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I. Introduction 
The South Dakota Department of Transportation (SDDOT), in partnership with the City of Sioux 
Falls, the Sioux Falls Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO), and the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), is completing an interchange and environmental study of the Interstate 
Highway 229 (I-229) interchange and its approach roadways at Exit 3 (Minnesota Avenue) in 
Sioux Falls, South Dakota. This study will build on the work of the recently completed I-229 Major 
Investment Corridor Study to determine the interchange modifications at each exit that will best 
accommodate current and future travel levels, with a goal of construction of Exit 3 in 2024. 
The primary objective of the environmental scan report is to provide a planning-level overview of 
resources and determine potential constraints and opportunities for the I-229 Exit 3 (Minnesota 
Avenue) Interchange and Environmental Study. The scan is not a detailed environmental 
investigation. If improvement concepts are forwarded from this study into project development, an 
analysis for compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) will be completed as 
part of the SDDOT project development process. Information provided in the environmental scan 
report may be forwarded into the NEPA process at that time. 
Study Location/Logical Termini 
The I-229 Exit 3 interchange and Minnesota Avenue (also known as SD Highway 115) is located 
in the south-central portion of the Sioux Falls metropolitan area (see Figure 1). The interchange 
is approximately three miles east/northeast of the I-29/I-229 system interchange and seven miles 
south of the I-229/I-90 system interchange. I-229 Exit 2 (Western Avenue) is one mile to the west 
and Exit 4 (Cliff Avenue) is one mile to the east. Federal regulations require that federally funded 
transportation projects have logical termini (defined as the rational end point for a transportation 
improvement and the rational end points for a review of the environmental impacts). 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) §771.111(f)(1). Simply stated, this means that a project must have 
rational beginning and end points. Those end points may not be created simply to avoid proper 
analysis of environmental impacts. Logical termini were selected jointly between the SDDOT and 
City of Sioux Falls for this project. The SDDOT’s I-229 mainline interstate study limits are Exit 2 
(Western Ave) to the west and Exit 4 (Cliff Avenue) to the east. These were chosen because they 
are the nearest service interchanges in both directions along I-229. The City of Sioux Falls’ 
Minnesota Avenue study limits include 39th Street to the north and 57th Street to the south. These 
were chosen because the needs of the project extend north and south along Minnesota avenue 
to 41st street and 57th Street respectively. To fully encompass 41st Street within the project area, 
39th street was chosen as a logical terminus in the project’s IMJR because it is the next major 
intersection to the north. The next major intersection south of 57th street is over ¾ of a mile away, 
so 57th Street was used as the southern logical termini. The rational end points of the 
environmental impact analysis include the SDDOT and City study area limits and the human or 
natural environment limits of the affected resource located within it.  Generally, the study area 
contains urban land uses to the north of I-229, and open/vacant land or natural area to the south 
of I-229. A combination of physical buffering, natural habitat, and environmental features were 
used to determine the area of potential impacts. 
Independent Utility 
Federal regulations require that a project have independent utility. Independent utility is defined 
as having independent significance (i.e. it should be usable and be a reasonable expenditure even 
if no additional transportation improvements in the area are made 23 C.F.R. § 771.111(f)(2)). This 
means a project must be able to provide benefit by itself and not be a waste of money or compel 
further expenditures to make the project useful. Stated another way, a project must be able to 
satisfy its purpose and need with no other projects being built. The project limits were selected 
such that independent utility of the proposed improvement would result, and that benefits could 
be achieved even without additional transportation improvements made near or adjacent to the 
study area. To meet this requirement, the project must meet two conditions: 
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socioeconomic study area includes census block groups within and adjacent to the study area. 
These include the following nine block groups: 

• Census Tract 101.04, Block Group 1 
• Census Tract 101.04, Block Group 3 
• Census Tract 15, Block Group 6 
• Census Tract 19.01, Block Group 2 
• Census Tract 19.02, Block Group 2 

Figure 6 shows the project’s socioeconomic study area. 
 

