PM10 motor vehicle emissions budget for Ada County. 
Section 5 of the report yielded a more current and area specific emissions 
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estimation methodology. It estimates emissions using roadway speeds and an 
empirically derived emissions potentials: 
 
Unpaved Roads: 

x
TSC sCb −×= ,,  

Where: 
b = Roadway emissions potential (grams PM10/VKT/mps) 

TSCC ,,  = Constant assumed to be 8.58 grams PM10/VKT/mps for dry unpaved 

roads in Ada County (Section 5.2 of the Treasure Valley Road Dust 
Study: Final Report) 

xs− = Dry emissions multiplier used to account for snow cover and 
precipitation on unpaved roads in Ada County (Table 5-11 of the 
Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report) 

                                     

Because unpaved roads are not included in COMPASS’ model networks, the 
Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report assumed unpaved roadway speeds 
to be 25 miles per hour (11.2 mps). The result is a constant emissions factor of 
0.31 pounds road dust per mile traveled for unpaved roadways. Average daily trips 
on unpaved roadways in Ada County can be assumed, as in past regional emissions 
analyses, to be 120 vehicles per day. Paving is assumed to occur in Ada County at 
a rate of 1.95% a year, based on data from ACHD.  

 

Table 5-11 of the Treasure Valley Road Dust Study: Final Report yields a winter dry 
emissions multiplier (s-x) of 0.77 and a summer value equal to 0.90. In the past it 
appears that incorrect winter and summer multipliers of 0.91 and 0.94 were used in 
this calculation. These values result if paved road emissions multipliers from Table 
5-4 are mistakenly used.  

 
Paved Roads: 
 

x
TSC sCb −×= ,,

 
Where: 
b = Roadway emissions potential (grams PM10/VKT/mps) 

TSCC ,,  = Constant dependant on county, setting, and season (grams 

PM10/VKT/mps) 
S = Posted speed of the roadway (mps) 
x = Empirically derived exponent dependant on county, setting, and season 
(1/mps)  

 
 
Table 5-1 in the Treasure Valley Road Dust Study contains values used in the 
equation above. DRI found CC,S,T for paved residential/local roadways to be 
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independent of speed (x = 0). However, paved residential roadway emissions 
potentials were still seasonally dependant.  
 
In order to calculate road dust emissions, emissions factors were calculated for Ada 
County’s paved urban rural roadways during both summer and winter seasons: 
 

sbEF TSTS ×= ,,   
Where: 

=TSEF , Roadway PM10 emissions factor per setting and season (grams 

PM10/VKT) 
TSb ,  = Roadway emissions potential per setting and season (grams 

PM10/VKT/mps) 
S = Posted speed of the roadway (mps) 

 
Individual link speeds and DRI’s urban/rural setting designations were used to 
calculate paved road emissions factors for each roadway link in COMPASS’ travel 
demand model network. Posted speed, in miles per hour (mph), are converted to 
meters per second (mps) using a conversion factor of 0.447.  
 
Because paved road dust emissions factors change with the seasons, two emissions 
factors were calculated for each link: a winter factor and a summer factor. Each of 
these seasonal emissions factors was then adjusted to account for precipitation 
effects (7% reduction in the summer and 9% reduction in the winter). The seasonal 
emissions factors adjusted for precipitation effects were then combined, using 0.25 
as the fraction of the year the winter scenario applies and 0.75 as the fraction of 
the year that is summer. This results in one composite emissions factor per 
roadway link.  
 
PM10 emissions for each link were then calculated by applying the emissions factor 
to average weekday vehicle kilometers traveled (VKT) of the link: 
 
 

LLCLPM VKTEFE ×= ,,10  
 
Where: 

LPME ,10 = PM10 emissions for a given link (grams PM10/day) 
LCEF , = Composite PM10 emissions factor for a given link (grams PM10/VKT) 

LVKT = Average weekday vehicle kilometers traveled for the link (VKT) 
 

Conversion factors of 1.6 kilometers/mile and 907,184.74 grams/ton were applied 
to get a result in ton PM10/day. 
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Appendix D: COMPASS’ Travel Demand Forecast Model 
 
Introduction 
Regional transportation planning is a complicated process that requires looking 20 
years into the future.  The Community Planning Association (COMPASS) uses a 
computer model to forecast traffic conditions and identify transportation system 
impacts for specific years in the future. The model uses forecasted conditions 
including the planned improvements to the roadway network as well as land-use 
assumptions about where growth will occur. 
 
COMPASS’ Transportation Model Advisory Committee (TMAC) guides COMPASS staff 
in the research, development, and review of the model as well as recommends 
improvements and/or enhancements to the model and its input data.  TMAC is 
made up of representatives from COMPASS’ many member agencies and appointed 
transportation/land use/air quality professionals who serve on a voluntary basis. 
 
COMPASS’ current travel demand forecast model was calibrated and validated for 
2002 conditions. It was calibrated with data from a household travel characteristics 
study performed and completed in 2002. This survey obtained information about 
the number of trips, travel time, and trip purpose by travel mode and time-of-day 
from more than 2,600 Treasure Valley households. It was validated with traffic 
count data for 2002/2003. TMAC approved the use of the 2002 calibrated travel 
demand model on June 29, 2004.  
 
Shortly after the 2002 model was developed, COMPASS began developing a mode 
choice model for inclusion into the overall four-step travel demand model. The main 
purpose for the development of this tool was to support the transit planning 
component for long-range transportation plans. The 2002 model, with the inclusion 
of the mode choice tool, was approved for use by TMAC on May 2, 2006. 
 
A minor update to the regional travel demand model began in 2008; it used actual 
2008 demographics and refined the traffic analysis zones (TAZs) roadway and 
transit networks. These refinements and were reviewed by TMAC throughout 2009 
and early 2010. The update to the daily model was accepted by TMAC on February 
2, 2010. The two peak hour models were accepted by TMAC on May 25, 2010.  
 
How the Model Works 
COMPASS’ travel demand model estimates regional travel patterns based on where 
trips are likely to start and end. This is done using a four-step modeling process 
(see Figure D-1). Travel estimates are adjusted to account for roadway capacities, 
the availability of alternate routes, and changes in travel time due to congestion.  
When all routes have approximately the same travel time and there are no longer 
advantages associated with alternative routes, equilibrium is reached. Forecasts of 
traffic volumes, vehicle miles of travel, and travel speeds are produced. 
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Model Assumptions 
Travel Characteristics: 
COMPASS surveyed Treasure Valley residents’ travel habits. This survey was part of 
a major effort to analyze the valley’s present and future transportation needs. It 
began in August 2002 with the goal of gathering travel information from 2,400 
households. The survey was completed in early 2003.  Data were collected from 
2,582 households, thus exceeding the initial goal. Final data sets from the survey 
were submitted to COMPASS and provided trip rates (by trip type by household 
classification) for each county in the modeling domain, auto occupancy factors by 
trip type, and the number of trips per duration of time. The final household survey 
results can be accessed at 
http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/traveldemand.htm. 
 
Trip Types:  
The current travel demand forecast model uses six internal trip types.  Five of these 
have one end of the round-trip at home. They are home-based work, home-based 
shopping, home-based social, home-based school, and home-based other.  The 
sixth trip type does not involve travel either to or from home.  Therefore, it is called 
a non-home-based trip. The characteristics for these trip types are developed from 
travel surveys completed by random households throughout the Treasure Valley as 
well as nationally developed data. The model also includes three external trip 
types: internal-to-external (IX), external-to-external (pass through) (X2X), and 
external-to-internal (XI). Through trip data were collected as part of a truck freight 
data collection study completed in October 2007. The external to external trip table 
was updated making use of these data.  
 
Demographic Data Forecasts: 
COMPASS’ Demographic Advisory Committee develops area-wide demographic 
forecasts on population, households, and employment.  Forecasts are first 
developed for large demographic areas of the Treasure Valley. Then the forecasts 
are allocated to individual Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZ). TAZ boundaries are based 
on a combination of census boundaries and local geographic features such as roads 
and waterways and range in size from a few blocks to one or more square miles.  
COMPASS’ TAZ boundaries are reviewed every 10 years, based on the results of the 
U.S. Census.  This process maintains the integrity of the previous years of data 
while updating the boundaries of the zones based on major changes such as new 
roads or significant changes in development. 
 
