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Executive Summary

This Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report docu-
ments input received from agencies and the public regarding 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the US 
Highway 85 – Interstate 94 (I-94) Interchange to Watford 
City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30) project. 

◆◆ On May 1, 2018, the Draft EIS was approved 
and signed by the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) and North Dakota 
Department of Transportation (NDDOT). 

◆◆ On May 8, 2018, the Draft EIS was distributed 
to the cooperating and participating agencies 
and members of the stakeholder group. 

◆◆ On May 11, 2018, a Notice of Availability (NOA) 
was published in the Federal Register (Volume 
83, Number 92) announcing the availability of 
the Draft EIS for public review and comment.

Prior to the release of the Draft EIS, one stakeholder group 
meeting (stakeholder group meeting #2) was held on 
October 30, 2017, to discuss the status of the project, project 
corridor, and issues of concern. Stakeholder group meeting 
#2 was held at 5:00 p.m. (MDT) at the Billings County Rural 
Fire Hall (12811 20th Street SW), in Fairfield, North Dakota. 
Postcards announcing the meeting were mailed to the public 
and interested parties in Fairfield. 

Upon release of the Draft EIS, one lead, cooperating, and 
participating agencies meeting and three public hearings 
were held to discuss the Draft EIS. The lead, cooperating, 
and participating agencies meeting and public hearings in-
cluded a formal presentation, which described the purpose 
and need, Preferred Alternative and options, potential im-
pacts associated with the Preferred Alternative and options, 
environmental commitments, schedule, and next steps. 
Newspaper advertisements announcing the public hearings 
were published in the McKenzie County Farmer on May 9, 
2018, and Dickinson Press and Billings County Pioneer on 
May 10, 2018; press releases were published on May 7 and 
22, 2018; post cards were mailed to interested parties and 
landowners; and public hearing information was available on 

the NDDOT project website. In addition, a 45-day comment 
period (May 11 to June 25, 2018) was provided to agencies 
and the public, whereby agencies and members of the public 
could submit comments on the Draft EIS. 

◆◆ Lead, cooperating, and participating agencies 
meeting was held in Rooms 310–312 at 
the NDDOT Central Office (608 E Boulevard 
Avenue) in Bismarck, North Dakota, on May 
21, 2018, from 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. (CDT).

◆◆ Public hearings were held at:

»» Belfield City Hall (107 2nd Avenue NE) 
in Belfield, North Dakota, on May 29, 
2018, from 5:00 to 7:30 p.m. (MDT).

»» Billings County Rural Fire Hall 
(12811 20th Street SW) in Fairfield, 
North Dakota, on May 30, 2018, 
from 5:00 to 7:30 p.m. (MDT).

»» Watford City City Hall (213 2nd Street 
NE) in Watford City, North Dakota, on 
May 31, 2018, from 5:00 to 7:30 (CDT).

As a result of the lead, cooperating, and participating agen-
cies meeting; public hearings, and 45-day comment peri-
od, a total of 10 agencies provided 60 comments and 75 
members of the public1 provided 378 comments2 (as of the 
date of this Involvement Report). Individual comments were 
assigned one or more themes based on the comment’s con-
text and the topic discussed. Table ES-1. Agency and Public 
Comment Themes provides a list of the themes assigned to 
the agency and public comments and the total number of 
times each theme was assigned.

1	 Some of the members of the public provided both 
written and verbal comments, and therefore, are only 
counted one time in the overall total number of public 
commenters.

2	 For Stakeholder group meeting #2, a court reporter was 
not present. Discussions took place, whereby verbal 
comments were provided and the project team responded 
and answered questions. Therefore, verbal comments 
received during Stakeholder group meeting #2 are not 
included in the total number of public comments.

For the federal-aid highway program, public 
hearings are conducted in accordance with 23 CFR 
771.111(h), which prescribes the procedures and 
requirements for carrying out public hearing(s).

The Preferred Alternative includes a combination 
of Alternative B: Four-lane Divided Highway with 

Depressed Median, Option FF-1: Urbanized, Four-lane 
Highway on Existing Alignment, Option INT-2: Multi-

lane Roundabout, and Option LX-3: Remove and 
Replace Existing Bridge with new Four-lane Bridge.
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Table ES-1.	 Agency and Public Comment Themes

Comment Theme Agency Comments Public Comments* Total

General Project Question/Statement 3 80 83

Safety 0 57 57

Roadway Alternatives (Badlands) 0 47 47

Economy 0 39 39

TRNP/Public Lands 1 35 36

Water Resources 34 0 34

Traffic Volume/Operations 0 32 32

Roadway Alternatives (Entire Corridor) 3 27 30

Noise 0 24 24

Wildlife Crossing and Accommodation 9 15 24

Long X Bridge Options 2 20 22

Timeframe and cost 0 21 21

Regional Transportation Network 0 18 18

Trail 0 18 18

Recreation/Tourism 0 14 14

Construction and Maintenance 1 8 9

Section 4(f) 3 6 9

Lighting 0 8 8

ROW 2 6 8

US Highway 85/ND-200 Intersection Options 0 8 8

Agency Coordination 5 1 6

Geological Resources 0 6 6

Vegetation 0 6 6

Preferred Alternative 0 5 5

Property Access 0 5 5

Public Involvement 0 5 5

Visual Resources 0 5 5

Cultural Resources 2 2 4

Agricultural Resources 0 3 3

Cumulative Impacts 0 3 3

Purpose and Need 0 3 3

Load Limits 0 2 2

Utilities 0 2 2

Air Quality 0 1 1

Alternatives Methodology 0 1 1

Sensitive Species 1 0 1

Wildlife Resources 0 1 1

* The verbal comments received during the discussions held at stakeholder group meeting #2 were not assigned themes, and therefore, are not included in this 
table.
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Acronyms

B

BE (Biological Evaluation)  E-3

BMPs (best management practices)  D-9

BOPD (barrels of oil per day)  F-35

C

CCC (Civilian Conservation Corps)  F-20, G-3

CFR (Code of Federal Regulation)  F-8

CFR (Code of Federal Regulations)  3

CWA (Clean Water Act)  D-9

D

dBA (A-weighted decibels)  G-6

DPG (Dakota Prairie Grasslands)  E-4, F-12

E

EIS (Environmental Impact Statement)  i, 1, D-3, D-8, G-4

EPA (Environmental Protection Agency)  D-5

ESA (Endangered Species Act)  E-3

F

FHWA (Federal Highway Administration)  i, 1, D-6, E-3, F-4

G

GHGs (greenhouse gases)  F-8

I

I-25 (Interstate 25)  F-44

I-29 (Interstate 29)  G-17

I-94 (Interstate 94)  i, 1, G-17

L

LEDPA (Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative)  D-6

LEDs (light-emitting diodes)  G-5

LFN (Low Frequency Noise)  F-13

LMNG (Little Missouri National Grasslands)  F-4

LMRV (Little Missouri River Valley)  F-6

LMSSRA (Little Missouri State Scenic River Act)  D-4

M

MAs (Management Areas)  F-12

MHA (Mandan, Hidatsa, Arikara)  E-3

MOA (Memorandum of Agreement)  D-8, F-8

mph (miles per hour)  4, E-3, G-4, F-3

MUTCD (Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices)  F-6

MVMT (million vehicle miles traveled)  F-33

N

ND-200 (North Dakota Highway 200)  1, E-3, F-7, G-4

NDCC (North Dakota Century Code)  D-4

NDDH (North Dakota Department of Health)  D-9

NDDOT (North Dakota Department of Transportation)  i, 1, 
D-3, E-3, F-3

NDGF (North Dakota Game and Fish)  E-4, F-5

NDPDES (North Dakota Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System)  D-9

NDSWC (North Dakota State Water Commission)  D-3

NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act)  D-8, F-8, G-8

NOA (Notice of Availability)  i, 2

NOI (Notice of Intent)  F-38

NPS (National Park Service)  D-6, E-6, F-9

NRHP (National Register of Historic Places)  F-8

O

OSE (Office of the State Engineer)  D-3

P

PBA (Programmatic Biological Assessment)  E-3

R

ROD (Record of Decision)  F-8, G-8

ROW (right-of-way)  3, E-4, F-5

RP (reference point)  1

RP (Reference Point)  F-7

S

SHPO (State Historic Preservation Office)  G-15

SPreAD (System for the Prediction of  
Acoustic Detectability)  G-5

SWPPP (Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan)  D-9

T

TNM (Traffic Noise Model)  , F-12, F-4

TRNP (Theodore Roosevelt National Park)  2, E-3, F-4

TSS (total suspended solids)  D-11
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U

USACE (US Army Corps of Engineers)  D-9, G-21

USFS (US Forest Service)  2, E-6, G-4

USFWS (US Fish and Wildlife Service)  E-3, G-8

USGS (US Geological Survey)  D-4
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1.	 Introduction 

This Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report docu-
ments input received from agencies and the public regarding 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the US 
Highway 85 – Interstate 94 (I-94) Interchange to Watford 
City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30) project. This report 
includes an overview of the project, alternatives and options 
carried forward for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS, and 
Preferred Alternative; details regarding the agency and pub-
lic involvement meetings (e.g., stakeholder group meeting 
#2; lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting; 
and public hearings) and their purpose; and a summary of 
comments received from agencies and the public. 

1.1.	 Project Overview 

The project includes the expansion of US Highway 85 and 
rehabilitation or replacement of the historic Long X Bridge 
over the Little Missouri River. The project encompasses 
approximately 62 miles of roadway in Stark, Billings, and 
McKenzie counties, North Dakota, beginning at the I-94 in-
terchange and extending north to the Watford City Bypass 
(McKenzie County Road 30). The following alternatives and 
options were carried forward for detailed analysis in the Draft 
EIS:

◆◆ No Action Alternative (Alternative A) – No build 

◆◆ Build Alternatives:

»» Alternative B – Divided, four-lane highway 
with a depressed, center median

»» Alternative C – Divided, four-lane 
highway with a flush, center median

◆◆ Fairfield Options:

»» Option FF-1 – Existing Alignment – Urban

»» Option FF-2 – West Bypass

»» Option FF-3 – East Bypass 1

»» Option FF-4 – East Bypass 2

◆◆ North Dakota Highway 200 (ND-200)/
US Highway 85 Intersection Options:

»» Option INT-1 – Standard Intersection

»» Option INT-2 – Roundabout

◆◆ Long X Bridge Options:

»» Option LX-1 – New Two-lane Bridge, 
Rehabilitate Existing Long X Bridge

»» Option LX-2 – New Four-lane Bridge, Retain 
Existing Long X Bridge for Alternate Use

»» Option LX-3 – New Four-lane 
Bridge, Remove Existing Bridge

1.2.	 Preferred Alternative 

After considering all of the potential alternatives and options, 
collaborating with the public and cooperating and participat-
ing agencies, and conducting engineering and environmen-
tal studies for the project, the North Dakota Department of 
Transportation (NDDOT) and Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) have recommended that the Preferred Alternative 
include a combination of the following:

◆◆ Alternative B: Expand the existing roadway to a 
divided, four-lane section with a depressed, center 
median in all areas of the project corridor except 
Fairfield, the Badlands, and Watford City.

◆◆ Option FF-1: Expand the existing roadway through 
Fairfield to a four-lane, urban section with reduced 
speeds.

◆◆ Option INT-2: Construct a multi-lane roundabout at 
the ND-200/US Highway 85 intersection.

◆◆ Option LX-3: Replace the Long X Bridge with a new 
four-lane bridge.

The Preferred Alternative would also include expanding the 
existing roadway through the Badlands and Watford City to 
a divided, four-lane section with a flush, center median with 
reduced speeds; incorporating a trail on the east side of US 
Highway 85 from the northern project terminus to McKenzie 
County Road 34; constructing an anchored, drilled shaft 
structure at Horseshoe Bend; constructing three wildlife 
crossings at reference points (RP) 122.5, 126.1, and 126.6, 
as well as wildlife fencing, from RP 120.9 to 128.9; replacing 
the South Branch of the Green River and Spring Creek bridg-
es with box culverts; extending the existing reinforced con-
crete box culverts and structural plate pipe culverts; modi-
fying or replacing the centerline culverts; extending existing 
cattle passes and removing one; resetting, reinstalling, or 
adding Intelligent Transportation System devices; expanding 
intersection illumination lighting; and installing destination 
lighting.
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2.	 Agency and Public 

Involvement Meetings

This chapter includes details regarding the agency and pub-
lic involvement meetings (e.g., stakeholder group meeting 
#2; lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting; 
and public hearings) and their purpose.

◆◆ Prior to the release of the Draft EIS, one stakeholder 
group meeting (stakeholder group meeting #2) 
was held on October 30, 2017.

◆◆ On May 1, 2018, the Draft EIS was approved and 
signed by the FHWA and NDDOT. 

◆◆ On May 8, 2018, the Draft EIS was distributed to 
the cooperating and participating agencies and 
members of the stakeholder group. 

◆◆ On May 9, 2018, a lead and cooperating agencies 
meeting was held.

◆◆ On May 11, 2018, a Notice of Availability (NOA) 
was published in the Federal Register (Volume 
83, Number 92) announcing the availability of 
the Draft EIS for public review and comment (see  
Appendix C).

◆◆ Upon release of the Draft EIS, one lead, cooperating, 
and participating agencies meeting was held on 
May 21, 2018, and three public hearings were held 
on May 29 through 31, 2018. 

◆◆ A 45-day comment period (May 11 to June 25, 
2018) was provided to agencies and the public, 
whereby agencies and members of the public could 
submit comments on the Draft EIS.

2.1.	 Stakeholder Group Meeting #2

Numerous stakeholders have been identified throughout the 
62-mile project corridor. The following are members of the 
stakeholder group:

◆◆ Lead Agencies (FHWA 
and NDDOT)

◆◆ Cooperating Agencies 
(National Park Service, US 
Army Corps of Engineers, and 
US Forest Service [USFS])

◆◆ Tribal Consultation Committee

◆◆ County Representatives (Stark, 
Billings, and McKenzie Counties)

◆◆ City/Community Representatives (Belfield, 
Fairfield, Grassy Butte, and Watford City)

◆◆ Special Interest Groups

◆◆ Landowners

◆◆ Utilities

Stakeholder group meeting #2 was held on October 30, 
2017, at 5:00 p.m. (MDT) at the Billings County Rural Fire 
Hall (12811 20th Street SW), in Fairfield, North Dakota. Post 
cards announcing the meeting were mailed to members of 
the Stakeholder Group. Stakeholder group meeting #2 was 
held to discuss the status of the project, project corridor, and 
issues of concern. 

A total of 52 people attended stakeholder group meeting 
#2. During the meeting, a presentation (i.e., story map) was 
shown that included an overview of the project and descrip-
tions and simulations/figures for the following:

◆◆ Alternatives and options being considered

◆◆ Badlands segment of the project corridor

◆◆ Wildlife crossing system and 
construction easements

◆◆ Long X Bridge construction 
easements and examples

◆◆ Alternatives considered, but dismissed for the 
portion of the roadway through the Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park (TRNP) – North Unit

◆◆ Anchored, drilled shaft structure 
at Horseshoe Bend

◆◆ Trail alignment and typical section

◆◆ Construction phasing  

After the presentation, discussions took place amongst the 
stakeholder group and project team. Meeting minutes that 
summarize the discussions held during stakeholder group 

The purpose of the 
stakeholder group is to act 
as an advice-giving role to 
the NDDOT by providing 
informed and thoughtful 

input and to act as a liaison 
to other groups, individuals, 

business owners, and 
landowners throughout 

the EIS process.

The goals of the stakeholder 
group are to (1) provide detailed 

information regarding the project 
to stakeholders, (2) receive 

detailed information and input 
from the concerned stakeholders 
on important issues of concern, 

and (3) work together to resolve, 
minimize, or produce compromises 

with the issues of concern.
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meeting #2 were developed. Copies of the postcard, sign in 
sheet, agenda, example simulations from the viewshed anal-
ysis, story map contents, and meeting minutes are provided 
in Appendix A. Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 Materials.

2.2.	 Lead, Cooperating, and 
Participating Agencies Meeting

The lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting 
was held in Rooms 310-312 at the NDDOT Central Office 
(608 E Boulevard Avenue) in Bismarck, North Dakota, on 
May 21, 2018, from 1:00 to 4:00 p.m. (CDT). A total of 26 
people attended the meeting, two of which attended via tele-
conference. All attendees were provided with and agenda and 
summary of environmental commitments. During the meet-
ing, a presentation was shown that included a description 
of the purpose and need, Preferred Alternative and options, 
potential impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative 
and options, environmental commitments, schedule, and 
next steps. The public hearings were also discussed at the 
meeting. Copies of the sign in sheet, agenda, summary of 
environmental commitments, and presentation are pro-
vided in Appendix B. Lead, Cooperating, and Participating 
Agencies Meeting Materials.

2.3.	 Public Hearings 

For the federal-aid highway program, public hearings are 
conducted in accordance with 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 771.111(h), which prescribes the proce-
dures and requirements for carrying out 
public hearing(s). Three public hearings 
were held at the following locations:

◆◆ Belfield City Hall (107 2nd Avenue 
NE) in Belfield, North Dakota, on 
May 29, 2018, from 5:00 to 7:30 
p.m. (MDT).

◆◆ Billings County Rural Fire Hall 
(12811 20th Street SW) in Fairfield, 
North Dakota, on May 30, 2018, from 5:00 to 7:30 
p.m. (MDT).

◆◆ Watford City City Hall (213 2nd Street NE) in 
Watford City, North Dakota, on May 31, 2018, from 
5:00 to 7:30 (CDT).

Newspaper advertisements announcing the public hearing 
were published in the McKenzie County Farmer on May 9, 
2018, and Dickinson Press and Billings County Pioneer on 
May 10, 2018; press releases were published on May 7 and 
22, 2018; post cards were mailed to interested parties and 
landowners; and public hearing information was available on 
the NDDOT project website. A total of 136 people1 attended 
the public hearings: 31 attended in Belfield, 47 attended in 
Fairfield, and 58 attended in Watford City.

All attendees were provided with a handout, comment form, 
and public participation survey. The handout contained de-
tails on the project, purpose and need, alternatives and op-
tions being studied (specifically the recommended Preferred 
Alternative), right-of-way (ROW) acquisition, potential 
impacts from the project, cost and construction schedule, 
adoption of the Long X Bridge, next steps, and directions 
for submitting comments. The public hearings began with 
an open house, whereby members of the public could view 
large exhibits of various aspects of the Preferred Alternative, 
discuss questions with the project team, and provide com-
ments and input. Following the open house, a formal presen-
tation was shown, which described the purpose and need, 
Preferred Alternative and options, potential impacts asso-
ciated with the Preferred Alternative and options, environ-
mental commitments, schedule, and next steps. The public 
hearings ended with a questions and answers/input gather-

ing session. In addition, a Story Map was 
available for review on the NDDOT project 
website during the public comment period.

Copies of the affidavits of the newspaper 
publications, press releases, post cards, 
sign in sheets, handouts, presentation, 
and story map contents are provided in 
Appendix C. Public Hearing Materials.

1	 This total is limited to the individuals that signed in via the 
sign-in sheets that were provided at the public hearings. 
Some individuals that attended the public hearings may 
not have added their information to the sign-in sheets, 
and therefore, are not counted in the total number of 
attendees.

The purpose of the 
public hearing is to 

gather comments and 
input on the Draft EIS 
and the recommended 
Preferred Alternative 
for the US Highway 

85 project.
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3.	 Summary of 

Comments 

3.1.	 Stakeholder Group 
Meeting #2 Comments

During stakeholder group meeting #2, discussions took 
place, whereby verbal comments were provided, and the 
project team responded and answered questions in an open 
forum.2 A court reporter was not present; however, verbal 
comments and responses were documented by the project 
team in meeting minutes (see Appendix A. Stakeholder 
Group Meeting #2 Materials). Individuals provided the fol-
lowing types of comments:

◆◆ General: Project funding and completion.

◆◆ Roadway: Roadway widening along the entire 
corridor and at Watford City; concern with access, 
crossing the highway, turn lanes, and intersections; 
locations for mailboxes; consideration for speed 
limits (throughout the entire project corridor); and 
construction timeline.

◆◆ Fairfield: Inclusion of additional features (e.g., 
stoplights, storm drains), reconnecting roadway in 
north Fairfield, and decision-making for option.

◆◆ ND-200/US Highway 85 Intersection: Roundabout 
speed, capabilities, maintenance, and roundabouts 
in other parts of the country.

◆◆ Badlands: Amount of wildlife fencing; construction 
required at Horseshoe Bend, for the wildlife crossing 
at the bridge, and for accommodating a wider 
roadway footprint; concern regarding landslide 
stability and ROW; other alternatives considered and 
selection of the Preferred Alternative; construction 
phasing for the trail and wildlife crossings; and 
consideration of public meetings in other locations.

◆◆ Long X Bridge: removal of the existing bridge and 
new construction versus rehabilitation or alternative 
use of the existing bridge and construction and 
maintenance details. 

For questions that were asked, the project team provided 
answers as follows:

2	 No written comments were received at stakeholder 
group meeting #2. The verbal comments received 
during stakeholder group meeting #2 were not assigned 
themes.

◆◆ General: There is currently only funding available 
for the Long X Bridge segment of the project; no 
guarantee the entire project will get built. 

◆◆ Roadway: Existing roadway for Alternative B would 
be widened (speed limits were provided and 
discussed); access and crossing the highway would 
be more difficult under Alternative C than Alternative 
B, because crossovers would be installed that 
would provide refuge under Alternative B; smaller 
vehicles could cross easier under Alternative 
B, but larger vehicles might cross easier under 
Alternative C; mail would be maintained during 
project construction, but the locations for the 
mailboxes would be determined during final design; 
the segment north of ND-200 has higher traffic 
volumes than the segment south of ND-200. 

◆◆ Fairfield: A stoplight would not be warranted, but 
storm drains would be installed; in north Fairfield, 
the roadway would be widened to the west under 
Alternative B; FHWA is the decision-maker, but 
relies on NDDOT and Billings County.

◆◆ ND200/US Highway 85 Intersection: Roundabout 
speed would be 25 miles per hour (mph); there 
would be a truck apron in the center; snow removal 
would be conducted; roundabouts are becoming 
more accepted and more are being constructed in 
North Dakota.

◆◆ Badlands: There would be wildlife fencing (7 miles), 
wildlife guards, and jump-outs installed throughout 
the Badlands; existing benching south of the river 
requires ongoing maintenance; there is room in the 
Badlands to add two more lanes and retaining walls 
may be needed; geotechnical studies have been 
completed to address potential landslide issues; 
roadway would remain within the existing ROW 
through the TRNP – North Unit and USFS Roadless 
Areas; additional ROW would be required from 
private landowners and the USFS in non-Roadless 
Areas; NDDOT has minimized the footprint and 
incorporated flexible design options, while meeting 
the purpose and need; roadway is designed to 
accommodate current and future traffic volumes; 
current alternatives and options meet the criteria for 
a range of reasonable alternatives; the Draft EIS will 
identify the Preferred Alternative, but the Selected 
Alternative would be disclosed in the Final EIS/
Record of Decision.  



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

5

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85

◆◆ Long X Bridge: Option LX-1 is considered, because 
the existing bridge is Eligible for the National 
Register of Historic Places and is in decent shape; 
Option LX-1 would not have an adverse effect on 
the historic integrity; due to concern with potential 
pedestrian/wildlife conflicts, using the bridge for a 
trail or plaza under Option LX-2 was eliminated—
McKenzie County does not want the bridge if it 
can’t be used for recreation; under Option LX-2, 
the bridge would remain as an example of a Warren 
through truss bridge with the portals/ends gated—
ongoing maintenance would be required; FHWA 
is the decision-maker; Option LX-3 would have 
an adverse effect, and the NDDOT would pursue 
mitigation with the State Historic Preservation 
Office; the bridge portion of the project would tie 
into the truck climbing lanes on the north and go 
through the curve to the south (1.8 miles total), 
which is included in the bridge cost estimates; 
new bridge would be constructed during the first 
season, and work on the existing bridge (e.g., 
demolition or rehabilitation) would be conducted 
during the second season.

3.2.	 Agency Comments

As of the date of this Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement 
Report, a total of 11 agency members have provided com-
ments. The following subsections discuss the written, ver-
bal, and most common agency comments received and 
major themes of the agency comments received.

3.2.1.	 Written Comments

Five agencies provided 49 written comments. All of the 
written comments received and responses to the comments 
are summarized in Table D.1. Summary of Written Agency 
Comments and Responses in Appendix D. Each comment in 
Table D.1 is assigned a unique comment number. The com-
ment number corresponds to, and is indicated in, the actual 
comment received. A copy of the actual comments received 
is provided after Table D.1.

3.2.2.	 Verbal Comments

Five agencies provided 11 verbal comments during the lead, 
cooperating, and participating agencies meeting. All of the 
verbal comments received and responses to the comments 

are summarized in Table E.1. Summary of Agency Transcript 
Comments and Responses from the Lead, Cooperating, and 
Participating Agencies Meeting in Appendix E. Each com-
ment in Table E.1 is assigned a unique comment number. 
The comment number corresponds to, and is indicated in, 
the agency meeting transcripts. A copy of the transcripts is 
provided after Table E.1.

3.2.3.	 Comment Themes

A total of 60 comments (written and verbal) were received 
from agency members. All of the individual comments re-
ceived were assigned one or more themes based on the 
comment’s context and the topic discussed. The following is 
a list of the themes assigned to the comments and the total 
number of times each theme was assigned:

◆◆ Water Resources: 34

◆◆ Wildlife Crossing and Accommodation: 9

◆◆ Agency Coordination: 5

◆◆ General Project Question/Statement: 3

◆◆ Roadway Alternatives (Entire Corridor): 3

◆◆ Section 4(f): 3

◆◆ Cultural Resources: 2

◆◆ Long X Bridge Options: 2

◆◆ ROW: 2

◆◆ Construction and Maintenance: 1

◆◆ Sensitive Species: 1

◆◆ Safety: 1

◆◆ TRNP/Public Lands: 1

3.2.4.	 Common Comments

The most common theme for agency comments received for 
the project pertained to water resources. These comments 
focused primarily on project related impacts to wetlands and 
the Little Missouri River. Questions were asked regarding the 
scope and nature of anticipated impacts on these resources, 
as well as several comments pertaining to permitting and 
the potential permits that may be required from various 
state and federal regulatory agencies. Wildlife crossings 
were also mentioned by several agency commenters. Most 
of these comments were questions as to the specifics of 
the proposed crossings, as well as questions as to how the 
long-term maintenance and monitoring of the structures and 
associated fencing would work. 
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3.3.	 Public Comments

As of the date of this Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement 
Report, a total of 75 members of the public3 have provided 
a total of 378 comments. The following subsections discuss 
the written, verbal, and most common public comments re-
ceived and major themes of the public comments received.

3.3.1.	 Written Comments

A total of 57 members of the public provided 282 written 
comments via the public hearing comment form, email, and 
letter. All of the written comments received and responses 
to the comments are summarized in Table F.1. Summary of 
Written Public Comments and Responses from the Public 
Hearings and 45-day Comment Period in Appendix F. Each 
comment in Table F.1 is assigned a unique comment num-
ber. The comment number corresponds to, and is indicated 
in, the actual comment received. A copy of the actual com-
ments received is provided after Table F.1.

3.3.2.	 Verbal Comments

A total of 25 members of the public provided 96 verbal 
comments during the public hearings. These verbal com-
ments received during the public hearings and responses 
to the comments are summarized in Table G.1. Summary of 
Public Transcript Comments and Responses from the Public 
Hearings in Appendix G. Each comment in Table G.1 is as-
signed a unique comment number. The comment number 
corresponds to, and is indicated in, the public hearing tran-
scripts. Copies of the transcripts are provided after Table G.1.

3.3.3.	 Comment Themes

During the public hearings and 45-day comment period, 
the public provided a total of 75 commenters provided 378 
comments (written and verbal). All of these individual public 
comments were assigned one or more themes based on the 
comment’s context and topic discussed. The following is a 
list of the themes assigned to the comments and the total 
number of times each theme was assigned:

◆◆ General Project Question/Statement: 80

◆◆ Safety: 57

◆◆ Roadway Alternatives (Badlands): 47

◆◆ Economy: 39

3	 Some of the members of the public provided both 
written and verbal comments, and therefore, are only 
counted one time in the overall total number of public 
commenters.

◆◆ TRNP/Public Lands: 35

◆◆ Traffic Volume/Operations: 32

◆◆ Roadway Alternatives (Entire Corridor): 27

◆◆ Noise: 24

◆◆ Timeframe and cost: 21

◆◆ Long X Bridge Options: 20

◆◆ Regional Transportation Network: 18

◆◆ Trail: 18

◆◆ Wildlife Crossing and Accommodation: 15

◆◆ Recreation/Tourism: 14

◆◆ Construction and Maintenance: 8

◆◆ Lighting: 8

◆◆ US Highway 85/ND-200 Intersection Options: 8

◆◆ Geological Resources: 6

◆◆ ROW: 6

◆◆ Section 4(f): 6

◆◆ Vegetation: 6

◆◆ Preferred Alternative: 5

◆◆ Property Access: 5

◆◆ Public Involvement: 5

◆◆ Visual Resources: 5

◆◆ Agricultural Resources: 3

◆◆ Cumulative Impacts: 3

◆◆ Purpose and Need: 3

◆◆ Cultural Resources: 2

◆◆ Load Limits: 2

◆◆ Utilities: 2

◆◆ Agency Coordination: 1

◆◆ Air Quality: 1

◆◆ Alternatives Methodology: 1

◆◆ Wildlife Resources: 1

3.3.4.	 Common Comments

The most common theme assigned to the public comments 
received for the project was general project question/
statement. Many of these comments were a general state-
ment of support or opposition to the overall project as well 
as number of general comments or statements that were 
not specific to a particular resource or project element. The 
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second most common theme assigned to the public com-
ments was safety. Several members of the public identified 
safety issues on the existing roadway and cited improved 
safety as the driving need for the project. Commenters stat-
ed that there have been numerous accidents on the exist-
ing roadway and bridge resulting in injuries and fatalities. 
Members of the public that were in favor of the project stated 
that widening the existing roadway to four lanes would im-
prove safety and reduce the number of accidents and asso-
ciated injuries and fatalities, while others felt that a smaller 
roadway (e.g., Super 2 highway) with speed control would 
be more effective in reducing safety risks than widening the 
existing roadway to four lanes. Members of the public also 
suggested additional safety measures including turn lanes 
at select locations, improved signing, and reduced speed 
limits. 

Another common comment received from the public during 
the public hearings and 45-day comment period regarded 

the roadway expansion alternative for the Badlands (i.e., 
divided, four-lane section with a flush median). Several 
members of the public expressed concern with the wilder-
ness experience in the Badlands and TRNP (e.g., solitude, 
serenity, quietness, landscape) being diminished by the 
alternative. The commenters expressed opposition to the al-
ternative, stating that the wildlife and recreation/tourism op-
portunities would be adversely impacted from traffic lights 
and noise, increased air pollution, and visual intrusions. A 
few members of the public stated that the current range of 
reasonable alternatives for roadway expansion through the 
Badlands was lacking, and that other alternatives (e.g., by-
pass around the TRNP, smaller roadway expansion) should 
be assessed. Some members of the public were in favor of 
the roadway expansion alternative for the Badlands, stating 
that it would decrease safety risks for the traveling public 
and address truck traffic, while others expressed a desire 
to see the Badlands roadway design expanded to a divided 
four-lane highway with a depressed center median.
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A.1.	 Postcard
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AGENDA
Stakeholder Group Meeting #2

9-085(085)075, PCN 20046

US Highway 85  
I-94 to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)

10/30/17
5:00 pm Mountain Time

This meeting will be held at the Billings County Fire Hall in Fairfield, ND. 

I. INTRODUCTIONS

II. OBJECTIVES OF MEETING

A. Recap of Stakeholder Group purpose & goals
B. Review the status of the project
C. Review the project corridor
D. Discuss issues of concern

III. RECAP OF STAKEHOLDER GROUP

A. Purpose & Goals

IV. PROJECT STATUS & UPDATES

A. Alternatives & Options 
1. Fairfield Options
2. ND-200/US Highway 85 Intersection Options
3. Badlands
4. Wildlife Crossings
5. Long X Bridge Options
6. Trail

B. Construction Methods
C. Cost Estimates
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A.3.	 Agenda



Stakeholder Group Meeting #2 Agenda 
US Highway 85 – I-94 to Watford City Bypass  Page 2 of 2 

 
Alternative B

Four-Lane Divided, Depressed Median*
Alternative C

Four-Lane Divided, Flush Median*

Cost without Options $419,000,000 $388,000,000

 FAIRFIELD OPTIONS

FF-1: Existing Alignment– Urban $12,000,000

FF-2: West Bypass $16,000,000 $15,000,000

FF-3: East Bypass 1 $16,000,000 $15,000,000

FF-4: East Bypass 2 $17,000,000 $15,000,000

 ND-200/US HIGHWAY 85 INTERSECTION OPTIONS

INT-1: Standard Intersection $3,000,000 $3,000,000

INT-2: Multi-lane Roundabout $4,000,000 $4,000,000

 LONG X BRIDGE OPTIONS

LX-1: New Two-Lane Bridge, Rehabilitate 
Existing Long X Bridge $37,000,000

LX-2: New Four-Lane Bridge, Retain 
Existing Long X Bridge for Alternate Use $48,000,000

LX-3: New Four-Lane Bridge, Remove 
Existing Long X Bridge $43,000,000

 ADDITIONAL OPTIONS

Trail $2,000,000

Wildlife Crossing System $10,000,000

 Note: *All costs include 10 percent contingency, 6 percent design engineering, 10 percent construction engineering, utility relocation, and ROW costs.

V. ISSUES OF CONCERN 

A. Identify additional issues of concern
B. Identify potential solutions and/or action items

VI. NEXT STEPS

A. Draft EIS/Notice of Availability – Winter 2017/2018
B. Public Hearings – Winter 2017/2018
C. Final EIS/Record of Decision – Spring 2018

VII. ACTION ITEMS

VIII. ADJOURN
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A.4.	 Simulations
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Project Overview

The project begins at the I‐94 interchange and extends north 62 miles to the Watford 
City Bypass. A No Action Alternative and two build alternatives that would widen US 
Highway 85 to four lanes are under consideration: Alt B (divided, depressed median) 
and Alt C (divided, flush median). In addition, there are options under consideration 
for Fairfield, the ND‐200/US Highway 85 intersection, and the Long X Bridge.
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I‐94 Interchange

The build alternatives begin at the northern end of the I‐94 interchange. To tie the 
project into the two‐lane typical section south of the I‐94 interchange, restriping of 
the interchange would be required.
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Alternative B: Divided, Depressed Median
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Alternative B: Divided, Depressed Median
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Alternative C: Divided, Flush Median
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Alternative C: Divided, Flush Median

Rumble strips would be installed within non‐turning lane segments of the flush, 
center median to discourage drivers from using the center median as a passing lane.
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Alternative B: Divided, Depressed Median—Residence Avoidance Example

For Alt B, a roadway constraints assessment was completed to determine which side 
of the existing roadway would be the most optimal for expansion. The goal was to 
avoid impacts on existing resources (e.g., homes, buildings, large utilities, cultural 
resources) while minimizing the number of crossovers.
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Fairfield Options

Option FF‐1 would stay on the alignment through Fairfield with an urban typical 
section, and Options FF2, FF‐3, and FF‐4 would bypass US Hwy 85 around Fairfield on 
a newly constructed alignment using the typical section of the selected alternative.
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Option FF‐1: Existing 
Alignment—Urban

Option FF‐1 would construct an urbanized, four‐lane section through Fairfield.
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Option FF‐1: Existing Alignment—Urban

Option FF‐1 would include curb and gutter along the outside edge of the shoulder, 
and storm sewer would be installed to handle drainage.
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Option FF‐2: West Bypass

Option FF‐2 would construct a 2‐mile bypass around the community of Fairfield, 
approx. 0.4 miles west of the existing alignment.
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Option FF‐3: East Bypass 1

Option FF‐3 would construct a 2.4‐mile bypass around the community of Fairfield, 
approx. 0.3 miles west of the existing alignment. The intersection of 21st street SW 
would be realigned. The main access point to Fairfield would be from 20th street SW.
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Option FF‐4: East Bypass 2

Option FF‐4 would construct a 2.7‐mile bypass around the community of Fairfield, 
approx. 0.5 miles east of the existing alignment. The intersections of 19th street SW 
and 21st street SW would be realigned. The main access point to Fairfield would be 
from 20th street SW.
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ND‐200/US Highway 85 Intersection Options

Option INT‐1 would construct a standard intersection; Option INT‐2 a multi‐lane 
roundabout
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Option INT‐1: 
Standard Intersection

Standard intersection, typical of a four‐lane highway. The intersection would function 
as it does currently with stop signs along NS‐200 and the gravel roadway on the 
western side of the intersection.
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Option INT‐2: 
Multi‐lane Roundabout

Reconstruct to multi‐lane roundabout
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Badlands Segment Overview

Through the Badlands segment, the roadway footprint has been reduced to 
minimize environmental and socioeconomic impacts, and to minimize impacts on the 
TRNP–North Unit, while still addressing the project’s purpose and need. Flexible 
design options (e.g., retaining walls, speed limits, and varying median widths)have 
been incorporated.
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Badlands Segment

The typical section through much of the Badlands would be consistent with the 
divided, flush median under Alternative C. However, the center median width would 
be reduced to 12‐feet near the entrance to the TRNP–North Unit.
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Wildlife Crossing System

To address concerns associated with the loss of wildlife mobility and habitat 
connectivity, as well as safety and economic losses due to wildlife‐vehicle collisions, a 
system of wildlife crossings with fencing have been incorporated to the project within 
the Badlands segment.
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Wildlife Underpass

The wildlife underpass was designed for mule deer and would consist of a concrete 
box culvert with an opening 10 feet tall, 20 feet wide, and 136 feet long.
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Offset Alignment

The horizontal alignment from RP 124.2 to 125.4 would be shifted 40 feet east to 
minimize the amount of earthwork required to stabilize the west backslope. The 
upper portion of the slope would be graded flatter to correct the landslide issues.