Figure 6 – Socioeconomic Study Area 
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Minority Populations 
A preliminary review of the USEPA EJSCREEN tool shows that high concentrations of minority 
populations do not occur within the socioeconomic study area. Figure 7 shows concentrations of 
minority populations in the study area as reported by the EJSCREEN tool. A full Environmental 
Justice (EJ) analysis will be completed during the NEPA process, and disproportionate impacts 
to minority populations will be avoided by the preferred alternative. The project’s public 
engagement efforts will continue to provide for the full and fair participation of all members of the 
community including members of minority populations. 

 
Figure 7 – Minority Populations: USEPA EJSCREEN 

 
Low-Income Populations 
A preliminary review of the USEPA EJSCREEN tool shows that high concentrations of low-income 
populations do not occur within the socioeconomic study area. Figure 8 shows concentrations of 
low-income populations in the study area as reported by the EJSCREEN tool. A full EJ analysis 
will be completed during the NEPA process, and disproportionate impacts to low-income 
populations will be avoided by the preferred alternative. The project’s public engagement efforts 
will continue to provide for the full and fair participation of all members of the community including 
members of low-income populations. 
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Figure 8 – Low-Income Populations: USEPA EJSCREEN 

 
Additional Environmental Justice Considerations 
North of the Exit 3 Interchange, Sioux Area Metro Bus Route 3 runs along W 41st Street and 
turns to follow Minnesota Avenue in the northern portion of the study area. Several stops along 
this route are located within or near the study area. In locations where the roadway cross section 
would become wider as a result of implementing a build alternative, it could become more 
difficult for bicycles, pedestrians, and EJ populations to reach transit. This makes providing 
adequate facilities with safe crossings throughout the study area especially important for the 
build alternatives. Design features, such as painted crosswalks, median refuges, and 
pedestrian signals could be used to mitigate safety concerns or even improve crossings for 
transit dependent populations. 
Any increase in noise levels and changes to the visual environment, particularly where the 
roadway profile would be raised, may have disproportionately adverse impacts to EJ 
populations if they are within close proximity to these changes. A full EJ analysis will be 
conducted to identify any EJ populations present in the study area, and any necessary 
considerations will be taken into account as design of the build alternatives advances. 
The relocation of residences and community resources is not anticipated with the project. It is 
anticipated that the construction of a Build Alternative would require up to two business 
relocations. Potential impacts to EJ populations resulting from any acquisitions or relocations 
would be further examined during the NEPA Process. 
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Section 4(f) Resources 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966, now codified in 49 
U.S.C. 303 and 23 U.S.C. 138, protects the natural beauty of the countryside and public park and 
recreation lands, wildlife and waterfowl refuges, and historic sites. Section 4(f) provides that the 
Secretary of the USDOT shall not approve any program or project that requires land from a public 
park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or historic (including archeological) sites of 
national, state or local significance as determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless 
there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land and such program or project 
includes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting for the use. 
Section 4(f) resources within the study area are identified in Table 7. This includes multiple lands 
used for public recreation. As mentioned previously, historic resources are also protected under 
Section 4(f). Discussion of these resources are included in the Cultural (Historic and 
Archaeological) Preservation section of this report. 

Table 7 – Section 4(f) Resources within the Study Area 

Section 4(f) 
Resource 

Agency 
with 

Jurisdiction 
Description/Amenities 

Dugan Park Sioux Falls 

• Accessible Picnic Shelter without Electricity (20’x40’) 
• Accessible Playground 
• Accessible Basketball Court 
• Accessible Drinking Fountain 
• Green Space 
• Back Stop 

Spencer 
Park 

Sioux Falls 

• Restroom 
• Accessible Picnic Shelter with Electricity (20’x40’) 
• Accessible Playground 
• League Soccer Fields 
• Sand Volleyball Courts 
• Accessible Dog Park 
• Bike Trail Access Point 
• Nordic Ski Trails 
• 9 Hole Disc Golf 

Tomar Park Sioux Falls 

• Accessible Restroom and Picnic Shelter with Electricity (20’x30’) 
• Accessible Playground 
• League Soccer Fields 
• Sand Volleyball Court 
• Bike Trail Access Point 
• Basketball Court 
• 9 Hole Disc Golf 
• Tennis Courts 