Base year (or current year) demographics are estimated using the most recent U.S. 
Census data (2000 Census) and building permits data. Employment estimates are 
obtained for the Department of Labor and Commerce. 
 
Horizon year demographics are developed as part of the long-range transportation 
planning process. A regional growth control total for the horizon year is used as the 
starting point. Population and employment adjustments are made to the various 
demographic areas in the region so that the control total is met, but not exceeded. 
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The update to Communities in Motion, the region’s long-range transportation plan, 
has a horizon year of 2035. Interim year estimates of regional households and 
employment are interpolated using the base year estimate and the 2035 growth 
scenario as an endpoint. Professional judgment is used to allocate this growth to 
TAZs. For specific information on how many jobs and households were added to 
demographic areas and/or TAZs in the interim years visit 
http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/demo-forecasts.htm. 
 
Roadway Networks: 
In order to forecast travel demand, a representation of the functionally classified 
roadway network and transit system is input to the model for each analysis year. 
The functionally classified roadways represented in the model include interstates, 
principal arterials, minor arterials, and collectors. Some local roads are included in 
model roadway networks for the purposes of connectivity and model validation. 
However residential roadways are not specifically considered in the model. Instead 
they are abstractly represented as centroid connectors. Centroid connectors are 
connections in the model made between classified roadways and TAZs.  Future year 
roadway networks are developed using existing facilities with roadway projects 
planned for completion by a certain date.  
 
The capacity of a roadway is defined as the number of vehicles a particular road 
can manage before congestion occurs. Capacities for model networks are based on 
a level of service “D” threshold and vary according to the functional classification of 
the roadway and its location (e.g. urban vs. rural).   
 
Posted speed limits are put into COMPASS’ travel demand model as the maximum 
travel speed on the network.  
 
Mode Choice Model: 
“Mode Choice” is the third step in a traditional 4-step travel demand model (see 
Figure C-1). It takes person trips estimated using the demographic input data and 
splits them into travel mode specific trips. It sorts trips into one of either two 
motorized (bus or auto) or two non-motorized (walk or bike) mode choices. Transit 
(bus) trips are assigned to the transit network, while vehicle trips are assigned to 
the roadway network. A mode choice model was added to the COMPASS travel 
demand model to support the analysis needs of long-range transportation plans. It 
is based on the mode choice model used by the Wasatch Front Regional Council in 
Salt Lake City, UT.  
 
The transit network is entered independent of the roadway network. In addition to 
such characteristics as direction and speed, information on fares, transfers, 
“headways” (max time between transit vehicles), and stop locations need to be 
entered as network characteristics. The transit network used for conformity 
purposes is the “fixed stop” system being implemented by Valley Regional Transit. 
For more information on the transit system in Ada and Canyon Counties, visit 
http://www.valleyregionaltransit.org/. 
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Peak-Hour Model: 
COMPASS’ peak-hour model estimates travel demand during the afternoon rush 
hour (5 p.m. to 6 p.m.). It operates identical to COMPASS’ 24-hour travel demand 
model and uses the same types of data inputs. Forecasted traffic volumes from 
peak hour models are primarily used in traffic studies to aid in the design of 
intersections.  The peak-hour model was not used in this regional emissions 
analysis. With the minor model update in 2008, an additional peak hour model was 
developed covering 4 p.m. to 5 p.m.  
 
Model Calibration and Validation: 
The latest full calibration of COMPASS’ two-county travel demand model was 
completed in April 2004 using the detailed travel data from the 2002 Travel 
Characteristics Study (http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/traveldemand.htm). 
The model was re-calibrated and validated to complete the 2008 update. 
Information pertaining to this process is available the TMAC packets available on 
the COMPASS website at http://www.compassidaho.org/people/tmac.htm.  
 
As per federal guidance, the calibration of the COMPASS travel demand model was 
validated to traffic count data. Traffic count data for 2007, 2008, and 2009 were 
collected from the Idaho Transportation Department, Ada County Highway District, 
and various Canyon County transportation agencies. The guidance suggests a 
model is validated when predicted volumes for the calibration year are within a 
certain percentage of the measured volumes. Federal validation guidelines are: 
 

• Freeways/Interstates:   Less than 7% deviation 

• Principal Arterials:    Less than 10% deviation 

• Minor Arterials:    Less than 15% deviation 

• Collectors:     Less than 25% deviation 

 
Additionally, staff validated the COMPASS model to California Transportation 
Department (CALTrans) standards. CALTrans standards are more stringent the 
federal guidelines. The travel demand model was also put through a sensitivity 
analysis which involved testing the model’s response to changes made to 
demographic and network changes. The results of this sensitivity analysis exercise 
met expectations. For more information on the calibration and validation of the 
COMPASS model, visit http://www.compassidaho.org/prodserv/traveldemand.htm. 
 
The mode choice model (transit system) could not be validated to the same level as 
the roadway network. This is due to the fact Valley Regional Transit made 
substantial changes to the system in 2008. However, modeled ridership was 
consistent on a regional basis with actual ridership data. Thus, the mode choice 
model was approved for use in the 2002 model by TMAC on May 2, 2006. A 
ridership survey is scheduled for September 2010 and staff is currently the 
recipient of a Federal Transit Administration technical assistance review by 
Cambridge Systematics. As funds permit, updates and refinements to the mode 
choice portion of the model will occur.  
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Model Data Uses 
COMPASS’ travel demand model produces forecasts of average weekday traffic 
volumes , average traffic speeds, vehicle miles of travel (VMT), and the level of 
service for each roadway in the model network. These forecasts are used for a 
variety of purposes, including: 
 

• Traffic Impact Studies – These studies determine traffic impacts of new 
developments such as a new retail mall. 

• Roadway Network Deficiency Analyses – These highlight potential future 
roadway inefficiencies and/or needs as a result of additional growth or other 
network modifications. 

• Regional Emissions Analyses – These are required to demonstrate planned 
transportation projects will conform to the state implementation plans in 
nonattainment and/or maintenance areas as part of “transportation 
conformity.” 
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INPUTS: 

MODEL USED TO FORECAST: 

Split 

Census and/or Home Interviews (Surveys) 

Traffic Counts 

adway Characteristics 

mographic/Land Use Data  

Travel Demand Estimation 

velopment Impacts 

Roadway Deficiencies 

cision Support 

How many vehicles may travel a particular route in the future? 

How will a proposed development impact the existing roads? 

Which roads may be overloaded and by how much? 

Will air quality improve or worsen? 

Where do we invest to best serve the future community needs? 

Which mode 

1.  Trip  
Generation 

2.  Trip  
Distribution 

3.  Mode  

4.  Trip  
Assignment 

How many  trips are taken? 

 do people go? Which route is used? 

Four-Step Process 

Where 

 is used? 

Figure D-1: The Four-Step Model 
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Appendix E: MOBILE6.2 Model Files  
 

2011 Scenarios: 

“Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A11Bas.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output Files: A11Bas.OUT, A11Bas.PM, A11Bas.TAB 
 

2015 Scenarios 

“Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A15Act.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output File: A15Act.OUT, A15Act.PM, A15Act.TAB 
 
“No Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A15Bas.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output Files: A15Bas.OUT, A15Bas.PM, A15Bas.TAB 
 

2025 Scenarios: 

“Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A25Act.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output Files: A25Act.OUT, A25Act.PM, A25Act.TAB 
 
“No Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A25Bas.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output Files: A25Bas.OUT, A25Bas.PM, A25Bas.TAB 
 

2035 Scenarios: 

“Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A35Act.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output Files: A35Act.OUT, A35Act.PM, A35Act.TAB 
 
“No Build” Scenario 
Ada Vehicle Input File: A35Bas.IN 
Ada Vehicle Output Files: A35Bas.OUT, A35Bas.PM, A35Bas.TAB  
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Appendix D.  
Transportation Related References from Security 
Plans 
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1. Within Ada County, 319 general miles of road were identified as being inside a flood zone 

identified by FEMA with another 11 miles of primary and secondary access roads being within 

a flood zone.  In addition, 6.1 miles of railroad were identified as being within a flood zone. 