21

Story Map Contents                            
Stakeholder Group Meeting #2                            
October 2017

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

A-33

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85



Graded Slope 
Simulation

A viewshed analysis was conducted for the TRNP–North Unit and USFS lands within 
the Badlands segment. This simulation depicts the graded slope associated with the 
offset alignment, as viewed from the TRNP TEMPORARY VISITOR CENTER.
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Long X Bridge Options

Option LX‐1 would construct a new two‐lane bridge and rehabilitate the existing 
bridge. Option LX‐2 would construct a new four‐lane bridge and retain the existing 
bridge for an alternate use. Option LX‐3 would construct a new four‐lane bridge and 
remove the existing bridge. All Long X Bridge options would retain openings under 
the bridge(s) to allow them to function as a wildlife underpass with waterflow.
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Option LX‐1: New Two‐lane Bridge, Rehabilitate Existing Bridge

Option LX‐1 would rehabilitate the existing Long X Bridge to increase the vertical 
clearance and strengthen the bridge. A new two‐lane bridge would be constructed 
east of the existing bridge that would be 42.5 feet wide by 950 feet long.
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Option LX‐1: New Two‐lane Bridge, Rehabilitate Existing Bridge

Based on coordination with the NDSHPO, Option LX‐1 would have No Adverse Effect 
on the existing historic Long X Bridge.
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Option LX‐2: New Four‐lane Bridge, Retain Existing Bridge for Alternate Use

Option LX‐2 would retain the existing Long X Bridge for an alternate use as an 
example of a Warren through truss bridge and construct a new four‐lane bridge east 
of the existing bridge that would be 85 feet wide by 950 feet long.
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Option LX‐2: New Four‐lane Bridge, Retain Existing Bridge for Alternate Use

Based on coordination with the NDSHPO, Option LX‐2 would have No Adverse Effect 
on the existing historic Long X Bridge.
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Option LX‐3: New Four‐lane Bridge, Remove Existing Bridge

Option LX‐3 would demolish the existing Long X Bridge and construct a new four‐lane 
bridge east of the existing bridge that would be 85 feet wide by 950 feet long.
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Option LX‐3: New Four‐lane Bridge, Remove Existing Bridge

Based on coordination with the NDSHPO, Option LX‐3 would have an Adverse Effect 
on the existing historic Long X Bridge.
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Long X Bridge Construction Easements

The contractor would have access to all land within the existing and proposed right of 
way during construction. In addition, temporary construction easements would be 
obtained for the project, including three potential areas for the Long X Bridge 
options.
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Long X Bridge Construction Examples

Under the Long X Bridge options, two piers would be on the south bank, two in the 
river and one on the north bank. A typical pier consists of foundation piling, footing, 
and columns (or wall). Construction of piers and footings in the river would be 
accomplished using cofferdams or earthen ring dikes. A temporary causeway or 
bypass in the river would be used to facilitate access for construction.
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TRNP–North Unit
Avoidance Alternatives

Several alignments were considered to reroute US Highway 85 away from the TRNP–
North Unit that would result in greater impacts than utilizing the existing alignment. 
For example, this alignment would disturb an area up to 1,032 feet wide, lower the 
ridgeline up to 210 feet, require 8.2 million CY of earthwork, and generate 8.1 million 
CY of waste excavation.
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TRNP–North Unit
Avoidance Alternatives

One alignment considered to reroute US Hwy 85 away from the TRNP–North Unit 
would include relocating the Little Missouri River crossing. This alignment would 
disturb an area up to 1,020 feet wide, lower the ridgeline up to 82 feet, arequire 3.1 
million CY of earthwork, and generate 2.1 million CY of waste excavation.
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TRNP–North Unit Typical Section

Near the entrance to the TRNP–North Unit, the center median width would be 
reduced to 12 feet through the northern end of the Badlands.
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Anchored Drilled Shaft 
at Horseshoe Bend

An anchored, drilled shaft structure would be constructed to mitigate landslides. The 
structure would be located within existing right of way; however, a temporary 
easement would be required for construction.
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Cut Section Simulation

This viewshed analysis simulation depicts the extension of an existing cut section 
where stratified geological layers are visible, as viewed from the Maah Daah Hey trail.
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Wildlife Overpass

The wildlife overpass was designed for bighorn sheep and would consist of a three 
span, 100‐foot‐wide, 285‐foot‐long bridge covered in gravel over US Highway 85.
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Wildlife Overpass

Overpass would provide 20.5 feet of vertical clearance for vehicular traffic.
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Wildlife Overpass Construction Easements

Temporary construction easements would include two potential areas for the wildlife 
overpass.
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Trail Alignment

McKenzie County requested that a trail from Watford City to the TRNP–North Unit be 
included in the EIS. The trail would transition from the eastern to the western side of 
the highway at RP 137.3 via a 10‐foot wide, 8‐foot tall box culvert.
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Trail Typical Section

The trail would be an 8‐foot wide, asphalt‐paved trail for non‐motorized use by 
bicyclists and pedestrians.
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Construction Phasing

Construction phasing would depend upon how much funding is available and how it 
is programmed for construction. The first priority that is scheduled for construction is 
the Long X Bridge.
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MEETING MINUTES 
Stakeholder Group Meeting 

Working Session #2 
9-085(085)075, PCN 20046 

 
US Highway 85 

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30) 
10/30/17 
5:00 PM 

Billings County Rural Fire Hall – Fairfield, ND 
 
 
 
INTRODUCTIONS 

 Introductions were made 
 

OBJECTIVES OF MEETING 

A. Recap of Stakeholder Group purpose and goals 
B. Review the status of the project 
C. Review the project corridor 
D. Discuss issues of concern  

 
RECAP OF STAKEHOLDER GROUP 

A. NDDOT and KLJ provided a recap of the purpose and goals of the Stakeholder Group and also 
provided a recap of the first Stakeholder Group meeting.  

 
REVIEW OF PROJECT CORRIDOR 
 
A. General 

 Question: Is this project guaranteed to get built? 
 There is currently only funding available for the Long X Bridge segment of the 

project. There is not a guarantee that the entire project will get built.  
B. Roadway 

 Question: Would any work need to occur to the existing road for Alternative B? 
 The existing roadbed would be widened in order to accommodate wider shoulders in 

addition to an overlay. 
 Comment: Around Watford City, Alternative C is a disaster. People are still passing in the 

turn lane. If you are going to do it, do it right (in favor of Alternative B). 
 Follow-up comment: Between Watford City and Williston is better than it was. People 

are still passing in the turn lane, but it is much better.  
 Question: How would I get across the highway? I had trouble getting across two lanes, how 

am I going to get across four? 
 It would be more difficult under Alternative C with the paved median. Under 

Alternative B, there would be crossovers installed to maintain access. These areas 
provide a refuge when crossing the highway.  

 Question: What would happen to mailboxes? 
 Mail would be maintained during project construction, but the final placement of 

mailboxes would not be determined until final design. 
 Question: Has there been any considerations given to speed limits? 
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 Yes. NDDOT and KLJ provided an overview of speed limits throughout the project 
corridor.  

 Question: Why does it slow down in the badlands and not in front of my house? 
1. There is the posted speed, the design speed, and the speed that people are 

actually going to drive. Those all need to line up. If you have a stretch of 
road that feels like it should be posted for 70 mph and we post if for 45 mph, 
people are not going to drive it. On a straight highway, it is difficult to design 
it to be driven slowly. The project will include construction of wider 
shoulders which should aid the North Dakota Highway Patrol in traffic law 
enforcement.  

 Comment: You need to increase the price of speeding tickets in the state.  
 Comment: The current lack of turn lanes creates a safety issue.  
 Question: Why is ND 200 to Watford City Priority #2? 

 The segment north of ND 200 has higher traffic volumes than the segment south of 
ND 200. 

 Question: If the funding were available, what would be the total construction timeline? 
 As a reference, 100 miles of US Highway 2 was built in 5 years. Watford City to 

Williston (minus the bridge) was constructed in 2 years.   
 Question: Is it easier to cross a flat median or depressed?  

 Depends on the size of the vehicle. Small vehicles (i.e., car, SUV, pickup) could wait 
in the median with divided depressed. Larger vehicles pulling a trailer would likely be 
too long and would probably find it easier to cross a flush median.  
 

C. Fairfield 
 Billings County has identified Option FF-1 as their preferred alternative.  
 Question: If a bypass is constructed, would a stoplight be installed? 

 Based on traffic operations, a stoplight would not be warranted, but those comments 
are ones that the county took into consideration with their selection.  

 Question: If curb and gutter are installed under Option FF-1, would there be storm drains? 
 Yes, there would be storm drains installed. 

 Question: What are you going to do at North Fairfield? 
 Under Alternative B, the roadway would be widened to the west.  

 Question: In Fairfield, who makes the final selection? 
 FHWA is the ultimate decision maker, but they will rely on input form the County and 

NDDOT. A meeting was held in Fairfield to discuss the Fairfield options, and based on 
input provided during and after that meeting, there was no clear favorite option that 
rose to the top. All of the feedback obtained from this meeting was provided to 
Billings County to aid in their decision.  

D. ND Highway 200 
 Question: What would be the speed limit through the roundabout? 

 The roundabout would be designed for a 25 mph design speed.  
 Question: Can a large truck get through the roundabout? 

 Yes, the overall diameter of the roundabout is large, in addition, there will be a 
truck apron in the center to accommodate the back wheels of long loads.  

 Question: How would you keep snow out of the roundabout? 
 Snow removal from roundabouts is challenging, but doable.  

 Question: Are there getting to be a lot of these roundabouts throughout the country?  
 There are getting to be more of them in North Dakota and they are becoming more 

accepted which helps as more users become familiar with their operation.  
E. Badlands 

 Question: How much fencing would there be associated with the wildlife crossings? 
 The entire badlands would be fenced, approximately 7 miles. Wildlife guards and 

jumpouts would also be installed.  
 Question: Regarding the benching south of the river, would fixing this area be required 
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regardless of the roadway widening? 
 It is a maintenance issue that will continue to be an issue, and yes, possibly. 
 Question: How are you going to fit two additional lanes of traffic through this area?  

1. There is room in this area to add two more lanes. NDDOT has pushed past 
sluff material into this area that has built up over time. Some retaining wall 
may be needed. 

a. Question: So when you were doing maintenance in the past you were 
preparing for this four lane? 

i. No, that was just maintenance. 
 Question: Is there concern that adding more lanes through the badlands will make other 

areas unstable? 
 Yes, we have been looking at that and doing extra geotechnical work during this 

phase to ensure that we are designing a stable roadway. This is our best feasible 
alternative. 

 Discussion was had regarding the off-alignment alternatives that were analyzed to go around 
the park. Suggestion was made that there should be a raised roadbed to reduce the steepness 
of the roadway resulting in less climbing for trucks which would reduce noise.  

 Comment: I don’t see any compromise (as it pertains to the badlands) in what you have 
worked on over the past 2.5 years.   

 Additional discussion was had with regards to the badlands, in particular the area 
near TRNP-North Unit. Most stakeholders appeared to be in favor of the proposed 
badlands segment design, while a few were opposed. NDDOT stated that they believe 
they have done the best they can minimizing and using flexible design options while 
still meeting the purpose and need for the project. NDDOT also emphasized the point 
that the roadway is being designed to accommodate both current and future traffic 
volumes. 

 Question (directed toward FHWA): Do the alternatives presented meet FHWA’s criteria for 
range of reasonable alternatives?  

 FHWA response: Yes.  
 Question: How long would the above ground portion of the anchored drilled shaft structure 

be?  
 In the order of 400-500 feet.  

 Question: What would be the clearance for the wildlife overpass structure? 
 20.5 feet. NDDOT provided an overview of how this number was determined. 

 Question: Are the trail and wildlife crossing outside of the Long X Bridge phase? 
 Yes 

 Question: Where are you remaining within the current ROW? 
 The roadway will remain within the existing ROW through the National Park and USFS 

Roadless Areas. Additional ROW would be required from private property and USFS 
parcels not identified as Roadless Areas.  

 Question: When will alternative selections be made? 
 The Draft Environmental Impact Statement will identify the preferred alternative. 

Then alternatives and options for the entire project will be selected in the final 
Environmental Impact Statement, as part of the Record of Decision.  

 Question: Have you considered having public meetings other places than along US Highway 
85? 

 Yes, the thought is that we want to have public meetings along the corridor to reach 
out to those most directly impacted by the project. This includes public hearings in 
Belfield, Fairfield and Watford City. The environmental document will be available 
on the website and hard copies in certain locations. The website allows for anyone to 
comment on the document no matter their geographic location.   

 Comment: I think you guys have done a very good job with this project and at looking at all 
of the issues. Also, I am in favor of the roundabout. 

F. Long X Bridge 
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 Question: If you are going to spend the money to rehab this bridge, why not just spend a 
little more money and build a new one? 

 The bridge is historic and eligible for inclusion on the National Register of Historic 
Places. Therefore, the project team must look at rehab options. In addition, the 
bridge is in decent shape.  

 Question: How would rehabilitation affect the historic integrity? 
1. Based on coordination with SHPO, the proposed rehabilitation option (Option 

LX-1) would not have an adverse effect on the historic integrity.  
 Question: Under Option LX-2, does the existing Long X Bridge need to be maintained?  

 There was originally discussion of using the bridge for a trail or plaza; however, NDGF 
has expressed concern that pedestrians on the bridge would adversely impact 
wildlife, so these alternate use options have been eliminated. The bridge would be 
there to serve as an example of a Warren through truss bridge. The portals/ends 
would be gated. It would need to be maintained so it does not fall into disrepair. 

 Question: Under Option LX-3, can SHPO overrule the NDDOT and say that the bridge cannot 
be removed? 

 FHWA makes the final decision; however, Option LX-3 would be an adverse effect and 
NDDOT would need to pursue mitigation with SHPO.  

 Comment: LX-3 is much cleaner and looks better.  
 Comment: LX-2 would not really be an alternative use. It is just sitting there and costing 

taxpayer money to maintain.  
 Comment (from McKenzie County representative): McKenzie County has two bridges 

that have been retained. McKenzie County does not want this bridge if it cannot be 
used for public recreation.  

 Question: How far back from the bridge would the bridge project go with the funding 
currently available? 

 That project would tie into the truck climbing lanes on the north, and go through the 
curve to the south: about 1.8 miles total. That work is included in the Long X Bridge 
cost estimates. 

 Question: Would the bridge be a two-year project? 
 Yes, the new bridge would be constructed during the first season, and the second 

season would be for work on the existing Long X Bridge (either rehabilitation or 
demolition). That work would vary depending upon the selected bridge option.  

 

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

A-58

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

B-1

Appendix B. Lead, 
Cooperating, and 

Participating Agencies 
Meeting Materials





Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

B-3

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85

B.1.	 Sign-In Sheets



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

B-4

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

B-5

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85



US Highway 85 – I-94 to Watford City Bypass  Page 1 of 1 

AGENDA
Lead, Cooperating, and Participating Agency Meeting

9-085(085)075, PCN 20046

US Highway 85  
I-94 to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)

05/21/18
1:00-4:00 pm

This meeting will be held at the NDDOT Central Office in Rooms 310-312.

I. INTRODUCTIONS

II. OBJECTIVES OF MEETING

A. Discuss Draft Environmental Impact Statement
B. Discuss Upcoming Public Hearings

III. DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A. Preferred Alternative and Options
B. Impacts
C. Comment period ends June 25, 2018

IV. PUBLIC HEARINGS

A. May 29, 2018: 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (MDT) (presentation at 5:30 p.m.)
Memorial Hall, 107 2nd Avenue NE, Belfield, ND

B. May 30, 2018: 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (MDT) (presentation at 5:30 p.m.)
Billings County Rural Fire Hall, 12811 20th Street Southwest, Fairfield, ND

C. May 31, 2018: 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (CDT) (presentation at 5:30 p.m.)
Watford City City Hall, 213 2nd Street Northeast, Watford City, ND

V. NEXT STEPS

A. Public Hearings – May 29-31, 2018
B. Final EIS/Record of Decision – Fall 2018
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B.3.	 Agenda Packet: Environmental Commitments Summary
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What is the project?

The North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT), in 
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FWHA), is 
proposing to expand approximately 62 miles of US Highway 85 
to four lanes (with flexible design options to avoid or minimize 
impacts) and rehabilitate or replace the historic Long X Bridge over 
the Little Missouri River. The proposed project has three cooperat-
ing agencies: the National Park Service (NPS), US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE), and US Forest Service (USFS).

Where is the project located?

The project extends from the Interstate 94 (I-94) Interchange to 
the Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30). The project 
occurs within Stark, Billings, and McKenzie counties, North Dakota 
(Figure 1). 

What is the purpose of the Public Hearing?

The purpose of the Public Hearing is to gather comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and the recommended 
Preferred Alternative for the US Highway 85 project.

What is the purpose and need for the project?

The purpose of the project is to address the various needs that 
have been identified by the general public as well as federal, state, 
and local agencies. These needs include the following:

 » Social Demands and Economic Development
 » System Linkage/Connectivity
 » Safety
 » Capacity/Traffic Volumes
 » Transportation Demand/Roadway Classification
 » Slope Instability and Landslides
 » Ecological Connectivity

What project alternatives and options have been studied?

A full range of reasonable alternatives were developed and screened for consistency with several criteria including existing reports, the 
project’s purpose and need, design standards, and known constraints within the project corridor. Two build alternatives (Alternatives 
B and C) and options for Fairfield, the North Dakota Highway 200 (ND-200)/US Highway 85 intersection, and the Long X Bridge were 
carried forward for analysis in the Draft EIS. In addition, a No Action Alternative (Alternative A) was analyzed in the Draft EIS as a baseline 
against which the impacts of potential build alternatives and options could be evaluated.

What is the recommended Preferred Alternative?

After considering all of the potential alternatives, collaborating with the public and cooperating and participating agencies, and conducting 
engineering and environmental studies for the project, the NDDOT and FHWA have recommended that the Preferred Alternative include a 
combination of the following:
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 » Alternative B: Divided Depressed. Expand the existing roadway to a divided, four-lane section with a depressed, center median in 
all areas of the project corridor except Fairfield, the Badlands, and near Watford City. Alternative B would include the Badlands and 
Watford City typical sections, wildlife crossing system, trail, and infrastructure modification.

 » Option FF-1. Expand the existing roadway through Fairfield to a four-lane, urban section with reduced speeds.
 » Option INT-2. Construct a multi-lane roundabout at the ND-200/US Highway 85 intersection.
 » Option LX-3. Replace the Long X Bridge with a new four-lane bridge.

Roadway Alternative

ALTERNATIVE B: DIVIDED DEPRESSED. Expand a majority of the highway to a divided, four-lane section with a depressed, center median 
(70 mile-per-hour (mph) speed limit) (Figure 2). 

Alternative B would also include the following:
 » I-94 Interchange Restriping. At the I-94 interchange, restriping would be required to tie the two-lane typical section south of the 

interchange into the new four-lane typical section north of the interchange (Figure 3). 

Figure 2. Four-Lane Divided—Depressed Median

Figure 3. I-94 Interchange
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 » Badlands Typical Sections. Through the Badlands segment of the project corridor, the typical section would consist of a four-lane 
section with a 20-foot-wide, flush center median south of the Long X Bridge (65 mph) (Figure 4), transitioning to a typical section 
with a 12-foot-wide, flush, center median north of the Long X Bridge (60 mph). Flexible design options, such as retaining walls 
and varying median widths, would also be incorporated. This would minimize environmental and socioeconomic impacts on the 
Badlands and the Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park (TRNP) – North Unit.

 » Watford City Typical Section. Nearing 
Watford City, the typical section would 
consist of a four-lane section with a 
20-foot-wide, flush center median, 
which would be offset 40 feet west of 
the existing US Highway 85 centerline 
(65 mph). This would minimize impacts 
on existing infrastructure and tie in to 
the Watford City Bypass typical section.

 » Wildlife Crossing System. Construction 
of three wildlife crossings (two new 
underpasses plus the Long X Bridge) 
within the Badlands. The wildlife 
crossings are intended to function as 
a system in conjunction with wildlife 
fencing, gates and guards, and jump-
outs (Figure 5 and Figure 6).

 » Trail. Construction of an 8.9-mile-long, 
8-foot-wide, asphalt-paved pedestrian/bicyclist trail 
(i.e., shared-use path) with potential trailheads, 
along the east side of US Highway 85 from the 
planned Watford City trail system to McKenzie 
County Road 34 (Figure 7). 

Figure 4. Four-Lane Divided—Flush Median

Figure 5. Wildlife Crossings

Figure 6. Simulation of Wildlife Underpass at RP 122.5

Figure 7. Trail Alignment
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 » Infrastructure Modification. Replacement, extension, and/or upgrades to bridges, culverts, cattle passes, scenic overlooks, 
access points, truck inspection sites, Intelligent Transportation Systems, and lighting.

Fairfield

ND-200/US Highway 

85 Intersection 

Figure 8. Option FF-1: Urban, four-lane section through Fairfield on existing alignment (45 mph)

Figure 9. Option INT-2: Reconstruct to a multi-lane roundabout configuration
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Long X Bridge 

What right-of-way (ROW) acquisition would be required?

Acquisition of real property from private ownership would follow the regulations and procedures identified in the NDDOT Right-of-Way 
Acquisition Procedures Manual and outlined in Title II and Title III of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970, including amendments. Fair and equitable treatment would be provided to individuals that may have their property 
acquired by the project, 
including compensation for 
parcels deemed too small or 
inconvenient to utilize for 
their current use (e.g., 
agriculture) during the ROW 
acquisition process. 
Acquisition of easements 
from publicly owned 
property would follow the 
procedures of the applicable 
land management agency 
(i.e., USFS or NPS).

Option LX-3 Simulation A (looking northeast)

Option LX-3 Simulation B (looking north)

Permanent ROW/Easement on Private and Federal Lands

*A new Highway Easement Deed would be issued for the same 9.4-acre area as the existing Deed, plus an additional 0.2 acres 
impacted by a recent, unrelated, landslide repair project (9.6-acre total).

Figure 10. Option LX-3: Remove (i.e., demolition or adoption) the existing  
Long X Bridge and construct a new four-lane bridge to the east 
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What impacts are associated with the project? 

Potential impacts to various resource categories were analyzed and 
discussed in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS, including project maps and 
other pertinent information, is available for public viewing at several 
locations (see list inset on right). 

How much would the recommended 
Preferred Alternative cost?

What is the anticipated construction schedule?

The first priority that is scheduled for construction is the Long X Bridge, for which funding has been identified in the Statewide 
Transportation Improvement Plan. This project consists of replacing the Long X Bridge, constructing approximately 1 mile of approach 
roadways on each side of the bridge, and the construction of a bighorn sheep underpass. Construction is scheduled to begin in late 2018 
and continue through 2019. 

Funding has not been identified for any additional projects; however, after the Long X Bridge portion of the project is completed, the 
second priority would be constructing the roadway from the northern end of the corridor, Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 
30), to the ND-200/US Highway 85 intersection. The final priority would be constructing the roadway from the ND-200/US Highway 85 
intersection to the I-94 interchange in Belfield. It is anticipated that actual construction projects would likely occur in 8- to 10-mile-long 
segments. 

 » NDDOT Project Website: http://www.dot.nd.gov/
projects/williston/US85I94/

 » Belfield City Hall, 208 Main Street North, Belfield, 
ND, (701) 575-4235

 » Billings County Courthouse, Auditor’s Office, 495 
4th Street, Medora, ND, (701) 623-4491

 » Dickinson Area Public Library, 139 West 3rd Street, 
Dickinson, ND, (701) 456-7700

 » McKenzie County Courthouse, 201 5th Street 
Northwest, Watford City, ND, (701) 444-3616

 » McKenzie County Public Library, 112 2nd Avenue 
Northeast, Watford City, ND, (701) 444-3785

 » North Dakota State Library, 604 East Boulevard 
Avenue, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-4622

 » NDDOT Central Office, 608 East Boulevard Avenue, 
Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-2500

 » NDDOT Dickinson District Office, 1700 3rd Avenue 
West, Dickinson, ND, (701) 227-6500

 » NDDOT Williston District Office, 605 Dakota 
Parkway West, Williston, ND, (701) 774-2700

 » Watford City City Hall, 213 2nd Street Northeast, 
Watford City, ND, (701) 444-2533

Figure 11. Project Construction Sequence
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Will the Long X Bridge be made available for adoption?

The Long X Bridge is Eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and would be adversely affected by construction of 
the Preferred Alternative. Therefore, the bridge must be made available for adoption prior to removal under the Bridge Adoption Program 
pursuant to 23 USC 144. One or more segments of the historic Long X Bridge are currently available for adoption until June 14, 2018. The 
Long X Bridge is available to any responsible state, local or private entity willing to take ownership of, relocate and preserve the Long X 
Bridge in a new location (preference will be given to public entities). The adopting party would be responsible for maintaining the bridge 
segment(s) and would assume all future legal and financial responsibility associated with the bridge. 

In order to facilitate adoption, the NDDOT will fund the disassembly, loading and transport of one of the segments of the bridge within 
a 100-mile radius of its current location. The Long X Bridge is currently in use and would continue to be in service until a new bridge is 
constructed to replace it. Interested parties should contact Matt Linneman (NDDOT Project Manager). Contact information can be found 
below. 

What are the next steps for the project?

At the end of the public comment period (June 25, 2018), the project team will review and consider all public comments received. This 
input will assist the FHWA and NDDOT in selecting the final Preferred Alternative. Upcoming milestones for the US Highway 85 project 
environmental review process include preparation of the Final EIS and Record of Decision. After the Record of Decision, funding, permits, 
and ROW would need to be acquired for the Long X Bridge Replacement Project. 

How can comments on the Draft EIS be submitted?

Written comments on the Draft EIS can be submitted by mail, email, or via the project website. Comments must be submitted/mailed by 
June 25, 2018.

Mail
Matt Linneman, Project Manager
NDDOT
300 Airport Road
Bismarck, ND 58504-6005

Email
DOTUS85@nd.gov
Note “Public Hearing” in email subject heading

NDDOT Project Website
http://www.dot.nd.gov/projects/williston/US85I94/
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Project Overview

The US Highway 85 Project begins at the I‐94 interchange and extends north 62 miles 
to the Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30). A No Action Alternative 
(Alternative A) and two build alternatives that would expand the roadway to four 
lanes are under consideration: Alternative B (divided, depressed median; Preferred) 
and Alternative C (divided, flush median). In addition, there are options under 
consideration for Fairfield, the ND‐200/US Highway 85 intersection, and the Long X 
Bridge.
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I‐94 Interchange

The build alternatives begin at the north end of the I‐94 interchange. The interchange 
would be restriped to tie the project into the two‐lane roadway south of the I‐94 
interchange.
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Alternative B: Divided, Depressed Median (Preferred)

Alternative B would expand the highway to a divided, four‐lane section with a 
depressed, center median.
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Alternative B: Divided, Depressed Median

Aerial simulation of Alternative B.
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Alternative C: Divided, Flush Median

Alternative C would expand the highway to a divided, four‐lane section with a flush, 
center median.

5

Story Map Contents                                       
Public Hearing                                                   
May 2018

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

C-119

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85



Alternative C: Divided, Flush Median

Rumble strips would be installed within non‐turning lane segments of the flush, 
center median to discourage drivers from using it as a passing lane.
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Alternative B: Divided, Depressed Median—Residence Avoidance Example

For Alternative B, a roadway constraints assessment was completed to determine 
which side of the existing roadway would be the most optimal for expansion. The 
goal was to avoid impacts on existing resources (e.g., homes, buildings, large utilities, 
cultural resources) while minimizing the number of crossovers.
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Fairfield Options

Option FF‐1 (Preferred) would stay on the alignment through Fairfield with an urban 
typical section. Options FF‐2, FF‐3 and FF‐4 would bypass US Highway 85 around 
Fairfield on a newly constructed alignment using the typical section of the selected 
alternative.
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Option FF‐1: Existing 
Alignment—Urban 

(Preferred)

Option FF‐1 would construct an urbanized, four‐lane section through Fairfield.
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Option FF‐1: Existing Alignment—Urban (Preferred)

Option FF‐1 would include curb and gutter along the outside edge of the shoulder, 
and storm sewer would be installed to handle drainage.
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Option FF‐2: West Bypass

Option FF‐2 would construct a 2‐mile bypass around the community of Fairfield, 
approximately 0.4 miles west of the existing alignment.
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Option FF‐3: East Bypass 1

Option FF‐3 would construct a 2.4‐mile bypass around the community of Fairfield, 
approximately 0.3 miles east of the existing alignment. The intersection of 21st Street 
SW would be realigned. The main access point to Fairfield would be from 20th Street 
SW.
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Option FF‐4: East Bypass 2

Option FF‐4 would construct a 2.7‐mile bypass around the community of Fairfield, 
approximately 0.5 miles east of the existing alignment. The intersections of 19th 
Street SW and 21st Street SW would be realigned. The main access point to Fairfield 
would be from 20th Street SW.
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ND‐200/US Highway 85 Intersection Options

Option INT‐1 would construct a standard intersection and Option INT‐2 (Preferred) 
would construct a multi‐lane roundabout. 
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Option INT‐1: 
Standard Intersection

Option INT‐1 would construct a standard intersection, typical of a four‐lane highway. 
The intersection would function as it does currently with stop signs along ND‐200 and  
5th Street SW.
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Option INT‐2: 
Multi‐lane Roundabout 

(Preferred)

Option INT‐2 would reconstruct the ND‐200/US Highway 85 intersection to a multi‐
lane roundabout.
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Badlands Segment Overview

Through the Badlands segment, the roadway footprint has been reduced to minimize 
impacts (e.g., environmental, socioeconomic, Theodore Roosevelt National Park 
[TRNP] – North Unit), while still addressing the project’s purpose and need. Flexible 
design options (e.g., retaining walls and varying median widths) have been 
incorporated.
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Badlands Segment

The typical section through much of the Badlands would be consistent with the 
divided, flush median under Alternative C. However, the center median width would 
be reduced to 12‐feet near the TRNP – North Unit entrance.
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Wildlife Crossing System

To address concerns associated with the loss of wildlife mobility and habitat 
connectivity, as well as safety and economic losses due to wildlife‐vehicle collisions, a 
system of wildlife crossings with fencing have been incorporated to the project within 
the Badlands segment.
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Wildlife Underpass

The wildlife underpass at Reference Point (RP) 122.5 was designed for mule deer and 
would consist of a concrete box culvert with an opening 10 feet tall, 20 feet wide, and 
136 feet long.
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Offset Alignment

The horizontal alignment from RP 124.2 to 125.4 would be shifted 40 feet east to 
minimize the amount of earthwork required to stabilize the west backslope. The 
upper portion of the slope would be graded flatter to correct the landslide issues.
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Graded Slope 
Simulation

A viewshed analysis was conducted for the TRNP – North Unit and US Forest Service 
(USFS)‐managed lands within the Badlands segment. This simulation depicts the 
graded slope associated with the offset alignment, as viewed from the TRNP – North 
Unit Temporary Visitor Center.
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Wildlife Underpass

The wildlife underpass at RP 126.1 was designed for bighorn sheep and would have 
an opening 15 feet tall, 40 feet wide, and up to 150 feet long. The structure type 
would be determined during final design, and may consist of a typical span bridge or 
arch strutcure.
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Long X Bridge Options

Option LX‐1 would construct a new two‐lane bridge and rehabilitate the existing 
bridge. Option LX‐2 would construct a new four‐lane bridge and retain the existing 
bridge for an alternate use. Option LX‐3 (Preferred) would construct a new four‐lane 
bridge and remove the exiting bridge. All Long X Bridge options would retain openings 
under the bridge(s) to allow them to function as a wildlife underpass with waterflow.
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Option LX‐1: New Two‐lane Bridge, Rehabilitate Existing Bridge

Option LX‐1 would rehabilitate the existing Long X Bridge to increase the vertical 
clearance and strengthen the bridge. A new two‐lane bridge would be constructed 
east of the existing bridge that would be 42 feet, 6 inches wide by 789 feet long.
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Option LX‐1: New Two‐lane Bridge, Rehabilitate Existing Bridge

Based on coordination with the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Option LX‐1 would have No Adverse Effect on the existing historic Long X 
Bridge.
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Option LX‐2: New Four‐lane Bridge, Retain Existing Bridge for Alternate Use

Option LX‐2 would retain the existing Long X Bridge for an alternate use as an 
example of a Warren through truss bridge and construct a new four‐lane bridge east 
of the existing bridge that would be 85 feet wide by 789 feet long.
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Option LX‐2: New Four‐lane Bridge, Retain Existing Bridge for Alternate Use

Based on coordination with the SHPO, Option LX‐2 would have No Adverse Effect on 
the existing historic Long X Bridge.
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Option LX‐3: New Four‐lane Bridge, Remove Existing Bridge (Preferred)

Option LX‐3 would remove (i.e., adopted or demolished) the existing Long X Bridge 
and construct a new four‐lane bridge east of the existing bridge that would be 85 feet 
wide by 789 feet long.
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Option LX‐3: New Four‐lane Bridge, Remove Existing Bridge(Preferred)

Based on coordination with the SHPO, Option LX‐3 would have an Adverse Effect on 
the existing historic Long X Bridge. Mitigation would be in accordance with a 
Memorandum of Agreement developed through coordination with the SHPO and a 
Nationwide Section 4(f) Programmatic Evaluation for Use of Historic Bridges has been 
prepared.
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Long X Bridge Construction Easements

The contractor would have access to all land within the existing and proposed ROW 
during construction. In addition, temporary construction easements would be 
obtained for the project, including three potential areas for the Long X Bridge 
options.
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Long X Bridge Construction Examples

Under the Long X Bridge options, there would be a total of four piers for the new 
bridge: two in the Little Missouri River and one on each river bank. A typical pier 
consists of foundation piling, a footing, and a columns (or wall). Construction of piers 
and footings in the river would be accomplished using cofferdams or earthen ring 
dikes. A temporary causeway or bypass in the river would be used to facilitate access 
for construction.
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TRNP–North Unit Typical Section

Near the entrance to the TRNP – North Unit, the center median width would be 
reduced to 12 feet through the northern end of the Badlands.
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Project Components near the TRNP ‐ North Unit

An anchored, drilled shaft structure would be constructed to mitigate landslides. The 
structure would be located within existing right of way; however, a temporary 
easement would be required for construction.
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Anchored Drilled Shaft 
at Horseshoe Bend

An anchored, drilled shaft structure would be constructed to mitigate landslides. The 
structure would be located within existing right‐of‐way (ROW); however, a temporary 
easement from the National Park Service would be required for construction.
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Cut Section Simulation

This viewshed analysis simulation depicts the extension of an existing cut section 
where stratified geological layers are visible, as viewed from the Maah Daah Hey Trail.
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Trail Alignment

McKenzie County requested that a trail (i.e., shared‐use path), be incorporated into 
the project design. The trail would be located along the east side of the US Highway 
85 between McKenzie County Road 34 and McKenzie County Road 30.
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Trail Typical Section

The trail would be an 8‐foot‐wide, asphalt‐paved trail for non‐motorized use by 
bicyclists and pedestrians.
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Construction Phasing

Construction phasing would depend upon how much funding is available and how it 
is programmed for construction. The first priority that is scheduled for construction is 
the Long X Bridge.
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Table D.1.  Summary of Written Agency Comments and Responses

Agency*
Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

D.1.1. North 
Dakota 
Highway Patrol

Comment 
D.1.1.1.

Will the flush median areas (without depressed medians) 
be equipped with center guard rails or other lane departure 
prevention devices to prevent cars from crossing into the 
oncoming lanes or using the center lane as a passing lane?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

The only lane departure devices 
that would be installed within 
the flush median sections 
would be rumble strips. No 
guard rail is proposed. 

Comment 
D.1.1.2.

Will there be areas on both sides of the badlands section 
(Little Missouri Valley) for truck drivers to chain up & remove 
tire chains? These areas will be even more important 
as legal weights increase to 129,000 pounds.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Chain up areas on both 
sides of the Badlands have 
been incorporated into 
the Final Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS).

D.1.2. North 
Dakota 
State Water 
Commission 
(June 22, 
2018)

Comment 
D.1.2.1.

A Sovereign Land Permit would be required for the project. Water Resources A follow-up letter from the 
North Dakota State Water 
Commission (NDSWC) issued 
on July 31, 2018, stated a 
Sovereign Lands Permit would 
not be required for the project.

Comment 
D.1.2.2.

Through the National Flood Insurance Program, a floodplain 
permit is required for all development that takes place 
within a Special Flood Hazard Area, as identified by FEMA. 
Please work with the local floodplain administrator(s) 
for additional information and permit requirements.

Water Resources Comment noted. A floodplain 
permit would be acquired for all 
work occurring within a mapped 
Special Flood Hazard Area. 

Comment 
D.1.2.3.