Yankton 
Trail Park  

Sioux Falls 

• Accessible Restrooms 
• League Soccer Fields (Approximately 21) 
• Bike Trail Access Point 
• Accessible Drinking Fountain  
• Singletrack Bike Trails 

Big Sioux 
Bike Trail Sioux Falls 

This trail runs along the Big Sioux River Corridor connecting city parks 
within the study area. This trail is approximately 12 feet wide within the 
limits of the project area. Small segments of shared use paths provide 
connections to the Big Sioux Bike Trail. 

https://siouxfalls.org/parks/bike
http://www.siouxfalls.org/parks/recreation/disc-golf
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Applicability & assessment of use of Section 4(f) resources will commence during the NEPA 
process. Currently the boundaries for Section 4(f) properties are not fully identifiable and will 
require further review. Additional review will also be required to determine if there is potential 
public use of existing right of way areas adjacent to Section 4(f) properties. The COVID 19 virus 
has slowed the process of investigating property records for this project. It is anticipated that these 
issues can be resolved during the NEPA process without causing project delays. 
Section 6(f) Resources 
Protection is provided for outdoor recreational lands under the Section 6(f) legislation (16 USC 
4602-8(f) (30)) where Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCF) funds were used for the 
planning, acquisition, or development of the property. LWCF stipulates that any land developed 
or improved with LWCF funds cannot be converted to uses other than outdoor recreational use 
unless replacement land of at least equal fair market value and reasonably equivalent usefulness 
is provided. All conversions must be approved by the National Park Service (NPS). GFP is the 
state agency designated by the governor to administer the LWCF program in South Dakota. 
Through early communications with the GFP Grants Coordinator, the project team has identified 
possible LWCF-funded sites within the study area (see Table 8). 

Table 8 – Land and Water Conservation Fund Grants within Study Area 
Grant ID & 
Element Grant Name Sponsor Grant 

Amount 
Year 

Approved 
Year 

Completed Type 

46-00467 Sioux Falls 
Yankton Trail Park 

Sioux 
Falls $22,500 1976 1977 Acquisition 

46-00621 Sioux Falls Bike 
Trail 

Sioux 
Falls NA NA NA Development 

46-00888 Sioux Falls Bike 
Trail Extensions 

Sioux 
Falls $25,000 1980 1982 Development 

State records note that the Sioux Falls Park Acquisition (Yankton Bridge Property) (#46-00467) 
land is located on the south side of the river directly east of the old Yankton Bridge. The description 
notes that the project is for acquisition of approximately 6.7 acres of land located adjacent to the 
Big Sioux River. A high-quality map of the property does not exist in the State’s electronic project 
file. 
State records note that the Sioux Falls Bike Trail (#46-00621) project is for the construction of 
approximately 4.5 miles of bike trail along the Big Sioux River from the Norlin Parkway at 26th 
Street to the old Yankton Bridge near the junction of Western Avenue and I-229. A high-quality 
map of the property does not exist in the State’s electronic project file. 
State records note that the Sioux Falls Bike Trail Extensions (#46-00888) project was for the 
extension of the existing bicycle trail at three points along the route. This included two trail sections 
in the Yankton Trail Park area; one section extending along the Big Sioux River from Western 
Avenue to Burlington Street to the northwest and the other section proceeding in a straight line 
where the existing trail at the time looped up to the ballfields and back. The project also included 
the construction of a section of trail on the east side of the Big Sioux River across from Fawick 
Park (outside of the study area). 
If land subject to Section 6(f) is acquired, the Section 6(f) procedural requirements must be 
satisfied. It is possible that these grants under Section 6(f) might cover the entire park under the 
conversion restriction, even though the grant may have been for only a small part of the park. 
Alternatively, the grant could also specify that only a part of the park is covered. Project staff will 
continue to coordinate with GFP Grants Coordinator to confirm the Section 6(f) impact and 
required mitigation (replacement land) for the recommended build alternative. 
Similar to Section 4(f) property impacts, additional review will be required for Section 6(f) property 
impacts during the NEPA process. 
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Hazardous and Regulated Materials 
A Modified Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) was completed in July 2019 to provide 
information on potentially contaminated properties within the project impact area and vicinity. This 
review area includes the proposed construction limits and a buffer area. The project team 
reviewed reasonably ascertainable records from standard sources such as publicly-available 
federal, tribal, state, county and/or city records as appropriate to assist in identifying environmental 
conditions in connection with the project corridor. The project team used the DENR Spills, Leaks 
and Tanks website databases as the primary source of environmental site information. DENR site 
locations were field verified when possible and locations were reassigned to the correct property 
parcel if necessary. The project team also used a third-party database report (GeoSearch, 2019). 
Additional databases such as the National Pipeline Mapping System (NPMS) Public Viewer were 
also reviewed (NPMS, 2019). 