AHMP1. p. 75 – Affected facilities 

2. Eighteen road bridges crossed the Boise River in Ada County. AHMP1. p. 76 – Affected 

facilities 

3. “The Idaho Transportation Department and the Ada County Highway District have reader 

boards and signs, as well as alternative power sources to help direct traffic during an 

emergency. AHMP1. p. 76 - Evacuation 

4. “The primary access into Boise is via Interstate 84 from either the east or west. State Routes 55 

and 69 provide ingress from the north and south, respectively. All of these routes are well 

traveled not only by commuters, but also by intra and interstate travelers. Due to the 

extensive use of these roadways, most water crossings have been adequately built to 

accommodate 100 year flood events. These routes are bordered by moderately sloping or flat 

rangelands throughout the Treasure Valley. There are numerous alternative routes to these 

primary routes; however, due to the volume of traffic in and around Boise, bypassing 

Interstate 84 or 184 through the city center as a result of a flood event would be problematic.” 

AHMP1. p. 88- Evacuation 

5. “A large portion of downtown Boise as well as numerous roads and bridges would be greatly 

affected by a flood event. Alternative routes would be available during most floods; however, 

this can add additional time to reach a desired destination or emergency location.” AHMP1. p. 

88- Evacuation – Boise River 

6. “Access into the Boise Foothills is provided by several different roadways. Hill Road and State 

Route 21 travel along the base of the foothills with secondary routes splitting off into many of 

the main drainages where development has occurred. Seamans Gulch Road, Pierce Park Road, 

Stewart Gulch Road, Bogus Basin Road (Crane Creek), Mile High Road (Hulls Gulch), and 

Rocky Canyon Road (Cottonwood Creek) are the main access routes in the Foothills. Many 

of these roads continue on towards the Boise National Forest and therefore, provide residents 

only one way out into the valley. Currently, there are 1,036 points in the Boise Foothills 

where a road is within the zone of influence (crossings or immediately adjacent) of a stream.” 

AHMP1. p. 93 - Evacuation – Foothills 
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7. “The primary access into Garden City is via Interstate 84 or State Route 44 from either the 

east or west. State Route 55 provides ingress from the north and south. All of these routes are 

well traveled not only by commuters, but also by intra and interstate travelers. Due to the 

extensive use of these roadways, most water crossings have been adequately built to 

accommodate 100 year flood events. These routes are bordered by moderately sloping or flat 

rangelands throughout the Treasure Valley. There are numerous alternative routes to these 

primary routes; however, due to the volume of traffic in and around Boise and Garden City, 

bypassing Interstate 84 or 184 through the city centers as a result of a flood event would be 

problematic.” AHMP1. p. 96 - Evacuation – Boise River 

8. “The primary access into Eagle is via State Routes 44 and 55. All of these routes are well 

traveled not only by commuters, but also by intra and interstate travelers. Due to the 

extensive use of these roadways, most water crossings have been adequately built to 

accommodate 100 year flood events. These routes are bordered by moderately sloping or flat 

rangelands throughout the Treasure Valley. There are numerous alternative routes to these 

primary routes; however, due to the volume of traffic in and around Eagle, bypassing these 

main thoroughfares as a result of a flood event would be problematic.” AHMP1. p. 100 - 

Evacuation – Boise River 

9. “Many of the bridges over Dry Creek are not adequate to withstand a 100-year flood. 

Specifically, the bridge on State Street, which is also the identified emergency evacuation route, 

will bottleneck and cause flooding of a large portion of downtown Eagle. Larger culverts and 

better engineered bridges are needed to alleviate this problem.” AHMP1. p. 101 – 

Infrastructure 

10. “The primary access routes for Meridian are Interstate 84 from the east or west and State 

Routes 55 and 69 from the north and south. Meridian Road is also a main thoroughfare 

through the downtown area. Due to the high volume of traffic on these routes, most bridge 

and culvert crossings are engineered to withstand a 100-year flood event. There is a multitude 

of alternative routes throughout the area; however, closing one of these main roadways due to 

a flood event would cause considerable traffic problems.” AHMP1. p. 104 – Evacuation 

11. “The primary access routes into Star are State Route 44 from the east and west, State Route 16 

from the north, and Star Road from the south. All three of these routes and several others may 

be affected by flooding. There are numerous alternative routes throughout the area, but due to 
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relative flatness of the landscape, many of these routes may be affected by flooding as well.” 

AHMP1. p. 106 – Evacuation 

12. “The primary access into Kuna is provided by State Route 69 from the north and Kuna Road 

from the east and west. There are also numerous secondary routes throughout the area that 

could provide safe evacuation/emergency routes if the primary roadways were compromised.” 

AHMP1. p. 109 – Evacuation 

13. “The Boise Foothills contain or contribute to nearly all of the potential landslide impact area 

of Ada County.”  AHMP1. p. 121 – Landslides 

14. “As the population of the Treasure Valley, including Boise, Garden City, Eagle, and Star, has 

exploded in recent years, many individual residences and planned communities have been 

developed along the outskirts of the cities. Additionally, many of the drainages have become 

populated as well. Much of the Boise Foothills area is at a high risk of both landslides and soil 

slides, which could be disastrous for thousands of homeowners.” AHMP1. p. 125 – Boise 

Foothills 

15. “Document all landslides, bank failures, “washouts”, and manmade embankment failures. Each 

failure should be located on a map with notations about time of failure, repair (if made), and 

descriptions of the damaged area. This could become a County directive to the road and bridge 

crews.” AHMP1. p. 126 - Establish a Countywide landslide hazard identification program 

16. “Land-use planning is one of the most effective and economical ways to reduce landslide losses 

by avoiding the hazard and minimizing the risk. This is accomplished by removing or 

converting existing development or discouraging or regulating new development in unstable 

areas. Buildings should be located away from known landslides, debris flows, steep slopes, 

streams and rivers, intermittent-stream channels, and the mouths of mountain channels. In the 

State of Idaho, restrictions on land use generally are imposed and enforced by local 

governments by land-use zoning districts and regulations.” AHMP1. p. 126 – Restricting 

development in landslide prone landscapes 

17. “Residents or county representatives who live and work in landslide prone areas should follow 

these recommendations prior to a storm event:… Develop emergency response and evacuation 

plans for individual communities and for travel routes. Individual homeowners and business 

owners should be encouraged to develop their own evacuation plan.”  AHMP1. p. 128 – Public 

Education 
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18. “All of the communities in Ada County have similar risks to severe weather. Extremely cold 

temperatures and severe snow accumulations are not commonplace, but they do occur 

occasionally. Due to the large traffic flows that occur along Interstate 84 and through the main 

population centers, snow removal equipment should be maintained and available throughout 

the county.”  AHMP1. p. 151 – Individual Community Assessments 

19. “2006 review the bridge crossings and culverts along primary access routes in the county to 

determine restrictions in cases of flooding. 2006 Develop replacement needs list to make 

crossings suitable to allow flood water passage or road relocations where needed.” 2007 Create 

implementation plan for making changes. AHMP1. p. 165 – Table 8.3. Action Items for 

Infrastructure Enhancements.  

20. “Transportation Infrastructure (road and rail networks): Wildland fire poses little direct threat 

to roadways. However, ignitions along highways and roadways contribute significantly to fire 

load across the county and should be address as part of the implementation of this plan. 

Various alternatives from herbicides to intensive livestock grazing coupled with mechanical 

treatments have been suggested. A variety of approaches will be appropriate depending on the 

landowner, fuels present, and other factors.        

21. Many roads in the county have limiting characteristics, such as steep grades, narrow travel 

surfaces, sharp turning radii, low load limit bridges and cattle guards, and heavy accumulations 

of fuels adjacent to some roads. This is particularly true in the Boise Foothills. Roads that have 

these characteristics and access homes and businesses are the priority for improvements in the 

county. Furthermore, alternate access routes into populated areas are absent. Access 

improvements should be made where possible.    