The Office of the State Engineer (OSE) Engineering and Permitting 
Section reviewed the project route and determined that the project 
route traverses over or through surface water resources. The OSE 
requests to be notified regarding the proposed project’s impacts, 
if any, to water resources such as watercourses (i.e., streams or 
rivers), agricultural drains, wetlands (i.e., ponds, sloughs, lakes, 
or any series thereof), dams, or other devices. Any alterations, 
modifications, improvements, impacts to, or new construction 
of those water resources may require a drainage permit(s) or 
a construction permit(s) from the Office of the State Engineer 
(OSE). Construction permits may be required for Dams of 25 
acre-feet or greater and for Other Devices (dugouts, holding 
ponds, etc) of 50 acre-feet or greater. For further information on 
the OSE’s permitting requirements, please visit the Regulation 
& Appropriation tab on the OSE’s website (swc.nd.gov).

Water Resources Comment noted. Impacts on 
water resources are discussed 
in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS. 
Specific permitting needs would 
be determined during final design 
and coordinated with the Office of 
the State Engineer, as appropriate. 

Comment 
D.1.2.4.

The OSE Engineering and Permitting Section has reviewed the 
project and determined that the project proposes to replace 
a stream crossing(s). The replacement crossing(s) must 
meet North Dakota Stream Crossing Standards. For further 
information, please visit the Information & Education tab on 
the OSE’s website (swc.nd.gov) for North Dakota Water Laws 
& Policies. If you have any questions, please contact the OSE 
Engineering and Permitting Section: Matt Lindsay—Engineering 
and Permitting Section Manager 701-328-4949 or Jordan 
Woroniecki—Water Resource Engineer 701-328-4898.

Water Resources Comment noted. All North Dakota 
Department of Transportation 
(NDDOT) stream crossings 
are designed in accordance 
with the North Dakota Stream 
Crossing Standards. 

Comment 
D.1.2.5.

Initial review indicates that the project may require temporary 
water permits for water to be used in general road construction 
water needs, including, but not limited to dust control and soil 
conditioning. Applications for temporary water permits can be 
submitted on-line at: https://secure.swc.nd.gov/permitlink/4dcgi/
TempApplicationForm. Filing fees are paid with a credit or debit 
card. Paper copies of the application are also accepted with the 
appropriate filing fee. Filing fees are required on all temporary water 
permits. Applications requesting less than one acre-foot (325,851 
gallons) are assessed a filing fee of $75 .00; applications requesting 
more than one acre-foot but less than ten acre-feet are assessed 
a filing fee of $125.00 and applications requesting more than ten 
acre-feet are assessed a filing fee of $200.00. The fee structure 
can be found at North Dakota Administrative Code 89-03-01-10.2.

Water Resources Comment noted. 

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.

https://secure.swc.nd.gov/permitlink/4dcgi/TempApplicationForm
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Agency*

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.2.6.

Commitment Number 11 in Table ES-5, page ES-17, notes that, “ 
.. .if the proposed activity involves the diversion or impoundment 
of 12.5 acre-feet of water or more, a permit from the North Dakota 
State Water Commission would be required.” The 12.5 acre-feet de 
minimis is limited by state law to domestic, livestock and wildlife 
uses (North Dakota Century Code [NDCC] 61-04-02). All other uses, 
both temporary and permanent, do not have that de minimis limit.

Water Resources Commitment 15 (Draft EIS 
Commitment 11) and Chapter 5 
(Water Resources) of the Final EIS 
have been revised to remove the 
de minimis limit for industrial use.

Comment 
D.1.2.7.

A stream-flow monitoring gauge is located on the current 
Long X Bride, USGS gage 06337000. The contractor for the 
bridge option will need to coordinate with the State Water 
Commission and the Bismarck Office of the U.S. Geological 
Survey so that the gage data is preserved and stream flow 
data is continuously collected. (See 5.13.3, page 84)

Construction and 
Maintenance

Comment noted. The US 
Geological Survey (USGS) and 
NDSWC have been coordinated 
with during the development 
of the Draft EIS to ensure this 
streamgage is properly addressed 
by the project. Per Commitment 
24 in Chapter 7 of the Final EIS 
(Commitment 20 in the Draft 
EIS), contract documents for 
the Long X Bridge project would 
contain provisions requiring 
the streamgage to remain 
operational during construction 
in addition to coordination 
with the USGS and NDSWC. 

Comment 
D.1.2.8.

The construction of the current Long X Bridge occurred in 1959 
and was prior to the enactment by the 44th Legislative Assembly 
of NDCC 61-29, The Little Missouri State Scenic River Act 
(LMSSRA). The construction of the bridge substructures (Section 
4.4, Page 48) would not appear to be compliant to this state law. 
(See EIS-ES, page ES-13) (See EIS section 5.13.3, Page 83-84)
(See EIS Section 7.1, Table 30, Water Resources, page 130) (See 
EIS Section 8.5.5, page 143) (See EIS Section 9.3.7, page 152)

Water Resources This comment was withdrawn 
by the NDSWC in a letter dated 
August 15, 2018.The US Highway 
85 Project was presented to the 
Little Missouri River Commission 
on June 5 and August 6, 2018. 
During these meetings, the 
Commission did not indicate 
that the project would be in 
violation of the Little Missouri 
State Scenic River Act. 

Comment 
D.1.2.9.

The final comment is not something that the SWC can require; 
but is merely a suggestion for the sake of the project: It is 
recommended that a scour analysis be performed to ensure 
adequate pier depths and protection measures are implemented.

Water Resources A preliminary scour analysis 
was completed as part of the 
Hydraulic Analysis and Structure 
Selection Report (2017) that 
was prepared for the project 
(appended by reference to the 
Draft EIS), which would be 
refined during final design.

D.1.3. North 
Dakota 
State Water 
Commission 
(July 31, 2018)

Comment 
D.1.3.1.

A Sovereign Land Permit is not required, as the Little Missouri 
State Scenic River is not considered a navigable body of water.

Water Resources Comment noted.

Comment 
D.1.3.2.

The proposed installation of the substructures of the new 
bridge across the Little Missouri River appears to require piers 
and footings, based on the discussion on the dEIS Section 
4.4, page 48. The use of” ... driven piles or drilled shafts ... 
“ (dEIS, page 48) might be able to get around the definition 
of “dredging”, but the installation of the footings and the pier 
structures appear to require “dredging” of the river bed.

Water Resources This comment was withdrawn 
by the NDSWC in a letter dated 
August 15, 2018. Documentation 
that the Little Missouri River 
Commission did not indicate 
that the project would be in 
violation of the Little Missouri 
State Scenic River Act has 
been added to the Final EIS. 

Comment 
D.1.3.3.

In addition, the use of cofferdams during the substructure 
construction process will cause a · constriction in the free-
flowing nature of the Little Missouri River. Installation, and 
the eventual removal, of the cofferdams has the potential 
to cause changes to the flow regime of the Little Missouri 
River that could alter the free-flowing nature of the river.

Water Resources This comment was withdrawn 
by the NDSWC in a letter dated 
August 15, 2018. Documentation 
that the Little Missouri River 
Commission did not indicate 
that the project would be in 
violation of the Little Missouri 
State Scenic River Act has 
been added to the Final EIS.

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.
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Agency*
Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.3.4.

The alternatives for the replacement of the Long X Bridge presented 
this dEIS propose a structure with two bridge piers in the river 
channel, compared to the single bridge pier on the existing structure. 
The additional pier has the capability of altering the river flows and 
thus altering the sediment deposits downstream of the piers.

Water Resources Comment noted. A scour 
analysis was completed as 
part of the Hydraulic Analysis 
and Structure Selection Report 
(2018) that was prepare for the 
project (appended by reference 
to the Draft EIS). Discussion of 
impacts on river morphology has 
been added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS.

Comment 
D.1.3.5.

A discussion on types of bridges that do not have footings 
and piers into the river channel of the Little Missouri 
River, such as cantilevered bridges, and the subsequent 
dismissal for costs, was not found in the dEIS.

Long X Bridge 
Options

As discussed in the Value 
Engineering Study Evaluation 
and Screening Process Report 
(appended by reference to the 
Draft EIS), post tensioned bridges 
(e.g., segmental concrete bridges) 
are generally not considered 
economical for this size of 
structure. This is due to the large 
costs associated with setting up 
the concrete casting operations 
and post tensioning systems. 
Similar to the consideration 
for longer steel spans, unless 
savings can be gained by 
eliminating disproportionate 
costly foundations, a specialty 
superstructure would add 
significant costs to the project, 
rather than provide savings. 

D.1.4. North 
Dakota 
State Water 
Commission 
(August 15, 
2018)

Comment 
D.1.4.1.

As noted in our July 31, 2018 letter, the intent of the LMSSRA 
was detailed in Section 2 of House Bill 1173 enacted by 
the 44th Assembly of the North Dakota Legislature: “ ... 
to preserve the Little Missouri River as nearly as possible 
in the present state, which shall mean the river will be 
maintained in free-flowing natural condition ... “

However, the Little Missouri River Commission, during its most 
recent meeting on August 6, 2018, and previous meetings, did 
not provide comments regarding the expansion of Highway 85 
or the replacement/repair of the Long-X Bridge. Accordingly, 
the State Water Commission withdraws comments referencing 
the LMSSRA for this project. All other comments provided 
by the State Water Commission remain applicable.

Water Resources Comment noted. Documentation 
that the Little Missouri River 
Commission did not indicate 
that the project would be in 
violation of the Little Missouri 
State Scenic River Act has 
been added to the Final EIS.

D.1.5. US 
Army Corps 
of Engineers

Comment 
D.1.5.1.

We have reviewed the Draft EIS for the US 85 – I-94 to 
Watford City Bypass Project. We have also reviewed the 
comments provided by the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) on June 25, 2018 and concur with their opinion as 
to the insufficient information provided in the DEIS.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.
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Agency*

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.5.2.

In Section 5.13.4 there is no discussion on the location, landscape 
setting, or quality of the wetlands and waters of the U.S. impacted 
by the proposed project. I agree with EPA that the final EIS should 
include a summary of the wetlands and other aquatic resources 
within the project area. The summary should include a description 
of the aquatic resources, current functions and the condition 
of these waters. Although the State of North Dakota does not 
currently have an approved functional assessment method, 
there are resources available that can be used. The U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (Corps), Engineer Research Development 
Center has developed “A Regional Guidebook for Applying the 
Hydro-geomorphic Approach to Assessing Wetland Functions 
of Prairie Potholes”. Although the proposed project is outside of 
the region, it may apply to a small subset of wetlands within the 
proposed project. In addition, there are many other tools available 
to assess the functions of wetlands, including Washington 
State Department of Transportation’s: “Wetland Functions 
Characterization Tool for Linear Projects”; and Montana Department 
of Transportation’s: “Montana Wetland Assessment Method”.

Water Resources Discussion of wetlands and 
Other Waters has been added 
to Chapter 5 (Water Resources) 
of the Final EIS. Detailed impact 
tables and maps of wetlands and 
other aquatic resources, including 
impacts, water conveyance 
structures and retaining walls, 
have been added to the Final EIS 
as an appendix. A summary table 
of permanent wetland impacts by 
type has been added to Chapter 
5 (Water Resources) of the Final 
EIS. Because there is no functional 
assessment method approved 
by the USACE for the state of 
North Dakota, the NDDOT and 
Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) do not intend to 
conduct a wetland functional 
assessment for the project.

Comment 
D.1.5.3.

The goal of the Corps participating as a cooperating agency 
is to identify the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable 
Alternative (LEDPA) during the Draft EIS phase. This ensures that 
the Final EIS contains the alternative that the Corps would consider 
to be the LEDPA. The 404(b)(1) analysis should be included in 
the formulation of the LEDPA. The Corps, as an agency, cannot 
adopt the Final EIS without a determination as to the LEDPA.

Water Resources The Section 404 permitting 
discussion in Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) has been revised, and 
a Section 404(b)(1) analysis has 
been completed by the USACE 
and is included in Appendix F 
of the Final EIS. The Section 
404(b)(1) analysis concluded 
Alternative B to be the LEDPA.

Comment 
D.1.5.4.

The Corps also agrees with EPA that maps of the water 
resources, such as wetlands, rivers, streams, and springs, 
should be included in the water resource section of the 
Draft EIS along with locations of planned water conveyance 
structures. Avoidance and minimization locations, such as 
retaining walls, should also be clearly shown on maps.

Water Resources Maps of wetlands and other 
aquatic resources, including 
impacts, water conveyance 
structures and retaining 
walls, have been added to the 
Final EIS as an appendix.

Comment 
D.1.5.5.

A summary table, such as the one shown in Table 22, would 
provide clarification on the types of wetlands impacted by each 
alternative. This could also be used to explain why the wetlands 
requiring mitigation are less than the total wetlands impacted.

Water Resources A summary table of permanent 
wetland impacts by type and a 
description of wetland mitigation 
regulatory requirements have 
been added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS.

Comment 
D.1.5.6.

Changes in hydrology and water quality from secondary and 
cumulative impacts could increase the potential for wetland 
loss throughout the corridor. The secondary impacts from the 
project should be addressed, such as changes in drainage 
characteristics or flow patterns; changes to the volume of 
ground water or surface water reaching the wetland; introduction 
of invasive species; and reductions in vegetative cover.

Water Resources Cumulative impacts on water 
resources are discussed in 
Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS. 
Indirect impacts are discussed 
throughout Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIS, where applicable. 
Additional discussion of indirect 
effects on water resources has 
been added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS.

Comment 
D.1.5.7.

The Corps also agrees with the proposal by EPA that 
NDDOT and the Corps work with Alternative B, the divided 
four-lane road, to configure a design that may further 
minimize or avoid impacts to waters of the U.S.

Water Resources A Section 404(b)(1) analysis has 
been completed by the USACE 
and is included in Appendix F 
of the Final EIS. The Section 
404(b)(1) analysis concluded 
Alternative B to be the LEDPA.

D.1.6. US 
Department of 
the Interior–
National Park 
Service

Comment 
D.1.6.1.

The National Park Service (NPS) is a cooperating agency 
on this project, given Theodore Roosevelt National Park’s 
North Unit proximity and direct connection to the project. 
As described in the document, most work on the highway 
will occur within existing roadway footprints.

Agency 
Coordination

ROW

Comment noted.

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.
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Agency*
Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.6.2.

The NDDOT has an existing Highway Easement Deed with 
the NPS for US Highway 85. As described in the document, 
most work on the highway will occur within existing roadway 
footprints. Due to the incorporation of design modifications, 
the project would not require additional area under the Deed; 
however, an additional 0.2 acres would be added to the deed to 
account for a recent, unrelated landslide repair project covered 
under a Special-Use Permit. It was understood by the NDDOT, 
FHWA, and NPS during the permitting process for the landslide 
repair project that this additional area would be added to the 
forthcoming US Highway 85 Highway Easement Deed.

ROW Comment noted. 

Comment 
D.1.6.3.

The NPS has determined that project impacts to park resources and 
park visitors are adequately documented in the draft environmental 
impact statement. The NPS appreciates efforts by the project 
sponsors to address and limit potential impacts to the park.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

Comment 
D.1.6.4.

There are several Section 4(f) resources within 
the project boundaries, including:

»» US Forest Service Dakota Prairie Grasslands
»» Theodore Roosevelt National Park, North Unit
»» Theodore Roosevelt National Park Entrance Sign
»» Long X Bridge
»» Summit Campground (USFS)
»» Maah Daah Hey Trail
»» CCC Campground, 15 miles south of Watford City
»» Several individual cultural and historic properties, 

including the Dolyniuk Homestead
The project would not result in a permanent, temporary, 
or constructive use of most Section 4(f) properties. 

Section 4(f) Comment noted. 

Comment 
D.1.6.5.

The project alternatives may result in a 4(f) use for the three 
resources listed below. Entrance sign: Project sponsors have 
determined that the Theodore Roosevelt National Park entrance 
sign cannot be avoided by either build alternative. In order to 
minimize harm, the sign would be removed (intact) prior to project 
construction. Upon completion of construction, the sign would be 
reset (intact) in close proximity to its original location. This would 
constitute a de minimis impact, supported by correspondence 
among project sponsors, the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), and the NPS. The NPS will work with the project 
sponsors on appropriate methods for moving and relocating the 
sign for visitor benefit and safety. Other NPS-managed lands 
in Theodore Roosevelt National Park would be only temporarily 
and minorly impacted by the project. The temporary impacts on 
NPS-managed lands would result in an exception for temporary 
occupancy, and would not result in a use under 4(f). The NPS will 
work with FHWA and NDDOT to secure special use permits as 
needed for staging and temporary work areas for the project.

Section 4(f) Comment noted. 

Comment 
D.1.6.6.

Dolyniuk Homestead: Due to the nature and location of the 
Dolyniuk Homestead remnants, the project was not able to avoid 
impacting the site under either Alternative B or C. To mitigate the 
permanent impact, the NDDOT, in coordination with the SHPO, 
has developed a mitigation approach including documentation of 
the Dolyniuk Homestead site as well as the Gregory Homestead 
(32BI1149). NPS recommends that as part of developing an 
MOA, any documentation procedures follow the guidance of the 
Historic American Buildings Survey, and that the documentation be 
archived at the Library of Congress in addition to state archives. 
The NPS Midwest Regional Office would be pleased to coordinate 
with project sponsors and SHPO to further clarify documentation 
best practices. With this mitigation, the SHPO has concurred 
with a No Adverse Effect determination and a de minimis impact. 
The Department does not comment on de minimis findings.

Cultural 
Resources

Comment noted. Note that a 
Memorandum of Agreement 
is not proposed for the 
Dolyniuk Homestead.

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.
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Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.6.7.

Long X Bridge: There are three alternatives being considered for 
the historic bridge, varying from reuse to abandonment to removal. 
The 4(f) use of each alternative varies from de minimis to no affect, 
to a permanent adverse effect. The FHWA, NDDOT, and North 
Dakota SHPO have drafted a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) 
formalizing 4(f) findings and measures to mitigate effects to the 
Long X Bridge. NPS recommends that as part of developing an 
MOA, any documentation procedures follow the guidance of the 
Historic American Engineering Record, and that the documentation 
be archived at the Library of Congress in addition to state archives. 
The NPS Midwest Regional Office would be pleased to coordinate 
with project sponsors and SHPO to further clarify documentation 
best practices. Once the MOA is executed, the Department will 
have no objection to the 4(f) evaluation and defers to the SHPO 
regarding measures to mitigate the adverse effects of the project 
to that resource. The Department’s review concurs with the 
document’s determinations of actions which constitute a use 
under Section 4(f). The Department also concurs that there is no 
feasible or prudent alternative that would meet the purpose and 
need of the project and avoid the use and impact of the Section 
4(f) properties, and that the proposed action includes all possible 
planning to minimize harm to 4(f) properties from such use.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Cultural 
Resources

Section 4(f)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
D.1.6.8.

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the 
FHWA and NDDOT to ensure impacts to resources of concern 
are adequately addressed. For this reason, the NPS will continue 
to be a cooperating agency on this project. For other issues 
concerning Section 4(f) resources, please contact Tokey 
Boswell, Chief, Planning and Compliance Division, Midwest 
Regional Office, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront Drive, 
Omaha, Nebraska 68102, or by telephone at 402-661-1534.

Agency 
Coordination

Comment noted. 

D.1.7. US 
Environmental 
Protection 
Agency

Comment 
D.1.7.1.

Pursuant to Section 309 of the Clean Air Act and the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency Region 8 has reviewed U.S. Highway 85 1-94 
Interchange to Waterford City Bypass Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) (CEQ No. 20180088). The project purpose is 
to address the current and future needs of the project corridor 
including social demands and economic development, system 
connectivity, safety, and transportation capacity and demand.

The EPA is rating the Preferred Alternative (Alternative B) as 
Environmental Concerns—Insufficient Information (EC-2). You may 
find the description of the EPA’s rating system at: http://www2.epa.
gov/nepa/environmental-impact-statement-rating-system-criteria. 
Our primary environmental concerns are avoiding, minimizing 
and mitigating wetland impacts, and minimizing impacts to the 
Little Missouri River from bridge construction and demolition.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.

http://www2.epa.gov/nepa/environmental-impact-statement-rating-system-criteria
http://www2.epa.gov/nepa/environmental-impact-statement-rating-system-criteria
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Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.7.2.

We recommend the Final EIS provide additional information 
to support the decision including: (1) a wetlands assessment 
including ways to avoid, minimize or mitigate impacts and 
support a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 permitting 
decision, and (2) potential water quality impacts during bridge 
demolition and construction with opportunities to minimize 
such impacts. Please see the enclosure for additional details.

Water Resources A Section 404(b)(1) analysis has 
been completed by the USACE 
and is included in Appendix F of 
the Final EIS. The Section 404(b)
(1) analysis concluded Alternative 
B to be the LEDPA. As discussed 
in Chapter 5 (Water Resources) 
of the Draft EIS, a Section 401 
Water Quality Certification would 
be obtained from the North Dakota 
Department of Health (NDDH) 
Division of Water Quality to ensure 
that state and federal Clean Water 
Act laws are being enforced 
during construction/demolition. 
In addition, the contractor would 
be required to obtain a North 
Dakota Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NDPDES) 
permit prior to construction, 
including a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) with 
best management practices 
(BMPs) to intercept and minimize 
stormwater runoff. BMPs may 
include mulching, matting, and 
netting; filter fabric fencing; 
sediment traps and ponds; or 
surface water interceptor swales 
and ditches. Specific water 
quality monitoring requirements 
would be determined during 
the final design and permitting 
processes as part of Section 
401 Water Quality Certification 
and NDPDES permitting.

Comment 
D.1.7.3.

We appreciate the opportunity to review this Draft EIS. Since 
the plan is to issue a Final EIS concurrent with the Record of 
Decision, we are willing to review a preliminary Final EIS and 
provide additional input. If you would like to discuss this idea or 
our comments, please contact me at (303) 312-6704, or Lisa 
Lloyd of my staff at (303) 312-6537 or lloyd.lisa@epa.gov.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
D.1.7.4.

The Draft EIS Section 5.13.4, indicates that the North Dakota 
Department of Transportation (NDDOT) anticipates the need for a 
CWA Section 404 permit. The Draft EIS also states that an individual 
Section 404 permit would require analysis and comparison of 
alternatives in accordance with CW A Section 404 (b)(1) and 
coordination with US Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) would occur 
at final design. The USACE issues CWA Section 404 permits for the 
least environmentally damaging practicable1 alternative (LEDPA) to 
the aquatic ecosystem. To streamline the federal permitting process, 
we recommend that ND DOT coordinate with the USACE to assure 
that the range of alternatives in this EIS includes the likely LEDPA.

1 Practicable under CWA §404 means, “available and capable 
of being done after taking into consideration cost, existing 
technology, and logistics in light of overall project purpose.”

Water Resources The overall project would be 
constructed and permitted in 
segments as project funding 
becomes available. It is 
anticipated that the majority 
of these segments would be 
permitted under a Nationwide 
Section 404 permit in which 
case the LEDPA analysis would 
not apply. Based on preliminary 
design, several jurisdictional 
wetlands along the project 
corridor would have permanent 
wetland impacts greater than 
0.5 acres. These impacts would 
be refined during final design; 
however, an individual wetland 
permit(s) may be required. 
The Section 404 permitting 
discussion in Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) has been revised, and 
a Section 404(b)(1) analysis has 
been completed by the USACE 
and is included in Appendix F 
of the Final EIS. The Section 
404(b)(1) analysis concluded 
Alternative B to be the LEDPA.

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.

mailto:lloyd.lisa%40epa.gov?subject=
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Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.7.5.

The Draft EIS presents little information about the types and 
locations of the wetland impacts potentially affected by this project. 
The document refers to a Field Wetland Delineation Report (Wetland 
Report), which is incorporated by reference. Since this report is 
not summarized in the Draft EIS, we recommend the Final EIS 
include: A summary of the wetlands and other aquatic resources 
within the project area that includes distribution and function and/
or condition of wetlands. We also suggest a wetland functional 
assessment to identify and record the baseline conditions and 
value of wetlands prior to project initiation. This will also provide 
an analysis to support project completion efficiency by helping 
to focus resources on priority wetlands that need more complex 
protection structures or mitigation. The assessment can also help 
document identification of mitigation ratios if permanent wetland 
damage or destruction is necessary for the project to proceed.

Water Resources Discussion of wetlands and 
Other Waters has been added 
to Chapter 5 (Water Resources) 
of the Final EIS. Detailed impact 
tables and maps of wetlands and 
other aquatic resources, including 
impacts, water conveyance 
structures and retaining walls, 
have been added to the Final 
EIS as an appendix. A summary 
table of permanent wetland 
impacts by type has been added 
to Chapter 5 (Water Resources) 
of the Final EIS. Because there 
is no functional assessment 
method approved by the USACE 
for the state of North Dakota, the 
NDDOT and FHWA do not intend 
to conduct a wetland functional 
assessment for the project.

Comment 
D.1.7.6.

Maps that show water conveyance structures (culverts, etc.), 
wetlands and other aquatic resources, such as rivers and 
springs. While the Wetland Report provides maps of wetlands, 
one or more maps in the EIS are important to show the 
wetland locations and planned water conveyance structures, 
which do not appear to be shown in any maps. Avoidance and 
minimization has been demonstrated in select locations via 
retaining walls. Providing maps depicting wetlands, culverts, 
springs, rivers and other water bodies will help determine if there 
are further avoidance or impact minimization opportunities.

Water Resources Maps of wetlands and other 
aquatic resources, including 
water conveyance structures and 
retaining walls, have been added 
to the Final EIS as an appendix. 

Comment 
D.1.7.7.

A summary table, similar to Table 22, that provides the types 
of wetlands impacted under each alternative. This would 
provide an easy to understand visual and useful analysis 
tool for the information added per the first bullet.

Water Resources A summary table of permanent 
wetland impacts by type has 
been added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS. 

Comment 
D.1.7.8.

An explanation of how the total wetlands impacted 
was determined (Draft EIS Table 22).

Water Resources An explanation of how temporary 
and permanent wetland impacts 
were calculated has been 
added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS. 

Comment 
D.1.7.9.

A brief description of why the acres of “wetlands requiring 
mitigation” is less than the total wetlands impacted.

Water Resources A description of wetland mitigation 
regulatory requirements has 
been added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS. 

Comment 
D.1.7.10.

Analysis of any indirect (secondary), and cumulative impacts 
to waters in the project area (e.g., both directly impacted or 
hydrologically impacted but spatially removed from the actual 
construction footprint). Indirect impacts can occur from changes 
in hydrology, water quality, or result from impacts to aquatic 
organisms and other wildlife. Indirect impacts may include, but 
are not limited to: changes in drainage characteristics or flow 
patterns within a wetland, changes to the volume of ground, or 
surface water reaching a wetland, reductions in vegetative cover, 
introduction of invasive species, or reduced water quality.

Water Resources Cumulative impacts on water 
resources are discussed in 
Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS. 
Indirect impacts are discussed 
throughout Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIS, where applicable. 
Additional discussion of indirect 
effects on water resources has 
been added to Chapter 5 (Water 
Resources) of the Final EIS.

Comment 
D.1.7.11.

A description of potential impacts to aquatic resources 
from reasonably foreseeable development or recreational 
use associated with the roadway improvements, and;

Water Resources Cumulative impacts on water 
resources are discussed in 
Chapter 8 of the Draft EIS.

Comment 
D.1.7.12.

A description of historical wetland impacts along the road corridor. Water Resources The existing highway was 
constructed prior to the 
enactment of the Clean Water 
Act; therefore, determining the 
scope and scale of historical 
wetland impacts would be 
difficult. Per discussion among 
the NDDOT, FHWA, and USACE, 
incorporation of a description of 
historical wetland impacts into 
the Final EIS is not proposed.

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.
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Agency*
Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
D.1.7.13.

Alternative C, the divided flush median, expands the roadway equally 
to both sides of the existing road and Alternative B, the divided 
four-lane, expands the roadway to one side of the existing road. 
The NDDOT’s preferred alternative is Alternative B with different 
roadway configurations for several small segments. The road 
design directly impacts the footprint of the roadway, and thus, 
potential wetland impacts. To meet both CWA Section 404 (b)(1) 
requirements and NEPA, we recommend the Final EIS assess (in 
consultation with the USACE) the availability of roadway alignments 
or designs to avoid, or minimize wetland impacts, especially higher 
functioning wetlands, that will be impacted under the preferred 
alternative. This assessment, similar to what has been done for 
the town of Fairfield and the intersection of ND 200 and Highway 
85, could help determine potential further wetland avoidance or 
minimization while still meeting the project purpose and need.

Water Resources A Section 404(b)(1) analysis has 
been completed by the USACE 
and is included in Appendix F 
of the Final EIS. The Section 
404(b)(1) analysis concluded 
Alternative B to be the LEDPA.

Comment 
D.1.7.14.

The Draft EIS identifies that demolition of the Long-X Bridge 
over the Little Missouri River under the preferred alternative 
may temporarily increase the level of total suspended solids 
(TSS) and turbidity in the Little Missouri River. TSS and turbidity 
are important water quality parameters due to their potential to 
impact the overall aquatic environment such as: fish growth rate, 
spawning, development of fish eggs and larvae, the abundance 
of food available to fish and density of macroinvertebrates. The 
EPA appreciates NDDOT’s plan to avoid construction or demolition 
during the fish spawning period between April 15 and June 1st.

Water Resources Comment noted.

Comment 
D.1.7.15.

The Draft EIS states that construction and bridge demolition 
activities throughout the project area would have the potential to 
temporarily degrade water quality as a result of sedimentation 
and soil erosion during activities (e.g., roadway expansion, 
culvert installation and wetlands within the study area. The 
document references best management practices (BMPs) and 
future permits as ways to minimize these impacts. The EPA 
appreciates the NDDOT’s commitment to use preventative 
water quality protective measures to the extent practicable.

Water Resources Comment noted.

Comment 
D.1.7.16.

We recommend that NDDOT work with the North Dakota 
Department of Health (NDDH) to identify measures to apply during 
the project (e.g., cofferdams, turbidity barriers) and that the Final 
EIS include information about these measures to support the 
conclusion that this project will not cause significant permanent 
water quality impacts during construction and bridge demolition. 
US Fish and Wildlife Service has Section 7 BMPs for bridge 
construction that may also be useful in identifying methods to 
prevent construction-related pollutants from entering the river 
(https://www.fws.gov/daphne/section7/BMPs-Bridges.pdf).

Water Resources As discussed in Chapter 5 
(Water Resources) of the Draft 
EIS, a Section 401 Water Quality 
Certification would be obtained 
from the NDDH Division of 
Water Quality to ensure that 
state and federal Clean Water 
Act laws are being enforced 
during construction/demolition. 
In addition, the contractor would 
be required to obtain a NDPDES 
permit prior to construction, 
including a SWPPP with BMPs to 
intercept and minimize stormwater 
runoff. BMPs may include 
mulching, matting, and netting; 
filter fabric fencing; sediment 
traps and ponds; or surface water 
interceptor swales and ditches.

Comment 
D.1.7.17.

To further minimize construction or bridge demolition impacts 
throughout the project area on the water quality and aquatic life, 
we also recommend that NDDOT work with NDDH to develop 
a project specific water quality monitoring plan and provide 
a summary, or list of minimum monitoring requirements, in 
the Final EIS. The plan should identify monitoring for river 
and waterbody water quality before and during the project 
implementation and include measurements for turbidity, TSS, 
and dissolved oxygen, where appropriate, and any other 
potential contaminants associated with this project’s bridge 
demolition and bridge and road construction. It will be important 
to include action and mitigation measures in the plan should 
the monitoring show significant water quality degradation.

Water Resources Specific water quality 
monitoring requirements 
would be determined during 
the final design and permitting 
processes as part of Section 
401 Water Quality Certification 
and NDPDES permitting. 

Note: * Agencies that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to the title of their agency.

https://www.fws.gov/daphne/section7/BMPs-Bridges.pdf




From: Pederson, Capt. Eric J.
Sent: Monday, May 21, 2018 1:59:32 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: Linneman, Matt G.; -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Hwy 85

Comments/Questions

1- Will the flush median areas (without depressed medians) be equipped with center guard
rails or other lane departure prevention devices to prevent cars from crossing into the
oncoming lanes or using the center lane as a passing lane?

2- Will there be areas on both sides of the badlands section (Little Missouri Valley) for truck
drivers to chain up & remove tire chains?  These areas will be even more important as legal
weights increase to 129,000 pounds.

Thanks

Eric

Captain Eric J. Pederson
Division Commander
North Dakota Highway Patrol
701-220-9093 (c)
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Comment D.1.1.1.

Comment D.1.1.2.
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D.1.3.	 North Dakota State Water Commission (July 31, 2018)

Comment D.1.3.1.
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Comment D.1.3.3.

Comment D.1.3.4.

Comment D.1.3.5.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT 

NORTH DAKOTA REGULATORY OFFICE 
3319 UNIVERSITY DRIVE 

BISMARCK ND  58504 
 
 
 
 

July 19, 2018 
 

NWO-2015-00767-BIS 
 
 
 
Attn: Mr. Matt Linneman 
North Dakota Department of Transportation 
300 Airport Road  
Bismarck, ND 58504-6005 
 
 
Dear Mr. Linneman: 
 
We have reviewed the Draft EIS for the US 85 – I-94 to Watford City Bypass Project. 
We have also reviewed the comments provided by the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) on June 25, 2018 and concur with their opinion as to the insufficient 
information provided in the DEIS.  The following items and issues have been identified 
for your response and/or additional information: 

 
1. In Section 5.13.4 there is no discussion on the location, landscape setting, or 

quality of the wetlands and waters of the U.S. impacted by the proposed 
project.  I agree with EPA that the final EIS should include a summary of the 
wetlands and other aquatic resources within the project area. The summary 
should include a description of the aquatic resources, current functions and 
the condition of these waters. Although the State of North Dakota does not 
currently have an approved functional assessment method, there are 
resources available that can be used.  The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(Corps), Engineer Research Development Center has developed “A Regional 
Guidebook for Applying the Hydro-geomorphic Approach to Assessing 
Wetland Functions of Prairie Potholes”.  Although the proposed project is 
outside of the region, it may apply to a small subset of wetlands within the 
proposed project.  In addition, there are many other tools available to assess 
the functions of wetlands, including Washington State Department of 
Transportation’s: “Wetland Functions Characterization Tool for Linear 
Projects”; and Montana Department of Transportation’s: “Montana Wetland 
Assessment Method”.  

 
2. The goal of the Corps participating as a cooperating agency is to identify the 

Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA) during the 
Draft EIS phase.  This ensures that the Final EIS contains the alternative that 
the Corps would consider to be the LEDPA.  The 404(b)(1) analysis should be 
included in the formulation of the LEDPA. The Corps, as an agency, cannot 
adopt the Final EIS without a determination as to the LEDPA. 
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D.1.5.	 US Army Corps of Engineers

Comment D.1.5.1.

Comment D.1.5.2.

Comment D.1.5.3.
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3. The Corps also agrees with EPA that maps of the water resources, such as 

wetlands, rivers, streams, and springs, should be included in the water 
resource section of the Draft EIS along with locations of planned water 
conveyance structures.  Avoidance and minimization locations, such as 
retaining walls, should also be clearly shown on maps.   

 
4. A summary table, such as the one shown in Table 22, would provide 

clarification on the types of wetlands impacted by each alternative.  This could 
also be used to explain why the wetlands requiring mitigation are less than 
the total wetlands impacted.  

 
5. Changes in hydrology and water quality from secondary and cumulative 

impacts could increase the potential for wetland loss throughout the corridor.  
The secondary impacts from the project should be addressed, such as 
changes in drainage characteristics or flow patterns; changes to the volume 
of ground water or surface water reaching the wetland; introduction of 
invasive species; and reductions in vegetative cover. 
 

6. The Corps also agrees with the proposal by EPA that NDDOT and the Corps 
work with Alternative B, the divided four-lane road, to configure a design that 
may further minimize or avoid impacts to waters of the U.S. 

 
Please refer to identification number NWO-2015-00767-BIS in any correspondence 

concerning this project.  If you have any questions, please contact me at the above 
address, by email at patricia.l.mcqueary@usace.army.mil, or telephone at (701) 255-
0015 X 2001.  For more information regarding our program, please visit our website at 
http://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/Missions/RegulatoryProgram/NorthDakota.aspx 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 

  Patricia L. McQueary 
  Regulatory Program Manager 
  North Dakota 
 
Enclosure 
EPA Comment letter 

Patricia L. 
McQueary

Digitally signed by Patricia L. McQueary 
DN: cn=Patricia L. McQueary, o=Y.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers, ou=CENWO-OD-R-ND, 
email=patricia.l.mcqueary@usace.army.mil, c=US 
Date: 2018.07.18 15:13:06 -05'00'
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From: Hoover, Courtney
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 8:21:08 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: Brodie, Kevin (FHWA); -Adm-DOT US85
Cc: Ryan Sloan
Subject: Department of the Interior Comments - the I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Hello Kevin, thank you for the opportunity to review the document, as well as for your team working
with NPS on the project. 

Please see attached for your comments. If you have any questions, please reach out to Tokey
Boswell, or myself.

--
Courtney Hoover
Regional Environmental Officer, Denver
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Department of the Interior

303-445-2503 (Desk) 303-478-3373 (Cell)
Denver Federal Center, Building 67 Room 118
Denver, CO 80225
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United States Department of the Interior
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Denver Federal Center, Building 67, Room 118

Post Office Box 25007 (D-108)
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

June 20, 2018

ER 18/0210

Kevin Brodie
Transportation Engineer
Federal Highway Administration
4503 Coleman Street, Suite 205
Bismark, ND  58503

Dear Mr. Brodie:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation for the I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass, in North 
Dakota (project). The proposed action is to expand this segment of US Highway 85 from a two-
lane highway to a four-lane highway with flexible design options to avoid or minimize impacts 
and rehabilitate or replace the historic Long X Bridge over the Little Missouri River. The goal of 
the project is to essentially maintain and follow the existing US Highway 85 alignment, utilizing 
the existing infrastructure to minimize potential impacts on environmental, socioeconomic, and 
human-made resources, to the maximum extent practicable.