Table 9 – Known or Potentially Contaminated Properties That May Be 
Affected by the Project 

Site ID Site Name Rank Rationale for Ranking 
006 Yankton Trail Park REC Spills, dumps, sealed monitoring wells. 
011 Midcontinent Communications REC Former auto repair, Spill. 
012 I-229 and South Minnesota 

Avenue Interchange 
REC Spills. 

014 Multi-tenant Office Building REC Spill, former USTs. 
023 VFW Post 628 Non-Profit 

Organization, Arby's Restaurant 
HREC Spill. 

025 ABC Rentals Party Equipment 
Rental Service, Bartlett 
Basketball Academy Sports 
School 

REC Long history of auto repair and outdoor 
storage. 

034 Multi-tenant Department Store REC Long history of auto fueling, former ASTs. 
038 Unknown REC Tank Removal 
040 Billion Auto Car Dealership REC Potential former junk yard, car dealership. 
041 Little Caesars Pizza Restaurant, 

Big Rig BBQ Restaurant 
REC Long history of auto fueling, Leaks, Spills, 

USTs, sealed monitoring wells. 
043 Hy-Vee Grocery Store and Gas 

Station 
REC Former USTs, active fuel. 

044 Betz Blinds Inc Window 
Treatment Store, Neighborhood 
Automotive Auto Repair Shop 

REC Former Brownfield, Spills, institutional 
controls, sealed monitoring wells, auto repair 
shop. 

054 McDonald's Restaurant REC Former fuel station, undocumented tanks. 
056 Sinclair fuel station and liquor 

store 
REC Long history of auto fueling, Leaks, Spills, 

USTs, sealed monitoring wells. 
062 Rainbow Comics, Cards & 

Collectibles Comic Book Store, 
H&R Block Tax Preparation 
Service 

REC Spill, long history of auto 
sales/service/fueling, plating shop, muffler 
shop. 

064 T & A Services & Supply Inc 
Auto 
Repair Shop 

REC Auto repair, refrigerant recycler, outdoor 
storage of barrels. 

079 Multi-tenant Office Building REC Former petroleum bulk facility, Spills, Leaks. 
 
Notes: Underground Storage Tank (UST), Aboveground Storage Tank (AST). 
Recognized Environmental Condition (REC) – By ASTM definition, REC means “the presence or likely presence of 
any hazardous substances or petroleum products in, on, or at a property: (1) due to release to the environment; (2) 
under conditions indicative of a release to the environment; or (3) under conditions that pose a material threat of a 
future release to the environment. De minimis conditions are not recognized environmental conditions.” 
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The Modified Phase I ESA identified a total of 17 sites of environmental concern located within or 
adjacent to the project area (see Table 9 and Figures 9a and 9b). Testing of materials was not 
conducted as part of the Modified Phase I ESA. The SDDENR Asbestos Coordinator would be 
contacted prior to the demolition or renovation of a building structure resulting from the project 
action. 
Table 10 identifies the 13 de minimis sites that had conditions on-site worth noting, but do not 
qualify as Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs). 

Table 10 – De Minimis Sites 
Site ID Site Name Rank Rationale for Ranking 

003 Vern Eide Acura Car Dealership De minimis Car dealership, auto repair, drums. 
004 Vacant Land De minimis Former railroad corridor. 
005 Scott's Lumber, Lampert Lumber 

Companies 
De minimis Lumber yard, RCRA SQG, former UST. 