22. There are a number of active railways that pass through Ada County. The routes generally 

traverse relatively level rangelands with few curves, grades, or sidings; however, the potential 

for an ignition due to sparks, hot stack carbon, or blown brake shoes emitted by a train is 

significant. Care should be taken to keep the railroad corridor clear of wildland fuels by 

mowing, grazing, harvesting, or other means.” AHMP2 p. 138 – Transportation Infrastructure     

23. “BLM fire and fuels managers, in cooperation with the Idaho Transportation Department, are 

currently exploring methods and means to treat the right-of-way fuels and create a firebreak on 

both sides of, and in the median, of the Interstate from near Boise to Glenns Ferry. ITD 

currently contracts for mowing rights-of-way in a larger geographic area and the timing and 
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frequency of mowing in the Boise-to-Glenns Ferry strip has not been sufficient to minimize 

fire hazards and ignitions.” AHMP2 p. 147 – Interstate 84 Corridor 

24. “The main highways weaving through the county are U.S. 95, 30, 20, and 26; State Route 44, 

45, 55, and 19; and Interstate 84. Interstate 84 traverses the northeastern corner of the county 

entering near Nampa, passing through Caldwell, and exiting near Sand Hollow. I-84 provides 

adequate on/off ramps for easy access to all communities. I-84 provides the main 

transportation route for the trucking industry in the northwestern section of the United 

States. I-84 also provides good connections eastward to Salt Lake City and points beyond. U.S. 

Routes 20 and 26 provide access to the communities of Notus and Parma west of the main 

urban center. U.S. 95 and State Routes 55 and 19 connect Greenleaf, Wilder, Huston, and 

Roswell to the main arterial roadways as well as other communities. State Highway 45 travels 

south from Nampa to the communities of Bowmont, Melba, and Walters Ferry. Many access 

points along the Snake River are also reached via this route. These are all two lane highways 

that not only provide a transportation network, but also provide quick access in emergency 

response situations.” CAHMP1 p. 30 – Highways  

25. “Smaller roads maintained by the County provide access to the adjoining areas within the 

county, including recreational areas and rural agricultural hubs. Many roads in the county 

were originally built to facilitate farming and ranching activities. As such, these roads can 

support trucks and emergency response equipment referenced in this document. Many of the 

new roads have been built for home site access, especially for new subdivisions. In most cases, 

these roads are adequate to facilitate emergency response equipment as they adhere to county 

building codes. County building codes for new developments should be adhered to closely to 

insure this tendency continues.” CAHMP1  p. 37 – Transportation       

26. Canyon County needs to develop a landslide hazard identification program which includes a 

review of landslide hazard mapping when developing County transportation and 

comprehensive plans. CAHMP1  p. 120 – Proposed Activities table              

27. Canyon County needs to “enforce a policy to engineer bridge and culvert crossings on canals 

with the same standards as river and stream bridges and culverts.” CAHMP1 p. 122 – Action 

Items in Safety and Policy              

28. Canyon County needs to “develop a replacement needs list to make crossings suitable to allow 

flood water passage or road relocations where needed.” CAHMP1 p. 124 – Action Items for 

Infrastructure Enhancements              
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29. Canyon County needs to engineer a mechanical process to clean debris from the Boise River 

channel at critical river crossings. CAHMP1 p. 126 – Action Items for Infrastructure 

Enhancements              

30. “Many roads in the county have limiting characteristics, such as steep grades, narrow travel 

surfaces, sharp turning radii, low load limit bridges and cattle guards, and heavy accumulations 

of fuels adjacent to some roads. Roads that have these characteristics and access homes and 

businesses are the priority for improvements in the county. Furthermore, alternate access 

routes are absent in many areas. Access improvements should be made where possible. Specific 

recommendations for these roads are enumerated in Table 5.3.” CFMP2 p. 118 – Infrastructure         

31. “Nineteen motor vehicle bridges cross the Boise River within Ada County. The Idaho 

Transportation Department (ITD) and the Ada County Highway District (ACHD) maintain 

these bridges as indicated below.9 

32. “ValleyRide may provide transportation for pedestrians and people with disabilities, time 

permitting. Evacuation bus routes should be as follows: 8th-9th streets, 13th-15th streets, 

Harrison Boulevard-21st Street, 26th-28th streets. See IP-3.01.” ACFRP p. 18 – Evacuation 

Zone Descriptions               

33. “The Department of Transportation (DOT) collaborates with DHS on all matters related to 

transportation security and transportation infrastructure protection, and is additionally 

responsible for operating the National Airspace System. DOT and DHS collaborate on 

regulating the transportation of hazardous materials by all modes (including pipelines).” NIPP  

p.22  

34. “Requires DHS to develop and implement a National Strategy for Transportation Security and 

transportation modal security plans; enhance identification and credentialing of transportation 

workers and law enforcement officers; conduct R&D into mass identification technology, 

including biometrics; enhance passenger screening and terrorist watch lists; improve measures 

for detecting weapons and explosives; improve security related to the air transportation of 

cargo; and implement other aviation security measures;” NIPP  p. 139 - Intelligence Reform 

and Terrorism Prevention Act of 200436          

                                                 
9 ACFRP p. 5-6 - Boise River 
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35. “Reduction of Visibility. Blowing snow and reduced sunlight during winter storms can make 

travel, walking and driving, dangerous. Transportation accidents (automobile and other 

vehicle) are the leading cause of death during winter storms.” SHMP p. 63        

36. “Strategy SHMP-HM04: Control Upstream Sediment and Debris Sources Actions Address 

road-related sediment and debris by: Implementing watershed restoration programs which will 

eliminate roads at high risk of failure and/or no longer needed for the forest transportation 

system. Encouraging landowners to stabilize abandoned roads and remove unnecessary and 

non-functioning culverts.” SHMP p. 138         

37. “Strategy SHMP-IS01: Improve Bridge Safety Actions Evaluate the potential of future flood 

damages during the base flood discharge to existing bridges and overpasses in flood hazard 

areas. The assessment should identify those transportation structures at risk and develop 

appropriate retrofitting options. Work with local and other agencies that have transportation 

structure oversight responsibilities. Implement aggressive retrofitting programs for at-risk 

bridges and overpasses. Evaluate and, if found appropriate, authorize by executive action, the 

use of more conservative event frequencies for design criteria for bridges and culverts. The 

designs of many older bridges do not meet current engineering standards. These bridges may 

be susceptible to failure in the event of significant flooding. In addition to posing immediate 

health and safety issues, the loss of even a single bridge could cause significant disruptions for 

isolated communities. Consideration should also be given to adopting more conservative 

standards for design to allow for a greater margin of safety in newly constructed bridges.” 

SHMP p. 156             

38. “Strategy SHMP-IS09: Install Snow Drifting Controls in Critical Areas Actions Install snow 

fencing and/or related technologies in areas where important highways are at-risk of blockage 

during storm events. Background & Contribution to Strategy Winds during winter storm 

events can form large drifts from even small amounts of snowfall, blocking important 

transportation links. Snow fencing and similar techniques are minor investments in 

maintaining clear roads.” SHMP p. 159       
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Appendix E.  
Summary List of Federal Highway Programs 

  



 

Communities in Motion – Page E - 2     September 2010 
 
 

  



 

Communities in Motion – Page E - 3     September 2010 
 
 

Table E-1. Federal Highway Programs 

Program Purpose 

Interstate Maintenance The Interstate Maintenance (IM) program provides funding for 

resurfacing, restoring, rehabilitating and reconstructing (4R) most routes 

on the Interstate System. Construction of additional Single Occupancy 

Vehicle (SOV) lanes continues to be ineligible for IM program funds.  

National Highway System The program provides funding for improvements to rural and urban roads 

that are part of the NHS, including the Interstate System and designated 

connections to major inter-modal terminals. Under certain circumstances, 

NHS funds may also be used to fund transit improvements in NHS 

corridors. 

Surface Transportation 

Program 

The Surface Transportation Program provides flexible funding that may 

be used by States and localities for projects on any Federal-aid highway, 

including the NHS, bridge projects on any public road, transit capital 

projects, and intra-city and intercity bus terminals and facilities. 

