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D
eveloping  A

lternatives
Th

e process of developin
g altern

atives in
volved fou

r
steps:

•
D

evelopin
g con

cepts
•

S
creen

in
g th

e con
cepts again

st criteria
•

E
stablish

in
g design

 assu
m

ption
s related to th

e
con

cepts
•

Packagin
g th

e con
cepts in

to draft altern
atives

Th
e plan

n
in

g process produ
ced h

u
n

dreds of
con

cepts for C
ades C

ove.  To m
an

age th
ese

con
cepts, evalu

ation
 criteria w

ere iden
tified to

“screen
” th

em
. C

on
cepts th

at passed th
rou

gh
 all

th
ree rou

n
ds of screen

in
g w

ere in
clu

ded in
 th

e draft
altern

atives.

Th
is ch

apter defin
es con

cepts an
d design

assu
m

ption
s an

d ou
tlin

es th
e screen

in
g process

u
sed to evalu

ate th
e con

cepts, as w
ell as th

e
process u

sed to package altern
atives.  D

etails of th
e

altern
atives are discu

ssed in
 C

h
apter 5.

C
oncepts

A
con

cept is big pictu
re id

ea
 th

a
t h

a
s been

d
eveloped

 to solve a
 problem

.
S

om
e exam

ples of
con

cepts gen
erated in

 th
is process in

clu
de addin

g
parkin

g an
d pu

ll-off areas to th
e Loop R

oad,
erectin

g ch
an

geable m
essage sign

s, bu
ildin

g a
visitor cen

ter, addin
g travel lan

es, ch
an

gin
g th

e
direction

 of traffic flow
 an

d providin
g altern

ative
tran

sportation
 system

s. 

Th
e con

cepts developed for C
ades C

ove w
ere far

ran
gin

g an
d related to trails, cam

pin
g, picn

ic
facilities, roadw

ays, safety, th
e en

forcem
en

t of ru
les,

park staffin
g, edu

cation
, an

d restroom
s, as w

ell as
m

an
y oth

er facilities.  A
 detailed description

 of h
ow

th
e m

ajor con
cepts w

ou
ld m

eet th
e O

pportu
n

ities
Plan

’s goals an
d objectives is provided in

 C
h

apter 5.

T
he S

creening P
rocess

A
n

oth
er im

portan
t step in

 th
e plan

n
in

g process is to
iden

tify criteria.  C
riteria a

re elem
en

ts by w
h

ich
th

e a
ltern

a
tives (a

n
d
 d

iscrete elem
en

ts of

a
ltern

a
tives k

n
ow

n
 in

 th
is process a

s
“con

cepts”) cou
ld

 be eva
lu

a
ted

 for th
eir

rea
son

a
blen

ess a
n
d
 fea

sibility, a
m

on
g oth

er
fa

ctors.

D
u

rin
g th

e pu
blic scopin

g review
 of th

e problem
statem

en
ts, th

e evalu
ation

 criteria w
ere discu

ssed in
facilitated break-ou

t session
s.  Th

e project team
em

ph
asized at th

is m
eetin

g th
at evalu

ation
 w

as
n

ecessary to establish
 a reason

able set of con
cepts

th
at cou

ld be in
corporated in

to th
e altern

atives. 

E
ach

 con
cept w

as screen
ed th

rou
gh

 a th
ree-tiered

evalu
ation

 process.

Th
e first

level of screen
in

g evalu
ated con

cepts
again

st existin
g N

PS
 policies, m

an
dates an

d goals.
Th

e qu
estion

s in
clu

ded:

•
W

h
at N

PS
 or legislative m

ission
/m

an
date or

policy does th
e con

cept address or, con
versely,

violate?
•

D
oes th

e agen
cy h

ave th
e au

th
ority to address

th
e issu

e, an
d, if so, w

h
at is its au

th
ority?

Th
e secon

d
level of screen

in
g evalu

ated con
cepts

again
st th

e goals an
d objectives of th

e O
pportu

n
ities

Plan
. Th

is in
volved askin

g su
ch

 qu
estion

s as:

•
D

oes th
e option

 con
form

 to or con
flict w

ith
 th

e
project goals an

d objectives for resou
rces?

•
D

oes th
e option

 con
form

 to or con
flict w

ith
 goals

an
d objectives for visitation

?