The project sponsors are the North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT) and the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). The document considers potential impacts to 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, as well as effects under Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act of 1966 (codified at 49 U.S.C. 303) associated with the project.  The 
Department offers the following comments and recommendations for your consideration:

Draft Environmental Impact Statement Comments

The National Park Service (NPS) is a cooperating agency on this project, given Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park’s North Unit proximity and direct connection to the project. As 
described in the document, most work on the highway will occur within existing roadway 
footprints. 

The NDDOT has an existing Highway Easement Deed with the NPS for US Highway 85. As 
described in the document, most work on the highway will occur within existing roadway 
footprints. Due to the incorporation of design modifications, the project would not require 
additional area under the Deed; however, an additional 0.2 acres would be added to the deed to 
account for a recent, unrelated landslide repair project covered under a Special-Use Permit. It 
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Mr. Brodie 2

was understood by the NDDOT, FHWA, and NPS during the permitting process for the landslide 
repair project that this additional area would be added to the forthcoming US Highway 85 
Highway Easement Deed.

The NPS has determined that project impacts to park resources and park visitors are adequately 
documented in the draft environmental impact statement. The NPS appreciates efforts by the 
project sponsors to address and limit potential impacts to the park.

Section 4(f) Comments

There are several Section 4(f) resources within the project boundaries, including:
• US Forest Service Dakota Prairie Grasslands
• Theodore Roosevelt National Park, North Unit
• Theodore Roosevelt National Park Entrance Sign
• Long X Bridge
• Summit Campground (USFS)
• Maah Daah Hey Trail
• CCC Campground, 15 miles south of Watford City
• Several individual cultural and historic properties, including the Dolyniuk Homestead

The project would not result in a permanent, temporary, or constructive use of most Section 4(f) 
properties.  The project alternatives may result in a 4(f) use for the three resources listed below.

Entrance sign: Project sponsors have determined that the Theodore Roosevelt National Park
entrance sign cannot be avoided by either build alternative. In order to minimize harm, the sign 
would be removed (intact) prior to project construction. Upon completion of construction, the 
sign would be reset (intact) in close proximity to its original location. This would constitute a de 
minimus impact, supported by correspondence among project sponsors, the State Historic 
Preservation Officer (SHPO), and the NPS. The NPS will work with the project sponsors on 
appropriate methods for moving and relocating the sign for visitor benefit and safety. 

Other NPS-managed lands in Theodore Roosevelt National Park would be only temporarily and 
minorly impacted by the project. The temporary impacts on NPS-managed lands would result in 
an exception for temporary occupancy, and would not result in a use under 4(f). The NPS will 
work with FHWA and NDDOT to secure special use permits as needed for staging and 
temporary work areas for the project.

Dolyniuk Homestead: Due to the nature and location of the Dolyniuk Homestead remnants, the 
project was not able to avoid impacting the site under either Alternative B or C. To mitigate the 
permanent impact, the NDDOT, in coordination with the SHPO, has developed a mitigation 
approach including documentation of the Dolyniuk Homestead site as well as the Gregory 
Homestead (32BI1149). NPS recommends that as part of developing an MOA, any 
documentation procedures follow the guidance of the Historic American Buildings Survey, and 
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Comment D.1.6.3.

Comment D.1.6.4.

Comment D.1.6.5.

Comment D.1.6.6.



Mr. Brodie 3

that the documentation be archived at the Library of Congress in addition to state archives. The 
NPS Midwest Regional Office would be pleased to coordinate with project sponsors and SHPO 
to further clarify documentation best practices. With this mitigation, the SHPO has concurred 
with a No Adverse Effect determination and a de minimis impact. The Department does not 
comment on de minimis findings.

Long X Bridge: There are three alternatives being considered for the historic bridge, varying 
from reuse to abandonment to removal.  The 4(f) use of each alternative varies from de minimis
to no affect, to a permanent adverse effect. The FHWA, NDDOT, and North Dakota SHPO have 
drafted a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) formalizing 4(f) findings and measures to mitigate 
effects to the Long X Bridge.  NPS recommends that as part of developing an MOA, any
documentation procedures follow the guidance of the Historic American Engineering Record, 
and that the documentation be archived at the Library of Congress in addition to state archives. 
The NPS Midwest Regional Office would be pleased to coordinate with project sponsors and 
SHPO to further clarify documentation best practices. Once the MOA is executed, the
Department will have no objection to the 4(f) evaluation and defers to the SHPO regarding 
measures to mitigate the adverse effects of the project to that resource.

The Department’s review concurs with the document’s determinations of actions which 
constitute a use under Section 4(f).  The Department also concurs that there is no feasible or 
prudent alternative that would meet the purpose and need of the project and avoid the use and 
impact of the Section 4(f) properties, and that the proposed action includes all possible planning 
to minimize harm to 4(f) properties from such use.  

The Department has a continuing interest in working with the FHWA and NDDOT to ensure 
impacts to resources of concern are adequately addressed. For this reason, the NPS will continue 
to be a cooperating agency on this project.  For other issues concerning Section 4(f) resources, 
please contact Tokey Boswell, Chief, Planning and Compliance Division, Midwest Regional 
Office, National Park Service, 601 Riverfront Drive, Omaha, Nebraska 68102, or by telephone at 
402-661-1534.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments.

Sincerely,

Courtney Hoover
Regional Environmental Officer
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

D-26

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85

Comment D.1.6.7.

Comment D.1.6.8.



From: Miullo, Nat
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 6:52:53 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: kevin.brodie@dot.gov
Cc: Lloyd, Lisa; Seaward, Ashley; Schuller, Jennifer; Bunch, William; -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: EPA comments - Hwy 85 DEIS

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Thanks for your patience and all your help Kevin. Let us know if there are any questions.

Nat Miullo: U.S. EPARegion 8
Lead NEPA Reviewer/Resiliency Adviser
NDRF Coordinator ~
New: https://www.fema.gov/media-library-data/1466014998123-
4bec8550930f774269e0c5968b120ba2/National_Disaster_Recovery_Framework2nd.pdf

D: 303 312 6233  C: 303 518 9906
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D.1.7.	 US Environmental Protection Agency
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Comment D.1.7.15.

Comment D.1.7.16.
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Table E.1.  Summary of Agency Transcript Comments and Responses from 
the Lead, Cooperating, and Participating Agencies Meeting

Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Kevin Brodie
(Federal Highway 
Administration 
[FHWA])

Comment 
E.1.1.1.

You might want to mention the 
speed limits for the various 
areas of the design — mention 
something about the speed limit 
corridors, and how the project 
was designed to meet those.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Based on the Preferred Alternatives that were selected, the 
divided four-lane would be like other divided four-lanes in the 
state. It would be a 70-mile-per-hour design speed and posted 
speed limit. As you narrow to that lower speed—the paved, flush 
median—that would be a 65-mile-per-hour speed limit. Then as 
you go through Fairfield, that speed limit would be maintained at 
45 miles per hour (mph) as you go through that urban section.

Formal Response: The Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Draft EIS has a 70-mile-per-hour design/posted 
speed limit for the areas of the highway with a divided, 
depressed center median. The speed through Fairfield 
is proposed to remain at 45 mph due to the presence 
of numerous residences and businesses located in 
close proximity to the highway, as well as a school. 
The proposed 25-mile-per-hour design speed at the 
US Highway 85/North Dakota Highway 200 (ND-200) 
intersection is dictated by the proposed intersection 
design (i.e., multi-lane roundabout), whereby the goal 
is to slow down traffic enough to safely navigate the 
roundabout. The roadway through the Badlands would 
maintain the same 65-mile-per-hour posted speed 
limit south of the Little Missouri River, but would be 
reduced to 60 mph  north of the Little Missouri River 
near the entrance to the Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park (TRNP) – North Unit due to roadway geometry. The 
roadway design beginning at RP 136.1 and terminating 
at the northern end of the project corridor would have a 
65-mile-per-hour posted speed limit to minimize potential 
impacts on the existing infrastructure near Watford City.  

Calvin Grinnell 
(Mandan, 
Hidatsa, Arikara 
[MHA] Nation)

Comment 
E.1.1.2.

I saw something listed as an 
endangered species. What 
is the Dakota skipper?

Sensitive Species The Dakota skipper is a butterfly. That was the species 
that was protected in North Dakota, so we worked with 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) on some 
of that consultation. We [North Dakota Department of 
Transportation (NDDOT)] have a programmatic agreement 
for the consultation of endangered species with the USFWS. 
We did some extra work, knowing that this project had a lot 
more impacts potentially. We did some additional studies 
for that, including a Dakota skipper habitat survey.

Formal Response: The Dakota skipper is a small butterfly 
that is listed as threatened under the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA). The NDDOT and FHWA have developed a 
Programmatic Biological Assessment (PBA) to analyze 
the impacts of the NDDOT transportation program on 
ESA-listed species in North Dakota. In addition, a field 
botany survey was conducted along the project corridor 
occurring in McKenzie County, which is the only county 
along the corridor where the Dakota skipper is thought to 
occur, and a Biological Evaluation (BE) was conducted 
to assess potential impacts on ESA-listed species.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in 
the order the comment was received for purposes of comparison with the transcript from the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received 
during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses 
are also provided for these comments.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 

Number
Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Leslie Ferguson 
(Dakota Prairie 
Grasslands [DPG])

Comment 
E.1.1.3.

I just was interested in a little more 
detail on — you know, we dropped 
the wildlife crossing at the 
TRNP for Big Horn sheep — and 
I was just curious, is there no 
replacement? Is there still fencing 
proposed through there to keep 
the sheep off the highway?

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

The proposal now in the ultimate development is — there’s still 
some exclusionary fencing. It doesn’t go quite as far north as 
we had originally planned. Before, it was tied to that overpass. 
And now, it basically stops at the edge of the TRNP, just a 
little bit beyond there. The replacement crossing is along the 
south of the Long X Bridge. We had originally looked at an 
option of an overpass crossing the TRNP – North Unit. Through 
additional consultation, that one just didn’t quite work out for 
us. So, we went back to the drawing board in consultation 
with the North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGF) 
and found a spot along the south of the Long X Bridge. It’s 
not as an ideal situation, but I still think that Bruce can talk to 
that if you still think there’s a benefit to putting that in there.

Formal Response: A wildlife overpass for bighorn sheep 
north of the Long X Bridge was initially proposed for 
further consideration. The crossing did not present any 
engineering issues that would have otherwise precluded 
it from further consideration, and the proposed location 
was well-suited from an engineering and ecological 
standpoint. This crossing was ultimately eliminated 
from further consideration to minimize impacts on the 
TRNP – North Unit. South of the Long X Bridge, the 
topography of the landscape precludes construction 
of an overpass; however, an underpass of suitable 
dimensions for bighorn sheep was added to replace the 
eliminated overpass in coordination with the NDGF.

South of the Long X Bridge, approximately 5.6 miles 
of continual, wildlife fencing would be installed within 
NDDOT right-of-way (ROW) on both sides of US 
Highway 85. North of Long X Bridge, approximately 2.2 
miles of wildlife fencing would be installed within NDDOT 
ROW along the east side of US Highway 85. Along the 
west side, wildlife fencing may be installed between the 
Long X Bridge and existing TRNP – North Unit fencing 
(location and extent of this fencing would be determined 
during landowner ROW negotiations). In addition, 
approximately 0.3 miles of wildlife fencing would be 
installed within NDDOT ROW along the west side of US 
Highway 85, north of the TRNP – North Unit boundary.

Bruce Kreft (NDGF) Comment 
E.1.1.4.

With the additional talks we had, 
from a department standpoint, 
we have a lot of good habitat still 
on the east side of US Highway 
85. With the use of the fencing, 
once that fencing is put in — which 
may be down the road a little 
ways — we would then consider 
reestablishing those populations 
to the east. There would not be 
much of a travel corridor to go 
back and forth except for under 
the bridge. The ewes typically 
don’t do that, so we would end up 
having, basically, two populations. 
But that still is a benefit to us 
to be able to reestablish and 
utilize that habitat in that area.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in 
the order the comment was received for purposes of comparison with the transcript from the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received 
during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses 
are also provided for these comments.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Jeani Borchert 
(NDDOT)

Comment 
E.1.1.5.

This crossing is, sort of, the 
best-case scenario, isn’t it, 
from where they might use it?

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Yes, we had worked with the NDGF to find the best spot 
for this type of crossing, so this is the spot we came 
up with. — I think the landscape lends itself — 

Formal Response: A wildlife overpass for bighorn sheep 
north of the Long X Bridge was initially proposed for 
further consideration. The crossing did not present any 
engineering issues that would have otherwise precluded 
it from further consideration, and the proposed location 
was well-suited from an engineering and ecological 
standpoint. This crossing was ultimately eliminated 
from further consideration to minimize impacts on the 
TRNP – North Unit. South of the Long X Bridge, the 
topography of the landscape precludes construction 
of an overpass; however, an underpass of suitable 
dimensions for bighorn sheep was added to replace the 
eliminated overpass in coordination with the NDGF.

Jeani Borchert 
(NDDOT)

Comment 
E.1.1.6.

How big is it [referring to 
the wildlife crossing]?

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

We’re still working on those details. I would say, plus or minus, 
it’s going to have about 15 feet of clearance for the top, and 
it’s going to be, plus or minus, 60 feet, 3 feet wide underneath 
the roadway. If we have an arch, we want to make sure that 
15x40 fits inside that arch. That arch would span out and 
probably get 60, 70 feet wide to fit that clear rectangle through 
it. If we did a more conventional bridge, we would make it a 
little longer than that 60 feet range. Essentially, we know we 
want to put a crossing through here. It just takes a little bit 
more on the engineering side to make the structure part.

Formal Response: The wildlife underpass intended 
for bighorn sheep would provide an opening that is a 
minimum of 15 feet tall and 40 feet wide, and would 
have a length of up to 150 feet. The structure type 
would be determined during final design, and may 
consist of a typical span bridge or an arch structure.

Peter Coffey 
(MHA Nation)

Comment 
E.1.1.7.

Do you know: Once you put those 
up there [referring to wildlife 
crossing], are they going to take 
advantage of natural crossings 
or are they just going to funnel 
the wildlife through there?

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

The question was: Does the crossing take advantage of the 
natural crossing of the terrain. That’s what we’ve worked on 
with the NDGF. We had them point that out to us. There’s two 
ravines that come in the west that come down. There’s a high 
point. So, it seems like it’s an ideal spot because, the Big 
Horn sheep are going to want to go towards the high ground. 
All of the other animals will want to use the ravines to travel. 
So, it seems to work pretty well from that standpoint.

Formal Response: The locations and designs of 
the proposed wildlife crossings were developed in 
coordination with resource agencies and documented 
within Wildlife Crossing/Accommodation Volumes I 
and II. Wildlife crossing locations were designed and 
located to take advantage of the natural terrain. 

Peter Coffey 
(MHA Nation)

Comment 
E.1.1.8.

Can’t help but be reminded 
of that. For the scenario they 
have — somebody calls into 
the radio and says, “How 
come you have those deer 
crossing signs here?”

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Hopefully, we have it in a good spot — I believe it is just south of 
the Long X Bridge — right very near to where they’ll be crossing.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in 
the order the comment was received for purposes of comparison with the transcript from the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received 
during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses 
are also provided for these comments.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 

Number
Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Bruce Kreft (NDGF) Comment 
E.1.1.9.

Commitment number 37, that we 
would monitor the effectiveness 
and management of the crossings. 
As a department, we will be 
monitoring those to determine the 
success or failure. But the next 
comment on that commitment 
is, I’m curious about — is that 
the NDDOT, us, the National Park 
Service (NPS), the US Forest 
Service (USFS) will coordinate 
to maintain the wildlife fencing 
and associate features. I’m 
looking at a definition of what 
is the intent, or what is the 
meaning of that phrase?

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Agency 
Coordination

I think that’s still yet to be worked out.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIS, the NDGF and NDDOT would coordinate to 
monitor the effectiveness and maintain and manage 
the wildlife crossings. In addition, the NDDOT, 
NDGF, NPS, and USFS would coordinate to maintain 
the wildlife fencing and associated features.

Bruce Kreft (NDGF) Comment 
E.1.1.10.

And given the project — the first 
half of this project, that’s what 
I was wondering about: If there 
has been any commitment, 
or the intent of that — before 
this goes totally final.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Agency 
Coordination

I think we still need to work together on that. I know, in 
conversations with the USFS and NPS — in the scenario now, 
we’ll be using existing park fence. So, they’re going to be 
maintaining their fence. The USFS had offered – they would 
maintain — help put maintenance on their property, but we 
haven’t formalized any of those things. At this point, we 
haven’t talked anything about asking NDGF to contribute to the 
maintenance. But, I think some of it would be with keeping an 
eye on it, especially since you have people out in that area. 
Collaboratively working on what — maybe, even when it’s 
brand-new, we didn’t think of something, and they found a way 
around. Or, they found a way to tiptoe around the end of a fence 
or something. So, that’s the feedback we would need from that.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 5 of the 
Draft EIS, the NDGF and NDDOT would coordinate to 
monitor the effectiveness and maintain and manage 
the wildlife crossings. In addition, the NDDOT, 
NDGF, NPS, and USFS would coordinate to maintain 
the wildlife fencing and associated features.

Bruce Kreft (NDGF) Comment 
E.1.1.11.

We just need to know where 
we’re heading with this one. 
And so, we’ll talk some more.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Agency 
Coordination

As far as I know, that’s where it stands. That would be 
where the rubber hits the road, is when we start working 
on final design and putting those things together. I’m 
sure there will be more conversations then. But, at 
this time, we haven’t gone down that route yet.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in 
the order the comment was received for purposes of comparison with the transcript from the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received 
during the lead, cooperating, and participating agencies meeting, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses 
are also provided for these comments.
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1      WHEREUPON,
2           the following proceedings were had at
3 1:04 p.m., to wit:
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  We'll get started, here.
5 We might have a few more people show up.  We'll
6 just welcome them as they come.
7           Welcome, everybody.  Thanks for coming
8 to our lead, cooperating, and participating agency
9 meeting for the U.S. Highway 85 project.

10           We have a court reporter here -- Liz is
11 her name -- so I'm going to try to speak up so she
12 can hear.
13           And hopefully, if you have any
14 questions, make sure you state your name and your
15 question loudly so she can hear, as well.
16           One thing I want to check -- I think we
17 have a couple people who have called in, as well.
18 Can you hear me on the phone?
19           STEPHANIE HICKMAN:  I can hear you.
20 This is Stephanie Hickman with the Federal Highway
21 Administration, North Dakota Division.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Okay, perfect.  I think,
23 logistically, that's pretty good.  We have a
24 presentation we'll go through today.  Obviously,
25 it's still, kind of, an open forum here for

Page 5

1 questions.
2           You know, brief status:  We have a draft
3 EIS that's out for this project.  All of you
4 should have been contacted with the information on
5 that and had a link or a hard copy of that
6 document.
7           So hopefully, you've had a little bit of
8 a chance to look through it and review it.  We'll
9 step through some of the pieces -- the major

10 pieces of that as we go today.
11           And like I said, it's, kind of, an open
12 dialogue here to answer questions and take any
13 more comments that you might have from your
14 agency's perspective.
15           As we go through this, this is part of
16 our continual agency consultation and public
17 outreach effort.
18           We'll have a couple -- next week, we
19 have a series of public hearings in Belfield,
20 Fairfield, and Watford City to take public input
21 on this project.
22           There's a comment period.  We've got a
23 45-day comment period for the draft EIS, and that
24 comment period ends on June 25th.
25           So, with that, if you don't know me, I'm
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1 Matt Linneman.  I'm from the North Dakota DOT, and
2 I'm the project manager for this project that
3 we've been working on here for the last few years.
4           It's a joint venture with Federal
5 Highway as our lead agency; and the National Park
6 Service, the U.S. Forest Service, and the Army
7 Corps of Engineers as cooperating agencies.
8           So I think it's good.  We've got a good
9 group here.  I think it would be good to go around

10 the room for everyone.
11           We already heard from Stephanie on the
12 phone from Federal Highway.  Is there anyone else
13 on the phone that's listening in to the meeting
14 today?
15           CHRISTINA GOMER:  Yes.  Christina Gomer
16 with Western Area Power.
17           MATT LINNEMAN:  Okay, thank you.  If
18 not, we'll go around the room here, and we'll
19 start with our KLJ team.
20           JEN TURNBOW:  Jen Turnbow, KLJ.
21           TROY RIPPLINGER:  Troy Ripplinger with
22 KLJ.
23           MIKE HUFFINGTON:  Mike Huffington with
24 KLJ.
25           KEVIN BRODIE:  Kevin Brodie with Federal
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1 Highways.
2           PETER WAX:  Pete Wax, North Dakota
3 Department of Health.
4           JESSICA JOHNSON:  Jessica Johnson, U.S.
5 Fish and Wildlife Service.
6           BRUCE KREFT:  Bruce Kreft, North Dakota
7 Game and Fish Department.
8           SWADE HAMMOND:  Swade Hammond with the
9 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, regulatory.

10           CORY LAWSON:  Cory Lawson, North Dakota
11 DOT, Environmental Section.
12           CHAD SEXTON:  Chad Sexton, Theodore
13 Roosevelt National Park.
14           STEVE VOLESKY:  Steve Volesky, Forest
15 Service.
16           JARED HUIBREGTSE:  Jared Huibregtse,
17 Water Commission, state engineer.
18           ERIC PEDERSON:  Eric Pederson, Highway
19 Patrol.
20           MELISSA BAKER:  Melissa Baker, North
21 Dakota Parks and Recreation, board member of the
22 North Dakota State Historical Society, and
23 secretary of the Little Missouri River Commission.
24           ALYSSA FELLOW:  Alyssa Fellow, Western
25 Area Power.
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1           LESLIE FERGUSON:  Leslie Ferguson,
2 Dakota Prairie Grasslands.
3           LIV FETTERMAN:  Liv Fetterman,
4 U.S. Forest Service, Dakota Prairie Grasslands.
5           LISA STECKLER:  Lisa Steckler, State
6 Historic Preservation Office.
7           LORNA MEIDINGER:  Lorna Meidinger, State
8 Historic Preservation Office.
9           JEANI BORCHERT:  Jeani Borchert,

10 Cultural Resources, DOT.
11           CALVIN GRINNELL:  Calvin Grinnell, MHA
12 Nation, Tribal Historic Preservation Office.
13           CLINT BOYD:  Clint Boyd, paleontology
14 program manager, North Dakota Geological Survey.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  All right.  Once again,
16 thanks, everybody, for coming today, and thanks
17 for your involvement in this project as we've been
18 developing it over the last couple years here.
19           So to go on to the presentation, just
20 some of our objectives here.  We'll go back and do
21 a quick review of the purpose and need of the
22 project.
23           We'll talk about -- mainly, today, we
24 want to focus on the preferred alternatives that
25 have been presented in the environmental document,
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1 and we'll walk through those in a little bit of
2 detail.
3           Then, based on those preferred
4 alternatives, we'll discuss the impacts associated
5 with the project.
6           We'll describe in a little bit more
7 detail the Long X Bridge section of this 62-mile
8 project.
9           And then, we'll have additional time for

10 questions and comments that you may have on the
11 project.
12           So the proposed project:  As we talked
13 about a little bit, we've been developing this
14 from I-94 to what we call the Watford City by-pass
15 or McKenzie County Road 30.
16           It's an expansion project with flexible
17 design options so we can be able to minimize or
18 reduce impacts to features along the road and
19 resources.
20           And we'll be looking at rehabilitating
21 or replacing the Long X Bridge over the Little
22 Missouri River.
23           As I said before, there's an
24 environmental impact statement.  There's a draft
25 EIS out now for your review and public comment,
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1 the lead agency being Federal Highway and North
2 Dakota DOT; and our cooperating agencies with the
3 Park Service, the Corps of Engineers, and the
4 Forest Service.
5           So the purpose and need:  We broke out
6 into these categories.  Obviously, this is a
7 Federal Highway-led project, and so we follow
8 their guidelines for developing it.
9           And so, usually, we have some specific

10 categories that we're trying to fit the purpose
11 and need towards.
12           So social demand and economic
13 development:  Basically, because of the oil and
14 gas development in the west; the population
15 increase; the agricultural production increase;
16 and recreational uses, we have all of those things
17 going on out there, and we have a mix of all those
18 different types of users wanting to use the road
19 at the same time.
20           So different sizes of vehicles;
21 different purposes for trips, and we're trying to
22 accommodate those.
23           Another purpose of this project is to
24 provide system linkage and connectivity.  In this
25 graphic, you can see the four-lane network in
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1 North Dakota, as well as some of the major roads
2 in black; the four-lane network in yellow.
3           So this is a connecting link from the
4 four-lane facility at I-94 to -- all the way to
5 U.S. 2, which we have part of Highway 85 four-lane
6 from Watford City to Williston.
7           Safety:  A high concern on any project
8 the DOT carries out.  If you've seen, the DOT has
9 recently unveiled a Vision Zero campaign to really

10 put a focus on a reduction in fatalities and
11 major-injury crashes.  So safety is always an
12 overriding, important factor in all projects.
13           Capacity and traffic volumes:  Just
14 being able to handle the projection of traffic
15 that's out there.
16           You know, we're using a 2040 projected
17 design year for this project, so being able to
18 handle the traffic that's going to be there in
19 those future years is important.
20           So we'll have some issues with passing
21 opportunities, which already exist on the road for
22 safe passing opportunities to go get around large,
23 slow-moving loads or agricultural loads and being
24 able to handle that traffic.
25           Transportation demand and the roadway
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1 classification:  Highway 85, U.S. Highway 85, is
2 on the national highway system.
3           It's classified in North Dakota as an
4 interregional corridor, which is meant for highway
5 liability of moving freight.
6           We also have a statewide strategic
7 freight plan now, and this is a freight level 1
8 corridor for moving goods.
9           It also ties into -- this graphic shows

10 the Ports-to-Plains Alliance:  A, kind of,
11 national association that's looking for a corridor
12 from Canada to Mexico, so this part of it being
13 part of the Theodore Roosevelt Expressway.
14           It's also been recently, from the last
15 legislative session, designated as a 129,000-pound
16 roadway network.
17           So you can have a larger gross vehicle
18 weight on this roadway now.  And so, being able to
19 handle all of those considerations into the
20 future.
21           Slope instability and landslides:  As
22 you know, a large segment -- seven, eight miles of
23 this project -- goes through the Badlands.
24           A lot of roadway instability, so we want
25 to make sure we have a road that holds itself in
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1 place and is reliable because the detour route is
2 quite a ways out of the way:  50 miles of
3 indirection if the road happens to be closed due
4 to landslide instability.
5           Or the overhead restriction we have at
6 Long X Bridge:  If that happens to be hit by, you
7 know, extra-legal loads, as we'll call them; and
8 having to close the bridge for repairs or
9 maintenance.

10           And then, ecological connectivity:  Just
11 noting that we do have some of these special
12 wildlife areas, especially -- you know, I'll use
13 the Badlands as an example.
14           We want to try to minimize
15 animal-vehicle collisions and make sure that we
16 have connection of those habitats out there.
17           So that, kind of, outlines the purposes
18 of the project.  So with that, we took those
19 purposes, and we had gone and worked with you
20 agencies; worked with the public; worked with
21 tribes on our alternatives, both the scoping of
22 the project and our alternatives development.
23           Taking all these things into
24 consideration, we looked at different
25 alternatives.
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1           And so, we looked at a whole -- as many
2 reasonable alternatives as we could think of.  And
3 then, we, kind of, screened through those to say
4 which ones are feasible to move forward.
5           And then, we did a more detailed
6 analysis of those alternatives and options in the
7 environmental document.
8           I'm not going to spend the day going
9 through all those.  We, kind of, talked about that

10 in the past.
11           But we are going to talk about, based on
12 those options and alternatives, what did Federal
13 Highway and DOT move forward as a preferred
14 alternative.
15           So for the roadway section, we're
16 calling -- it's Alternative B, which is a
17 divided -- a four-lane, divided roadway.
18           So as you can see by this graphic, we'd
19 have -- we'd use one lane of the existing roadway
20 as the existing travelway, and we'd build a new
21 road bed alongside with an 84-feet
22 center-line-to-center-line distance between those
23 two road beds.
24           So very similar to what you would see on
25 the interstate.  This would be more similar to
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1 Highway 83, north of Bismarck, or U.S. Highway 2,
2 because we don't have controlled access, but we
3 would have this type of situation.
4           So which side of the road it is depends
5 where we're at.  We've flipped back and forth to
6 try and minimize impacts to resources and to
7 houses and businesses.
8           So -- and then, there's other places
9 where this doesn't exactly fit and this doesn't

10 meet our intent of that flexible design option to
11 minimize.
12           And we'll get into that in a little bit
13 more detail on the areas where we have varied from
14 this typical section.  But overall, the
15 alternative is to do this divided roadway where
16 it's possible.
17           So starting, kind of, at the south end
18 of the project, at the I-94 interchange, that's,
19 kind of, where this four-laning would start.
20           And basically, the way that it works is
21 both of the lanes would pick up.  As you come off
22 the interstate and want to go north, that exit
23 ramp would just lead you into your new lane.
24           And as you come southbound into the
25 interchange, it would be just a right turn if you
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1 want to get onto the interstate.  So it would pick
2 up -- and, yeah, here's a blow-up of that.
3           So, essentially, as you're coming, you
4 have this free-flow right into a new lane.
5 Southbound, this lane would drop with a right-turn
6 lane.
7           What we show on the storage for the turn
8 lanes, it would go across the structure.  Most of
9 this is already in place, other than, maybe, a

10 little bit of this work on the south end; right,
11 Troy?
12           TROY RIPPLINGER:  Mm-hmm.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  So at Fairfield, we
14 looked at different options.  Some of those went
15 around town.
16           The preferred option was to stay on
17 alignment and stay going through Fairfield.  This
18 was done.
19           We did some stakeholder meetings with
20 the community of Fairfield.  We also had been
21 working with Billings County as the officials, the
22 local government that oversees Fairfield, as it's
23 an unincorporated community.
24           And this was their preferred
25 alternative.  And so, we also agreed that this was
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1 a good alternative because it minimizes the amount
2 of impacts and the amount of right-of-way needed.
3           And by going to an urban section, an
4 urbanized four-lane section allows us to, maybe,
5 drop the profile of the road a little bit and not
6 have to be as wide with the roadway, so that also
7 helps to minimize the impacts.
8           At the intersection of U.S. 200 and
9 North Dakota 85, we looked at a standard

10 intersection.
11           We also looked at a roundabout, and the
12 preferred alternative is to move forward with a
13 roundabout.
14           So this is, kind of, a -- it's not a
15 true four-lane roundabout because Highway 200 is
16 only a two-lane roadway.
17           So it would be a -- it would have two --
18 you know, through travel through the roundabout
19 would be four lanes.
20           And then, you'd have one lane going
21 around the roundabout to take your -- to make your
22 turning movements.
23           Obviously, the advantages of a
24 roundabout are safety.  Roundabouts eliminate some
25 of the more critical crash maneuvers.

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

E-11

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85



Agency Meeting
5/21/2018

701-237-0275
Doug Ketcham & Associates

6 (Pages 18 to 21)

Page 18

1           It, kind of, eliminates that t-bone type
2 situation where you have more fatalities and
3 serious-injury crashes.
4           So it's a safety feature.  It also helps
5 keep traffic moving.  In a future scenario where,
6 if we just had a standard intersection, at some
7 point, we would have to have a stop light or a
8 traffic signal there to handle traffic.
9           So a roundabout keeps us out of having

10 to have to put -- you know, stop traffic with a
11 signal in the future.
12           Through the Badlands area, this is, kind
13 of -- you know, we already talked about Fairfield,
14 where we varied from that divided roadway section.
15 We also need to do that as we go through the
16 Badlands.
17           And this is one of the areas that we
18 talked about that we got a lot of input from the
19 public and from agencies about the value -- the
20 habitat value and the resources in the Badlands
21 area.
22           So in an effort to do that, we narrowed
23 up the roadway, going to a 20-foot-wide flush
24 median design.  The median will have rumble strips
25 and striping to discourage people from using that.
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1           This is the same roadway section that we
2 have between Watford City and Williston already in
3 place.
4           So like I said, from the southern
5 Badlands through Long X Bridge, you have that
6 section.
7           Scenic overlooks:  There's three scenic
8 overlooks as you go through the Badlands area.
9 All of those will be maintained.

10           Some might get a little bit narrower in
11 width.  Kind of, the outside edge still is today
12 where it will be in the future.
13           But there's plenty of width out there
14 for these to operate correctly, and we'll do some
15 striping on there to help channelize and put
16 traffic and parked cars, maybe, in a little bit
17 more orderly fashion.
18           Wildlife crossing system:  In the
19 ultimate build scenario, this is, kind of, looking
20 at it as a wildlife crossing system through the
21 Badlands area, with exclusionary fencing through
22 that whole area and then wildlife crossing.
23           Long X Bridge itself, just by its nature
24 on a riparian corridor, serves as a wildlife
25 crossing in and of itself.
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1           So we'll just ensure that we fence to
2 that and make sure that there's proper benching
3 and opportunity for wildlife to cross, and then
4 two additional -- specifically called
5 purpose-built wildlife crossings in the Badlands
6 area.
7           So one RP -- reference point -- that's
8 the same as milepoint or mile marker.  So at
9 122.5, approximately, we'll have, kind of,

10 basically, a boxed, culvert-style opening in the
11 roadway for wildlife to cross.
12           And that's, kind of, just designed as a
13 generic, general wildlife crossing, maybe, with
14 deer as, kind of, the main species of concern.
15           At the wildlife underpass down by
16 126.1 -- so just going back, this is about half a
17 mile as you drop into the Badlands; half a mile to
18 a mile.
19           Yeah, about a mile or so, right, from
20 the southern end of the Badlands?  At 126.1, we're
21 looking at a couple different options still:
22 Either a bridge-type structure or a pre-cast,
23 concrete, arch-type structure in that area.
24           So 126.1 is about three-quarters of a
25 mile south of the Long X Bridge.  So looking there
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1 to help -- even though it's, maybe, not the most
2 idealized structure, it's what fits the landscape.
3 And hopefully, that helps the Big Horn sheep
4 habitat connectivity there.
5           The Long X Bridge itself:  As I said at
6 the beginning, we looked at options to rehab and
7 replace Long X Bridge.
8           So we looked at a rehab option; we
9 looked at an option to build a new bridge

10 alongside that left the old one in place.
11           And then, option 3, LX3, which is our
12 preferred alternative, is to replace the Long X
13 Bridge.
14           So this is a picture showing the
15 existing setting of the Long X Bridge.  I'll
16 advance it here once, and it should show you, kind
17 of, a rendering of what the new bridge would look
18 like in place.
19           So a new bridge built alongside, on the
20 east side of the existing bridge.  Traffic would
21 stay on the old bridge until this one is built.
22           And then, we would switch traffic over,
23 take -- demolish the old bridge, and move forward
24 from there.
25           Does everyone want to see that again?
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1 So that's what the new one looks like.  So the new
2 one:  It'll be a -- you know, a modern highway
3 bridge.
4           This is also a rendering looking south
5 to north at the existing Long X Bridge.  And just
6 another rendering of what it might look like.
7           So you can note the location of the
8 existing truss and then the new bridge shifting
9 over -- shifting the line of the roadway to the

10 east.
11           Okay.  Another place -- so as we were
12 trying to keep our footprint even tighter as we go
13 through the north unit of the Theodore Roosevelt
14 National Park, we narrowed our median down even
15 farther to a 12-foot median from about Long X
16 Bridge for about a mile and a half, two miles, as
17 you get up through the Badlands area through the
18 national park.
19           And we did some other things with
20 retaining walls and slopes to try to fit it the
21 best that we have on the current footprint of the
22 existing highway easement so we didn't have to
23 acquire any additional property from the national
24 park.
25           So this is also a rendering, kind of,
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1 showing what the new roadway section would look
2 like fitting into that location.
3           So this is looking south.  This is, kind
4 of, at the top of the hill looking south into
5 Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
6           So here's a layout of a few things that
7 are going on.  This is the area just north of Long
8 X Bridge in Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
9           Inside the administrative boundary, in

10 the green area here, you can see where the
11 National Park Service owns, where it's U.S.
12 government land.
13           U.S. 85 goes through there.  But one of
14 the main issues in this area:  We have a landslide
15 just north of the park entrance as you take that
16 curve.
17           We call it the horseshoe bend area
18 because there used to be an old alignment from
19 about 1983, I think, when we took it out.
20           But there was an alignment that hooked
21 its way quite a ways east and took a sharp bend
22 and came back to the west.
23           That was realigned because of landslide
24 issues in the early '80s.  We still have an active
25 landslide issue there on the roadway itself.

Page 24

1           So the preferred stabilization option is
2 to do an anchored drilled shaft solution.  So this
3 graphic here represents what that would look like
4 underground.
5           So a series of concrete shafts,
6 approximately five feet in diameter, approximately
7 at a hundred feet long -- it all varies on the
8 final design -- in a row, in a spacing, put along
9 this, kind of, greenish-orange line in here.  And

10 then, there would be a concrete beam to tie those
11 all together.
12           And then, there would be ground anchors
13 drilled back into the roadway embankment to hold
14 this thing together, the idea being a structural
15 solution to the roadway embankment at that
16 location.
17           So all of that would be underground.  So
18 here's a picture.  We have this same system on
19 I-94, near the Painted Canyon overlook rest area
20 of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
21           So the only thing that would be or could
22 be above-ground is the cap beam, but we can
23 accommodate that, too, by burying that or coloring
24 the concrete to make it blend in.
25           This might be something.  Even though
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1 we -- everything that we looked at for the
2 development of this project was for the ultimate
3 development.
4           What if we were going to build this
5 whole thing as one big project?  What's the end
6 thing that's going to be on the ground?
7           As we'll talk about more at the end, you
8 know, this will be broken into segments of
9 projects.