Bridge Replacement & 

Rehabilitation 

The Highway Bridge Program provides funding to enable States to 

improve the condition of their highway bridges through replacement, 

rehabilitation, and systematic preventive maintenance. 

Congestion Mitigation & 

Air Quality 

The Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement Program (CMAQ) 

provides funding for projects and programs in air quality non-attainment 

and maintenance areas for ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), and particulate 

matter (PM10, P2.5) which reduce transportation related emissions.  

 

 

Recreational Trails The Recreational Trails program provides funds to the States to develop 

and maintain recreational trails and trail-related facilities for both non-

motorized and motorized recreational trail uses. Funds are available to 

develop, construct, maintain, and rehabilitate trails and trail facilities.  

Safety The program authorizes a new core Federal-aid funding program 

beginning in FY 2006 to achieve a significant reduction in traffic fatalities 

and serious injuries on all public roads. Funds may be used for projects 
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Table E-1. Federal Highway Programs 

Program Purpose 

on any public road or publicly owned bicycle and pedestrian pathway or 

trail. Each State must have an SHSP to be eligible to use up to 10 

percent of its HSIP funds for other safety projects under 23 USC 

(including education, enforcement and emergency medical services). It 

must also certify that it has met its railway-highway crossing and 

infrastructure safety needs. 

Rail-Hwy Crossings To reduce the number of fatalities and injuries at public highway-rail 

grade crossings through the elimination of hazards and/or the 

installation/upgrade of protective devices at crossings 

Border Infrastructure 

Program 

To improve the safe movement of motor vehicles at or across the land 

border between the U.S. and Canada and the land border between the 

U.S. and Mexico. This program replaces the TEA-21 Coordinated Border 

Infrastructure discretionary program which ends after 2005. States may 

use funds in a border region, defined as any portion of a border State 

within 100 miles of an international land border with Canada or Mexico, 

for the following types of improvements to facilitate/expedite cross 

border motor vehicle and cargo movements: improvements to existing 

transportation and supporting infrastructure; construction of highways 

and related safety and safety enforcement facilities related to 

international trade; operational improvements, including those related to 

electronic data interchange and use of telecommunications; modifications 

to regulatory procedures; international coordination of transportation 

planning, programming, and border operation with Canada and Mexico.  

Safe Routes To School To enable and encourage children, including those with disabilities, to 

walk and bicycle to school; to make walking and bicycling to school safe 

and more appealing; and to facilitate the planning, development and 

implementation of projects that will improve safety, and reduce traffic, 

fuel consumption, and air pollution in the vicinity of schools. Eligible 

activities are the planning, design, and construction of projects that will 

substantially improve the ability of students to walk and bicycle to school. 

These include sidewalk improvements, traffic calming and speed 
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Table E-1. Federal Highway Programs 

Program Purpose 

reduction improvements, pedestrian and bicycle crossing improvements, 

on-street bicycle facilities, off-street bicycle and pedestrian facilities, 

secure bike parking, and traffic diversion improvements in the vicinity of 

schools (within approximately 2 miles). Such projects may be carried out 

on any public road or any bicycle or pedestrian pathway or trail in the 

vicinity of schools. 

High Priority Projects The High Priority Projects Program provides designated funding for 

specific projects identified in SAFETEA-LU. A total of 5,091 projects are 

identified, each with a specified amount of funding over the 5 years of 

SAFETEA-LU [1701]. The funds are available only for the activities 

described for each project in Section 1702 of SAFETEA-LU, subject to the 

flexibility described above. 

Equity Bonus The Equity Bonus provides funding to states based on equity 

considerations. These include a minimum rate of return on contributions 

to the Highway Account of the Highway Trust Fund, and a minimum 

increase relative to the average dollar amount of apportionments under 

TEA-21. Selected States are guaranteed a share of apportionments and 

High Priority Projects not less than the State's average annual share 

under TEA-21. This program replaces TEA-21's Minimum Guarantee 

program. 

Federal-aid Obligation 

Limitation  

A limitation is placed on Federal-aid highway and highway safety 

construction program obligations to act as a ceiling on the obligation of 

contract authority that can be made within a specified time period, 

usually a fiscal year, regardless of the year in which the funds are 

authorized. These limits are imposed in order to control the highway 

program spending in response to economic and budgetary conditions. 
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Appendix F.  
Land Use Plans Used to Develop Land Use 
Scenarios 
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COMPASS developed land use scenarios based on local land use plans and comprehensive plans in 

effect in October 2009, with the exception of the City of Kuna. Due to the existing work and 

imminent adoption of the Kuna comprehensive plan, the draft plan of October 2009 was used.  

 
Agency   Comprehensive Plan/Land Use Plan 

Ada County:  Adopted November 2007 

City of Boise:  Adopted January 1997 

City of Eagle:  Adopted August 2009 

Garden City:  Adopted July 2006 

City of Kuna:  Draft Comprehensive Plan, as of October 2009 

City of Meridian: Adopted August 2002 

City of Star:  Adopted February 2008 

 

Canyon County: Adopted October 2005 

City of Caldwell: Adopted October 2005 

City of Greenleaf: Adopted September 2009 

City of Melba:  Adopted October 2009 

City of Middleton: Adopted February 2008 

City of Nampa: Adopted January 2004 

City of Notus:   Adopted September 2009 

City of Parma:  Adopted August 2009 

City of Wilder:  Adopted September 2009 
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3-C Planning Process Comprehensive, cooperative, and continuing 

Air Quality Non-
attainment Area 

An area that does not meet the requirements for clean air as set out in 
the Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990.   

Air Quality Maintenance 
Area 

A former nonattainment area that currently meets the requirements for 
clean air as set out in the Clean Air Act Amendment of 1990.   

Americans with 
Disabilities Act of 1990 
(ADA) 

A federal law mandating sweeping changes in building codes, 
transportation, and hiring practices to prevent discrimination against 
persons with disabilities, not just in projects involving federal dollars, 
but all new public places, conveyances, and employers.  The 
significance of ADA in transportation is mainly in terms of transit 
operations, capital improvements, and hiring. 

Ambient Air The outdoor air in a given area.  

Area of City Impact 

A requirement of state law requiring a land use plan that not only plans 
for the area within the city’s legal boundaries, but also plans for areas 
outside of the city’s legal boundaries that are still in the unincorporated 
area of the county and have not yet been annexed into the city.  
Officially negotiated areas of city impact are necessary prerequisites for 
cities to annex adjacent properties. 

Arterial Street A class of street serving major traffic not designated as a highway. 

Attainment Area 
An area that meets the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency health-
based ambient air quality standards as set out in the Clean Air Act 
Amendment of 1990.   

Authorized Amount 
Upper limit of the amount of funds that can be appropriated for a 
program established under legislation by Congress. 

Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT) 

The average number of vehicles passing a fixed point in a 24-hour time 
frame.  A convention for measuring traffic volume. 

Base Year 
An analysis, or study’s baseline, or lead off year.  The year to which 
other years are compared. 
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Bikeway 

A facility intended to accommodate bicycle travel for recreational or 
commuting purposes.  Bikeways are not necessarily separated 
facilities; they may be designed and operated to be shared with other 
travel modes. 

Blueprint for Good 
Growth 

The Ada County Consortium is a partnership of governments in charge 
of local land use and roadway planning: Ada County, Ada County 
Highway District, Boise, Eagle, Garden City, Meridian, Kuna, Star, and 
the Idaho Transportation Department. The partners want to better 
coordinate land use and transportation planning in Ada County to 
ensure that growth is orderly and beneficial for the community's 
continued prosperity and quality of life. 

Boise Cut-off 
The section of the rail line between the City of Nampa and the City of 
Boise north of I-84. 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 
A transit system that looks and feels like a rail system, but operates 
like a bus system with rubber tires and no rail.  BRT may or may not 
operate on a dedicated lane.  

Clean Air Act (CAA) 
Federal air quality laws enforced by the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency. 

Capacity 

A transportation facility’s ability to accommodate a moving stream of 
people or vehicles in a given time period. How well an area can 
accommodate a stream of traffic in a given place at a given time.  
Increased capacity can come from building more roads, installing more 
public transit, or from many other sources. 