Th
e

th
ird

level of screen
in

g w
as en

titled th
e “fatal

flaw
 an

alysis.”  H
ere, con

cepts w
ere screen

ed
again

st N
ation

al E
n

viron
m

en
tal Policy A

ct (N
E

PA
)-

related criteria of reason
ablen

ess an
d

appropriaten
ess.  Th

is step in
volved iden

tifyin
g

positive an
d n

egative im
pacts on

 resou
rces, th

e
visitor experien

ce an
d th

e gatew
ay com

m
u

n
ities.

A
n

alysis in
clu

ded con
sideration

 of th
e ability of

existin
g Park in

frastru
ctu

re to su
pport th

e con
cept

an
d w

h
eth

er th
e option

s w
ere econ

om
ically viable.

Th
is evalu

ation
 w

as based on
 available data an

d
decision

s w
ere m

ade con
servatively. Th

e evalu
ation

of con
cepts w

ill con
tin

u
e th

rou
gh

 th
e E

IS
 ph

ase of
th

e process.

Th
e follow

in
g qu

estion
s are exam

ples of th
ose

con
sidered at th

is stage of th
e evalu

ation
:

•
H

ow
 w

ou
ld resou

rces or th
e visitor experien

ce be
affected positively or n

egatively? 
•

C
an

 th
e con

cepts be su
pported by existin

g
in

frastru
ctu

re?

H
ow

 th
e con

cepts w
ere screen

ed

To better u
n

derstan
d h

ow
 th

e core team
 decided

w
h

eth
er to reject con

cepts or m
ove th

em
 forw

ard,
th

ree exam
ples of th

e evalu
ation

 process are
ou

tlin
ed h

ere.

O
n

e su
ggestion

 from
 th

e pu
blic w

as to ch
arge an

en
tran

ce fee.  E
n

actin
g su

ch
 a fee w

ou
ld requ

ire
legislation

 by th
e S

tate of Ten
n

essee an
d/or

C
on

gress becau
se th

e deeds th
at tran

sferred lan
d

from
 th

e S
tate of Ten

n
essee to th

e federal
govern

m
en

t to establish
 th

e Park proh
ibit th

e
collection

 of tolls or licen
se fees on

 state h
igh

w
ays

71 an
d 73.  C

on
gress also h

as dictated th
at, u

n
less

en
tran

ce fees are ch
arged on

 m
ain

 h
igh

w
ays an

d
th

orou
gh

fares, fees can
n

ot be ch
arged for en

tran
ces

on
 oth

er rou
tes in

to th
e Park or an

y part of th
e Park

(16 U
S

C
 §4601-6a(a)(3)).  For th

ese reason
s, th

is
idea w

as elim
in

ated in
 first level of evalu

ation
.

A
n

oth
er su

ggestion
 w

as to add a secon
d lan

e to th
e

Loop R
oad.  U

n
der th

is con
cept, th

e Loop R
oad

w
ou

ld h
ave to be w

iden
ed accordin

g to N
PS

 road
design

 stan
dards, w

h
ich

 requ
ire 11 feet for a travel

lan
e an

d fou
r feet for sh

ou
lders. A

n
oth

er foot for th
e

in
side travel lan

e is recom
m

en
ded on

 sh
arp cu

rves,
especially w

h
ere th

e u
se of large veh

icles is
com

m
on

. 

Th
e project team

 con
sidered a secon

d lan
e as an

option
 to in

crease th
e road’s veh

icle capacity.
B

ecau
se th

is con
cept did n

ot con
flict w

ith
 N

ation
al

Park S
ervice policies, m

an
dates or goals, it w

as
m

oved on
 in

to th
e secon

d rou
n

d of evalu
ation

.

Th
e Loop R

oad is an
 in

tegral part of th
e C

ove’s
cu

ltu
ral lan

dscape, w
ith

 an
 align

m
en

t an
d w

idth
con

sisten
t w

ith
 th

e roads th
at existed before th

e
Park w

as establish
ed.  Th

e cu
rves an

d n
arrow

 w
idth

are in
tegral to h

ow
 visitors experien

ce th
e C

ove.
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W
iden

in
g th

e road w
ou

ld ch
an

ge th
is experien

ce
an

d m
ake th

e road less com
patible w

ith
 its h

istoric
ch

aracteristics.  A
 w

ider roadw
ay also w

ou
ld alter

scen
ic vistas.  M

oreover, addin
g 15 to 19 feet of

pavem
en

t for th
e len

gth
 of th

e road w
ou

ld be
detrim

en
tal to w

ildlife, vegetation
 an

d possible
arch

aeological sites.  For th
ese reason

s, th
is con

cept
w

as determ
in

ed n
ot to m

eet th
e project goal of

providin
g exception

al visitor experien
ces th

at
respect th

e n
atu

ral an
d cu

ltu
ral resou

rces of C
ades

C
ove.  