10           And then, this is one.  I just want to
11 point out that this structural solution might have
12 to be done, maybe, before we have a four-lane
13 project, because this is something that we have
14 out there now; it's something that we've been
15 monitoring.
16           And we had an emergency project -- we'll
17 call it that -- in 2011, where we needed some
18 earth work out there to help slow the slide.
19           But this project might be something that
20 happens sooner than, maybe, the four-lane project
21 ever does.
22           Also, a proposed trail to connect --
23 starting in the north, I'll say, at Watford City,
24 to connect into the Watford City and McKenzie
25 County trail network plan and go south along
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1 Highway 85, and it connects here at McKenzie
2 County Road 34.
3           So a proposal of that trail would be on
4 the east side of the highway.  It would look
5 similar to this.
6           In areas where we have, like, a
7 fill-type slope, there would be a flat bench, and
8 the trail built on that.
9           In more normal roadway sections, flatter

10 areas that have a back slope, we'd put the bench
11 out here, farther away from the roadway.
12           Another area of variance from that
13 divided four-lane concept is just south of Watford
14 City.
15           Because of the development and because
16 of all of the utility infrastructure in place, for
17 about two miles, three miles south of Watford
18 City, we need to go to this narrower roadway
19 section, but also shift the alignment from the
20 existing alignment to the -- which direction,
21 Troy?  To the east?
22           TROY RIPPLINGER:  Shift to the west.
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  Shift to the west.
24           TROY RIPPLINGER:  Yup, forty feet to the
25 west.
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  Forty feet.  A
2 forty-feet roadway shift.  Basically, what that
3 does is it allows us to minimize the amount of
4 utility overhead and buried utility lines that
5 have to be relocated to accommodate the project.
6           So once again -- plus, this is the
7 roadway section as you're just -- where this
8 project ties into, south of Watford City, it's the
9 same roadway section, then, that goes all the way

10 to Williston.
11           So it ties right in, but we just need to
12 transition to that sooner than when we get to the
13 end of the project limits.
14           So that was a whirlwind, right?  That
15 was, kind of, the proposed alternatives
16 discussion.
17           So if you have any questions about what
18 the project's proposing or -- or, you know, we
19 didn't talk too much at all about things that we
20 had looked at:  Alternatives or -- any thoughts?
21 input? questions?
22           I guess, to preview the next section,
23 Jen's going to go over the impacts associated with
24 those; how we got to some of our decisions in some
25 cases.  But if you have any other questions on the
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1 proposed alternatives, let me know.
2           KEVIN BRODIE:  You might want to mention
3 the speed limits for the various areas of the
4 design.
5           Kevin Brodie of Federal Highways,
6 reminding the DOT to, maybe, mention something
7 about the speed limit corridors, and how the
8 project was designed to meet those.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  So based on the

10 preferred alternatives that were selected, the
11 divided segments of the roadway -- the divided
12 four-lane would be like other divided four-lanes
13 in the state.  It would be 70-mile-an-hour design
14 speeds and posted speed limits.
15           As you narrow to that lower speed --
16 say, the paved, flush median -- that would be a
17 65-mile-an-hour speed.
18           I think, in all cases -- I think, maybe,
19 there's one segment that's 60 miles an hour,
20 right, as we go through the park; correct, Troy?
21           TROY RIPPLINGER:  Mm-hmm.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  And then, as you go
23 through Fairfield, that speed limit would be
24 maintained at 45 miles an hour as you go through
25 that urban section.  I think that covers the whole
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1 corridor.
2           Are there any other questions?  Feel
3 free to ask questions.  It doesn't have to be Jen
4 and I just talking at you the whole time.
5           But maybe, as she goes through hers,
6 you'll have a bunch of questions for her, so I'll
7 turn it over to Jen.
8           JEN TURNBOW:  All right.  So as Matt
9 said, I'm going to talk a little bit about the

10 impacts associated with the preferred alternative
11 and options.
12           And I just wanted to refer back to the
13 draft EIS.  We're not going to go through every
14 impact category at all.
15           We're just going to go through some
16 highlighted impacts.  That is in chapter 5 of the
17 EIS.
18           So we're going to touch on 4(F), which
19 is chapter 6.  And then, in your agenda, I guess
20 the second sheet that you have, we thought it was
21 important.
22           We pulled these straight out of the
23 draft EIS.  Basically, here is a list of all the
24 commitments.
25           So, kind of, by resource category, as
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1 well.  So you have that list, as well.  So, yeah.
2 As Matt said, if you have any questions about
3 this, just feel free to interject, and we'll do
4 our best to answer them.
5           We're going to just start a little bit
6 with land use and talk about some of the impacts
7 to landowners and to public lands.
8           Alternative B was having that divided,
9 depressed median there.  It has more acreage

10 impacts than Alternative C.
11           And one thing I wanted to point out is
12 that the DOT and Fed Highway has an existing
13 highway easement deed with the National Park
14 Service for U.S. Highway 85.
15           Through this process, they will actually
16 have to issue a new highway easement deed, but
17 that acreage remains the same.
18           So there are no other permanent acreage
19 that will be required from the National Park
20 Service.
21           So those acreages -- and you can see
22 that there's a footnote, and we had it all through
23 the document.
24           The DOT and Fed Highway did a project a
25 couple years ago, and it was an emergency project,
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1 and they had about -- like, I think it was
2 0.2 acres that were impacted that will be
3 incorporated into the new highway easement deed.
4           Since it's an emergency project, they
5 didn't have time to do some of the updates to
6 those easements.
7           So with that, most of the land use in
8 this area is agriculture and pastureland, and the
9 right-of-way that would need to be acquired would

10 be adjacent to the highway.
11           We're going to talk a little bit about
12 social impacts.  Throughout this whole process,
13 when we started with the public scoping, we went
14 to the alternatives public workshops; we've had
15 stakeholder group meetings; just a lot of public
16 input.
17           And the number one thing that we kept
18 hearing was safety.  That was the biggest concern
19 from the public, is trying to make that roadway a
20 little safer.
21           They also -- they always cited the lack
22 of passing opportunities, and they really wanted
23 that improvement.
24           And also, reliability.  That was, a lot
25 of times, in reference to the Long X Bridge.  And

Page 32

1 when the bridge gets hit and it gets closed,
2 that's a long detour around.  So those were the
3 things that we heard from the public in regards to
4 that.
5           And when we talk about communities, we
6 have Fairfield and Grassy Butte.  And really, in
7 Fairfield, where we're staying on alignment, as
8 Matt just said, there's really -- that area's
9 going to be, pretty much, unchanged.

10           We will have a four-lane through there.
11 It fits pretty nicely.  And so, you won't see a
12 lot of change in that community.
13           And again, when we talk about emergency
14 services, one of the things that is important is
15 having a four-lane in this area and having
16 expanded shoulder widths.
17           It allows traffic laws to be enforced
18 better, and it also allows -- when people are
19 pulled over or if there's an accident, we have
20 extra driving lanes to go around.
21           And then, throughout this process, there
22 are two new highway patrol turnouts that will be
23 along Highway 85, so that all helps emergency
24 services.
25           In recreation, I'm going to spend a
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1 little bit more time coming up in some of the
2 slides talking specifically about the Little
3 Missouri National Grasslands and Theodore
4 Roosevelt National Park, but there's definitely a
5 lot of recreation in this area.
6           U.S. Highway 85 travels through the
7 middle of those.  There's a lot of trails,
8 campgrounds, and access will be retained through
9 construction.

10           And I'll talk a little bit about, when
11 we hit construction, what kind of impacts that
12 will be.  There will be two lanes that are open at
13 all times.
14           And, obviously, through construction,
15 there will be some slower traveling times; some
16 potential detours that may occur through the
17 process.
18           So here are all the public lands that
19 the U.S. Forest Service manages.  And we will need
20 an easement from the Forest Service through some
21 of these different management areas.
22           Through our public process, again, a lot
23 of comments that we received revolved around the
24 Little Missouri National Grasslands and Theodore
25 Roosevelt National Park.

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

E-15

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85



Agency Meeting
5/21/2018

701-237-0275
Doug Ketcham & Associates

10 (Pages 34 to 37)

Page 34

1           A lot of folks were concerned about
2 their recreation activities.  They were also
3 concerned about, if they are in the wilderness
4 areas of Theodore Roosevelt National Park, how
5 that might be impacted by expanding four lanes in
6 the park.
7           And a lot of times, we were talking
8 about, you know, noise impacts and potential
9 visual impacts, as well.

10           And there were a lot of letters that we
11 received where they didn't want four lanes
12 expanded through Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
13           But we did, through all of the design,
14 you know, minimize that footprint to the greatest
15 extent that we could.
16           So this is a graphic that we want to
17 just point out of all the different -- what we're
18 doing with this project in regards to the Theodore
19 Roosevelt National Park.
20           I just wanted to point out a couple of
21 things.  Obviously, we have the bridge over here
22 that will be replaced.
23           And there is an existing sign that says
24 Theodore Roosevelt National Park.  It's wood and
25 has rocks on it.  That sign is going to be
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1 relocated just slightly.
2           And basically, the contractor will, kind
3 of, pick up that sign; move it; and put it back
4 down.  It's about in the same area.
5           And as Matt had pointed out, this is the
6 anchor drill shaft area; and then, we have the
7 scenic overlooks that are just outside the
8 national park.
9           There will be some retaining walls, as

10 well.  And eventually, there will be wildlife
11 fencing and jump-outs.
12           So because of these concerns that we
13 heard through the public, we did some additional
14 studies when it came to noise and to visual.
15           And we also worked hand-in-hand with the
16 National Park Service, Fed Highway, and DOT, and
17 we came up with a list of commitments for the park
18 for during construction, especially with the Long
19 X Bridge.
20           And though that, we did a traffic noise
21 analysis, which is required by the Federal Highway
22 Administration and the North Dakota DOT.
23           And basically, that just looks at
24 traffic noise:  So what's the existing traffic
25 noise there; and then, what's the future traffic.
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1           And each of the different land uses have
2 different codes.  And basically, through that
3 whole process, there is no -- it -- none of the
4 codes, basically, exceed 15 decibel levels.
5           So we really don't have any impact
6 towards noise, and that comes strictly from
7 traffic.
8           So because of that, we wanted to take a
9 look to see if there were any additional studies

10 that we could do for noise just to really look at,
11 for those folks, if their wilderness experience
12 may be impacted.
13           And so, we did a spread analysis.  And
14 the spread analysis is a little bit different than
15 the highway noise.
16           Spread analysis takes a look at,
17 basically, from each point, and it has a
18 consistent decibel level to see how noise
19 propagates.
20           And what the conclusion was with that
21 study is that, nearest to the roadway, that's
22 where you get your higher levels.
23           And also, since, with the Badlands area,
24 the topography and the elevation really come into
25 play, under the very worst-case scenario, in the
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1 far eastern part of the wilderness, you may be
2 able to hear some of the existing noise -- or, and
3 the future noise.
4           So really, it is pretty minor, from the
5 studies that we did.  And so, then, we took a look
6 at the visual assessment, and we worked with the
7 U.S. Forest Service, the National Park Service,
8 Fed Highway, and DOT.
9           And what we did is we took many

10 different vantage points of recreation areas in
11 Theodore Roosevelt National Park; and then, we
12 took photos of those; and then, we did simulations
13 and renderings.
14           And all of these that I have on the
15 screen right now, they're all in the appendices of
16 the draft EIS.
17           And there's many of them, so we're not
18 going to go through all of them.  I just wanted to
19 show a snippet.
20           And basically, here -- I know this is,
21 kind of, hard to see.  You can see some of the
22 visible affected area.
23           And this is actually a view from the
24 river overlook within TRNP.  And then, this is
25 just another, sort of, graphic of those
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1 simulations.
2           And here, the first one is when you're
3 at the Maah Daah Hey Trail at one of the vantage
4 points.
5           And also, the second one is where the
6 temporary visitor center is at Theodore Roosevelt
7 National Park.
8           And you can see that -- so these are the
9 existing; and then, the simulations are on the

10 side.
11           And you can see that there -- you can
12 see some of the cut areas through the park.  Any
13 questions about noise or visual?
14           All right.  So I'll just switch to
15 wetland impacts.  There are temporary and
16 permanent wetland impacts associated with the
17 project, and we tried to minimize those impacts as
18 much as possible.
19           And we'll also be mitigating to be
20 consistent with Section 404 and Executive
21 Order 11990.
22           I just want to talk a little bit about
23 the bridge.  This is a graphic of the existing
24 bridge and the new four-lane bridge.
25           And basically, the existing bridge was
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1 three spans, and one of those existing piers is
2 within the Little Missouri River.
3           And with the new bridge, it's a
4 five-span.  And so, two of those piers would be
5 within the Little Missouri River.
6           Matt talked a lot about the wildlife
7 crossing system, and it was really for wildlife,
8 and we have a picture here of construction.
9           And basically, when you expand roadways,

10 they become a barrier to wildlife.  They also lead
11 to habitat fragmentation.
12           And also, we have wildlife and vehicle
13 collisions on this roadway, as well.  And so --
14 and here's some Big Horn sheep traveling across
15 Highway 85.
16           And so, with that, we put in a wildlife
17 crossing system.  There will be three underpasses,
18 and then fencing associated.
19           And here is a photo of a jump-out.  We
20 have jump-outs throughout the project area, as
21 well.
22           Utilities:  Utility impacts.  We knew,
23 at the very beginning of the project, that there
24 were many utilities out in this project area.
25           We actually had them all mapped.  And
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1 then, we did something slightly different on this
2 project.
3           Typically, the regular project process:
4 Once you get into design, you, basically, start
5 coordinating with utility companies.
6           And since we were doing an EIS process,
7 we decided initially that utility impacts would be
8 fairly large.
9           And so, we wanted to get input from all

10 of the utility companies in this environmental
11 phase.
12           So we met with the utility companies
13 many times throughout the process and, kind of,
14 worked with them about where they may be
15 relocating to.
16           And also, trying to capture that in the
17 EIS, especially for some of our cooperating
18 agencies for approval processes, as well.
19           And so, with that, in total, there's
20 probably about 120 miles of utility impacts that
21 would occur with the project.
22           So, kind of, moving to cultural
23 resources, there were -- we did a Class 3 survey
24 and an architectural survey throughout the project
25 corridor, and we had three historic sites.
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1           The Dolyniuk Homestead, which is
2 pictured right here.  And this is historic under
3 Criterion D, so for future studies.
4           And then, we had the Theodore Roosevelt
5 National Park sign.  This is a sign that I just
6 said earlier that would be slightly relocated.
7           And then, the third is -- the Long X
8 Bridge is a historic structure.  The Long X Bridge
9 was built in 1959.

10           And so, I just wanted to touch on 4(F) a
11 little bit, and 4(F) is -- only applies to U.S.
12 Department of Transportation.
13           So it protects wildlife and waterfowl
14 refuges, historic sites, parks; that type of
15 thing.
16           And so, when we went through the
17 project, we looked at all the different
18 Section 4(F) properties that could be in the study
19 area.
20           And 4(F) works a little bit different.
21 It doesn't really talk about impacts; it talks
22 about use.
23           So I just, kind of, wanted to run
24 through what those uses may be.  So a permanent
25 use to a 4(F) property is actually either
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1 impacting the property itself or taking
2 right-of-way from that property.
3           So basically, a good example is, if we
4 replace the Long X Bridge, that would be a
5 permanent use to that structure.
6           Temporary use is, maybe, you just need
7 some temporary type of right-of-way for that; or
8 you're impacting a project -- or, a sight boundary
9 a little bit.

10           So if you had a park, and maybe you're
11 just impacting, like, sidewalks; that type of
12 thing.
13           That's more of a temporary use.  And
14 then, constructive use is the area that most
15 people just have trouble understanding.
16           And constructive use -- and this graphic
17 is pretty small, but here's a proposed highway --
18 and this is actually taken from the Federal
19 Highway Administration site -- and here's an
20 amphitheater.
21           And basically, this roadway has to
22 expand closer to that amphitheater, so that
23 amphitheater cannot continue its use.
24           So the noise would be too great that you
25 couldn't hear the plays or the musicals, that type
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1 of thing, going on, and it would diminish the use
2 of that site.
3           So that's what constructive use means,
4 so it's a very hard test to meet.  So we looked at
5 all the different sites that could meet the test
6 of 4(F) through the project corridor.
7           And I just wanted to point out a couple
8 of things:  One, the scenic overlooks are not
9 considered a 4(F) property because they're used

10 for transportation use; and also, the existing
11 easements with the Forest Service and the National
12 Park Service.
13           Those existing easements are for
14 transportation purposes only.  Therefore, they are
15 not considered Section 4(F).
16           And then, we had a number of properties
17 that were considered 4(F), but there were no use
18 to them.
19           So a good one is, you know, the Maah
20 Daah Hey Trail is within the project vicinity.
21 There is no permanent use, no temporary use, and
22 we are not going to do anything that diminishes
23 the use of that 4(F) property.
24           So where did that leave us?  So for
25 Section 4(F), it left us with, basically, four
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1 properties.
2           And it is -- with Theodore Roosevelt
3 National Park, we do need a half an acre of
4 temporary easement for the -- basically, for the
5 anchor drill shafts, and also for the north unit
6 entry sign.
7           It would be a de minimis use.  And then,
8 for Long X Bridge, under the preferred option is
9 to replace the bridge, so we would have a

10 permanent adverse effect.
11           And the Dolyniuk Homestead:  We actually
12 would have a permanent use.  But through the
13 mitigation with SHPO, there would be no adverse
14 effect and also a de minimis impact determination
15 under 4(F).
16           So we'll talk a little bit about the
17 bridge.  As most of you know, this bridge:  It's a
18 historic bridge, and it's been hit many times.
19           I think it's been hit seven total times
20 with closures, overnight closures; having to
21 detour; that type of thing.
22           So we looked at different alternatives,
23 and one of the alternatives that we looked at is:
24 Can we raise the portals?
25           It's actually 16 feet, and we would need
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1 to raise it to 20.6 feet.  And we did look at
2 that.
3           But basically, during the 2017
4 legislative session, they raised the load limits.
5 And with that, then, the bridge deck would need to
6 be replaced.
7           Once the bridge deck would need to be
8 replaced, the bridge would have to be widened.
9 And in our coordination with SHPO, if you widen

10 that bridge, that would be an adverse effect.
11           Long X Bridge is also a
12 fracture-critical bridge which means there's,
13 like, 16, I believe, tension members on the bridge
14 itself.
15           And if those get hit, it means the
16 bridge could collapse.  And here is some pictures.
17 This is actually on Long X Bridge.
18           And then, this is a bridge here in
19 Washington that was hit on one of those tension
20 members, and it caused a bridge failure.
21           So because it's fracture-critical and
22 because there were so many hits on that bridge,
23 too, basically, the decision was made to -- as a
24 preferred alternative -- replace the bridge.
25           There's been a lot of newspaper articles
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1 and, probably, e-mails going around.  The bridge
2 is up for adoption.
3           And working with the North Dakota State
4 Historic Preservation Office, one of those
5 segments could be adopted or the whole bridge, and
6 the DOT is going to fund the disassembly and
7 transport of one of those segments within a
8 hundred miles.
9           And we have received a couple e-mails

10 inquiring about the bridge, so if anyone wants to
11 adopt the bridge, definitely talk to Matt Linneman
12 today.
13           All right.  With that, Matt's going to,
14 kind of, talk about the schedule and the next
15 steps of the project.  Does anyone have any
16 questions, though, about the impacts?
17           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, that was the plug:
18 Who wants a bridge?  Who wants to adopt a piece or
19 a part of it?
20           So, yeah.  Like Jen said, we have had a
21 couple of interested parties contact us, and I
22 think they're looking at things and doing some of
23 their own research to see if that's something that
24 they want to do.
25           But anyway, with the schedule, I first
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1 want to talk about dollars.  You know, we've had
2 different estimates as we've gone through this
3 project process.
4           I think, last time, we were out having
5 these meetings and talking to the public, we were
6 talking about $800 million to $1 billion for the
7 project.
8           Obviously, now, we've had more time to
9 refine all of the engineering details; and some

10 construction costs have gone down a little bit,
11 too.
12           So right now, our estimate, based on the
13 preferred alternative that was just presented
14 today, we're looking at about $480 million project
15 for the whole 62 miles.
16           Of that still very large number, there's
17 only money -- the DOT only has programs -- or, set
18 aside money for the Long X Bridge replacement
19 segment of the project.
20           So we got about $36 to $38 million,
21 somewhere in there, probably, for that project.
22 So our anticipated construction schedule:
23 Basically, we, kind of, broke it out into
24 priorities.
25           So there's three priorities:  Priority
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1 one is that Long X Bridge segment, which would be
2 the bridge replacement as well as the roadways --
3 approach roadways going up to it and the wildlife
4 crossing.
5           Priority two is Highway 200 north to
6 Watford City; priority three being I-94 to
7 Highway 200.
8           So of that first priority -- the Long X
9 Bridge project, we'll call it -- it extends about

10 a mile and three-quarters' worth of roadway as you
11 go through here because of the offset of the new
12 roadway alignment and getting the curves to fit
13 into there, we ended up with about, you know, just
14 short of a two-mile-long project.
15           This graphic, kind of, shows the
16 required easements and limits construction for
17 that project.
18           So like I said, it would include the
19 bridge replacement.  We already talked about that.
20 It would include the roadway segments through
21 here, as well as the wildlife crossing in that
22 area.
23           Essentially, the way that we're handling
24 it, there's climbing lanes on each side of Long X
25 Bridge.
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1           This project also ties into those, as
2 well.  So essentially, the climbing lane that's
3 going northbound would extend across the bridge
4 now.  It would extend south and go across the
5 bridge.
6           Same with the southbound climbing lane:
7 It would extend and go all the way to just about
8 the park entrance there.
9           So that way, you know, that segment is

10 done, and it's ready to meet the -- whenever
11 funding becomes available or programmed or
12 secured, however you want to look at it.
13           I would say, right now, there's no --
14 you know, we have a four-year STIP plan, and we're
15 in the process of putting our next -- our STIP is
16 our State Transportation Improvement Plan that
17 lays out all of our federal dollars for the
18 upcoming four years.
19           The only project in that four-year plan
20 is this Long X Bridge segment, so no funding on
21 the immediate horizon at this point.
22           Where we're at.  Here's, kind of, the
23 milestones of our project:  We started this,
24 kicked this thing off officially with a Notice of
25 Intent in October of 2015.
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1           We've gone through our -- I'll call it a
2 scoping process:  Public involvement, alternatives
3 workshop process, drafting a document.
4           So we're down here.  We're in May-ish of
5 2018.  And so, that's the part that we're at:  The
6 public hearings, public involvement, and comment
7 process.
8           We'll take all of that input and refine
9 and draft a final EIS based on your input, as well

10 as the public's.
11           So that's why we're here today.  That
12 was, kind of, our spiel.  Do people have comment
13 sheets?
14           JEN TURNBOW:  No.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  No.  This is a
16 carry-over.  But essentially, if you have comments
17 for today, now is the time to hear them or vet
18 them out.
19           If you need more time to look at the
20 document or read the document, we're looking for
21 comments.
22           So you can send those to me.  You can
23 mail them to me; you can e-mail them to me at this
24 address:  At dotus85@nd.gov.
25           Our project website is live.  Hopefully,
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1 you've seen that project website.  It has the
2 draft EIS, all of the appendices to the EIS, as
3 well as some of the previous public involvement
4 materials.
5           It has a comments section, too.  You can
6 send and put comments right in there.  It'll send
7 them right to me and Jen, as well.
8           Yeah.  There's a few other resources out
9 on that website, too, if you're interested in more

10 project details.
11           So with that, I'll kick off the
12 conversation, since it's been pretty quiet so far.
13 Yes, sir?  Calvin?
14           CALVIN GRINNELL:  Calvin Grinnell.  I
15 saw something listed as an endangered species.
16 What is the Dakota skipper?
17           MATT LINNEMAN:  The Dakota skipper?
18           CALVIN GRINNELL:  Yes.
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  The skipper is a
20 butterfly.  It's listed as an endangered species,
21 yup.
22           So we -- that was the species that was
23 protected in North Dakota, so we worked with the
24 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on some of that
25 consultation.
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1           We actually have a programmatic
2 agreement for the consultation of endangered
3 species -- the DOT does -- with the Fish and
4 Wildlife Service.
5           So -- but we did some extra work,
6 knowing that this project had a lot more impacts,
7 potentially.
8           And so, we did some additional studies
9 for that, including a Dakota skipper habitat

10 survey and stuff, yeah.
11           CALVIN GRINNELL:  Thank you.
12           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.
13           LESLIE FERGUSON:  This is Leslie
14 Ferguson from Dakota Prairie Grasslands.  I just
15 was interested in a little more detail on -- you
16 know, we dropped the wildlife crossing at the
17 Teddy Roosevelt Park for Big Horn sheep, and I was
18 just curious.
19           Is there no replacement?  Is there still
20 fencing proposed through there to keep the sheep
21 off the highway?
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure, yup.  So the
23 proposal now in the ultimate development is -- you
24 know, there's still some exclusionary fencing.
25           It doesn't go quite as far north as we
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1 had originally planned.  I think, before, it was,
2 kind of, tied to that overpass.
3           And now, it's, kind of -- it basically
4 stops at the edge of the park, just a little bit
5 beyond there.  And then, the replacement crossing
6 is along the south of Long X.
7           So we had originally looked at an option
8 of an overpass crossing the north unit of the
9 national park.

10           Through additional consultation, that
11 one just didn't quite work out for us.  So we,
12 kind of, went back to the drawing board in
13 consultation with the Game and Fish and found a
14 spot along the south of Long X.
15           So it's not as an ideal situation, but I
16 still think that Bruce can talk to that if you
17 still think there's a benefit to putting that in
18 there.
19           BRUCE KREFT:  Bruce Kreft, Game and
20 Fish.  Yeah, with the additional talks we had,
21 from a department standpoint, you know, we have a
22 lot of good habitat still on the east side of
23 Highway 85.
24           With the use of the fencing, once that
25 fencing is put in -- which may be down the road a
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1 little ways -- we would then consider
2 reestablishing those populations to the east.
3           There would not be, then, much of a
4 travel corridor to go back and forth except for
5 under the bridge.
6           The ewes typically don't do that, so we
7 would end up having, basically, two populations.
8 But that still is a benefit, you know, to us to be
9 able to reestablish and utilize that habitat in

10 that area.
11           JEANI BORCHERT:  This is Jeani Borchert.
12 This crossing is, sort of, the best-case scenario,
13 isn't it, from where they might use it?
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.  We had worked
15 with Game and Fish to, kind of, find the best spot
16 for this type of crossing, so this is the spot we
17 came up with, yup.
18           I think the landscape lends itself --
19 and it's also the spot -- it might even be exactly
20 where that picture's taken.  It's the slide
21 earlier.  It's about in that same location, I
22 believe, as in that picture.
23           JEANI BORCHERT:  How big is it?
24           MATT LINNEMAN:  We're still working on
25 those details.  I would say, plus or minus, it's
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1 going to have about 15 feet of clearance for the
2 top; and it's going to be, plus or minus, 60 feet
3 wide underneath the roadway.
4           So if you can go to that other side with
5 the two structures, Jen -- this picture, the top
6 picture, is the actual wildlife crossing we have
7 south of the Lewis and Clark Bridge up by
8 Williston.  That's 15 tall by 40 wide.
9           And this is just a -- I'll call it a

10 stock photo picture of an arch structure somewhere
11 else in the world.  It might be from Arizona,
12 maybe, Jen?
13           JEN TURNBOW:  (Nods head.)
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  So we would -- we were
15 looking to say, if we have an arch, we want to
16 make sure that 15x40 fits inside that arch.
17           That arch would span out and probably
18 get 60, 70 feet wide to fit that, kind of, clear
19 rectangle through it.
20           If we did a more conventional bridge, we
21 would make it a little longer than that 60 feet
22 range.
23           So essentially, we know we want to put a
24 crossing through here.  It just takes a little bit
25 more on the engineering side to make the structure
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1 part.
2           Any other questions about the Long X
3 Bridge or the Little Missouri River, at all?  No?
4 Not yet?
5           One thing -- like I said, next week,
6 we'll be doing our public hearings in Belfield,
7 Fairfield, and Watford City.
8           The week after that, we'll also be doing
9 presentations for the Little Missouri River Game

10 Commission, as well, in Dickinson to talk
11 specifically about the Long X Bridge and that
12 water crossing.
13           PETER COFFEY:  I'm sorry, Matt.  Do you
14 know:  Once you put those up there, are they going
15 to take advantage of natural crossings, or are
16 they just going to funnel the wildlife through
17 there?  Pete Coffey, Three Affiliated Tribes.
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  And the question was:
19 Does the crossing take advantage of the natural
20 crossing of the terrain.
21           PETER COFFEY:  Yeah.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  And that's, kind of,
23 what we've worked on with Game and Fish.  We, kind
24 of, had them point that out to us.
25           So what it is, is there's, kind of, two
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1 ravines that come in the west that come down.  And
2 there's, like, a high point.
3           So it seems like it's an ideal spot
4 because the Big Horn sheep are going to want to go
5 towards the high ground, actually.
6           And all of the other animals will, I
7 think, want to use the ravines to travel.  So it
8 seems to work pretty well from that standpoint.
9           PETER COFFEY:  Yeah.  Can't help but be

10 reminded of that.  For the scenario they have --
11 somebody calls into the radio and says, you know,
12 "How come you have those deer crossing signs
13 here?"
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, right.  Well,
15 hopefully, we have it in a good spot.  I think
16 this is Swade's picture.
17           SWADE HAMMOND:  Yup.
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  So Swade Hammond took
19 this picture actually in Watford City when we
20 first started this project, so I forgot to put
21 credit to you down here.
22           SWADE HAMMOND:  Yeah, that's all right.
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  But I believe this is
24 just south of Long X; right?
25           SWADE HAMMOND:  Mm-hmm.
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.  So right very near
2 to where they'll be crossing.
3           BRUCE KREFT:  Well, I'll bring one up.
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
5           BRUCE KREFT:  Bruce Kreft, Game and
6 Fish.  Commitment number 37, that we would monitor
7 the effectiveness and management of the crossings.
8           I mean, we're -- you know, definitely,
9 as a department, we will be monitoring those to

10 determine the success or failure, or whatever.
11           But the next comment, I guess, on that
12 commitment is I'm curious about -- is that the
13 DOT, us, the Park Service, the Forest Service will
14 coordinate to maintain the wildlife fencing and
15 associate features.
16           I guess I'm looking at a definition of
17 what is the intent, or what is the meaning of that
18 phrase?
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  I think that's still yet
20 to be worked out, yeah.
21           BRUCE KREFT:  And given the project --
22 the first half of this project, that's what I was
23 wondering about:  If there has been any
24 commitment, or the intent of that --
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  No.  The only --
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1           BRUCE KREFT:  -- before this goes
2 totally final.
3           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure, sure.  I think
4 it's that -- that we still need to work together
5 on that.
6           Like, I know, in conversations with the
7 other -- with the Forest Service and the Park
8 Service, obviously, we'll be utilizing -- in the
9 scenario now, we'll be using existing park fence;

10 right?  So they're going to be maintaining their
11 fence.
12           BRUCE KREFT:  Mm-hmm.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  The Forest Service, I
14 think, had offered -- I think they would
15 maintain -- help put maintenance on their
16 property, but we haven't formalized any of those
17 things.
18           I don't think -- at this point, we
19 haven't talked anything about asking Game and Fish
20 to contribute to the maintenance.
21           But I think some of it would be with
22 keeping an eye on it, so to say, especially since
23 you have people out in that area.
24           BRUCE KREFT:  Right.
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  You can say, "Okay, this
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1 one isn't working."
2           You know, collaboratively working on
3 what -- maybe, even when it's brand-new, we didn't
4 think of something, and they found a way around.
5           Or they found a way to tiptoe around the
6 end of a fence, or something.  So that's the
7 feedback we would need from that.
8           BRUCE KREFT:  Yeah, we just need to know
9 where we're heading with this one.  And so, we'll

10 talk some more.
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  As far as I know, that's
12 where it stands.
13           BRUCE KREFT:  Yeah.
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  You know, that would --
15 where the rubber hits the road, so to say, is when
16 we start working on final design and putting those
17 things together.
18           I'm sure there will be more
19 conversations then.  But at this time, we haven't
20 gone down that route yet.
21           BRUCE KREFT:  Okay.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Any other specifics that
23 people want to go through?  We can leave the
24 conversation general.
25           I can go around the room and hit
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1 everybody up one at a time, or resource by
2 resource, if that's the way you want to talk about
3 it.
4           Or, I guess, we're open for comment.
5 I'm not only here, but, you know, through the
6 comment period.
7           Obviously, as we -- this is still the
8 environmental phase of this project, you know.
9 We're starting to do some work on the Long X

10 Bridge project, like I said, since there's funding
11 identified for that.
12           I guess the thing I forgot to talk about
13 is that, you know, our goal would be to start
14 construction of the Long X Bridge project in 2019,
15 so that would be next year.
16           So obviously, when we get into the next
17 phase of that project development for, kind of,
18 starting, we'd get into more details on, you know,
19 permitting requirements and right-of-way
20 requirements and easement requirements, and things
21 like that.
22           But we want to try to make sure we have
23 all the issues addressed in this environmental
24 document in this process so that there's no
25 surprises, I guess, by the time we go to those
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1 permitting stages.
2           I like to give people time to think
3 about their questions.  Don't be shy.  I don't
4 want to be the, "No questions?  All right, see
5 you.  You can all leave," as much as that might be
6 what you really want to do, I guess.
7           We're wanting to almost force input or
8 at least force your thoughts, I guess.  We're
9 really encouraging.

10           I guess we're genuinely wanting to hear
11 input, not just from agencies and the tribes here
12 today, but from everybody.
13           We want your input, so we just want to
14 make sure that we're giving you an ample
15 opportunity for that.
16           JEN TURNBOW:  So while you're thinking
17 about your questions, I just want to make sure
18 that everyone, when you leave, if you haven't
19 signed the sign-in sheet, please do so.  That
20 would be great.
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  I think -- I guess the
22 other thing is:  Cooperating or participating
23 agencies-wise, I think you were all given a
24 copy -- you all have a hard copy of the EIS.
25           So if there's something that you didn't
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1 get, or you haven't got ahold of it yourself, or
2 if you need any more copies or resources -- you
3 know, a lot of the detailed studies are all
4 appended by reference.
5           They're not in the document because this
6 document would have then been even more unwieldy
7 than it is now.
8           But those are available, if you want to
9 contact me.  I can make those available, as well,

10 depending on which one you want.
11           Sometimes, we redact information and
12 just give off the relevant portion.  For the most
13 part, most of it is available, if it's something
14 you're interested in.
15           Well, I guess, this is the last call.
16 If there's no other comments or questions, at this
17 point, like I said, I would encourage you to think
18 about this.
19           Take some time.  Go through the
20 document.  Come to the public meetings.  The
21 public information meeting is on the website, as
22 well.
23           If there are no other comments, I'd like
24 to thank everybody for their time today, as well
25 as your time and effort on this project as you
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1 help develop it.
2           So we appreciate that.  With that, we're
3 always looking for more questions or comments.
4 Thank you.
5           (Whereupon, the meeting concluded at
6 2:11 p.m.)
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1               REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
2
3      I, Elizabeth H. Lundquist, a general
4 shorthand reporter, 51 Broadway, Suite 130, Fargo,
5 North Dakota, do hereby certify that the foregoing
6 sixty-three (63) pages of typewritten material
7 constitute a full, true, and correct transcript of
8 my original stenotype notes, as they purport to
9 contain, of the agency meeting reported by me at

10 the time and place hereinbefore mentioned.
11
12
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15
16 Elizabeth H. Lundquist
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17 Suite 130

Fargo, North Dakota 58102
18
19 Dated this 1st day of June, 2018.
20
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70-mile-an-hour

28:13

8
800 47:6
80s 23:24
83 15:1
84-feet 14:21
85 1:5 4:9 11:5

12:1,1 17:9
23:13 26:1
30:14 32:23
33:6 39:15
53:23

9
9-085(085)075

1:6
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Table F.1.  Summary of Written Public Comments and Responses from 
the Public Hearings and 45-day Comment Period

Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

F.1.1. 1st 
International 
Bank and Trust

Comment 
F.1.1.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.1.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.1.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.2. Cynthia 
K. Allen

Comment 
F.1.2.1.

Our family has cabin off County road 34, 
where we usually spend 6-8 weeks per year.

Legal description: Sect-24 TWP-148 Rang-099

We would like to call to your attention the 
danger of accessing Hwy 85 from the County 
Road. Traffic on Hwy 85 is traveling fast, 
and because of the curve of the road coming 
up from the Badlands visibility is limited

Safety Sight distance at this intersection was analyzed. 
Based on the proposed design, the North Dakota 
Department of Transportation (NDDOT) design 
standards for sight distance at this intersection would 
be met. In addition, the posted speed limit would be 
lowered to 60 miles per hour (mph) at this location.

Comment 
F.1.2.2.

When departing Hwy 85 making a left 
turn unto County road 34 there is no left 
turn lane so if traffic is traveling both 
ways you can become a sitting duck.

Safety Under the Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft 
EIS, this segment of roadway would be a four-lane 
highway with a flush median. The flush median would 
be striped at this location to provide a designated left 
turn lane for southbound traffic onto County Road 34.