Capital Assets 
An item, usually non-real estate, that has a useful life of greater than 
one year and a unit cost of $5,000 or more.  Examples:  road repair 
equipment, computer systems, buses. 

Capital Program Funds 

Financial assistance from the Capital Program of 49 U.S. Code. This 
program enables the Secretary of Transportation to make discretionary 
capital grants and loans to finance public transportation projects 
divided among fixed guideway (rail) modernization; construction of 
new fixed guideway systems and extensions to fixed guideway 
systems; and replacement, rehabilitation, and purchase of buses and 
rented equipment, and construction of bus-related facilities. 

Carbon Monoxide (CO) 
A colorless, odorless, tasteless gas formed in large part by incomplete 
combustion of fuel.  Human activities (i.e., transportation or industrial 
processes) are largely the source for CO contamination. 

Categorical Exclusion 
(CE) 

Prepared for projects that do not have a significant impact on the 
human and natural environment. 
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Census Tract 

Small, relatively permanent subdivisions of a county that are 
delineated for all metropolitan areas and other densely populated 
counties by local census statistical area committees following guidelines 
set by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

Community Choices 
A vision of land use for the Treasure Valley that encourages growth 
inside city “areas of impact,” and emphasizes higher densities and 
mixed-uses with jobs, shopping and services closer to housing.  

Congestion 
Mitigation/Air Quality 
Program (CMAQ) 

Provides federal transportation funding to metropolitan/nonattainment/ 
maintenance areas for projects that improve air quality. 

Congestion Management 
System (CMS) 

Systematic process for managing congestion.  Provides information on 
transportation system performance and finds productive ways to 
manage the growth of congestion and enhance the mobility of people 
and goods, to levels that meet state and local needs. 

Conformity 
The compliance of any transportation plan, program, or project with air 
quality implementation plans.  The conformity process is defined by the 
Clean Air Act (CAA). 

Conservation Care and protection of natural resources. 

Consumer Price Index 
(CPI) 

The rate of inflation. 

Context Sensitive Design 

A concept in transportation design that considers the adjoining land 
use, site access, community character, pedestrians, multi-modal needs, 
environmental, and other community interests and considerations 
when developing transportation system improvements. 

Cultural Resources 
Resources of a wide variety including archaeology, historic 
preservation, and environmental preservation. 

Department of 
Transportation (DOT) 

Can refer to U.S. DOT or to a state DOT. (Idaho DOT is known as Idaho 
Transportation Department – ITD) 

Development Monitoring 
Report 

An overview of development activity using building permit information 
collected from city and county jurisdictions in Ada and Canyon 
Counties. 
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Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) 

Report that details any adverse economic, social, and/or environmental 
effects of a proposed transportation project for which federal funding is 
being sought.  Adverse effects could include air, water, or noise 
pollution; destruction or disruption of natural resources; adverse 
employment effects; injurious displacement of people or businesses; or 
disruption of desirable community or regional growth. 

Environmental Justice 
(EJ) 

Part of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits 
discrimination in any program receiving federal assistance, ensures 
that services and benefits allow for meaningful participation and are 
fairly distributed to avoid discrimination. 

Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) 

The federal regulatory agency responsible for administering and 
enforcing federal environmental laws, including the Clean Air Act, the 
Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act, and others. 

Existing System 
Efficiency 

Upgrading or supplementing the function of existing facilities through 
operational improvements. 

Expressway 
A divided highway for through traffic with controlled access; 
intersections usually separated from other roadways by differing 
grades. 

Facilities 
As used in the transportation world, “facilities” means all the fixed 
physical assets of a transportation system, such as roads, bus 
terminals, bridges, bike paths, and train stations. 

Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) 

A branch of the U.S. Department of Transportation that administers the 
Federal-Aid Highway program, providing financial assistance to states 
to construct and improve highways, urban and rural roads, and 
bridges.  The FHWA also administers the Federal Lands Highway 
Program, including survey, design, and construction of forest highway 
system roads, parkways and park roads, Indian reservation roads, 
defense access roads, and other federal lands roads. 

Financial Planning 
The process of defining and evaluating funding sources, sharing the 
information, and deciding how to allocate the funds. 

Financial Programming 
A short-term commitment of funds to specific projects identified in the 
regional Transportation Improvement Program. 

Coarse Particulates 
(PM10) 

One of the six EPA “criteria pollutants” for air quality, and one of the 
pollutants generated by on-road mobile sources.  PM10 or any airborne 
solid or liquid particles smaller than 10 microns in diameter. 

Fiscal Constraint 
Making sure that a given program or project can reasonably expect to 
receive funding within the time allotted for its implementation. 

Flexible Funds or “Flex” 
Funds 

Federal transportation legislation allowing the use of certain Federal-aid 
Highway Program funds for either highway or transit projects.   

FONSI Finding of No Significant Impacts. 
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Formula Capital Grants 
Federal transit funds for transit operators; allocation of funds overseen 
by Federal Transit Authority. 

Forum on Transportation 
Investment (FOTI) 

A special committee set up by ITD to investigate future funding needs 
in transportation throughout the State of Idaho.    

Four Step Modeling 
Process 

Used to estimate future travel demand on a transportation system. The 
four steps are: trip generation, trip distribution, mode choice, and 
network assignment. 

Federal Transit Authority 
(FTA) – 

A branch of the U.S. Department of Transportation that is the principal 
source of federal financial assistance to America’s communities for 
planning, development, and improvement of public or mass 
transportation systems.  FTA provides leadership, technical assistance, 
and financial resources for safe, technologically advanced public 
transportation to enhance mobility and accessibility, to improve the 
Nation’s communities and natural environment, and to strengthen the 
national economy. 

Fixed Route (Bus 
Service)  

A bus line that operates on a specific route that does not vary from day 
to day. Also referred to as “Fixed Line.” 

Grant Anticipation 
Revenue Vehicle 
(GARVEE) 

Bonds that allow state and local agencies to fund, schedule, and 
complete large construction projects in a much shorter time frame.  
Bonding decreases project costs by avoiding future inflation and allow 
contractors to make more efficient use of labor and equipment.  The 
ability to avoid inflation in real property values decreases project right-
of-way costs.   

Geographic Information 
System (GIS) 

Computerized data management system designed to capture, store, 
retrieve, analyze, and display geographically referenced information. 

High Occupancy Vehicle 
(HOV) 

Vehicles carrying two or more people. 

Interstate Highway 
System (IHS) 

The system of highways that connects the principal metropolitan areas, 
cities, and industrial centers of the United States.  Also connects the 
United States to internationally significant routes in Canada and 
Mexico. 

Inspection and 
Maintenance Programs 
(I/M) 

Local government programs that require vehicles to be inspected and 
repaired to comply with specific air quality standards, most commonly 
for carbon monoxide and ozone. 

Intermodal 
The ability to connect, and the connections between, modes of 
transportation. 

Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Equity 
Act of 1991 (ISTEA) 

Legislative initiative by the U.S. Congress in 1991 that restructured 
funding for transportation programs; authorized an increased role for 
regional planning commissions/Metropolitan Planning Organizations in 
funding decisions; and required comprehensive regional and statewide 
long-term transportation plans. 
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Intelligent 
Transportation System 
(ITS) 

The application of advanced technologies to improve the efficiency and 
safety of transportation systems. 

Jobs/Housing Imbalance 
When people do not live near where they work, the impacts to the 
transportation system increase proportionally. 

Key Number Numbers are assigned to a programmed project for tracking purposes. 

Land Use 
Refers to the manner in which portions of land or the structures on 
them are used (i.e., commercial, residential, retail, industrial, etc.). 

Local Street A street intended solely for access to properties contiguous to it. 

Long Range 
Transportation Plan 
(LRTP) 

Or Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) (the Plan) – a document 
resulting from regional or statewide collaboration and consensus on a 
region’s or state’s transportation system, and serving as the defining 
vision for the region’s or state’s transportation systems and services.  
In metropolitan areas, the plan indicates all the transportation 
improvements scheduled for funding over the next 20 years. 