008 Southridge Healthcare 
Rehabilitation Center 

De minimis Spill, former UST. 

010 Apartment Building De minimis Transformer oil leak. 
022 Former DakotAbilities Social 

Services Organization 
De minimis Phase I and II, Brownfield file. 

042 Billion Auto Car Dealership De minimis Auto dealer, Spill, Leak, removed UST, 
RCRA SQG. 

057 Enterprise Rent-A-Car Car 
Rental Agency 

De minimis Former auto repair. 

067 Former Brake Center Auto Brake 
Repair Shop (vacant) 

De minimis Former auto repair. 

068 Medical Equipment, Break 
Center 

De minimis Potential auto repair. 

069 Unknown De minimis Former motorcycle shop. 
073 Bosh and Class auto repair De minimis Current auto repair. 
082 JH Larson Company Electrical 

Supply Store 
De minimis Spills, Leak, former USTs. 

 
Notes:  
 
Underground Storage Tank (UST), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), Small Quantity Generator 
(SQG). 
 
De minimis Condition — By ASTM definition, de minimis means a condition that generally does not present a threat to 
human health or the environment and that generally would not be the subject of an enforcement action if brought to 
the attention of appropriate governmental agencies. Conditions determined to be de minimis conditions are not 
recognized environmental conditions nor controlled recognized environmental conditions. 
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Figure 9a – Potentially Contaminated Properties 

 
Figure 9b – Potentially Contaminated Properties 

 
Development of a Phase II Investigation work plan is recommended based on the findings of this 
assessment and anticipated construction and property acquisitions when project information is 
available. 
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Visual Impacts 
The viewshed within the study area contains a mix of detached residences, commercial retail and 
service businesses, and parks, all of which may experience visual impacts. Visual impacts are 
included among the environmental impacts that need to be assessed under NEPA. The SDDOT’s 
Environmental Procedures Manual defers to FHWA guidelines for determining the need for a 
Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) and the level of assessment required. FHWA’s VIA scoping 
questionnaire is a helpful tool in determining whether a VIA should be completed for a project and 
will be utilized as part of the project’s environmental screening process. 

  



Page 33 

 

 

IV. Conceptual Alternatives Development 
As part of the recently completed I-229 Major Investment Corridor Study (June 2017), it was 
determined that the interchange at Exit 3 (Minnesota Avenue) would need some modification to 
better handle current and future traffic levels. As such, the SDDOT intends to let the construction 
project to reconstruct the Exit 3 interchange in conjunction with the city’s intent on reconstructing 
Minnesota Avenue north and south of the interchange.  
The interchange scenarios recommended for additional study include: 

• No Build; 
• Convert to a partial cloverleaf interchange; and 
• Convert to a single point interchange. 

The corridor scenarios for Minnesota Avenue between 41st Street and 57th Street outside of the 
interchange area that have been recommended for additional study include: 

• No Build; 
• Raised Median on Minnesota Avenue with two through lanes; and 
• Raised Median on Minnesota Avenue with three through lanes. 

All corridor improvements will include associated improvements to the minor legs of all 
intersections impacted by the scenario. They will also include wide bicycle and pedestrian paths 
and crossing signals on both the east and west side of the roadway and a pedestrian tunnel 
crossing at the interchange unless further design efforts and environmental analysis determine 
that such improvements would be infeasible or unreasonable. 
No Build Alternative 
Under the No Build Alternative, no major capital improvements are made to the existing 
transportation system. Normal maintenance activities, however, are assumed to continue. The 
No Build Alternative is identified because it provides a basis of comparison for other 
alternatives. The No Build Alternative would not meet the project’s purpose and need. 
5/4-Lane Divided Corridor with Northeast Quadrant Loop and Northeast Ramp aligned 
with 49th Street Alternative (“Minn-2C”) 
This alternative is being carried forward from the I-229 Major Investment Study (MIS) 
recommendations. The northbound I-229 ramp terminal would remain a standard diamond 
configuration with additional turn lanes to improve capacity; the closely-spaced Park Access Road 
would be reconfigured to a ¾ access intersection.  
The southbound I-229 ramps would be substantially reconfigured. The I-229 entrance ramp would 
be split into two ramps with a new entrance ramp access on southbound I-229. The southbound 
Minnesota Avenue ramp would be a free right turn movement and the northbound Minnesota 
Avenue traffic would have a free right turn onto a new loop ramp connection. The southbound I-
229 exit ramp would connect to the 49th Street intersection; this connection helps relieve the 
closely-spaced intersection issues.  
Along Minnesota Avenue, a four-lane divided roadway would be provided to the north with several 
driveway access closures; 43rd Street would remain open as a ¾ access intersection. The four-
lane divided section would be carried south to 57th Street; Lotta Street would remain full access, 
but other streets would convert to right-in/right-out access (RI/RO). 
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Figure 10 – Minn-2C 