F.1.3. 
Anonymous

Comment 
F.1.3.1.

I would like to state that I do not find the 4 lane 
project to be needed. Why expand in places 
that don’t need to be expanded and cause high 
taxes for taxpayers. It just doesn’t make any 
sense. We could be using that money towards 
something else, something important.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.4. Patricia 
D. and Roger 
O. Ashley

Comment 
F.1.4.1.

We support Alternative A of leaving highway 
85 as it is with improvements such as turning 
lanes, passing lanes, wider shoulders, and 
a new 2-lane bridge. Studies have shown 
that widening a road to four lanes does not 
necessarily improve safety or congestion.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Safety

Your preference for Alternative A is noted. 
Alternative A was analyzed in the EIS, but was 
not selected as the Preferred Alternative as 
it failed to meet the purpose and need. 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full 
range of reasonable alternatives was developed for 
all segments of the project. The Super 2 Highway 
was included in this analysis. The Super 2 Highway 
was eliminated from further consideration as 
part of the alternatives screening process.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 

Number
Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.4.2.

The North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park is a small piece of property. Adjacent 
to the National Park is the Long X Divide and 
Lone Butte Areas that are managed by the 
U.S. Forest Service as suitable for wilderness. 
The noise, odors, lights, pollution, etc. will 
overwhelm this small park and the adjacent 
Forest Service land. It is now more difficult 
to find quiet, dark places in Western North 
Dakota, we should avoid impacting these areas 
any more than what has already been done.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Lighting

Noise

Roadway design standards allow for flexibility in 
application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project. 
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce 
the roadway footprint to the extent practicable to 
minimize environmental and socioeconomic impacts, 
as well as minimize impacts on the Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park (TRNP) – North Unit, while still addressing 
the project’s purpose and need. Based upon various 
environmental studies completed for the project (e.g., 
Noise Report, SPreAD Memorandums, Viewshed 
Analysis), anticipated impacts on the TRNP – North 
Unit and Little Missouri National Grasslands 
(LMNG) as a result of the project are anticipated 
to be minor relative to the existing conditions.

Comment 
F.1.4.3.

There were no alternatives presented other than 
a narrower four-lane highway rather than a wider 
four-lane highway. These are not alternatives.

Alternatives 
Methodology

A range of reasonable alternatives was developed and 
analyzed in coordination with the lead, cooperating, 
and participating agencies, as well as members 
of the public and other federal, state, and local 
agencies. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
(appended by reference to the Draft EIS) documents 
the process of identifying, evaluating, and advancing 
reasonable alternatives for further analysis, with an 
overall goal of identifying a Preferred Alternative for 
the Draft EIS. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
considered recommendations from previous reports 
and studies, the project purpose and need/goals, 
project constraints, design criteria and standards, and 
engineering and environmental impact analyses.

Comment 
F.1.4.4.

Keeping the width of U.S. 85 as it is through 
the badlands is the best alternative along with 
placing wildlife crossings at appropriate locations, 
providing noise abatement solutions, and lights 
(down shielded) only where absolutely necessary.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation 

Noise

Lighting

Your comment pertaining to keeping US Highway 
85 as it is through the badlands is noted.

The Preferred Alternative includes three wildlife 
crossings and associated features within the 
Badlands segment of the project corridor.

As discussed in Chapter 5 (Noise) of the Draft EIS, 
none of the receptors modeled in Federal Highway 
Administration’s (FHWA) Traffic Noise Model (TNM) 2.5 
are predicted to have traffic noise impacts; therefore, 
noise abatement measures (e.g., noise wall) are not 
warranted. As part of Options LX-1, LX-2, and LX-3, the 
NDDOT would implement a grinding technique (similar to 
Next Generation Concrete Surface treatments) on the new 
bridge. This grinding technique has been shown to reduce 
tire noise relative to traditional deck surfacing. Noise 
from construction activities near the TRNP – North Unit 
would be minimized by implementing timing restrictions. 
The Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft EIS does 
not include additional permanent, fixed lighting through 
the Badlands segment of the project corridor. Special 
construction lighting provisions have been made for 
work occurring near TRNP – North Unit to minimize 
potential temporary lighting impacts during construction. 

Comment 
F.1.4.5.

The speed through this section should be a 
maximum of 55 mph with effective enforcement 
techniques to make sure drivers comply.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands) 

Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.4.6.

The proposed rumble strips in the 
median would add to the noise.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Noise

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.4.7.

Are the wildlife underpasses the best option for 
the bighorn sheep? A study of desert bighorn 
sheep found that overpasses were more effective 
than minimally-used underpasses.[1] Another 
report also found that overpasses were more 
effective for bighorn sheep and that elk would use 
both overpasses and underpasses.[2] Perhaps 
a mix of overpasses and underpasses should 
be used, to accommodate the various species.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

As identified in the Wildlife Crossing/Accommodation 
Volume I: Need and Feasibility Assessment completed 
for the project (appended by reference in the Draft EIS), 
suggested wildlife crossing designs for the bighorn 
sheep include wildlife overpasses, landscape bridges 
(oversized wildlife overpasses with continuous terrain) 
or very large viaduct underpasses. A wildlife overpass 
for bighorn sheep north of the Long X Bridge was initially 
proposed for further consideration. The crossing did 
not present any engineering issues that would have 
otherwise precluded it from further consideration, and 
the proposed location was suitable from an engineering 
and ecological standpoint. This crossing was ultimately 
eliminated from further consideration to minimize 
impacts on the TRNP – North Unit. South of the Long 
X Bridge, the topography of the landscape precludes 
construction of an overpass; however, an underpass 
of suitable dimensions for bighorn sheep was added 
to replace the eliminated overpass in coordination 
with the North Dakota Game and Fish (NDGF).

Comment 
F.1.4.8.

Safety was brought up as an issue along 
the highway. Speed control would more 
effectively address this problem than a 
four-lane superhighway. We have driven this 
section of highway many times and have 
been passed by drivers going 70–80 mph 
or even faster. Widening the road will only 
allow these drivers to travel 90–100 mph.

Safety

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

According to the AASHTO Green Book— A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the design 
speed of a roadway is determined by roadway geometry, 
with posted speed limits based on the design speed 
and policy. Regardless of the posted speed limit, the 
actual operational speed of traffic is based on driver 
comfort, which is tied to roadway geometry and design.

Comment 
F.1.4.9.

As a good neighbor, weed control 
measures should be applied to the whole 
project rather than just in the National 
Park and U.S. Forest Service land.

Vegetation As stated in Chapter 5 (Vegetation) of the Draft EIS, 
the contractor would be required to control noxious 
weeds during construction in accordance with a noxious 
weed management plan that would be developed for 
the project. This plan would apply to both public and 
private lands. The NDDOT would be responsible for the 
control of noxious weeds within NDDOT right-of-way 
(ROW)/easements after construction of the project.

Comment 
F.1.4.10.

An illustration of the spread of noxious weeds 
can be seen along I-94 from the South Heart 
Exit west where construction occurred a couple 
of years ago and leafy spurge was moved by 
construction equipment. County weed control 
departments were provided GPS equipment 
to map infestations within their respective 
counties, including roads. This information 
should be available to DOT for the asking.

Vegetation County weed data has been added to the FEIS.

Comment 
F.1.4.11.

It is easier and less expensive to 
prevent weeds from spreading than 
it is to spray them afterwards.

Vegetation Comment noted.

F.1.5. Badlands 
Conservation 
Alliance

Comment 
F.1.5.1.

Compliments from Badlands Conservation 
Alliance on the crafting and layout of the 
DEIS for the proposed HWY 85 Expansion 
Project. We found the structure and readability 
of the document to be well above average, 
and the time and effort put into achieving 
that end is noted and appreciated.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 

Number
Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.5.2.

BCA does see indication that our concern 
with negative impacts to the 7-mile stretch of 
Badlands within the Little Missouri River Valley 
(LMRV) was considered as is evidenced in 
the SPreAD Analysis assessing propagation 
of noise that is not required by Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) regulation, 
discussion of various quiet pavements, 
wildlife crossings, speed reductions, etc.

However, except for the inclusion of wildlife 
crossings within the Valley, which cause 
additional negative impacts in their own 
right, BCA can cite no real concessions 
made in response to our larger concerns for 
the Little Missouri River Valley. Not one.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Noise

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Roadway design standards allow for flexibility in 
application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project.  
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 

Comment 
F.1.5.3.

You will recall that on April 6, 2017, a face-
to-face meeting was held at the KLJ offices in 
Bismarck that included yourself, Jen Turnbow 
for KLJ, and myself for BCA. At that time, BCA 
presented an alternative for consideration that 
swung east through the Valley before rejoining 
the existing egress on the northern bluff line. 
It included downgrading HWY 85 to a 25 mph 
frontage road and ultimately an entrance to 
the North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park. At that time you found the alternative 
“different enough” that it be considered.

BCA’s point here is NOT that the alternative 
was dropped from consideration; it is instead 
to emphasize the degree to which those who 
advocate for protection of public lands, for 
human and wildlife use of those public lands 
and our sure stance that those values will 
be substantially diminished by this proposed 
project. Yes, we were requesting considerable 
earthwork on relatively undisturbed though not 
pristine land that included geotechnical issues. 
The suggested alternative was not perfect or 
ideal. But, that we should make such a request 
knowing full well the negatives of our “ask” 
was an assertion of the intensity of our concern 
with the impacts of the proposed project.

At the time of our request, a portion of the 
private lands involved were up for auction, 
offering no better time for purchase or 
negotiation of right of way. In addition, traffic 
conditions during the Bakken boom had 
resulted in air-lift removal of a good portion 
of the area’s bighorn sheep population.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, the proposed 
alignment around the eastern edge of the TRNP – North 
Unit was analyzed from both an engineering and 
environmental standpoint and was eliminated from 
consideration. Reasons for elimination include excessive 
earthwork, significant geotechnical issues, construction 
through undisturbed areas of the Badlands, bisecting 
private property, further bisecting bighorn sheep critical 
range (i.e., areas important for lambing), and lack of 
direct access to TRNP – North Unit (i.e., visitors traveling 
northbound to TRNP – North Unit would need to travel 
around park via new alignment, then change direction 
and travel back to park entrance via existing roadway).

Comment 
F.1.5.4.

BCA members share the public concern 
for safety, and its members said so 
during the comment period cited.

Safety Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.5.5.

On a spring 2017 count of signage through 
the Little Missouri River Valley bluff to bluff, 
BCA found 28 signs or items, some requiring 
multiple attention, when traveling the roadway 
south to north. We counted 44 signs or items, 
again with some requiring multiple attention, 
when traveling from north to south.

We found the number of signs actually 
created a distraction for drivers whose eyes 
most importantly need to be on the road 
and surrounding traffic. This is likely more 
so for drivers unfamiliar with the terrain.

Safety Permanent signing along public highways in 
North Dakota is installed in accordance with 
the NDDOT Design Manual and the Manual on 
Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD).

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.5.6.

We also noted and shared with the ND DOT 
that there was no signage at reference point 
121 (mentioned above as a common crash 
location) to alert drivers to the dramatic change 
in terrain. As of May 31, 2018, the date for 
the Watford City public hearing on this DEIS, 
there remained no notification to drivers.

Safety Currently, there is a “reverse curve” warning 
sign and reflective delineators around the curve 
near Reference Point (RP) 121. As part of the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft EIS, 
this curve is proposed to be realigned to improve 
sight distance and driver expectancy as the terrain 
changes entering the Badlands from the south.

Comment 
F.1.5.7.

According to Table ES-1, Planning Cost Estimate 
on page ES-12, the Preferred Alternative in 
its entirety will cost $479 Million. BCA would 
ask what portion of that considerable dollar 
figure is based on or required to satisfy 
public perception of safety. (Bold is BCA’s.)

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Safety

Safety is included with the other elements of the project 
purpose and need. Public comments support its 
inclusion. Safety costs are not separable from the total 
project cost because all components of the roadway 
project are integrated to support safe design principles.

Comment 
F.1.5.8.

The bullet above is not meant to be facetious. 
And, it most certainly does not dismiss the 
expectation of local, state and national users 
of HWY 85 to feel safe when traveling it. To the 
contrary, it acknowledges the value of perception, 
no matter what the numbers say. Why then is it 
so difficult for the ND DOT to acknowledge and 
respect the sensibilities and perceptions that BCA 
represents? Perceptions that, if met, would likely 
decrease the overall cost of the proposed project.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

All public and agency comments received for 
the project were considered when identifying 
the project’s purpose and need, developing 
alternatives and assessing potential impacts. 

Comment 
F.1.5.9.

Prior to leaving this discussion, BCA would ask 
for formalized justification for the minor traffic 
speed reduction through the LMRV and past 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park. We would 
like to see the analysis that counters slowing 
traffic further as proposed to 45 mph through 
the community of Fairfield and to 25 mph at the 
HWY 85/Hwy 200 roundabout. Thank you.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Through the community of Fairfield, the NDDOT proposes 
to reduce the speed limit of US Highway 85 from 65 
mph down to 45 mph due to the presence of numerous 
residences and businesses located in close proximity 
to the highway, as well as a school. Considering the 
proximity and density of these facilities, the NDDOT 
believes maintaining a 65 mph speed limit through 
Fairfield would create a higher potential for pedestrian 
and vehicle conflicts.  Additionally, this is consistent 
with ND Century Code (Section 39-09-04) which 
defines the requirements for when speed limits can 
be altered as being based on “engineering and traffic 
investigations with primary consideration given to the 
establishment of reasonable and safe speeds, highway 
conditions, enforcement, and the general welfare.”

Through the TRNP – North Unit the roadway 
geometric design speed was lowered to reduce 
environment impacts through this segment and 
as a result the posted speed limit through this 
section of the project is reduced accordingly. 

The proposed 25 mph design speed at the North 
Dakota Highway 200 (ND-200)/US Highway 85 
intersection is dictated by the proposed multi-lane 
roundabout intersection design. The reduction in 
speed limit approaching and through this intersection 
area is consistent with the design of the roundabout 
and consistent with national design guidance to help 
traffic safely navigate the roundabout intersection 
as described in the National Cooperative Highway 
Research Program Report 672 “Roundabouts: 
An Informational Guide, 2nd edition”. 

The posted speed limit throughout the remainder 
of the project corridor is maintained at the levels 
set forth by the ND Century Code (Section 39-
09-04) since there are not limiting factors that 
would warrant a decrease in the speed limit.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 

Number
Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.5.10.

BCA also questions the long term predictions 
in the 2040 capacity analysis. Modeling of 
traffic and noise impacts for the year 2040 
is an engineering exercise without reliable 
predictability given the dramatic changes we 
should expect in agriculture, transportation 
and energy over the next two decades. Yet 
unimagined technological advances and 
unforeseeable changes in state and national 
policy cannot be applied or measured. Such 
mathematical conjecture is akin to the lamppost 
that is used for support rather than illumination.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Traffic forecasting is based on best available data and 
practices as accepted within the industry. The Long 
X Bridge is the only segment of the project corridor 
for which funding has currently been identified. Prior 
to constructing any additional segments, the FHWA 
would ensure that conditions and assumptions 
identified in the Final EIS/Record of Decision (ROD) 
remain valid, including traffic and noise modeling. If 
it is determined that circumstances have changed, 
supplemental National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) documentation may be warranted.

Comment 
F.1.5.11.

Again, BCA’s focus is on the 7-mile stretch 
through the LMRV, but it is also essential 
we point out flawed expectations and costly 
policy decisions. Beyond safety of local 
communities, the energy industry and 
economic development interests are the 
strongest drivers for the proposed expansion.

Safety 

Economy

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.5.12.

Increasing lanes in a transportation system 
does not of itself relieve congestion or assure 
safety. Traffic studies show that increased lanes 
produce increased traffic, a concept we expect 
you are familiar with called induced demand.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Safety

The concept of induced demand commonly pertains 
to urban areas where traffic redistribution can 
come from other roadway corridors. US Highway 
85 is the only interregional north/south highway 
in western North Dakota. Therefore, there are few 
roadways from which traffic could be redistributed. 

Comment 
F.1.5.13.

Mechanisms should be sought to spread 
use from peak demand times, perhaps even 
considering congestive pricing, and law 
enforcement strategies should be put in place 
to adequately address traffic violations.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

NDDOT does not view the application of travel 
demand management strategies as a reasonable or 
effective approach to addressing the purpose and 
need for this project. In addition, the NDDOT does 
not currently have legislative authority to implement 
congestive pricing. The portion of the comment 
relating to enforcement of traffic violations is noted. 

Comment 
F.1.5.14.

Increasing certainty of global climate change, 
should add another relevant layer to your 
list of considerations. The need for control 
of carbon emissions is not found in the 
DEIS, despite its most certain influence on 
future traffic patterns and roadways.

Cumulative 
Impacts

Air Quality

Greenhouse gases (GHGs) and climate change are 
discussed in Chapter 5 (Air Quality) of the Draft EIS.

Comment 
F.1.5.15.

To quote from the June 10, 2018 Minot Daily 
News, as reported by Kim Fundingsland: The 
DOT revealed some very startling statistics 
related to future costs at a funding symposium 
on transportation held earlier this year. The DOT 
presented a document revealing that $26.6 
billion would be needed to maintain current 
levels of service in the state over the next 20 
years. The amount would create a $14.6 billion 
deficit based on today’s revenue coming into 
the DOT. (http://www.minotdailynews.com/
news/local-news/2018/06/roadwork-ahead)

Timeframe 
and cost

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.5.16.

Additionally, we must note that the nearly 
simultaneous public notice of the DEIS comment 
period and public hearings with the notice for 
adoption of the Long X Bridge appears as a 
pre-decisional action by the ND DOT and FHWA 
contrary to the National Environmental Policy Act. 
Putting the cart before the horse in such fashion 
demeans the time, energy, effort, and perhaps 
most egregiously, the sincerity with which the 
invested public participates in public processes.

Timeframe 
and Cost

Per 23 USC 144, a bridge listed or eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) must 
be made available for adoption prior to removal under 
the Bridge Adoption Program. Offering the bridge for 
adoption is required under the terms of the Section 106 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for the Long X Bridge. 
The MOA is necessary to resolve potential adverse 
effects to the Long X Bridge per 36 Code of Federal 
Regulation (CFR) 800—the regulations implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Per FHWA’s Technical Advisory, T 6640.8A to the fullest 
extent possible, a final EIS needs to demonstrate that 
all the requirements of 36 CFR 800 have been met.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.

http://www.minotdailynews.com/news/local-news/2018/06/roadwork-ahead
http://www.minotdailynews.com/news/local-news/2018/06/roadwork-ahead
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.5.17.

As we have stated repeatedly, locating all 
meetings and hearings along the far western 
HWY 85 corridor served local patrons and 
interests. However, considering the controversy 
surrounding proximity to and impacts on 
North Dakota’s singular National Park, the 
statewide population was not adequately 
served or represented. At least one additional 
location in the east should be included.

Public 
Involvement

Various public meetings for the project have been held 
in Belfield, Fairfield, and Watford City, North Dakota. 
In addition, a project Website has been created to 
provide information and accept comments from 
any interested stakeholders with internet access.

Comment 
F.1.5.18.

Badlands Conservation Alliance holds that there 
IS Section 4(f) constructive use of the greater 
body of the North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park and that it needs be acknowledged 
in the DEIS. Furthermore, mitigation strategies 
for said constructive use should be required 
in a substantial, physical and meaningful way 
that promotes protection of the integrity of the 
Park, as well as USFS roadless areas in the 
Little Missouri State Scenic River Valley.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Section 4(f)

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.15, it is the FHWA’s 
responsibility to determine when there is a constructive 
use. Based upon the various environmental studies 
completed for the project (e.g., Noise Report, SPreAD 
Memorandums, Viewshed Analysis) and in consultation 
with the National Park Service (NPS), the Official with 
Jurisdiction for the TRNP – North Unit, FHWA has 
determined that any effects as a result of the project 
are anticipated to be minor relative to the existing 
conditions and are not anticipated to substantially 
impair the activities, features, or attributes that qualify 
the TRNP – North Unit for protection under Section 
4(f). Chapter 6 of the FEIS has been revised to provide 
additional clarification for this determination.

Comment 
F.1.5.19.

As defined: Section 4(f) includes a non-
occupying determination called 4(f) constructive 
use: (a) A constructive use occurs when the 
transportation project does not incorporate land 
from a Section 4(f) property, but the project’s 
proximity impacts are so severe that the 
protected activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify the property for protection under Section 
4(f) are substantially impaired. Substantial 
impairment occurs only when the protected 
activities, features, or attributes of the property 
are substantially diminished. (Bold is BCA’s.) 
https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/23/774.15

Repeatedly at the three recent hearings for 
the DEIS, presenters Linneman (ND DOT) and 
Turnbow (KLJ) referenced constructive use as 
the “complete” impairment or diminishment of a 
Section 4(f) property, therein claiming the North 
Unit of the Park did not qualify for constructive 
use. Having spent considerable time investigating 
Section 4(f) regulation and application, BCA 
recalled no use of the word “complete.” 
Indeed we recalled rather the use of the word 
“substantial.” In further searches after hearing, 
“complete” is not found. We deem this misleading 
and question presenters’ use of the word.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Section 4(f)

We acknowledge that language inconsistent with 
23 CFR 774.15 was utilized during the public 
hearings for the project. The use of the word 
“complete” was intended to convey “substantial 
impairment” to the point where the Section 4(f) 
property would no longer function as intended.

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.15, it is the FHWA’s 
responsibility to determine when there is a constructive 
use. Based upon the various environmental studies 
completed for the project (e.g., Noise Report, SPreAD 
Memorandums, Viewshed Analysis) and in consultation 
with the NPS, the Official with Jurisdiction for the 
TRNP – North Unit, FHWA has determined that any effects 
as a result of the project are anticipated to be minor 
relative to the existing conditions and are not anticipated 
to substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes 
that qualify the TRNP – North Unit for protection under 
Section 4(f). Chapter 6 of the FEIS has been revised to 
provide additional clarification for this determination.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.

https://www.law.cornell.edu/cfr/text/23/774.15
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Comment 
F.1.5.20.

An additional phrase found throughout FHWA 
discussion of Section 4(f) and particularly 
when referencing prudent and feasible 
avoidance is similarly noteworthy:

The definition emphasizes that the use of 
Section 4(f) property is to be balanced 
against competing factors while considering 
the relative value of the Section 4(f) property 
in light of the Section 4(f) statute, keeping a 
“thumb on the scale” in favor of preserving 
the Section 4(f) property. (Bold is BCA’s) https://
www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/
section4f/Section_6009Study/default.aspx

Again at https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/
legislation/section4f/4fAtGlance.aspx: FHWA’s 
evaluation of these factors begins with a “thumb 
on the scale” in favor of protecting Section 
4(f) property, and takes the relative value of the 
Section 4(f) property into account. (Bold is BCA’s)

Under 23 CFR Ch. §771.135 it is stated: (ii) The 
proximity of the proposed project substantially 
impairs esthetic features or attributes of a 
resource protected by section 4(f), where such 
features or attributes are considered important 
contributing elements to the value of the resource. 
Examples of substantial impairment to visual 
or esthetic qualities would be the location 
of a proposed transportation facility in such 
proximity that it obstructs or eliminates the 
primary views of an architecturally significant 
historical building, or substantially detracts 
from the setting of a park or historic site 
which derives its value in substantial part 
due to its setting. (Bold is BCA’s.) https://www.
gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2004-title23-vol1/
pdf/CFR-2004-title23-vol1-sec771-135.pdf

Section 4(f) Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.5.21.

On page 96 of the DEIS it is stated: Viewers 
associated with roadways consist of neighbors 
and travelers. The perception viewers have 
of visual resources in a viewshed determines 
the visual quality of the area. In a natural 
environment, visual quality is based on 
whether visual resources contribute to, or 
detract from, a sense of natural harmony.

It goes on to say: Viewer sensitivity depends 
on exposure to changes and awareness of 
changes (FHWA 2015c). (Bold is BCA’s)

In acknowledging the concept of “neighbors 
and travelers” and that viewer sensitivity is 
a real, influential, and impactful presence, 
the certainty that this proposed project will 
have Section 4(f) constructive use impacts 
on the greater North Unit of Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park is confirmed.

Visual 
Resources

Section 4(f)

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.15, it is the FHWA’s 
responsibility to determine when there is a constructive 
use. Based upon the various environmental studies 
completed for the project (e.g., Noise Report, SPreAD 
Memorandums, Viewshed Analysis) and in consultation 
with the NPS, the Official with Jurisdiction for the 
TRNP – North Unit, FHWA has determined that any effects 
as a result of the project are anticipated to be minor 
relative to the existing conditions and are not anticipated 
to substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes 
that qualify the TRNP – North Unit for protection under 
Section 4(f). Chapter 6 of the FEIS has been revised to 
provide additional clarification for this determination.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.

https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/Section_6009Study/default.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/Section_6009Study/default.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/Section_6009Study/default.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fAtGlance.aspx
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/section4f/4fAtGlance.aspx
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2004-title23-vol1/pdf/CFR-2004-title23-vol1-sec771-135.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2004-title23-vol1/pdf/CFR-2004-title23-vol1-sec771-135.pdf
https://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/CFR-2004-title23-vol1/pdf/CFR-2004-title23-vol1-sec771-135.pdf
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.5.22.

It is not only BCA members that visit National 
Parks and other wildland settings to exercise 
their ability and desire to be attentive. As stated 
on page 140 of the DEIS: Approximately 92 
percent of park visitors place ‘scenery viewing’ 
as an important factor in visiting the park. (NPS 
2006, NPS 2014, NPS 2015a, NPS 2017a).

The proposed installation of 8-10 foot fencing 
throughout the Little Missouri River Valley to 
guide wildlife, and infrastructure (not yet totally 
designed) including retaining walls, an anchored 
drill shaft structure, and extensive backgrading at 
both the north and south bluff line will all impact 
visitor experience within the greater North Unit. 
Aesthetics of setting are not singularly or only 
immediately physical, but have a lingering and 
sub-conscious impact on visitors. One need 
only meet an out-of-state traveler, aggravated 
with the visibility of oil wells from within Park 
boundaries, or listen to the grief and anger of a 
former user of the Park and National Grasslands 
to know that disturbance occurring within 
the right-a-way of HWY 85 will also produce 
substantial impairment beyond its confines.

Visual 
Resources

As discussed in Chapter 5 (Visual) of the Draft 
EIS, some permanent impacts on visual resources 
may be perceived by neighbors and travelers as 
incompatible with the existing visual character.

Comment 
F.1.5.23.

The value – economic and otherwise - of 
undeveloped lands such as Theodore Roosevelt 
Park and the USFS managed roadless areas 
of Long X Divide and Lone Butte will rise 
significantly as/if oil and gas development 
reaches or exceeds the 60,000 wells currently 
forecast. Potential economic development that 
is a goal of this proposed project may bring 
new jobs and increased traffic, but it will also 
bring more people, many of whom will share 
BCA’s appreciation of protected landscapes.

Terms such as Attention Restorative Therapy 
and Nature Deficit Disorder may relate to 
contemporary studies, but they describe a 
human relationship to undisturbed landscape 
that is essential to the human condition. 
For some, including most BCA members, 
it is a necessity, the purer the better.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Economy

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.5.24.

Once again, BCA iterates that our focus is on 
the 7-mile stretch of roadway through the Little 
Missouri River Valley. We find that an economic 
evaluation of the growing significance and rarity 
of the publicly owned lands be assessed as a 
requirement of this DEIS, especially as relates 
to their Section 4(f) constructive use status.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Economy

Section 4(f)

Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.15, it is the FHWA’s 
responsibility to determine when there is a constructive 
use. Based upon the various environmental studies 
completed for the project (e.g., Noise Report, SPreAD 
Memorandums, Viewshed Analysis) and in consultation 
with the NPS, the Official with Jurisdiction for the 
TRNP – North Unit, FHWA has determined that any effects 
as a result of the project are anticipated to be minor 
relative to the existing conditions and are not anticipated 
to substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes 
that qualify the TRNP – North Unit for protection under 
Section 4(f). Chapter 6 of the FEIS has been revised to 
provide additional clarification for this determination.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Number
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Comment 
F.1.5.25.

BCA returns here to the opening discussion 
regarding safety, or the statistics vs. perception 
of safety, that appears at the beginning of this 
letter. We question why the ND DOT should find 
it so difficult to recognize and acknowledge 
the Section 4(f) constructive use of the greater 
North Unit when the DEIS allows for the 
intuitive and subjective assessment of safety. 
Users of a resource possess knowledge and 
insights not always captured by statistics.

Section 4(f) Pursuant to 23 CFR 774.15, it is the FHWA’s 
responsibility to determine when there is a constructive 
use. Based upon the various environmental studies 
completed for the project (e.g., Noise Report, SPreAD 
Memorandums, Viewshed Analysis) and in consultation 
with the NPS, the Official with Jurisdiction for the 
TRNP – North Unit, FHWA has determined that any effects 
as a result of the project are anticipated to be minor 
relative to the existing conditions and are not anticipated 
to substantially impair the activities, features, or attributes 
that qualify the TRNP – North Unit for protection under 
Section 4(f). Chapter 6 of the FEIS has been revised to 
provide additional clarification for this determination.

Comment 
F.1.5.26.

While BCA appreciates that the DOT did a SPreAD 
Analysis not required by FHWA regulation as 
well as doing a FHWA mandatory Travel Noise 
Analysis (TNM 2.5), we continue to find the DEIS 
sound/noise analysis insufficient. As the North 
Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park is 
commonly known as “the Wilderness Unit” and 
the destination of those less concerned about 
ice cream cones and musicals than in-depth 
outdoor experience, the soundscape is of vital 
importance and noise disturbance therein is 
fundamentally and exponentially damaging.

Noise Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.5.27.

We offer the following insufficiencies 
and request that they be remedied.

On page 14 of the Traffic Noise Analysis under 
Determination of the Noise Study Area it states: 
For the purposes of this noise analysis, a buffer 
(i.e., 500 feet from the project corridor) was 
established as the “noise study area.”3 The 
foot note here is key in that it states: 3 Highway 
traffic noise impacts rarely occur beyond 500 
feet from the edge of a roadway. Additionally, 
FHWA has determined that its TNM 2.5 is less 
effective at predicting traffic noise beyond 
500 feet from the edge of a roadway (FHWA 
2004). (Bold is BCA’s.) Thus limiting the extent 
of the noise study area and acknowledging 
the poor efficacy of TNM 2.5, the Traffic Noise 
Analysis allows for dismissal of consideration 
of a National Park at its doors. This is illustrated 
in Table 3 on page 16 where Activity Category 
A is described as “Lands on which serenity and 
quiet are of extraordinary significance. These 
lands serve an important public need, and the 
preservation of these qualities is essential if the 
area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.” 
It is noted as exterior to the Noise Study Area.

Noise Per 23 CFR 772.9, Traffic Noise Prediction, (a) Any 
analysis required by this subpart must use the FHWA 
Traffic Noise Model (TNM), which is described in 
“FHWA Traffic Noise Model” Report No. FHWA-
PD-96-010, including Revision No. 1, dated April 14, 
2004, or any other model determined by the FHWA 
to be consistent with the methodology of the FHWA 
TNM. The project team recognized the limitations 
associated with TNM 2.5 and as a result opted to 
conduct a secondary noise analysis (i.e., SPreAD).

The TNM noise study area includes portions of all Dakota 
Prairie Grasslands (DPG) Management Areas (MAs) 
and the TRNP – North Unit along the project corridor. 
Based upon FHWA noise policy and guidance, no areas 
within the noise study area were determined to be 
Activity Category A. Activity Category A is defined as 
“lands on which serenity and quiet are of extraordinary 
significance and serve an important public need and 
where the preservation of those qualities is essential if 
the area is to continue to serve its intended purpose.” 
DPG MAs within the noise study area were assigned to 
Activity Categories C and G, depending on MA, and the 
TRNP – North Unit was assigned to Activity Category C.

Comment 
F.1.5.28.

While it may meet NDDOT Noise Policy and 
Guidance, BCA is astonished that the DOT chose 
to dismiss rare and sensitive Dakota Prairie 
Grasslands management areas as stated on 
page 18 because: Of the DPG MAs within the 
noise study area, DPG MAs 3.51 and 1.2a are 
not considered to have frequent human use, 
and therefore, are not modeled in the analysis. 
(Bold is BCA’s.) What the DOT appears to be 
saying here is that the very reason that these 
management areas are special and unique (MA 
3.51 is Bighorn Sheep Habitat and MA 1.2a 
is Suitable for Wilderness) is reason enough 
to dismiss them. This is inherently wrong.

Noise Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.5.29.

Analysis of Low Frequency Noise (LFN) at 
frequencies below those currently modeled 
is essential. Heavy trucks emit considerable 
LFN, and those frequencies below the range of 
hearing have biophysical impacts on humans and 
wildlife. The A-weighted measurements used in 
the TNM 2.5 underestimate perceived loudness, 
annoyance factors, and stress-inducing capability 
of noises with low frequency components. LFN 
has physical and psychological effects – disruptive 
effects contrary to why people visit wildlands 
and Parks, and which impact human health.

Noise Analysis of Low Frequency Noise is not required 
under 23 CFR 772. Typically, such analysis would 
not be considered for highway projects since it goes 
beyond the level of analysis required by 23 CFR 
772 for Type I projects. Therefore, analysis of Low 
Frequency Noise is not proposed for the project.

Comment 
F.1.5.30.

Analysis of “impulse” noise must be done to 
accurately register the propagation of noise. 
The current SPreAD Analysis is insufficient. 
This is particular important considering the 
proposed construction of a 12–20 foot wide 
flush median with rumble stripping throughout 
the Little Missouri State Scenic River Valley.

Noise A separate analysis of impulse noise (e.g., engine 
brakes, vehicles driving over rumble strips) is not 
specifically required under 23 CFR 772. The FHWA 
standard traffic noise model (i.e., TNM 2.5) completed 
for the project accounts for impulse noise during field 
data collection and factors it into the overall model.

Comment 
F.1.5.31.

Anyone who has camped overnight in the South 
Unit’s Cottonwood Campground knows about 
sound propagation. On many occasions it is 
detracting to the point of sleeplessness and 
is a commonly heard complaint. Evening into 
night time analysis when noise propagation 
is greater than during the modeled day times 
must be completed at multiple locations 
along the continuous flat terrain of the Little 
Missouri River bottom and must extend 
at least through Juniper Campground.

Evening into night time analysis should be 
modeled for all existing points as well.

Noise The SPreAD analysis was developed using 24-hour field 
data recording sessions at various locations throughout 
the Badlands segment of the project corridor. The Juniper 
Campground is located approximately 3.5 miles west 
of the project corridor. Noise data was not collected 
at the Juniper Campground as part of this project.  

Comment 
F.1.5.32.

Expense, maintenance requirements, longevity, 
ND climate are all mentioned as negatives in the 
DEIS discussion of quiet pavement opportunities 
and alternatives. Planned maintenance and 
upgrades as needed or newly available are 
a part of every roadway system. BCA asks 
that quiet pavement surfacing remain at the 
forefront of consideration throughout the life 
of Highway 85 and its recommendation be a 
part of any decision-making into the future.

Noise The NDDOT will continue to investigate quiet 
pavement options as the technology continues to 
develop. The Long X Bridge is the only segment of 
the project corridor for which funding has currently 
been identified. Prior to constructing any additional 
segments, the FHWA would ensure that conditions 
and assumptions identified in the Final EIS/ROD, 
including quiet pavement technologies, remain valid. 
If it is determined that circumstances have changed, 
supplemental NEPA documentation may be warranted.

Comment 
F.1.5.33.

BCA does not want to advocate for the No 
Build Alternative outright. We agree there 
are improvements to be made to HWY 85, 
including a modern bridge crossing of the 
Little Missouri River. So much could be done 
that would benefit multiple interests if we 
had not set up an all or nothing scenario.

BCA offers a piece of applicable advice from 
Pearl Buck who said, “Every great mistake 
has a halfway moment, a split second when it 
can be recalled and perhaps remedied.” BCA 
suggests this is one of those moments.

We need a bridge; we have money for 
a bridge. Let’s remove this component 
from the current process and build it.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

The Long X Bridge is the only segment of the project 
corridor for which funding has currently been identified. 
Prior to constructing any additional segments, the 
FHWA would ensure that conditions and assumptions 
identified in the Final EIS/ROD remain valid. If it 
is determined that circumstances have changed, 
supplemental NEPA documentation may be warranted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.5.34.

However, it remains BCA’s strongly held position 
that HWY 85 can be improved to meet or exceed 
safety and travel needs without expansion to 
a 4-lane highway. Period. Under the proposed 
preferred alternative, entering the North Unit of 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park would be akin 
to entering a fortified compound with high fence 
enclosures and an engineered setting where 
manipulation of the landscape is readily evident.

Viewshed and soundscape impacts to visitor 
experience would extend physically well into 
the Park, with substantial psychological and 
spiritual impairment having indefinite and 
individualized repercussions throughout. For 
those who share BCA’s sensitivity to and 
immeasurable appreciation of the unique 
values embodied in the Park, this proposal 
jeopardizes the very existence of our relationship 
with that landscape, a place that has been 
home-coming for generations and lifetimes.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Visual 
Resources 

Noise

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.5.35.

BCA opposes moving forward with this 
project as it stands. We grievously protest 
that There are no major unresolved issues 
associated with the project as claimed on 
page ES-16 of the Executive Summary.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

BCA’s opposition to moving forward with the project as it 
stands is noted. Regarding the statement that there are no 
major unresolved issues, the intent of the statement is to 
disclose items that need to be resolved prior to issuance 
of the Final EIS/ROD, such as outstanding federal actions, 
consultations, and planning and funding issues.