G
iven

 th
e above reason

s, th
is con

cept did n
ot pass

th
e secon

d rou
n

d of screen
in

g an
d becam

e a
“con

sidered bu
t rejected” option

.

O
n

e con
cept th

at passed th
rou

gh
 all th

ree levels of
screen

in
g in

volved th
e creation

 of a bicycle an
d

pedestrian
 path

.  Th
e origin

al com
m

en
t su

ggested
th

at th
e path

 be located adjacen
t to th

e Loop R
oad,

bu
t project team

 m
em

bers voiced con
cern

s sim
ilar

to th
e problem

s associated w
ith

 addin
g a secon

d
lan

e to th
e Loop R

oad.  Traffic en
gin

eerin
g an

d
safety con

cern
s also arose in

 relation
 to locatin

g th
e

path
 in

 su
ch

 a location
. C

om
m

on
ly accepted design

stan
dards su

ggest th
at bicycle/pedestrian

 path
s be

located n
ext to a roadw

ay on
ly w

h
ere th

ere are few
access poin

ts (drivew
ays, pu

ll-offs), an
d w

h
ere n

o
oth

er rou
te is available. 

Th
e poten

tial to in
trodu

ce a n
ew

 w
ay for th

e visitor
to experien

ce th
e C

ove w
as appealin

g, h
ow

ever.
In

stead of locatin
g th

e path
 n

ext to th
e Loop R

oad,
several m

em
bers of th

e core team
 su

ggested a path
cou

ld be located alon
g som

e of th
e h

istoric farm
roads th

at crisscross th
e valley floor.

Th
is idea is con

sisten
t w

ith
 N

PS
 policies an

d
m

an
dates, project goals an

d objectives, an
d m

eets
th

e N
E

PA
 criteria of reason

ablen
ess an

d
appropriaten

ess. S
u

ch
 a path

 cou
ld provide access

to several h
istoric stru

ctu
res as w

ell as to th
e C

able
M

ill area.  

A
fter th

e altern
atives h

ad been
 drafted, th

e project
team

 gen
erated a list of elem

en
ts th

at cou
ld be fit

in
to an

y of th
e altern

atives. A
ddin

g a bicycle an
d

pedestrian
 path

 on
 h

istoric farm
 roads w

as on
e

su
ch

 elem
en

t.

D
eveloping the A

lternatives

A
fter th

e evalu
ation

 process, th
e project team

review
ed th

e list of con
cepts th

at m
et th

e criteria.
Th

e con
cepts w

ere divided in
to categories su

ch
 as

“con
cepts th

at m
an

age dem
an

d,” “con
cepts th

at
in

crease capacity,” an
d “cam

pgrou
n

d con
cepts.”

Th
ese separate elem

en
ts th

en
 w

ere com
bin

ed in
to

com
preh

en
sive draft altern

atives th
at provide an

overall pictu
re of h

ow
 C

ades C
ove w

ill be m
an

aged
to ach

ieve th
e plan

’s goals.  Figu
re 11 illu

strates th
e

process th
rou

gh
 w

h
ich

 th
ose altern

atives w
ere

gen
erated.

E
ach

 altern
ative w

as bu
ilt arou

n
d th

e th
em

es of
visitation

 (m
otorized an

d n
on

-m
otorized), resou

rces
(n

atu
ral an

d cu
ltu

ral), resou
rce edu

cation
 (visitor

orien
tation

), an
d facilities an

d safety (picn
ic an

d
cam

pgrou
n

d areas, cam
pstore, h

orse operation
s,

park operation
s, an

d u
tilities/visitor com

fort).  

Th
e “n

o action
” altern

ative also m
u

st be con
sidered

u
n

der N
E

PA
 regu

lation
s. A

ddition
ally, fou

r draft
“action

” altern
atives w

ere developed, ran
gin

g from
very little ch

an
ge in

 cu
rren

t m
an

agem
en

t of th
e

C
ove to sign

ifican
t ch

an
ge.

Th
e project team

 m
atch

ed access con
cepts w

ith
strategies th

at provided th
e best fit for th

e goals.

Figure 11:  The C
oncept - A

lternative Process for C
ades C

ove 



For exam
ple, all of th

e m
in

im
al developm

en
t

solu
tion

s w
ere packaged togeth

er in
to a “low

”
developm

en
t altern

ative, w
h

ich
 cou

ld th
en

 be
com

pared to “m
oderate” an

d “h
igh

” developm
en

t
altern

atives.