 
 

6/4-Lane Divided Corridor with Northeast Quadrant Loop and Northeast Ramp aligned 
with 49th Street Alternative (“Minn-2D”) 
This alternative is being carried forward from the I-229 MIS recommendations; the interchange 
configuration is very similar to “Minn-2C.” The northbound I-229 ramp terminal would remain a 
standard diamond configuration with additional turn lanes to improve capacity; the closely spaced 
Park Access Road would be reconfigured to a ¾ access intersection.  
The southbound I-229 ramps would be substantially reconfigured. The I-229 entrance ramp would 
be split into two ramps with a new entrance ramp access on southbound I-229. The southbound 
Minnesota Avenue ramp would be a free right turn movement and the northbound Minnesota 
Avenue traffic would have a free right turn onto a new loop ramp connection. The southbound I-
229 exit ramp would connect to the 49th Street intersection; this connection helps relieve the 
closely-spaced intersection issues.  
Along Minnesota Avenue, a six-lane divided roadway would be provided to the north with several 
driveway access closures; 43rd Street would remain open only as a RI/RO access intersection. A 
five-lane section, four-lane with center left turn lane, would be carried south to 57th Street. 
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Figure 11 – Minn-2D 

 
6/4-Lane Divided Corridor with Single Point Urban Interchange and Northeast Ramp 
aligned with 49th Street Alternative (“Minn-9D”)  
This alternative is being carried forward from the I-229 MIS recommendations; the existing 
diamond interchange would be reconfigured to a Single Point Urban Interchange (SPUI).  
The northbound I-229 ramps are typical of a SPUI design; the closely spaced Park Access Road 
would be reconfigured to a ¾ access intersection. The southbound I-229 entrance ramp is also 
typical of a SPUI design. 
The southbound I-229 exit ramp would be substantially reconfigured from a standard SPUI design. 
The I-229 exit ramp would be split into directional ramps for Minnesota Avenue. The southbound 
Minnesota Avenue traffic would tie into the traditional SPUI intersection. The northbound 
Minnesota Avenue traffic would connect to the 49th Street intersection; this connection helps 
relieve the closely spaced intersection issues.  
Along Minnesota Avenue, a six-lane divided roadway would be provided to the north with several 
driveway access closures; 43rd Street would remain open only as a RI/RO access intersection. A 
four-lane divided section would be carried south to 57th Street; Lotta Street would remain full 
access, but other streets would convert to RI/RO.  
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Figure 12 – Minn-9D 
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V. Overview of Potential Environmental Impacts 
 
Table 11 below summarizes currently identified potential impacts that could result from the current 
range of alternatives.  The table indicates potential impact distinctions between the alternatives 
and potential for environmental consequences.   Mitigation needs for identified impacts will be 
considered at the onset of the NEPA process to avoid any project delays to the extent possible. 
Some resources will require additional analysis during NEPA to determine the potential for 
impacts, and a plan for mitigating these impacts will be pursued as soon as potential impacts are 
identified. 