Comment 
F.1.5.36.

Should an FEIS be completed and a Decision 
signed for the proposed expansion project, the 
ND DOT and FHWA have a responsibility to this 
and future generations to therein acknowledge the 
substantial diminishment and impairment of the 
North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park; 
and to thus play a role in mitigation strategies 
that will otherwise promote protections of the 
integrity of our Park, USFS roadless areas in 
the vicinity and the Little Missouri State Scenic 
River Valley. Such acknowledgement must be 
formalized within the document and decision.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Impacts and mitigation associated with the project 
are disclosed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS. 

Comment 
F.1.5.37.

This is just a sampling of what I read, reviewed 
or searched to try to come to terms with what 
ND DOT is proposing in building a four-lane 
divided highway through the Little Missouri 
River Valley. Of course, I also read the FHWY 
regs, tutorials and discussion of Section 4(f) 
constructive use. Also the other three ND DOT 
sound analysis documents you sent. It did 
not lead me to resolution of BCA’s concerns; 
instead it strengthened my resolve that this 
proposed action as designed through the 
LMRV is not in North Dakota’s best interest.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.6. Barbara 
Becker

Comment 
F.1.6.1.

As a resident of Mckenzie County I would like to 
put my voice to the highway 85 project—this is 
something that has been needed for years—there 
have been many lives lost because of the heavy 
traffic, narrow road and the lack of passing 
lanes. Making this highway a four-lane would 
not only be safer but wiser—it is something 
that should’ve been done years ago—

Safety Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.6.2.

I realize the environmental impact concerns have 
been a big roadblock in getting this highway to 
be made safer for those who travel on it - I too 
care about the beauty of our Badlands, but I 
also believe that the safety of those driving on 
that road should carry a great importance.

Safety

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

F-15

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85

Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.6.3.

Since the boom, the road has become so 
busy and some of those traveling are careless 
in their need for to get where they are going. 
The road has become very dangerous to 
travel. Having four lanes would make it safer 
for those of us who live in the area and in my 
opinion it cannot happen soon enough.

Safety Comment noted. 

F.1.7. Brad 
Bekkedahl

Comment 
F.1.7.1.

Encourage incorporating a bike lane and 
walking path on the new Long X Bridge.

Trail Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.7.2.

Consider existing design continue for Hwy 200/85 
intersection instead of 2-lane roundabout. 

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

Comment noted.

F.1.8. Bowman 
County

Comment 
F.1.8.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.8.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.8.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.9. Bowman 
County 
Development 
Corporation

Comment 
F.1.9.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.9.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.9.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.10. Joel 
Brown

Comment 
F.1.10.1.

If a pedestrian/bike path is to be constructed 
from Watford City to the south, it is completely 
necessary that it extend all the way to Long 
X Rd, south of the Little Missouri River. If 
the path terminates at County Rd 34, as is 
currently proposed, many bikers will surely 
attempt to ride to the Maah Daah Hey trail head 
at CCC Campgound, which poses a serious 
safety issue. This would require approximately 
2.5 miles added to what would currently be 
approximately 10 miles of path. As a longtime 
resident and mountain biker, it is my opinion 
that this path should be built as a means of 
safely biking from Watford City to the Maah 
Daah Hey trail head, and nothing short of that. 

Trail

Safety

Your desire to see the proposed trail extended to 
Long X Road is noted. An option carrying the trail 
to Long X Road was considered early on in project 
development. Through coordination with the NDGF, 
it was determined that the trail needed to end at the 
entrance to the TRNP – North Unit (as opposed to the 
southern side of the Long X Bridge) to avoid potential 
human-wildlife conflicts, particularly for bighorn 
sheep during the lambing period. Following additional 
coordination with the NPS, it was determined that the 
trail needed to end outside of NPS-managed lands 
to minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.10.2.

Ease of access to the Maah Daah Hey 
will be valuable to our community 
and to tourism in Watford City.

Recreation/
Tourism

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.10.3.

I believe that building this path to terminate 
prior to intersecting Long X Rd will result in 
increased risk of injury and/or loss of life.

Trail

Safety

Comment noted. 

F.1.11. Marina 
Carrillo

Comment 
F.1.11.1.

Thank you for all your work and effort 
for this project to be real and ready to 
go. Not only is it better for the local 
community, but for the whole state. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.11.2.

We drive to Mexico every summer and 
sometimes we wish to stop by the badlands, 
but because of the traffic and unsafe road we 
go around. Therefore, this new project will bring 
more tourism and better access to our state. 

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Safety

Recreation/
Tourism

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.11.3.

Plus, we need it for lower transportation 
cost in the gas and oil industry. 

Economy Comment noted. 

F.1.12. City 
of Bowman

Comment 
F.1.12.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.12.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four-lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.12.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.13. City 
of Williston– 
Administration

Comment 
F.1.13.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.13.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.13.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
we look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

F.1.14. City 
of Williston– 
Economic 
Development

Comment 
F.1.14.1.

The Bakken region is heavily impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.14.2.

We in Economic Development see tremendous 
value in improving the highway design from 
a two lane to a four lane system including 
the Long X Bridge, as these changes 
will significantly improve commerce and 
provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.14.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.15. 
Construct 
Connect

Comment 
F.1.15.1.

Our firm would like to request for information 
in-reference to the Long x Bridge project. I would 
like to find out to when construction will start 
and the name of the design team (engineer) 
and the city and state they are located.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

The NDDOT responded to this request 
for information by telephone. 

F.1.16. 
Gayle Cox

Comment 
F.1.16.1.

Phase the overall project into longer segments 
when available, specifically outside the 
Badlands. Handout provided 8-10 mile 
segments for construction. It would shorten 
the inconvenience to the traveling public. 
16-20 mile segments would be preferred. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.17. Tomas 
Dahle

Comment 
F.1.17.1.

Due to noise pollution I am opposed to the 
highway expansion so close to the park.

Theodore Roosevelt in reference to the Grand 
Canyon in Arizona said. “In the Grand Canyon, 
Arizona has a natural wonder which is in kind 
absolutely unparalleled in the world. I want to 
ask that you keep this great wonder of nature 
as it now is. I hope you will not have a building 
of any kind, not a summer cottage, a hotel or 
anything else, to mar the wonderful grandeur, 
the sublimity the great loneliness, a beauty of 
the canyon.….Leave it as it is. You can not 
improve on it. The ages have been at work on 
it, and man can only mar it.” I say the highway 
expansion will seriously mar the Park with noise.

Noise 

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.17.2.

I am a former Scoutmaster. I lead Troop 123 
in Bismarck for 17 years. We were a unique 
Troop. Troop wide we hiked and backpacked 
more than any other Troop in North Dakota.

We hiked and backpacked extensively in TR 
Park and on the Maah Daah Hey Trail.

The high point of my scoutmaster career was 
taking Scouts and leaders to places like “Eye of 
the Needle aka Devil’s Eye” in the South Unit, 
“Devil’s Pass”, “China Wall”, “Ice caves” and the“ 
Elk horn Ranch” on the MDHT. The scouts told me 
they loved seeing the very unique formations in 
the badlands, seeing places that few people ever 
saw. They liked being places that were not marred 
by any human activity… no roads, no buildings, 
no smoke plumes, no manmade noise. One scout 
told me “I liked being where it was just us (scouts 
and leaders) in the middle of the wilderness”

When I run into alumni scouts the first thing they 
will say is “Remember when we were hiking….” 
They would tell me about a hiking adventure.

On thank you cards I have given to former leaders 
who worked so hard to make an adventurous 
wilderness appreciating troop, I have written the 
following: “At Troop 123 Scouts accepted the 
physical and mental challenges of Hiking and 
Backpacking merit badges. In the process we 
(scouts and adults) learned to appreciate the 
sights, and sounds of nature. We felt the wind, 
we sometimes heard a gentle rain, and we even 
woke up to see snow on the tents. We observed 
bison, antelope, snakes and other creatures 
and saw and appreciated wildflowers. We had 
moments of silence while pausing from hiking 
to appreciate nature. We learned to work with 
and be kind to each other. And, we had fun.”

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

F.1.18. Ken 
Deitz

Comment 
F.1.18.1.

I purchased Woodie Watson’s property 
along Highway 85 next to Long X Bridge. 
The homestead on the southeast corner. I 
would like to be informed on any meetings 
I may attend on this expansion project. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

While additional meetings for the project are not 
planned, notification of any project meetings 
scheduled would be mailed to all property owners 
along the project corridor, advertised in local 
newspapers, and posted on the project Website. 

Comment 
F.1.18.2.

Some of my current concerns are bridge 
expansion as its out my front door. Another 
concern is expanding the portion through 
the lower badlands (approx. 5 miles). I 
would like info on how these two issues will 
affect my property and my access to enter 
Highway 85. Not only in the future but also 
during construction of a new bridge as my 
wife and I use the bridge daily for work.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Long X Bridge 
Options

Construction 
and 
Maintenance

The NDDOT will address these concerns 
as part of ROW negotiations. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.18.3.

My immediate issue is the speed limit. As I 
believe it should be 55 mph, also the issue 
of no curve signs on the north south turns. 
Another is no guard rail or signs through the 
area. I believe decreased speed and signs would 
currently decrease the amount of accidents in 
the area. The normal person drives properly, 
but most people up here are in a hurry ridding 
your bumper and risking many lives passing 
others. It’s like Christmas on the road north 
and south of my place watching the police 
lights, ambulance and tow trucks at night.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Safety

According to the AASHTO Green Book—A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the design 
speed of a roadway is determined by roadway geometry, 
with posted speed limits based on the design speed 
and policy. Regardless of the posted speed limit, the 
actual operational speed of traffic is based on driver 
comfort, which is tied to roadway geometry and design.

Permanent signing along public highways in 
North Dakota is installed in accordance with 
the NDDOT Design Manual and MUTCD.

While guardrail is not currently proposed, it 
would be determined during final design.

Comment 
F.1.18.4.

First of you need to put signage up as you 
enter the badlands on north and south. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Permanent signing along public highways in 
North Dakota is installed in accordance with 
the NDDOT Design Manual and MUTCD.

Comment 
F.1.18.5.

Also need to change the speed limit, as I nearly 
get run over as I exit or enter my driveway. 

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

According to the AASHTO Green Book—A Policy on 
Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, the design 
speed of a roadway is determined by roadway geometry, 
with posted speed limits based on the design speed 
and policy. Regardless of the posted speed limit, the 
actual operational speed of traffic is based on driver 
comfort, which is tied to roadway geometry and design.

Comment 
F.1.18.6.

On a weekly basis I watch all the cops lights 
on the north slope cleaning up accidents.

Safety Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.18.7.

Next as I own the property on the south 
east side of the bridge, I would like to be 
informed on any meetings I may attend.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

While additional meetings for the project are not 
planned, notification of any project meetings 
scheduled would be mailed to all property owners 
along the project corridor, advertised in local 
newspapers, and posted on the project Website. 

Comment 
F.1.18.8.

I am all for the expansion, just concerned 
about the location of the new bridge and 
which one of the 3 proposals you may 
decide on. As this is out my front door. 

Long X Bridge 
Options

Option LX-3 was identified as part of the Preferred 
Alternative in the Draft EIS. The NDDOT will address 
these concerns as part of ROW negotiations. 

F.1.19. 
Michaela Deitz

Comment 
F.1.19.1.

As a land owner living by highway 85 I 
understand the need for a new bridge although 
I am uncertain a 4 lane road is needed. The 
traffic here is very sporadic and never bumper 
to bumper. With the dynamics of the land here, 
and how it shifts I have concerns this plan 
will only be an expensive temporary fix. 

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Construction 
and 
Maintenance

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.19.2.

Thank you for a very well written and thoughtful 
plan. I am sure that all parties involved will 
be able to come to a successful resolution.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.20. Weston 
Deitz

Comment 
F.1.20.1.

I travel this highway often to visit family in 
Watford City. I see no need for our tax paying 
money to go into a four lane highway through 
there. There just isn’t a substantial amount of 
traffic on the road to justify such a project.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.20.2.

If you are looking to make it safer, lower the 
speed limit coming down into the valley across 
the bridge. Don’t waste your time, and our money.

Safety Comment noted.

F.1.21. Allen 
Domagala

Comment 
F.1.21.1.

When discussing the 4-lane project on 
Highway 85 between Belfield and Watford City, 
I would like to see a new bridge at the river.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.21.2.

But I would also propose to keep the existing 
3- lane going up and down through the badlands 
valley as it is. Don’t rework this area of road.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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F.1.22. 
Economic 
Development 
Association of 
North Dakota

Comment 
F.1.22.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.22.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four-lane system including the Long 
X Bridge, will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.22.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
we look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.23. Fisher 
Industries

Comment 
F.1.23.1.

In North Dakota, this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.23.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system, including the Long 
X Bridge, will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.23.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.24. Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
F.1.24.1.

Roundabouts—Please make them bigger. Lots 
of long trucks, snow plows ease and handle 
volume of traffic better if larger radius.

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

The roundabout design would take into account 
industry and trucking needs and would be designed 
to accommodate long and oversized loads. 

Comment 
F.1.24.2.

Access to USFS recreation sites—Make sure 
save access for northbound traffic to go 
west—especially at CCC camp south of Long X 
Bridge along w/proper signage (destination).

Property Access Access to all USFS recreation sites, including 
the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) 
Campground, would be maintained. 

Comment 
F.1.24.3.

Really look at culverts under road 
approaches—Drain away from approaches. 
Excavation much cheaper than $3–5000 
per culvert—only moisture in a lot of road 
culverts under approaches is when a badger, 
skunk, etc. goes to the bathroom in them.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

During final design, a hydraulic analysis 
would be conducted on approach culverts 
to ensure appropriate design. 

F.1.25. 
GreenField 
Finance Group

Comment 
F.1.25.1.

We are GreenField Finance Group. We 
would appreciate the opportunity to 
provide funding for this project.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.26. Gerry 
Grosulak

Comment 
F.1.26.1.

I am hoping for a left turn lane at 29th Str SW in 
Billings County due to there being 4–5 wrecks 
on that corner in the last 10 years or so. 
There have been fatalities there in the past. 

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

No left turn lanes are currently proposed in 
this location; however, turn lane locations 
would be reevaluated during final design. 

Comment 
F.1.26.2.

Also, I am in the process of selling lots in 
a subdivision west of 85 @ 29th Str SW 
so there is increasing traffic there.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.26.3.

Other comments would be that I am happy 
to see this project going forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.27. Terry 
L. and Elaine 
Johnson

Comment 
F.1.27.1.

As a family we live on highway 85 and 
support the expansion of 85 to a four 
lane highway. Primary reasons being the 
safety and access to the highway. There 
continues to be a lot of traffic on the highway 
and I feel it will continue to increase.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Safety 

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.27.2.

It is imperative that the Long X Bridge 
be replaced and it can no longer meet 
the needs of the commercial traffic.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.27.3.

We support the expansion of highway 85 to a four 
lane highway and replacing the Long X Bridge.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.28. Teresa 
A. Kessel

Comment 
F.1.28.1.

I want to thank you and your staff and Jen 
and all the staff from KLJ for giving a very 
detailed presentation on the Hwy 85 expansion 
project. It appears to me some people come 
have some sleepless nights trying to keep 
everyone happy on their own issues.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.28.2.

If the land owners near the Long X Bridge are 
concerned about having a bad view of the new 
bridge and traffic noise they can plant trees. The 
Badlands cedar I think would be the best option.

Noise Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.28.3.

Once again thanks for the updates on this project. General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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F.1.29. 
Corinne Lee

Comment 
F.1.29.1.

As I looked over the alternatives to the highway 
85 expansion I was extremely disappointed 
that there was no alternative of bypassing the 
north unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park 
completely and constructing a new truck route a 
few miles east of the current highway 85. There is 
an area south of Long X Bridge at approximately 
mile marker 125 where the proposed 4-lane 
expansion highway could continue east and 
curve around TRNP completely for a few miles 
and then reconnect with current highway 85 
at mile marker 132. The new stretch of road 
(truck route) could be 4-lane like the rest of 
the proposed 4-lane expansion of highway 
85 and the current stretch of highway 85 that 
goes through the park could remain a 2-lane 
highway and remain a scenic route to the park.

I’m sure others have mentioned this option, 
but it appears that this option has not been 
taken seriously. There are several proposals to 
bypass Fairfield, but none to bypass the much 
more fragile and sensitive area of a national 
park! That does not make sense. There are 
numerous proposals of ways to mitigate the 
effect of a 4-lane highway going through TRNP, 
but bypassing the park is not listed as an option!

Bypassing the park would solve most of these 
problems. Truck traffic would be diverted from 
the park, it will move faster, without congestion. 
A new bridge is needed which can be built on 
the new stretch of road and the historic Long 
X Bridge can remain on the scenic route to the 
park (and it could even be a toll bridge so that 
the oil companies can pay for some of the cost 
of constructing this new and improved highway 
and bridge---which is being built because of 
their impact on the area). The impact of having 
a 4-lane highway so close to the park would 
be lessened for people, wildlife, the noise level, 
the air quality, even the land of the park itself.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

TRNP/Public 
Lands

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a total of 
13 reasonable alternatives for the roadway expansion 
through the Badlands area of the project corridor were 
considered during development of the alternatives. The 
analysis of the various alternatives considered using the 
existing alignment, boring a tunnel, and constructing 
new alignments around the TRNP – North Unit. Several of 
the alternatives considered would have constructability 
issues (e.g., geotechnical and engineering issues, 
excessive earthwork), would not be cost-effective, and 
would impact pristine/sensitive areas of the Badlands. 
Additionally, some of the alternatives failed to meet 
the project’s purpose and need. Therefore, all of these 
alternatives were eliminated from further detailed 
analysis. Roadway design standards allow for flexibility 
in application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project. 
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit, while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need.  

Comment 
F.1.29.2.

All of the “fixes” that are being proposed will 
not result in a net positive gain for the park, the 
animals and people that live there and people 
that make the extra effort to spend time there. 

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.29.3.

You can not mitigate the increased impact of so 
much more traffic moving through the park (lets 
not forget the additional truck traffic that has 
currently been using highway 22 because the 
trucks are to large to pass under Long X Bridge).

Traffic Volume/
Operations

A Traffic Operations Report, including existing 
and projected traffic volumes, was completed for 
the project in 2016 (appended by reference to the 
Draft EIS). The report indicated that the addition of 
capacity is not anticipated to increase traffic volume 
along the corridor. Traffic projections were based on 
typical NDDOT projections for rural infrastructure 
in oil-producing areas of North Dakota.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.29.4.

If the expanded 4-lane bypasses the 
park, the nature of the park and the park 
experience would remain intact and the oil 
trucks can move, unhindered along their 
new 4-lane designated truck route.

This seems like a reasonable compromise 
where both sides would win. The state of 
North Dakota needs to protect our very special 
natural and national treasures. The proposed 
alternatives (alternative?s?---really? #1-
one type of 4-lane highway and #2-another 
type of 4-lane highway) do not do this.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a total of 
13 reasonable alternatives for the roadway expansion 
through the Badlands area of the project corridor were 
considered during development of the alternatives. The 
analysis of the various alternatives considered using the 
existing alignment, boring a tunnel, and constructing 
new alignments around the TRNP – North Unit. Several of 
the alternatives considered would have constructability 
issues (e.g., geotechnical and engineering issues, 
excessive earthwork), would not be cost-effective, and 
would impact pristine/sensitive areas of the Badlands. 
Additionally, some of the alternatives failed to meet 
the project’s purpose and need. Therefore, all of these 
alternatives were eliminated from further detailed 
analysis. Roadway design standards allow for flexibility 
in application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project. 
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit, while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.29.5.

North Dakota government is supposed to 
work for the people, but they continually 
side with big money special interests like the 
oil companies (to the detriment of many). 
This would be a good time to do something 
that benefits the people of ND by protecting 
our park from further degradation. 

Purpose 
and Need

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.29.6.

Please reconsider the bypass alternative 
and add it to the limited and incomplete 
alternatives that have been presented.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a total of 
13 reasonable alternatives for the roadway expansion 
through the Badlands area of the project corridor were 
considered during development of the alternatives. The 
analysis of the various alternatives considered using the 
existing alignment, boring a tunnel, and constructing 
new alignments around the TRNP – North Unit. Several of 
the alternatives considered would have constructability 
issues (e.g., geotechnical and engineering issues, 
excessive earthwork), would not be cost-effective, and 
would impact pristine/sensitive areas of the Badlands. 
Additionally, some of the alternatives failed to meet 
the project’s purpose and need. Therefore, all of these 
alternatives were eliminated from further detailed 
analysis. Roadway design standards allow for flexibility 
in application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project. 
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit, while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment Received Theme Response

F.1.30. Jon 
Maristuen

Comment 
F.1.30.1.

I believe this roadway needs to be 4 lane surface 
to support the volume of traffic which has been, 
is, and will continue to grow in the future of 
western North Dakota. The eastern and middle 
regions of the state benefit from 4 lane roadways, 
western North Dakota should be no exception.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.30.2.

As to funding, appropriate the western’s fair share 
of the increased tax revenue showing up down 
in Bismarck back out to construct this roadway. 
That expenditure will come back to the state 10 
time again in oil dollars over its 40 years life 
span of the roadway. Remember they plan to 
drill 50,000 more wells in western North Dakota 
in the next 40 years. Compute the tax dollars 
off that number and tell us out in western North 
Dakota whom has family, friends, co-workers 
driving this roadway every day its not doable yet.

Please get the funding appropriated and put 
this project on the top of the NDDOT’s list.

Timeframe 
and Cost

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.30.3.

Travelers desire and deserve a 4 lane surface 
in the only region of the state without one!

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

F.1.31. James 
W. Martens

Comment 
F.1.31.1.

The “four-laning” of Highway 85 between Watford 
City and Belfield is long overdue. I’ve frequently 
traveled this section of Highway 85 over the 
past decade for business and personal travel. 
Even with the improvements made between 
2010 and 2012, this stretch of road remains 
difficult and, in my opinion, dangerous to travel.

I’ve been in and observed too many “close call” 
scenarios with vehicles passing trucks. Two of 
the most frightening were the time I observed an 
oil truck that sped up to not permit a motorist to 
pass, almost leading to a head-on collision with 
another oil truck, and the time I was forced to take 
the shoulder because one oil truck was passing 
another coming head-on. These both occurred 
in the Billings County section of the highway 
which illustrates the need for four lanes south of 
ND200 in addition to the stretch between Watford 
City and the McKenzie County Line/ND200. 

Safety Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.31.2.

As an avid outdoorsman and “lover” of TRNP 
and the badlands, I appreciate some of the 
concerns about the area around the North 
Unit and the fate of the historic Long X Bridge. 
However, the highway is already expanded 
to three lanes directly adjacent to the park 
climbing out of the Little Missouri valley. Thus, 
the argument that it would take away from 
the scenic valley comes up a bit short. 

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.31.3.

This road needs to be four lanes from 
I94 to Watford City. We don’t need to see 
any more traffic fatalities on this stretch 
of road – especially when we have the 
opportunity to make a change for the better.

Safety Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.31.4.

I hope the department “hastens forward 
quickly,” as TR might say, with this vital 
highway project for western North Dakota. 

Timeframe 
and Cost

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.31.5.

Thank you for your time and consideration 
of this e-mail in support of the proposal.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Number

Comment Received Theme Response

F.1.32. 
McKenzie 
County Job 
Development 
Authority

Comment 
F.1.32.1.

The McKenzie County JDA is excited about 
the Highway 85 expansion project and would 
like to offer support of the following options:

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.32.2.

A Divided Four-lane Option for the Entire Length 
of the Project With a Depressed Median: After 
careful review and discussion we support an 
option for a four-lane highway with a depressed 
median from Watford City to the City of Belfield. 
It is highly desirable for safety and efficient 
movement of traffic to maintain a four-lane 
option for the entire length of the project.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.32.3.

Replacement of Existing Long X Bridge With a 
New Four-lane Structure: Building a four-lane 
bridge and completely removing the existing 
structure is a high priority for the community. The 
existing bridge, and any other form of the current 
structure, pose a larger risk for the environment 
and do not meet the demands of future traffic.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.32.4.

Also, knowing the history of accidents due 
to the current structure and the critical 
need of this location makes it very hard to 
accept any form of the current structure.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.32.5.

Roundabout at the Intersection of CR 30 and 
Hwy 85: CR 30 east and west of Highway 85 
has a large number of businesses generating 
an increased traffic of large trucks and other 
commercial vehicles. Traffic safety records 
from our local roads is alarming and this 
intersection has potential for dangerous 
traffic conditions, hence we request to 
build a roundabout at this location in order 
to improve the safety of all drivers.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Safety

Your desire to see a roundabout constructed at the 
intersection of County Road 30 is noted. Under the 
Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft EIS, the 
expanded highway would tie into the previously 
expanded, four-lane highway south of the intersection 
of US Highway 85 with McKenzie County Road 30. 
No modifications to this intersection are proposed. 

Comment 
F.1.32.6.

We would support the option of a signalized 
intersection instead of the roundabout option 
if the cost of building a roundabout at this 
location has a potential to burden the four-lane 
option for the entire length of the project.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Your desire to see a signal installed at the intersection 
of County Road 30 is noted. Under the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Draft EIS, the expanded 
highway would tie into the previously expanded, 
four-lane highway south of the intersection of US 
Highway 85 with McKenzie County Road 30. No 
modifications to this intersection are proposed.

Comment 
F.1.32.7.

Roundabout at the Intersection of Hwy 
200 and Hwy 85: Due to ongoing traffic 
safety issues from the traffic specific to the 
Bakken Region, we request a roundabout 
at this location with a high priority.

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.32.8.

We would support other options if the 
cost of building a roundabout has a 
potential to burden the four-lane option 
for the entire length of the project.

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.32.9.

Proposed Option of Four-lanes With Flush Median 
Through Grassy Butte: Proposed option of 
four-lanes with flush median along the eastern 
edge of Grassy Butte is an acceptable option.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Your preference for a flush median four-lane 
section near Grassy Butte is noted. The Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Draft EIS includes a 
four-lane, divided, depressed median (Alternative B) 
along the existing alignment near Grassy Butte.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.32.10.

Multi-purpose Trail Connection From Watford 
City to Maah Daah Hey Trail: McKenzie County 
and the City of Watford City continue to plan 
and implement a comprehensive Pedestrian 
and Bikeway Plan that embraces a healthy 
and active community that is essential for a 
growing regional center. This plan is 30 years 
in the making. At the heart of this plan is the 
desire to create a connection from Watford City 
to Theodore Roosevelt National Park OR to the 
CCC Camp south of Long X Bridge. We believe 
that the critical first step towards this goal is the 
inclusion of a trail along US 85 to be built and 
funded in conjunction with the highway widening. 
Once completed, this trail would be owned, 
operated, and maintained by McKenzie County. 

Trail Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.32.11.

If funding is limited, at least this trail be graded 
and brought to the level where it can be paved 
at a later date by the local authorities.

Trail Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.32.12.

Just like other priorities mentioned above, 
we will support an option without the trail 
if it has a potential to burden the four-lane 
for the entire length of the project.

Trail Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.32.13.

We are grateful for the opportunity to give our 
comments and look forward to working with 
North Dakota Department of Transportation 
to make this project a successful model of 
cooperation between DOT and local communities.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.33. Brenda 
L. Menier

Comment 
F.1.33.1.

I am writing to express my concerns about 
the proposed HWY 85 expansion through 
the Little Missouri State Scenic River Valley. 
This proposed expansion is worrisome in 
terms of impact on wildlife, the wilderness 
experience for all who enjoy our National 
Parks and the impact on our state budget.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Timeframe 
and Cost

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.33.2.

The often used phrase, “If you build it they will 
come”, is apt for this proposal of building a four 
lane divided highway. Once completed, traffic will 
increase and magnify the impact on wildlife and 
the serenity and quiet that park enthusiasts seek.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

A Traffic Operations Report, including existing 
and projected traffic volumes, was completed for 
the project in 2016 (appended by reference to the 
Draft EIS). The report indicated that the addition of 
capacity is not anticipated to increase traffic volume 
along the corridor. Traffic projections were based on 
typical NDDOT projections for rural infrastructure 
in oil-producing areas of North Dakota.

Comment 
F.1.33.3.

Wilderness areas across the nation are at 
risk for development and exploitation. We 
need to do everything we can to protect 
them. What kind of legacy are we leaving for 
our children and grandchildren? Surely there 
are other ways to improve the roadway and 
bridge without destroying additional land 
and wildlife habitat that are far less costly 
to the taxpayer and the environment.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, the purpose of 
the project includes addressing needs associated with 
safety, social demands, and economic development; 
system linkage/connectivity; capacity/traffic volumes; 
transportation demand/roadway classification; slope 
instability or landslides; and ecological connectivity. 
Roadway design standards allow for flexibility in 
application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project.  
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce 
the roadway footprint to the extent practicable while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

F-27

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85

Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

F.1.34. Adam 
Miller

Comment 
F.1.34.1.

I would like to express my support for the 
proposed wildlife crossings that are part of this 
project, especially the area directly around the 
north unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park. 
This area is key to many wildlife species, notably 
bighorn sheep which the state has struggled 
to maintain healthy population for around 60 
years now. Unfortunately, wildlife being struck 
by highway traffic in that area is so prevalent 
that it has become accepted as normal. A 
person can not drive that stretch without seeing 
vehicle struck dead animals in various states 
of decay. It’s disheartening on behalf of the 
wildlife and a human health and injury concern 
for the vehicle operators and passengers.

Wildlife crossings in Montana and Wyoming 
have been very popular and useful in providing 
safe highway crossings for wildlife while 
limiting negative interactions between wildlife 
and the general public. I believe they are 
invaluable as a conservation tool and preventing 
vehicle accidents, ultimately saving the public 
money in vehicle repairs, insurance costs 
and possibly even a human life in the rare 
life threatening vehicle-animal collision.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.34.2.

I appreciate the NNDOT’s time and effort in 
reading my comments and the value they have 
placed in ensuring that the wildlife crossings 
will be constructed as part of the project.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.34.3.

I am writing to inform you that believe the 
proposed wildlife crossings for the US Highway 
85 expansion are vitally important. Certain 
stretches of that Highway, specifically the area 
south of the Long X have an exceptionally rate 
of vehicle/wildlife collisions. Unfortunately 
as it stands, the wildlife have little choice. 
The wildlife crossings, specifically an 
overpass for the bighorn sheep, would be 
very beneficial to wildlife and people. It will 
make travel safer for all involved. These 
types of crossings have been very popular in 
other states and the beneficial results have 
been well documented. Please consider 
going forward with the wildlife crossings.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Comment noted.

F.1.35. Stephen 
Mishkin

Comment 
F.1.35.1.

I oppose any expansion of the stretch of 
U.S. Highway 85 that runs through the North 
Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.35.2.

There is no compelling reason why the seven-
mile stretch of roadway through the North Unit 
has to be expanded. Keep it a two-lane highway.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.35.3.

Forcing vehicles to slow down through this stretch 
is a reasonable burden, given the importance of 
this national park to North Dakota and the nation.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.35.4.

Commerce should take a back seat to 
preservation here, to protect this special place.

Economy

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Number
Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.35.5.

The North Unit is all designated wilderness 
to the west of the highway (except for 
the scenic roadway in the park). It is land 
devoted to solitude, beauty, self-reflection, 
and the remarkable land conservation legacy 
of Theodore Roosevelt. Its values must be 
protected forever. A four lane highway through 
the park, at the very edge of the wilderness, 
is wrong and should be rejected as a violation 
of the legacy of Theodore Roosevelt.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.35.6.

If Federal and Montana officials sought to 
expand Highway 191 into a four-lane highway 
inside Yellowstone National Park, there would 
be an uproar and no such effort would be 
tolerated. It should not be tolerated here either. 
A four-lane highway in a treasured and strikingly 
scenic national park, especially one dedicated 
to the legacy of a man who advocated the 
“strenuous life” and whose view of automobiles 
was decidedly negative, must be rejected.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.35.7.

What do you mean that a Memorandum of 
Agreement “is being created between the FHWA, 
NDDOT, and SHPO to mitigate for the Adverse 
Effect on the Long X Bridge”? How can you 
be working on an MOA when you haven’t even 
approved the project, or any specific piece of it?

Long X Bridge 
Options

Per 23 USC 144, a bridge listed or eligible for listing on 
the NRHP must be made available for adoption prior to 
removal under the Bridge Adoption Program. Offering 
the bridge for adoption is required under the terms of 
the Section 106 MOA for the Long X Bridge. The MOA is 
necessary to resolve potential adverse effects to the Long 
X Bridge per 36 CFR 800—the regulations implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Per FHWA’s Technical Advisory, T 6640.8A to the fullest 
extent possible, a final EIS needs to demonstrate that 
all the requirements of 36 CFR 800 have been met.

Comment 
F.1.35.8.

Why have there been no public hearings 
outside of the roadway corridor? Why not 
a hearing? In Bismarck, or Minneapolis? 
People care about Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park and need to know about 
proposals that threaten the park’s integrity.

Public 
Involvement

Various public meetings for the project have been held 
in Belfield, Fairfield, and Watford City, North Dakota. 
In addition, a project Website has been created to 
provide information and accept comments from 
any interested stakeholders with internet access.

Comment 
F.1.35.9.

Theodore Roosevelt National Park is a tiny 
fraction of the land base of North Dakota (about 
100 square miles out of more than 70,000). 
The North Unit’s designated wilderness is 
a mere speck of land in a giant state, just 
19,410 acres. Amazingly, this is the largest 
designated wilderness in North Dakota. It 
should be treated as the most valuable land 
in the state. No four-lane highway should 
be allowed on the eastern boundary of this 
specially designated land. Nothing could 
possibly mitigate the damage that a four-lane 
highway would do to this area. The value of 
this national park and wilderness area grows 
every day, as more of our lands are developed 
and human population expands and spreads.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.35.10.

The Draft EIS indicates that your “preferred 
alternative” may cost as much as 469 million 
dollars, though funding has been secured only 
for the bridge project. Why do you not have an 
alternative that would cost $100 million, in case 
that is all the money that can be secured? You 
have not examined any set of intermediate goals 
to make a few improvements on the roadway

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Timeframe 
and Cost

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project. Many of these alternatives were eliminated 
during the evaluation process due to a variety of reasons; 
for example, alternatives not considered reasonable/
feasible, inconsistent with existing reports/studies, 
and failure to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Name/Entity (a) Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.35.11.

I support improving the bridge and putting in 
wildlife crossings, and perhaps expanding the 
roadway in places, but I do not support any 
expansion of the highway through the park.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.35.12.

You have not clearly explained how expanding 
this highway will enhance public safety. Widening 
a highway encourages drivers to go faster, 
thus making the roadway more dangerous.

Safety As identified in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative has several associated safety improvements; 
for example, improved access control; additional driving 
lanes and expanded shoulders to provide additional 
space for law enforcement to pull vehicles over and an 
opportunity for other drivers to merge into the left lane 
when passing a stopped vehicle on the right shoulder; a 
depressed, center median to provide an additional level of 
protection from head on crashes; and a reduced potential 
for wildlife-vehicle collisions through the incorporation 
of wildlife crossings and associated fencing. 

Comment 
F.1.35.13.

I have visited Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park’s South Unit in the past, and will be 
visiting the North Unit later this year. I do 
not come to North Dakota to see oil rigs 
and interstate highways. I come to see the 
dramatic and spectacular landscape of the 
Badlands. I will continue to visit only if such 
landscapes (small as they are) are protected.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

F.1.36. 
National Parks 
Conservation 
Association

Comment 
F.1.36.1.

While NPCA does not oppose improvements 
to Highway 85 generally, we remain highly 
concerned the project does not provide a 
reasonable range of alternatives for sections of 
highway that run through Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park, the Little Missouri River Valley, 
and other sensitive areas. For this reason, 
NPCA cannot support the North Dakota 
Department of Transportation’s (NDDOT) 
and the Federal Highway Administration’s 
(FHWA) build alternatives. We disagree with 
the NDDOT and FHWA conclusion that “robust” 
alternatives development and screening 
process constitute a reasonable range of 
alternatives. The DEIS does not address 
the alternatives concerns raised by several 
stakeholders, and the flexible design options 
for the proposed action remain too narrow.

The National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) requires consideration of alternatives 
to any proposed action requiring the 
development of an environmental impact 
statement. The courts have imposed a 
‘reasonableness’ standard to the alternatives 
requirement. Every reasonable alternative 
must be considered. An EIS is inadequate 
if it fails to consider a viable alternative.

While flexible design options are admirable, 
minor changes to small areas do not constitute a 
‘reasonable range of alternatives’ under NEPA.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project. Many of these alternatives were eliminated 
during the evaluation process due to a variety of reasons; 
for example, alternatives not considered reasonable/
feasible, inconsistent with existing reports/studies, 
and failure to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.36.2.

We continue to ask that you redefine the need 
of project from “to expand US Highway 85 to 
four lanes between I-94 and US Highway 2” to 
a need that reflects the purpose of the project.

Purpose 
and Need

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS, the need for the 
project includes safety, social demands, and economic 
development; system linkage/connectivity; capacity/traffic 
volumes; transportation demand/roadway classification; 
slope instability or landslides; and ecological connectivity. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.3.

Because the project spans 62 miles and 
encompasses vastly different environmental, 
geologic, geographical, and population density 
areas, the project should be segmented. E.g., 
a significant amount of attention and priority 
has been given to safety issues related to the 
Long X bridge itself (not enough clearance 
for over-height loads and not wide enough 
to clear accidents while maintaining traffic 
flow). Those issues have virtually nothing 
to do with the remainder of the project.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

In development of the logical termini for the project, 
it was determined that a project within the Badlands 
or that only replaced the Long X Bridge would not 
have independent utility. In accordance with 40 
CFR 1500-1508, care was taken not to segment 
the project into smaller components that may 
have had no significant impact on their own.