Maintenance 
Ensuring the long-term existence of current facilities through regular 
and routine care (such as chip seals, overlays, bulb replacement, etc.). 

Maintenance Area 
A probationary status for a region that was an air quality non-
attainment area but has come into compliance with the Clean Air Act. 

Major Destinations 
Destinations or places that attract many traffic trips such as shopping 
centers, major employment centers, large educational facilities, 
regional parks, large entertainment areas, or downtown centers. 

Mobile Source 
Mobile sources of air pollution.  Some examples include motor vehicles, 
aircraft, seagoing vessels, and other transportation modes.   

Mode 
A specific form of transportation, such as automobile, subway, bus, rail, 
or air. 

Models 

Simulations of the “real world” that can be used to show the impact of 
changes in a metropolitan area on the transportation system (such as 
adding a new road or transit line, or increases in population or 
employment). 
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Metropolitan Planning 
Organization (MPO) 

Regional policy body, required in urbanized areas with populations over 
50,000, and designated by local officials and the governor of the state.  
Responsible, in cooperation with the state and other transportation 
providers, for carrying out the metropolitan transportation planning 
requirements of federal highway and transit legislation. 

Nampa Urbanized Area 

An area with a specific boundary comprised of the Cities of Nampa, 
Caldwell, and Middleton, as well as small parts of Canyon County.  The 
U.S. Census Bureau designates urbanized areas, but allows local 
governments to “smooth” the boundary. 

National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) 

Federal standards that set allowable concentrations and exposure limits 
for various ambient air pollutants.   

National ITS Architecture 

A systems framework to guide the planning and deployment of ITS 
infrastructure.  The national ITS architecture is a blueprint for the 
coordinated development of ITS technologies in the United States.  It is 
unlikely that any single metropolitan area or state would plan to 
implement the entire national ITS architecture. 

National Environmental 
Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA) 

Established a national environmental policy requiring that any project 
using federal funding or requiring federal approval, including 
transportation projects, examine the effects of proposed and 
alternative choices on the environment before a federal decision is 
made. 

Non-attainment 
Any geographic area that has not met the requirements for clean air as 
set out in the Clean Air Act of 1990. 

Northern Ada County 
The area north of the “Boise Base Line.”  The invisible line runs across 
the county west to east approximately seven miles south of Kuna. 

Obligation Authority 
(OA) 

A "ceiling" on the amount of federal assistance that may be promised 
(obligated) during a specified time period. 

Ozone (O3) 

A colorless gas with a sweet odor.  Ground-level ozone is not a direct 
emission from transportation sources.  It is formed when volatile 
organic compounds, such as pesticides and solvents, and NOx combine 
in the presence of sunlight.  Although the ozone in the upper 
atmosphere protects us from harmful ultraviolet rays, ground-level 
ozone is the main component of smog. 
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Paratransit 

A variety of smaller, often flexibly scheduled and routed transportation 
services using low-capacity vehicles, such as vans, which operate 
within normal urban transit corridors or rural areas.  These services 
usually serve the needs of people that standard mass transit services 
would serve with difficulty, or not at all.  Often, the patrons include the 
elderly and people with disabilities. 

Parts per Million (PPM) Parts per million – measurement for pollutants in the air. 

Performance Standards 
or Measures 

Indicators of how well the transportation system is performing with 
regard to such things as level of congestion, average speed, reliability 
of travel, and accident rates.  Used as feedback in the decision making 
process. 

Planning Funds (PLH) 
Primary source of funding for metropolitan planning designated by the 
FHWA. 

PM10 
Course particulate matter, particles smaller than 10 microns in 
diameter, which are more likely to lodge in human lungs than larger 
particles. 

Programmed Projects 
Projects that have been budgeted for implementation within the next 
three years. 

Public 
Anyone who resides, has an interest, or does business in a give area 
potentially affected by transportation decisions.  This includes both 
individuals and organized groups. 

Public Participation 
The active and meaningful involvement of the public in the 
development of transportation plans and programs. 

Reformulated Gasoline 
Gasoline blended to burn more completely and evaporate less easily.  
Fewer volatile organic compounds (VOCs) are released into the air, 
potentially reducing ozone formation. 

Regionally Significant 
Projects 

In the planning community, regionally significant projects serve 
regional transportation needs such as access to and from the major 
activity centers in the region, and would normally be included in the 
modeling of a metropolitan area’s transportation network. These 
projects include, at a minimum, all principal arterial highways and all 
fixed-guideway transit facilities. Regionally significant projects meet a 
specific definition developed the Northern Ada County Interagency 
Consultation Committee on Air Quality (ICC). 

Record of Decision (ROD) 
Presents the selected transportation decision analyzed in an EIS, the 
basis for that decision, and the environmental commitments to mitigate 
for project impacts to the human and natural environment. 

Reverse Commute 
Travel from home to work, or from work to home, against the main 
directions of traffic. 
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Right of Way (ROW) 
Priority paths for the construction and operation of highways, light and 
heavy rail, railroads, etc. 

Safe, Accountable, 
Flexible, and Efficient 
Transportation Equity 
Act – A Legacy for Users 
(SAFETEA-LU) 

Authorized in 2005, SAFETEA-LU authorized federal funding for 
transportation investments for fiscal years 2005-2009.  Approximately 
$286.4 billion in funding was authorized, the largest amount in history, 
which is used for highway, transit, and other surface transportation 
programs. 

Safety 
Improving the function of the transportation system to provide the 
safest environment for the public.   

Single Occupancy 
Vehicles (SOV) 

Cars with just one occupant, the driver.  The large number of single 
occupancy vehicles on the road at rush hour in cities is recognized as a 
major cause of pollution. 

State Implementation 
Plan (SIP) 

Produced by the state environmental agency. Contains specific 
strategies for controlling emissions and reducing ambient levels of 
pollutants, in order to satisfy the CAA requirements for demonstrations 
of reasonable further progress toward attainment.  Transportation 
plans must conform to state implementation plans. 

Smart Growth 
A set of policies and programs designed to protect, preserve, and 
economically develop established communities and valuable natural 
and cultural resources. 

State Planning and 
Research Funds (SP&R) 

Primary source of funding for statewide long-range planning. 

Sprawl 

Urban form that connotatively depicts the movement of people from 
the central city to the suburbs.  Concerns associated with sprawl 
include loss of farmland and open space due to low-density land 
development, increased public service costs, and environmental 
degradation as well as other concerns associated with transportation. 

Stakeholders 

Individuals, organizations, and agencies with an interest in, or who are 
affected by, the transportation planning process.  Includes 
federal/state/local officials, MPOs, transit operators, freight companies, 
shippers, and the general public. 

State Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(STIP) 

A staged, multi-year, statewide, intermodal program of transportation 
projects, consistent with the statewide transportation plan and 
planning processes as well as metropolitan plans, TIPs, and processes. 

Sub-area Plan 
A study and plan for future transportation improvements within a small 
area such as a smaller city or a section of a larger city.   

Surface Transportation 
Program (STP) 

Federal-aid highway funding program that funds a broad range of 
surface transportation capital needs including: many roads, transit, sea 
and airport access, vanpools, bike, and pedestrian facilities. 
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Transit 

Transportation mode that moves larger numbers of people than does a 
single automobile.  Generally renders to passenger service provided to 
the general public along established routes with fixed or variable 
schedules at published fares. 

Transit Supportive 
Housing Density 

The amount of housing density needed to support a transit system.  
Seven units per gross acre is the minimum density that is considered 
transit supportive.  Transit supportive density can be derived a variety 
of ways including a wide mix of densities that averages seven units per 
acre or more.  This type of density is only expected within one-quarter 
mile of transit stops. 

Transportation Control 
Measures (TCM) 

Specific measures that reduce emissions by either reducing vehicle use 
or reducing traffic flow.  Examples:  improved public transit, high-
occupancy vehicle lanes, shared-ride services, bicycle/pedestrian 
facilities, and flexible work schedules. 

Transportation Demand 
Management (TDM) 

Programs designed to reduce demand for transportation through 
various means, such as the use of transit and of alternative work 
hours. 