Table 11 – Potential Build Alternative Environmental Impacts Overview 
Grant ID & Element Minn-2C Minn-2D Minn-9D 

Land Use (private 
property acquisition) 3.0 3.0 3.0 

Farmland n/a n/a n/a 
Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Accommodations 

Facility connectivity and safety improvements on both sides of I-229 
would better accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians  

Neighborhood & 
Community Cohesion No impacts anticipated 

Community Facilities Temporary disturbance to emergency service routes, but with an overall 
benefit for these services long-term 

Economic Resources 2 business relocations and 1 closed access 
Water Quality >1 acre of ground disturbance would occur - required permits would be 

obtained and mitigation measures would be followed to avoid or minimize 
impacts. 

Wetlands and Other 
Waters of the U.S. 1.8 ac. 1.8 ac. 2.6 ac. 

Floodplains Construction within floodplain 
Groundwater Resources Drainage considered in final design; no impacts anticipated 
Geology, Soils and 
Topography/Landforms 

Minimal disturbance outside of R/W 

Vegetation, Fish and 
Wildlife 

Minimal disturbance outside of R/W 

Threatened and 
Endangered Species 

No impacts anticipated, USFWS concurrence required 

Air Quality The Project Area is in attainment of air quality criteria, concepts are not 
anticipated to affect air quality 

Noise The project would warrant a full noise analysis 
Cultural (Historic and 
Archaeological) 
Preservation 

Potential impacts to one archaeological site. Further coordination with 
SHPO would be required 

Environmental Justice No disproportionate impacts anticipated; full analysis required 
Section 4(f) Resources Potential impacts, review of property records and use determination 

required 
Section 6(f) Resources Potential impacts anticipated; additional review required 
Hazardous and 
Regulated Materials Phase II ESA recommended 

 
Potential Environmental Consequences Legend 

 
Net benefit, no impacts, or no anticipated impacts based on preliminary review 
Potential impacts, unknown, additional analysis required 
Impacts would occur or are anticipated to occur 



Page 38 

 

 

VI. Additional Alternative Screening Process and Results 
In addition to reviewing environmental impacts, the Study Advisory Team (SAT) considered 
several other factors related to the project’s purpose and need, reasonableness, and feasibility. 
Table 12 summarizes the additional screening criteria and quantitative / qualitative results 
considered by the SAT for the identification of reasonable alternatives for further consideration in 
the NEPA process. 
 

Table 12 – Alternatives Screening Summary 

Evaluation Criteria No Build 
Alternative 

Build Alternatives 
Minn-2C Minn-2D Minn-9D 

Conformance with Plans 
Meets SDDOT Design Criteria No Yes Yes Yes 
Meets SDDOT Access Spacing Criteria No Yes Yes Yes 
Meets City Access Spacing Criteria No No No No 
Property Acquisition and Relocation 
Number of Closed Access Points n/a 1 1 1 
Number of Residential Acquisitions n/a 0 0 0 
Number of Business Acquisitions n/a 2 2 2 
Total Private Right-of-Way Required (acres) n/a 3.0 3.0 3.0 
Environmental 
Wetland Impacts (acres) n/a 1.8 1.8 2.6 
City Parks (acres) - Section 4(f) 0.0 0.2 - Tomar Park 

(in DOT ROW) 
0.2 - Tomar Park 
(in DOT ROW) 

0.0 

City Parks (acres) - Section 6(f) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Sioux Falls Bike Trail - Section 4(f) 0.0 Temporary trail 

disturbance during 
reconstruction 

Temporary trail 
disturbance during 

reconstruction 

Temporary trail 
disturbance during 

reconstruction 
Sioux Falls Bike Trail - Section 6(f) 0.0 Temp Construction 

Disturbance/ 
Relocate in Place 

Temp Construction 
Disturbance/ 

Relocate in Place 

Temp Construction 
Disturbance/ 

Relocate in Place 
Former RR - ROW acres (SHPO adverse effect) 0.0 1.8 1.8 1.8 
Traffic Safety and Operations Summary 

Safety Improvement  
(2024 through 2050 Crashes) 

No 
(2646 

crashes) 
Yes 

(2084 crashes) 
Yes 

(2044 crashes) 
Yes 

(1949 crashes) 