O
n

ce th
e ran

ge of differen
t com

bin
ation

s of
m

an
agem

en
t altern

atives h
ad been

 developed, th
e

team
 com

pared each
 altern

ative to existin
g

con
dition

s to assess th
e m

agn
itu

de of ch
an

ge th
at

w
ou

ld be requ
ired w

ith
 im

plem
en

tation
 of each

altern
ative.  For exam

ple, on
 th

e h
igh

 en
d,

proh
ibitin

g private veh
icles on

 th
e Loop R

oad w
ou

ld
create th

e n
eed for parkin

g at th
e en

try to th
e C

ove
an

d th
erefore w

ou
ld create th

e opportu
n

ity for a
visitor cen

ter, w
h

ich
 cou

ld in
clu

de an
 in

-depth
in

terpretive experien
ce. O

n
 th

e low
 en

d, developin
g

a m
aster circu

lation
 plan

 for pu
ll-offs an

d parkin
g

w
ou

ld call for a less in
ten

sive visitor con
tact poin

t.

S
om

e con
cepts w

ere im
portan

t en
ou

gh
 to th

e overall
visitor experien

ce to be in
clu

ded in
 all draft

altern
atives.  For exam

ple, a com
m

u
n

ication
s

system
 to in

form
 th

e pu
blic abou

t con
dition

s w
ith

in
th

e C
ove w

as in
clu

ded in
 each

 altern
ative (except

th
e n

o action
).  A

 m
aster pu

ll-off an
d parkin

g plan
w

as also in
clu

ded in
 every “action

” altern
ative.

O
th

er con
cepts w

ere con
sidered to be option

al if
th

ey w
ou

ld n
ot resolve issu

es bu
t m

igh
t h

ave a
positive effect on

 som
e aspect of th

e visitor
experien

ce.

Th
e project team

 w
orked th

rou
gh

 th
e con

cepts an
d

developed altern
atives th

at began
 w

ith
 th

e n
o action

altern
ative (A

ltern
ative 1).  Th

e team
 th

en
 added

con
cepts th

at w
ou

ld h
ave a m

in
im

al effect on
existin

g visitor activities. A
ltern

ative 2 th
u

s in
clu

ded
action

s to im
prove th

e pu
ll-off an

d parkin
g areas

arou
n

d th
e Loop R

oad an
d in

crease com
m

u
n

ication
to visitors as a w

ay to m
an

age visitation
.

O
n

ce th
ese “base” altern

atives w
ere iden

tified,
con

cepts w
ere added to create oth

er altern
atives in

 a
m

an
n

er th
at in

creased th
e level of visitor

m
an

agem
en

t in
 a stair step fash

ion
. Th

erefore,
A

ltern
ative 3 in

clu
des a reservation

 system
,

A
ltern

ative 4 in
trodu

ces volu
n

tary altern
ative

tran
sportation

 an
d A

ltern
ative 5 in

trodu
ces

m
an

datory altern
ative tran

sportation
.

A
 graph

ic represen
tation

 of th
e process u

sed to
develop th

e altern
atives is provided in

 Figu
re 13.

Th
e con

cepts th
at passed th

rou
gh

 th
e screen

in
g

process w
ere review

ed, refin
ed an

d packaged in
 a

first cu
t of draft altern

atives presen
ted to th

e Park
M

an
agem

en
t Team

 for its review
.  Fu

rth
er

refin
em

en
ts th

en
 w

ere m
ade based on

 th
is in

pu
t,

an
d th

e draft altern
atives w

ere presen
ted at a rou

n
d

of pu
blic scopin

g m
eetin

gs in
 th

e com
m

u
n

ities
su

rrou
n

din
g th

e Park.  In
form

ation
 on

 th
ese

altern
atives also w

as posted on
 th

e project w
ebsite.

E
ach

 altern
ative is discu

ssed in
 detail in

 C
h

apter 5.

C
onsidered but R

ejected C
oncepts

Th
rou

gh
ou

t th
e pu

blic in
volvem

en
t process,

h
u

n
dreds of com

m
en

ts an
d recom

m
en

dation
s w

ere
received abou

t th
e fu

tu
re of C

ades C
ove. M

an
y of

th
ese ideas w

ere rejected th
rou

gh
 th

e screen
in

g
process described in

 th
is ch

apter.  S
ee A

ppen
dix K

for a ch
art detailin

g th
ese “con

sidered bu
t rejected”

con
cepts.
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