Transportation Equity 
Act for the 21st Century 
(TEA-21) 

Authorized in 1998, TEA-21 authorized federal funding for 
transportation investments for fiscal years 1998-2003.  Approximately 
$217 billion in funding was authorized, which is used for highway, 
transit, and other surface transportation programs. 

Travel Demand Forecast 
Model 

A computer program that provides a forecast of average (week) day 
traffic (ADT) for each link of a given transportation network and 
demographic data set. The model is regularly maintained and updated 
to include all completed roadway projects.  Future-year model 
networks include anticipated widening and new roadway projects. 

Trend 
The term used to describe the current, low density development 
pattern in the Treasure Valley. 

Telecommuting 
Communicating electronically (by telephone, computer, fax, etc.) with 
an office, either from home or from another site, instead of traveling to 
it physically. 

Transportation 
Improvement Program 
(TIP) 

A financially constrained three-year program covering the most 
immediate implementation priorities for transportation projects and 
strategies from the metropolitan transportation plan.  

Title VI 
Part of the Civil Rights Act of 1964.  Prohibits discrimination in any 
program receiving federal assistance. 

Transportation 
Management Area (TMA) 

All urbanized areas over 200,000 in population. 

Trust Fund 
A fund credited with receipts that are held in trust by the government 
and earmarked by law for use in carrying out specific purposes and 
programs in accordance with an agreement or a statute. 
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Unified Planning Work 
Program (UPWP) 

The management plan for the metropolitan planning program.  Its 
purpose is to coordinate the planning activities of all participants in the 
planning process.  The UPWP is also the budget document for the 
metropolitan planning organization. 

Urbanized Area 
Area that contains a city of 50,000 or more population plus 
incorporation surrounding areas meeting size or density criteria as 
defined by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. 

Vehicle Miles Traveled 
(VMT) 

Term used for describing the total number of miles traveled by a 
vehicle in a given time.  Most conventional VMT calculation is to 
multiply the average length of trips by the total number of trips. 
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Acronyms 

AASHTO 
American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation 
Officials 

EPA 
U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency 

ACCHD 
Association of Canyon County 
Highway Districts 

FAA Federal Aviation Administration 

ACHD Ada County Highway District FHWA Federal Highway Administration 

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act FONSI 
Finding of No Significant 
Impacts 

ADT 
Average Daily Traffic (or Average 
Daily Trips) 

FOTI 
Forum on Transportation 
Investment 

AFB Air Force Base FTA Federal Transit Authority 

AMPO 
Association of Metropolitan 
Planning Organizations 

FY Fiscal Year 

BOI Boise Airport GARVEE 
Grant Anticipation Revenue 
Vehicle 

CAA Clean Air Act GIS Geographic Information System 

CAAA Clean Air Act Amendments HDA Highway Distribution Account 

CE Categorical Exclusion HOV High Occupancy Vehicle 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations HTF Highway Trust Fund 

CIM Communities in Motion IHS Interstate Highway System 

CIP Capital Improvements Program I/M 
Vehicle Inspection and 
Maintenance Program 

CMAQ Congestion Mitigation/Air Quality  INPR 
Idaho Northern and Pacific 
Railroad 

CMS Congestion Management System ISTEA 
Intermodal Surface 
Transportation Equity Act of 
1991 

CO Carbon Monoxide ITD 
Idaho Transportation 
Department 

COMPASS 
Community Planning Association of 
Southwest Idaho 

ITS 
Intelligent Transportation 
System 

CPI Consumer Price Index LOS Level of Service 

EIS Environmental Impact Statement LRTP Long Range Transportation Plan 

EJ Environmental Justice MIS Major Investment Study 

MSA Metropolitan Statistical Area MPO 
Metropolitan Planning 
Organization 

NAAQS 
National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards 

SOV Single Occupancy Vehicles 

NEPA 
National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 

STIP 
State Transportation 
Improvement Program 
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NOx Oxides of Nitrogen STP Surface Transportation Program 

PCT Plan Coordination Team TAZ Traffic Analysis Zone 

PE Preliminary Engineering TCM 
Transportation Control 
Measures 

PL Planning Funds TDM 
Transportation Demand 
Management 

PPM Parts per million TDP Transit Development Program 

O3 Ozone TEA-21 
Transportation Equity Act for 
the 21st Century 

O&M Operations and Maintenance TIP 
Transportation Improvement 
Program 

OA Obligation Authority TMA 
Transportation Management 
Area 

ROD Record of Decision TSM  
Transportation System 
Management 

ROW Right of Way UPRR Union Pacific Railroad 

RPTA 
Regional Public Transportation 
Authority 

UPWP Unified Planning Work Program 

RTTF Regional Transportation Task Force USC United States Code 

SAFETEA-
LU 

Safe, Accountable, Flexible, and 
Efficient Transportation Equity Act 
– A Legacy for Users 

VMT Vehicle Miles Traveled 

SIP State Implementation Plan VRT Valley Regional Transit 
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Developing a regional long-range transportation plan is a major challenge, even when that plan is 

simply an “update.” It involves land use, transportation, financing, politics, and a host of other issues. 

The complexity of planning requires extensive collaboration and a great deal of time.  

 Member agency staff, volunteers, and members of the private sector devoted a significant amount 

of time in providing technical expertise, reviewing documents, staffing public events, critiquing policy, 

and more. Thanks to members of the following committees for all of your time and commitment: 
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• Interagency Consultation Committee 

• Public Participation Committee 

• Regional Geographic Advisory Committee 

• Regional Technical Advisory Committee 

• Transportation Model Advisory Committee 

 

 In addition, COMPASS thanks the many citizens who hosted “Meetings in a Bag,” attended open 
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participation, any plan is headed for failure.   
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Officers 
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Bryce Millar, Secretary/Treasurer 
Garret Nancolas, Immediate Past Chair 

 

General Members 
 Ada County  Fred Tilman 
  Sharon Ullman 
  Rick Yzaguirre 
 Ada County Highway District  Rebecca Arnold  
  Sherry Huber  
  Carol McKee 
 Canyon County Kathy Alder  
  David Ferdinand  
  Steve Rule 
 Canyon Highway District #4 Jerome Scroggins 
 City of Boise  David Bieter  
  Vernon Bisterfeldt  
  Elaine Clegg 
 City of Caldwell Garret Nancolas 
  Brent Orton 
 City of Eagle  Mike Huffaker 
 City of Garden City  John Evans 
 City of Kuna  J. Scott Dowdy  
 City of Meridian Keith Bird  
  Tammy de Weerd 
 City of Middleton Vicki Thurber 
 City of Nampa Tom Dale  
  Martin Thorne 
 City of Notus Chris Collins 
 City of Parma Craig Telford 
 City of Star Nathan Mitchell 
 Nampa Highway District #1 Bryce Millar   

Special Members 
 Boise State University James Maguire 
 Capital City Development Corporation Phil Kushlan 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality  Pete Wagner 
 Idaho Transportation Department Dave Jones 
 Independent School District of Boise City  Derick O’Neill 
 Valley Regional Transit Kelli Fairless 

 

Ex Officio Members 
 Central District Health Russell Duke 
 Office of the Governor Jason Kreizenbeck 
 Greater Boise Auditorium District Pat Rice 
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 While this plan is technically a “minor update” to Communities in Motion 2010 (completed in 

2006), the development of any plan nevertheless requires significant staff time and expertise. 

COMPASS staff devoted countless hours in modeling, map-making, budgeting, demographic analysis, 

administrative support, and public involvement, not to mention the process of actually writing the 

plan. COMPASS staff at the time of plan adoption were: 

 
Eric Adolfson 
Nancy Brecks  

Lethal Coe 
Nathan Dale 
Ross Dodge  
Pam Elliott  

Keith Holmes 
Liisa Itkonen 

Amy Luft  
Don Matson  

Carl Miller  
Walt Satterfield 

Matt Stoll  
Toni Tisdale  

Charles Trainor  
Jeanne Urlezaga  

MaryAnn Waldinger  
Jessica Wilson 

Debbie Winchar  

 

 
Consultants 

 
George Oamek, Honey Creek Resources, Inc. 
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