Operational Performance Poor Good Good Good 

Sensitivity Performance (10% Increase) Poor 
(LOS F) 

Fair 
(LOS D) 

Fair 
(LOS D) 

Good 
(LOS C) 

Worst I-229 Performance  
(within Project Limits) LOS E LOS C LOS C LOS C 

Worst Ramp Terminal Performance in 2050 

LOS E 
(with queue 

storage 
issues) 

LOS C LOS C LOS C 

Non-Motorized Facilities (assumes all build alternatives would 
benefit from RRFB's and tunneling options) 

Poor 
(narrow 

sidewalks 
only) 

Good 
(Trail and Sidewalk 

Provided; North 
Ramp has free 

right movement) 

Good 
(Trail and Sidewalk 

Provided; North 
Ramp has free 

right movement) 

Fair 
(Trail and Sidewalk 

Provided; Both 
Ramps have free 
right movements) 

Construction Impacts 
Maintenance of Traffic During Construction? n/a Good Good Fair 
Allows for Phased Construction? n/a Yes Yes Yes 
Estimated Construction Costs 
Estimated Interchange Structure Costs ($M) n/a $8.3  $8.3  $15.1  
Estimated Interchange Roadway Costs ($M) n/a $12.3  $12.3  $12.9  
Estimated Arterial Roadway Costs ($M) n/a $5.0  $5.0  $5.6  
Total Estimated Construction Cost (Millions) n/a $25.6 $25.6  $33.6  
Additional Considerations 
Interstate Pavement Replacement Cost ($M) n/a $0.3 $0.3  $0.3  
Additional City of Sioux Falls Project Cost ($M) n/a $6.7 $6.7 $6.8 
Total Project Costs (Millions in 2018 dollars) n/a $32.6  $32.6  $40.7  
Relocate Trail Cost ($M) n/a $0.9 $0.9 $0.9 
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Based on the preceding information, all three alternatives considered would meet the Purpose 
and Need of the project by providing adequate levels of service and meeting all applicable design 
criteria, thereby addressing geometric deficiencies. 
At their May 5, 2020 meeting, additional discussion of the merits of these alternatives was 
discussed, including community and regulatory agency input. Notable considerations identified by 
the SAT included: 

• Alternative Minn-9D avoids potential impacts to Tomar Park (Section 4(f) Property). 
Further study would be required to determine the significance of impacts for other 
alternatives. 

• Alternative Minn-9D provides the safest accommodation of bicyclists and pedestrians 
(non-motorized travelers) in comparison to other alternatives. 

• Alternative Minn-9D demonstrates the most improvement to operational performance 
compared to other alternatives. 

• Alternative Minn-9D demonstrates the fewest projected crashes (best safety 
improvement) compared to other alternatives. 
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VII. NEPA Considerations and Likely Class of Action Determination 
The primary objective of the environmental scan report is to provide a planning-level overview of 
resources and determine potential constraints and opportunities for the I-229 Exit 3 (Minnesota 
Avenue) Interchange and Environmental Study. The information contained in this study is 
intended to support the Study Advisory Team’s selection of a preferred alternative of the Minn-9D 
Build Alternative.  It is understood that an improvement alternative from this study will be advanced 
as part of the SDDOT project development process. As defined below, there are three classes of 
action that may be initiated to comply with NEPA.  

• An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is prepared for projects where it is known that 
the action will have a significant effect on the environment. 

• An Environmental Assessment (EA) is prepared for actions in which the significance of the 
environmental impact is not clearly established. Should environmental analysis and 
interagency review during the EA process find a project to have no significant impacts on 
the quality of the environment, a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) is issued. 

• Categorical Exclusions (CEs) are issued for actions that do not individually or cumulatively 
have a significant effect on the environment. 

Context, or the environmental setting, and intensity of the impact on a particular resource are two 
considerations when determining the significance of impact. For the build alternatives under 
consideration, no significant effects on the environment are known at this time. Thus, an EA has 
been selected to clarify the significance of the project’s effects on the environment. As noted 
above, the EA is used to provide sufficient environmental documentation to determine the need 
for an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or that a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) 
is the appropriate conclusion. 