Comment 
F.1.36.4.

NPCA acknowledges the importance of 
improving bridge safety and reliability at the 
Long X crossing. NPCA does not object to the 
replacement of the current bridge. The current 
bridge could be replaced with a four-lane bridge, 
as proposed in the DEIS. While routinely carrying 
only two lanes of traffic, such a bridge would 
allow traffic to flow even while stalled vehicles 
are being cleared or vehicle crashes are being 
investigated, simply by setting up movable traffic 
lane-change barriers during such incidents.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.36.5.

In addition to segmenting the bridge as a separate 
project, the seven miles of roadway through the 
Little Missouri Valley should also be considered 
a separate project. Because the instability and 
erodibility of the steep valley slopes are the 
very thing that make the Badlands a tourist 
attraction, the plan to lay the slopes back for 
hundreds of feet is nothing short of the complete 
destruction of the Badlands in the project area.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Geological 
Resources

In development of the logical termini for the project, 
it was determined that a project within the Badlands 
or that only replaced the Long X Bridge would not 
have independent utility. In accordance with 40 
CFR 1500-1508, care was taken not to segment 
the project into smaller components that may 
have had no significant impact on their own.

Comment 
F.1.36.6.

Since there is currently no federal nor state 
funding identified for any portion of the project 
other than the bridge plus approximately one mile 
on either end of the bridge, NPCA respectfully 
requests, at a minimum, that the one mile on 
either end be shortened to the greatest extent 
possible, i.e., re-design and re-build just enough 
section of road to connect the current roadway 
to the new bridge and do nothing more.

If the remainder of the project is never funded, 
the proposed destruction of two miles of 
Badlands topography will have been spared 
(except to the extent that some slopes have 
already been carved substantially back from 
the road in recent ‘improvement’ projects).

Timeframe 
and Cost

Long X Bridge 
Options

Replacement of the Long X Bridge would 
include approximately 1 mile of roadway 
construction in each direction to match the 
roadway with the new bridge location.

Comment 
F.1.36.7.

On the other hand, if the remainder of the 
project is funded 10 or 20 years into the 
future, new stabilization technologies may 
have been developed which would not require 
such a massive amount of earth moving as is 
proposed in the DEIS preferred alternative.

Timeframe 
and Cost

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

The Long X Bridge is the only segment of the project 
corridor for which funding has currently been identified. 
Prior to constructing any additional segments, the 
FHWA would ensure that conditions and assumptions 
identified in the Final EIS/ROD remain valid. If it 
is determined that circumstances have changed, 
supplemental NEPA documentation may be warranted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.8.

Protection of Theodore Roosevelt National Park: 
Highway 85 runs directly through a portion 
of Theodore Roosevelt National Park’s North 
Unit, which is comprised mostly of designated 
Wilderness and provides visitors with quiet 
and solitude. Changes and improvements to 
the road through the park should be minimal 
and should be accomplished using the existing 
right-of-way from the National Park Service. 
The DEIS states that expanding the highway 
will stay within the existing right-of-way.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Roadway design standards allow for flexibility in 
application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project. 
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint, including minimizing the acquisition 
of new ROW/easements to the extent practicable. A 
new Highway Easement Deed from the NPS would be 
required for the project; however, due to the incorporation 
of design modifications, the new Deed associated with 
the project would encompass the same area as the 
existing Deed. Note that the new Deed would include an 
additional 0.2 acres impacted by a recent landslide repair 
project (unrelated to the proposed action identified in 
this EIS) that was covered under a Special-Use Permit. 

Comment 
F.1.36.9.

Landslides occur throughout highway corridor 
in the park and it is inevitable that they will 
continue to occur. A wider road will cause these 
events to occur in broader margin of the corridor 
and will create a need for a broader margin 
of mitigation measures. NDDOT and FHWA 
must examine the impacts a wider road would 
have on landslide events and the potential for 
increased and wider mitigation measures that 
would fall outside the existing right-of-way.

Geological 
Resources

Geotechnical investigations were completed, and 
preliminary geotechnical designs for cut and fill 
slopes were recommended for the landslide-prone 
areas of the Badlands. Details regarding benching and 
slope recommendations are being incorporated into 
the project design. In addition, an anchored, drilled 
shaft structure is proposed to be installed near RP 
128 to improve stability of an active landslide.

Comment 
F.1.36.10.

Protection of the Scenic Views from Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park: The park entrance 
and visitor center, as well as many miles of 
the North Unit Scenic Drive overlook the area 
surrounding Highway 85. While the DEIS does 
address replacing the Long X Bridge with the 
park’s viewshed in mind, it did not address the 
serious impacts expanding the road in this area 
would have on the park’s scenery. The amount of 
material that would need to be removed and the 
road cuts that would be necessary to attempt an 
expanded road in this area would be major visual 
intrusions on the park and surrounding area.

Visual 
Resources

As discussed in Chapter 5 (Visual) of the Draft 
EIS, a viewshed analysis was conducted for the 
TRNP – North Unit and within DPG MAs 1.2A and 
1.31, in accordance with the Viewshed Analysis 
Methodology Memorandum (2017) developed in 
coordination with cooperating agencies for the project. 
The analysis included simulating the visual impacts 
of the project from several vantage points within the 
TRNP – North Unit and USFS-managed lands, including 
cut sections, flattened slopes, and wildlife fencing. A 
total of 24 vantage points were considered within the 
TRNP – North Unit and LMNG as part of a viewshed 
analysis developed with the cooperating agencies. It 
was determined that viewsheds from the TRNP – North 
Unit would not be appreciably limited and impacts on 
the scenic quality would be minor in affected locations.

Comment 
F.1.36.11.

Protection of Natural Sounds and Quiet in 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park: Sound 
carries a long distance in the Little Missouri 
River Valley. Construction or enhancement 
of a road within the valley through and near 
the North Unit should be done in such a 
way that will keep sound to a minimum. 

Noise As discussed in Chapter 5 (Noise) of the Draft EIS, 
localized, temporary, and intermittent noise from 
construction activities would vary depending on 
the type of equipment used, the area that the action 
would occur in, and the distance from the noise 
source. Timing restrictions for construction activities 
would be implemented near the TRNP – North Unit.

Comment 
F.1.36.12.

Lower speed limits should be 
posted and enforced.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.36.13.

If the Long X Bridge is retrofitted, sound 
should be a consideration. If a new bridge is 
constructed, it should be a “quiet bridge” which 
uses state-of-the art, cutting-edge technology 
to reduce sound from cars and trucks.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Noise

A grinding technique (similar to Next Generation Concrete 
Surface treatments) would be implemented on the new 
bridge. This grinding technique has been shown to 
reduce tire noise relative to traditional deck surfacing. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.14.

In addition, any new pavement should be 
of the quietest type possible to mitigate 
sound impacts in the national park.

Noise A Quiet Pavement Memorandum was completed for the 
project and is appended by reference to the Draft EIS. 
As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS, results of the 
quiet pavement assessment indicate that quiet pavements 
have the benefit of noticeably reducing traffic noise 
when they are first installed; however, the noise-reducing 
properties of many of the existing quiet pavements 
reduce with time as the voids fill in. In some cases, noise 
levels from quiet pavements are similar to those of a 
standard pavement within only a few years of installation.

Comment 
F.1.36.15.

While sound studies were conducted, low-
frequency sound should be evaluated.

Noise Analysis of Low Frequency Noise is not required 
under 23 CFR 772. Typically, such analysis would 
not be considered for highway projects since it goes 
beyond the level of analysis required by 23 CFR 
772 for Type I projects. Therefore, analysis of Low 
Frequency Noise is not proposed for the project.

Comment 
F.1.36.16.

Protection of the Little Missouri River Valley: 
The Little Missouri State Scenic River is 
integral to the national park, adjoining U.S. 
Forest Service roadless areas, and wildlife. 
The 6 - 8 mile stretch of Highway 85 from 
rim to rim above the river should be treated 
differently from the rest of the highway.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

As discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS, several 
separate analyses (e.g., SPreAD, viewshed, wildlife 
crossings/accommodation, geotechnical) were 
conducted for the Badlands segment of the project 
corridor. Roadway design standards allow for flexibility 
in application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project.  
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit, while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need. 

Comment 
F.1.36.17.

This section is important for its scenic value, 
for the integrity of the Little Missouri State 
Scenic River, to Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park and the adjoining roadless areas that help 
to protect the national park, and as a wildlife 
corridor. Most of this section is already a three 
lane road, which allows for passing as needed. 
Maintaining it in its current state (with minor 
improvements as needed) will protect the many 
values of the Little Missouri River Valley.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Roadway design standards allow for flexibility in 
application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project.  
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit, while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.36.18.

Protection of Wildlife: Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park is a haven for wildlife, and the 
Little Missouri River corridor and surrounding 
U.S. Forest Service roadless areas are critical 
to wildlife movement and survival. Bighorn 
sheep and other large animals have been 
needlessly killed on the Little Missouri River 
Valley stretch of Highway 85 due to vehicle 
collisions. The proposed action of expanding the 
highway to four-lanes through the park would 
be detrimental to wildlife. The DEIS minimally 
mitigates this issue by reducing highway speed 
through Theodore Roosevelt National Park by 
5 mph. A more significant review of highway 
speed in this area should be conducted to 
evaluate if a 5-mph reduction is significant 
enough to decrease wildlife collisions.

Wildlife 
Resources

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

The Preferred Alternative includes three wildlife crossings 
(i.e., structures along roadways that provide wildlife 
habitat connections). The crossings are intended to 
facilitate movement for terrestrial wildlife along the 
project corridor, particularly bighorn sheep, mule deer, 
and white-tailed deer. All three wildlife crossings would 
be located within the Badlands segment of the project 
corridor and are intended to function as a system in 
conjunction with wildlife fencing that would direct wildlife 
to the crossings and exclude it from the roadway. 

Various methods for reducing wildlife-vehicle collisions 
were analyzed in the Wildlife Crossing/Accommodation 
Volume I: Need and Feasibility Assessment (appended 
by reference to the Draft EIS). Studies have shown 
that actions which target drivers, such as reducing 
posted speed limits, generally do not have high 
effectiveness in reducing wildlife-vehicle collisions. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.19.

Further, the DEIS proposes the construction 
of three wildlife underpasses. It must 
be noted that some species will use the 
crossings more than others and wildlife 
crossings alone are not adequate to 
mitigate all wildlife impacts from traffic. 

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

As discussed in Chapter 5 (Wildlife) of the Draft EIS, 
each of the three wildlife crossings are designed for a 
target species (i.e., deer or bighorn sheep), depending 
on the species present in a given area. These crossings 
would be appropriate for many smaller species of wildlife.

Comment 
F.1.36.20.

Other mitigation measures such as 
wildlife detection systems should 
be evaluated and considered.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Wildlife detection systems were considered and 
evaluated in the Wildlife Crossing/Accommodation 
Volume I: Need and Feasibility Assessment completed 
for the project (appended by reference in the Draft 
EIS). Wildlife detection systems were eliminated 
from further consideration due to several reasons, 
such as false readings leading to driver mistrust, 
reliability concerns in various environmental 
conditions, and safety concerns associated with 
implementation along high-speed roadways.

Comment 
F.1.36.21.

Visitor Safety: Visitors to Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park are often new to the area and are 
not familiar with the park entrance. They are often 
traveling with motor homes or trailers. While 
the DEIS provides a turning lane into the park in 
the north bound lane, there would be increased 
safety hazards for motorists taking a left turn 
out of the park if the road were expanded to 
four lanes. Keeping the road to three lanes and 
reducing the speed limit at this intersection would 
provide for more safety for everyone on the road.

Safety While travelers exiting the TRNP – North Unit onto 
northbound US Highway 85 under the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Draft EIS would encounter 
additional traffic lanes, the project is not anticipated 
to affect the volume of traffic that travelers would 
encounter. The Preferred Alternative would provide 
an opportunity for these travelers to turn into the 
north-bound left lane, while US Highway 85 through 
traffic utilizes the right lane. The posted speed limit 
would be lowered to 60 mph north of the Little Missouri 
River near the entrance to the TRNP – North Unit.

Comment 
F.1.36.22.

Continued Collaboration with the National Park 
Service: NDDOT and FHWA need to continue to 
work closely with the National Park Service, U.S. 
Forest Service, North Dakota Game and Fish 
Department to identify potential impacts that the 
expansion of Highway 85 may have on Theodore 
Roosevelt National Park and surrounding 
areas and implement meaningful solutions.

Agency 
Coordination

The NDDOT and FHWA will continue to work with their 
agency partners, including the NPS, USFS, and NDGF.

Comment 
F.1.36.23.

NPCA’s primary concerns with this proposed 
project have always been with the stretch of 
road and bridge through the Little Missouri River 
Valley, as described above. The organization 
has not taken a formal position on the overall 
need to four-lane the roadway from Watford 
City to the intersection of Highway 85 with 
I-94. However, considering the project as a 
whole, one is left with the distinct impression 
that this is an ill-conceived project—with 
the exception of safety improvements at 
the bridge, as previously acknowledged. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.36.24.

Inaccurate public perceptions. The project 
relies heavily on the inaccurate perceptions of 
57 commenters that the roadway is unsafe, 
despite that fact that crash data suggests it 
is far safer than the average of North Dakota 
roadways. (DEIS, ES-6, paragraph entitled 
‘Safety’). Specifically, during the five years that 
marked the height of the recent oil boom (June 
2010 to May 2015), the crash rate for Highway 
85 was 0.70 per million vehicle miles traveled 
(MVMT) compared to the 2014 statewide 
average of 1.55 (DEIS at p.8, §1.3.3 and p. 66, 
§5.6.3). Do we really expect our governmental 
decisionmakers to expend nearly half a billion 
dollars to respond to the inaccurate perceptions 
of 57 people, while ignoring alternatives such 
as ‘Super 2’ improvements that will improve 
safety and reliability at a fraction of the cost?

Safety Among the many aspects of the purpose and need, 
the NDDOT took into consideration public input 
related to safety matters. The costs specifically 
associated with safety measures cannot reasonably be 
quantified; however, every NDDOT project is developed 
with the safety of the traveling public in mind.

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full 
range of reasonable alternatives was developed for 
all segments of the project. The Super 2 Highway 
was included in this analysis. The Super 2 Highway 
was eliminated from further consideration as 
part of the alternatives screening process. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.25.

Incomplete analysis of the recent past. It is not 
clear from the DEIS how many of the vehicle 
crashes or near-misses reported during the 
scoping meetings in November 2015 would likely 
not have occurred had recent improvements been 
in place earlier or had road construction projects 
not occurred at the same time the oil industry 
was in high gear. Nor is there any analysis of a 
primary reason for users of the roadway feeling 
unsafe during the years of the oil boom, which 
was the emergence of three-year leases as the 
dominant lease term on private lands (as distinct 
from traditional five-year lease terms). Because 
the Bakken quickly became known as a virtual 
oil mine (100% success rate once the margins 
of the play had been defined, rather than being 
an exploration play), much of the land area in 
the Bakken was ‘top leased,’ meaning the oil 
company with the initial lease would lose its rights 
to drill for the oil to another company if it failed 
to ‘hold’ the lease by production of at least one 
well per unit within three years after a lease was 
signed. The dominance of the three-year leasing 
phenomenon meant that time was of the essence 
and oil company employees and contractors 
were under enormous pressure to work incredibly 
long hours (with a categorical exemption from 
the hour and mileage limitations to which over-
the-road truckers are subject) and to work—and 
drive—as fast as possible. This factor led to 
many of the vehicle crashes, near misses, and 
generalized fear of driving by the local population. 
Now that virtually all Bakken leases have been 
held by production, combined with the fall-off of 
oil price in 2015, the oil traffic is no longer so 
crazed. Even if the price rises substantially, it is 
very unlikely that the pressure for speed will ever 
be as intense as it was during the period from 
about 2010–2014 because virtually all leases 
in the Bakken have been held by production.

Safety As noted in Chapter 1 of the EIS, traffic volumes 
peaked in 2014. Although traffic volumes have 
since gone down, they are still twice as high as 
they were before the boom (i.e., before 2009).

Traffic projections were based on typical NDDOT 
projections for rural infrastructure in oil-producing 
areas of North Dakota. This growth rate was utilized 
in place of a growth rate determined by historic traffic 
volumes along US Highway 85 due to the difficulty 
in projecting volumes given historical variations in 
oil activity in western North Dakota. In addition to 
oilfield traffic, other traffic generators contributing 
to traffic growth in the region include agriculture, 
tourism, and population growth in urban areas. 

Comment 
F.1.36.26.

For a summary of highway construction projects 
completed along the project area of Highway 85 
from 2011 through 2014, see Bienniel Report of 
the ND Department of Transportation, pages 40 
and 42 (accessed at: https://www.dot.nd.gov/
divisions/exec/docs/biennial15.pdf) and North 
Dakota Department of Transportation, Williston 
District Highway Information, 2017 Data, dated 
March 2018 (accessed at: https://www.dot.
nd.gov/divisions/planning/docs/highwayinfo/
williston.pdf). These reports document that about 
30 % of the project area (at least 18 of 62 miles) 
were the object of various state construction 
projects between 2011 and 2014, including a 
couple miles of rather intense landslide repair 
on the north slope of the valley, during which 
that section of roadway was widened and 
climbing lanes added (DEIS, p. 65, §5.6.2 (last 
paragraph). Highway construction sites always 
add a layer of danger and uncertainty to driving.

Safety Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.27.

Flawed analysis of future traffic. The DEIS uses a 
2.5 per cent increase in traffic per year to project 
that Highway 85 will have an unsatisfactory 
amount of traffic by the year 2040 if it is not 
four-laned. However, some of the facts relied 
upon are simply inaccurate. E.g., it is stated at 
p.139, § 8.4.1, that “[n]early all active wells 
in the vicinity of the alternatives currently 
utilize trucks to transport crude oil rather than 
gathering pipelines.” While that may have been 
true a year or two ago, it is likely no longer true 
and will most certainly not be true for the long 
term. The director of North Dakota’s Oil & Gas 
Division of the Department of Mineral Resources 
made a presentation in May 2018, in which he 
documented the relative number of barrels of 
oil per day (BOPD) transported by truck and 
by pipeline over the past several years. The 
slides for that presentation can be accessed at: 
https://www.dmr.nd.gov/oilgas/presentations/
WBPC052418_2400.pdf. Slide #29 clearly 
shows that crude oil transportation by truck 
has dropped by nearly half since 2013 while 
crude oil transported by pipeline has increased 
by 82%. In addition, there is now sufficient 
take-away capacity for producers to choose 
between rail (one million BOPD of capacity) and 
pipeline (1.3 million BOPD) (Id., at slide # 14) 
against current production of about 1.3 million 
BOPD. Gas gathering lines are being added at a 
significant pace under pressure to do so from 
the ND Industrial Commission. More than 26,000 
miles of gas-gathering pipelines were installed 
in North Dakota between 2008 and 2016. (Id., 
at slide # 35.) Without an in-depth analysis 
of these significant factors, which are wholly 
missing from the DEIS, the 2.5 per cent per year 
traffic growth projection is quite meaningless.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

The quoted statement has been updated in the Final 
EIS; however, the forecasted traffic volumes remain 
unchanged from the Draft EIS. Traffic projections 
were based on typical NDDOT projections for 
rural infrastructure in oil-producing areas of North 
Dakota. This growth rate was utilized in place of a 
growth rate determined by historic traffic volumes 
along US Highway 85 due to the difficulty in 
projecting volumes given historical variations in 
oil activity in western North Dakota. In addition to 
oilfield traffic, other traffic generators contributing 
to traffic growth in the region include agriculture, 
tourism, and population growth in urban areas.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.28.

Misplaced reliance on the hopes of economic 
developers. The organized support for the project 
is clearly focused on local hopes for increased 
traffic and increased economic development 
(DEIS, p. 76, §5.9.2: “The TRE is anticipated 
to stimulate transportation opportunity’s [sic] 
extending more than 100 miles from the corridor 
and add opportunities for economic growth.”). 
Economic developers from the Mexican border 
to the Canadian border have successfully lobbied 
Congress to label U.S. Highway 85 as a high-
priority corridor (the ‘Ports-to-Plains Alliance’ 
of which the Theodore Roosevelt Expressway 
is the northernmost segment) (DEIS, p. 74, § 
5.9.1.). Despite the designation as a high-priority 
corridor segment, Congress has appropriated 
no money to four-lane the road. In fact, the 
only funds available to date are state funds to 
replace the Long X bridge (DEIS, p. 47, §§ 4.1 
and 4.2.). Further, despite the quoted language in 
the previous paragraph, the DEIS acknowledges 
that simply improving roadways really does 
nothing to promote economic development 
if there are no other factors promoting such 
development (DEIS, p. 142, §8.5.2: “While past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable oil and gas 
development has increased traffic volumes and 
development in western North Dakota, the US 
Highway 85 project is not anticipated to be a 
driver of such growth.”) E.g., the State of North 
Dakota poured billions of dollars into roads and 
other infrastructure in western North Dakota 
during the years of the oil boom (2009–2015). 
Yet, when the price of oil dropped substantially, 
the oil companies responded to market signals 
and rapidly reduced the pace of oil drilling. 
The fine new roads and water systems did 
nothing to encourage oil drilling when the 
global market did not support such activity.

Economy Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.36.29.

Relevant global issues are given very little 
attention in this analysis. While the DEIS does 
discuss climate change in a very general way 
at pages 78-79, (§§ 5.11.2 – 5.11.5), there 
is no discussion of the relationship between 
climate change and the assumed increase in 
traffic along the project corridor. Throughout the 
document, western North Dakota’s dramatic 
increase in oil production is mentioned numerous 
times as the source of increased traffic over 
the past decade and the expected source of 
continuing increases into the future. But what if 
fossil fuels are substantially replaced by solar 
and other renewable sources of energy within 
15–20 years as some analysts are currently 
predicting? Does the oil-related traffic diminish 
substantially? If Saudi Arabia no longer plays 
a major role in driving the global oil price, as 
may happen after it divests itself of a significant 
portion of its state-owned oil company, will other 
OPEC members simply flood the market and 
drive the price of oil down for the long term? 
Now that crude oil may be exported freely from 
the United States, such questions should be 
considered in the analysis for it to be credible.

Cumulative 
Impacts

Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS includes a qualitative 
analysis of GHG and climate change.

The Long X Bridge is the only segment of the project 
corridor for which funding has currently been identified. 
Prior to constructing any additional segments, the 
FHWA would ensure that conditions and assumptions 
identified in the Final EIS/ROD remain valid. If it 
is determined that circumstances have changed, 
supplemental NEPA documentation may be warranted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.36.30.

The complete lack of a reasonable range of 
alternatives. As mentioned briefly at the beginning 
of these comments, the alternatives in this 
document can be summed up in the phrase ‘all or 
nothing.’ There is a ‘no action’ alternative, as is 
required by the NEPA process, and there is a build 
alternative with a few minor variations. But there 
is nothing offered between those two extremes.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project. Many of these alternatives were eliminated 
during the evaluation process due to a variety of reasons; 
for example, alternatives not considered reasonable/
feasible, inconsistent with existing reports/studies, 
and failure to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.36.31.

The ‘Super 2’ concept (passing lanes, turn 
lanes, wider shoulders) is surely a reasonable 
alternative to make the road safer and more 
reliable than it currently is, at a much-reduced 
cost in dollars and to the environment. It 
should have been included as a fully-developed 
alternative. Instead, the concept was eliminated 
from consideration twice, both as an option for 
the full corridor and as an option for the Badlands 
portion of the proposed project (DEIS, Table 6, 
pp. 40 and 41). In each case, the reason given 
for elimination of the Super 2 concept is that it 
“would not improve system linkage within the 
system and state.” That statement is inaccurate. 
Clearly, any significant improvement to any 
highway segment within any highway system is 
an improvement to the overall system. ND DOT’s 
Highway Performance Classification System may 
be found at: http://www.dot.nd.gov/divisions/
planning/hwyclassification.htm. US Highways 
12, 52, and 281 are all ‘interregional’ two-lane 
roads as they pass through North Dakota, 
as is the section of US Highway 83 south of 
I-94 and north of the Minot Air Force Base.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project, including a Super 2 Highway. The Super 
2 Highway was eliminated from further consideration 
as part of the alternatives screening process.

Comment 
F.1.36.32.

Highways 85 and 83 share the distinction 
of being high-priority corridors within North 
Dakota, being numbers 58 and 59, respectively, 
on Congress’ list of 91 high priority corridor 
segments throughout the nation, none of which 
was funded in the most recent transportation bill. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/national_
highway_system/high_priority_corridors/
hpcor.cfm. The distinction of being part of a 
high-priority corridor in the Federal Highway 
System does not guarantee the elevation 
to four-lane status, however much the TRE 
group would like everyone to believe that.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.36.33.

We note that the DEIS includes an excerpt from 
Council on Environmental Quality guidelines 
at page 37: “. . . reasonable alternatives 
include those that are practical or feasible 
from the technical and economic standpoint 
and using common sense, rather than simply 
desirable from the standpoint of the applicant.” 
That single statement defines the problem 
with this DEIS as well as anything could.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

A range of reasonable alternatives was developed and 
analyzed in coordination with the lead, cooperating, 
and participating agencies, as well as members 
of the public and other federal, state, and local 
agencies. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
(appended by reference to the Draft EIS) documents 
the process of identifying, evaluating, and advancing 
reasonable alternatives for further analysis, with an 
overall goal of identifying a Preferred Alternative for 
the Draft EIS. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
considered recommendations from previous reports 
and studies, the project purpose and need/goals, 
project constraints, design criteria and standards, and 
engineering and environmental impact analyses.

Comment 
F.1.36.34.

NPCA will support the project if a Super 2 
alternative is thoroughly explored and emerges 
as the preferred alternative. Short of that, we 
oppose all aspects of the project except the 
bridge replacement and the re-connection 
of the roadway to the ends of the bridge.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project, including a Super 2 Highway. The Super 
2 Highway was eliminated from further consideration 
as part of the alternatives screening process. 

Your comment regarding opposition to all aspects 
of the project except bridge replacement is noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.

http://www.dot.nd.gov/divisions/planning/hwyclassification.htm
http://www.dot.nd.gov/divisions/planning/hwyclassification.htm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/national_highway_system/high_priority_corridors/hpcor.cfm
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/national_highway_system/high_priority_corridors/hpcor.cfm
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F.1.37. Valerie 
J. Naylor

Comment 
F.1.37.1.

The Draft EIS on US Highway 85 is very readable, 
well written, clear, and well presented. Thank you 
and your team for doing such an excellent job.  

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.37.2.

Unfortunately, a well-written document does 
not necessarily lead to a well-crafted project. 
This document does not fully address the need 
to protect the North Dakota badlands and the 
North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park. 
Although the need for a 4-lane road on Highway 
85 in questionable, there is very little controversy 
about building a 4-lane between Belfield and 
Highway 200. There also appears to be minimal 
controversy about replacing the Long-X bridge. 
However, there is substantial controversy about 
the 8-mile section of new road that would traverse 
the badlands, including the park’s North Unit.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

TRNP/Public 
Lands

The NPS and USFS are cooperating agencies 
for this project. They have played an active 
role in the development of the project purpose 
and need, development of project alternatives, 
and analysis of project impacts. 

Roadway design standards allow for flexibility in 
application in order to reduce project related impacts 
and allow engineers the ability to design projects in a 
manner that best addresses the needs of the project.  
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage 
of these design standard flexibilities and incorporated 
several flexible design options through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor; for example, reduced 
speeds, retaining walls, and varying median widths. 
The intent of these design modifications is to reduce the 
roadway footprint to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit, while 
still addressing the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.37.3.

The DEIS does not present a range of reasonable 
alternatives to meet the purpose and need, as 
required under the National Environmental Policy 
Act. This frequent comment is addressed on page 
ES16 when it is stated, “Public comments have 
expressed concern that the alternatives developed 
and carried forward for detailed analysis do not 
constitute a reasonable range of alternatives 
as required in 23 CFR 771.123. FHWA and 
NDDOT have concluded that the alternatives and 
options identified in this document constitute 
a reasonable range of alternatives and believe 
this conclusion is supported by the robust 
alternatives development and screening process 
completed for the project.” Robust alternatives 
development does not necessarily yield a range of 
reasonable alternatives; stating that it represents 
a range of reasonable alternatives does not make 
it so. What this EIS presents is a few design 
alternatives for building a 4-lane highway, not a 
range of reasonable alternatives for meeting the 
purpose and need as outlined on page ES6.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

A range of reasonable alternatives were developed and 
analyzed in coordination with the lead, cooperating, 
and participating agencies, as well as members 
of the public and other federal, state, and local 
agencies. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
(appended by reference to the Draft EIS) documents 
the process of identifying, evaluating, and advancing 
reasonable alternatives for further analysis, with an 
overall goal of identifying a Preferred Alternative for 
the Draft EIS. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
considered recommendations from previous reports 
and studies, the project purpose and need/goals, 
project constraints, design criteria and standards, and 
engineering and environmental impact analyses.

Comment 
F.1.37.4.

The alternatives are not consistent 
with the purpose and need. In fact, the 
alternatives presented are contrary to at 
least two critical sections of the purpose 
and need—slope instability and ecological 
connectivity. Both stable slopes and 
ecological connectivity will be negatively 
impacted by the alternatives as presented.

Purpose 
and Need

A detailed geotechnical investigation has been completed 
for the project through the Badlands segment of the 
project corridor to identify needs associated with slope 
instability. Design recommendations resulting from 
this geotechnical investigation have been incorporated 
into the project to address these needs, including the 
installation of an anchored, drilled shaft structure located 
near RP 128 to address an existing landslide area. 
During final design, additional geotechnical investigations 
will be completed to account for slope stability.

Ecological connectivity was identified as a need by 
the NDGF prior to publication of the Notice of Intent 
(NOI) for the EIS. As such, the Preferred Alternative 
identified in the Draft EIS includes wildlife crossings 
aimed at improving wildlife habitat connectivity 
and reducing wildlife-vehicle collisions.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.37.5.

It is also questionable whether a 4-lane highway 
through the badlands section will improve safety. 

Safety As identified in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS, the 
Preferred Alternative through the Badlands has 
several associated safety improvements; for example, 
additional driving lanes and expanded shoulders to 
provide additional space for law enforcement to pull 
vehicles over and an opportunity for other drivers 
to merge into the left lane when passing a stopped 
vehicle on the right shoulder; and a reduced potential 
for wildlife-vehicle collisions through the incorporation 
of wildlife crossings and associated fencing. 

Comment 
F.1.37.6.

Traffic loads for 2040 are based on oil 
boom conditions, which will certainly 
change twenty years from now.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Traffic projections were based on typical NDDOT 
projections for rural infrastructure in oil-producing 
areas of North Dakota. This growth rate was utilized 
in place of a growth rate determined by historic traffic 
volumes along US Highway 85 due to the difficulty 
in projecting volumes given historical variations in 
oil activity in western North Dakota. In addition to 
oilfield traffic, other traffic generators contributing 
to traffic growth in the region include agriculture, 
tourism, and population growth in urban areas.

Comment 
F.1.37.7.

The perceived desires for system linkage and 
economic development are overshadowing 
the actual need for this project. Because of a 
perceived need for “system linkage” or more 
accurately just being able to state that there are 
4-lane north-south highways in the eastern, 
central and western parts of the state, alternatives 
are all geared toward building a complete 4-lane, 
rather than addressing all aspects of the purpose 
and need. It must be satisfying for highway 
engineers to see a map with linked 4-lanes, but 
our environment, national park, and landscape in 
western North Dakota are more important than 
having a 4-lane road at all costs. If a portion 
of the road remained as an enhanced 2-lane, 
it would be far less damaging to the badlands 
and Theodore Roosevelt National Park. Yet 
this alternative was not fully considered, due 
to a fear of “gap in infrastructure.” Again, this 
is a perceived problem, not a real problem.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

As discussed in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS, the 
following needs have been identified for the project: 
social demands and economic development, system 
linkage/connectivity, safety, capacity/traffic volumes, 
transportation demand/roadway classification, slope 
instability or landslides, and ecological connectivity.

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project, including a Super 2 Highway. The Super 
2 Highway was eliminated from further consideration 
as part of the alternatives screening process. 

Comment 
F.1.37.8.

The DEIS considers design alternatives for the 
portion through the town of Fairfield that will 
slow traffic. The preferred alternative of Existing 
Alignment—Urban will slow traffic to 45 miles per 
hour, the same speed limit that currently exists 
on that stretch of road. The DEIS also states that 
a multi-lane roundabout at the junction of Hwy 
200 is the preferred alternative. Although this will 
be more efficient that the other build alternative, 
it will still slow traffic. The preferred alternative 
for the Long-X bridge also is a 4-lane alternative. 
The pattern here is that all preferred alternatives 
ensure that the road is always a 4-lane. Again, 
this is based on the desire to create a 4-lane in 
all locations, rather than to address the need at 
hand. It would be possible to keep most of the 
8-mile section through the badlands as a 2-lane 
road (with existing passing lanes), except for 
that insatiable desire to ensure that the entire 
road is a 4-lane no matter what the financial 
and environmental costs and the irreversible 
impacts to Theodore Roosevelt National Park. If 
traffic can be slowed through Fairfield and at the 
junction of Highway 200, why is it assumed that 
a 2-lane section with passing lanes through the 
badlands will cause a huge bottle neck of traffic?

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project, including a Super 2 Highway. The Super 
2 Highway was eliminated from further consideration 
as part of the alternatives screening process. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.



Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-40

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85
Name/Entity (a) Comment 

Number
Comment Received Theme Response

Comment 
F.1.37.9.

The huge amount of earthmoving and 
infrastructure that would be required to maintain 
a 4-lane road through the badlands will create 
enormous, ugly scars that will forever change the 
scenery and views in and around the North Unit 
of Theodore Roosevelt NP and the Little Missouri 
River Valley. This is not necessary to move traffic, 
only to create a perceived system linkage.

Visual 
Resources

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Visual impacts are discussed in 
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS. 

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project. Many of these alternatives were eliminated 
during the evaluation process due to a variety of reasons; 
for example, alternatives not considered reasonable/
feasible, inconsistent with existing reports/studies, 
and failure to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.37.10.

Although historic preservation is important, 
most commenters do not seem to be concerned 
about the removal of the current Long X bridge 
and replacement with a 4-lane, flat bridge 
over the Little Missouri River, built to the east 
of the existing bridge. However, it must be 
ensured that the bridge is built so that it is as 
quiet as possible to protect the national park. 
Noise travels long distances in the river valley, 
especially noise from trucks passing over 
bridges. This is well demonstrated in the park’s 
South Unit, where the natural quiet is often 
compromised by traffic noise. We do not need 
a similar situation in the park’s North Unit.

Noise A grinding technique (similar to Next Generation Concrete 
Surface treatments) would be implemented on the new 
bridge. This grinding technique has been shown to 
reduce tire noise relative to traditional deck surfacing. 

Comment 
F.1.37.11.

Since the Long-X bridge portion of the project 
is not particularly controversial and funding 
is already available, it should be possible to 
separate this portion of the project out, allowing 
the new bridge to be constructed and linked to 
the existing road without pushing forward with 
finalization of the entire DEIS. This would allow 
the funded portion of the project to move forward, 
and avoid the inevitable controversy, challenges, 
and potential lawsuits that the remainder of this 
project will face. You must have a way to issue 
a Record of Decision on this portion of the 
DEIS without trying to move the entire project 
forward at this time. This may be unconventional, 
but there is precedent, and it can be done.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

In development of the logical termini for the project, 
it was determined that a project within the Badlands 
or that only replaced the Long X Bridge would not 
have independent utility. In accordance with 40 
CFR 1500-1508, care was taken not to segment 
the project into smaller components that may 
have had no significant impact on their own.

Comment 
F.1.37.12.

It must be noted that “putting the bridge up for 
adoption” as the preferred alternative, prior to 
public comment on the DEIS or a Record of 
Decision, is pre-decisional and was inappropriate. 
Cities were considering the adoption of the 
bridge long before the comment period ended. 
This is a negative procedural move that could 
jeopardize the DEIS. Perhaps this was the 
media jumping the gun, but it did appear to the 
public that a decision had already been made.

Timeframe 
and Cost

Per 23 USC 144, a bridge listed or eligible for listing on 
the NRHP must be made available for adoption prior to 
removal under the Bridge Adoption Program. Offering 
the bridge for adoption is required under the terms of 
the Section 106 MOA for the Long X Bridge. The MOA is 
necessary to resolve potential adverse effects to the Long 
X Bridge per 36 CFR 800—the regulations implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Per FHWA’s Technical Advisory, T 6640.8A to the fullest 
extent possible, a final EIS needs to demonstrate that 
all the requirements of 36 CFR 800 have been met.

Comment 
F.1.37.13.

In summary, much more work needs to go 
into constructing a true range of reasonable 
alternatives for the 8-mile section of the highway 
that traverses the badlands in order to protect 
the environment, including Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park, the badlands scenery, wildlife, 
and the Little Missouri River. In order to do that, 
engineers will need to get over the perception 
that lack of a 4-lane somehow prevents system 
linkage and creates a gap in infrastructure.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

A range of reasonable alternatives was developed and 
analyzed in coordination with the lead, cooperating, 
and participating agencies, as well as members 
of the public and other federal, state, and local 
agencies. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
(appended by reference to the Draft EIS) documents 
the process of identifying, evaluating, and advancing 
reasonable alternatives for further analysis, with an 
overall goal of identifying a Preferred Alternative for 
the Draft EIS. The Alternatives Methodology Report 
considered recommendations from previous reports 
and studies, the project purpose and need/goals, 
project constraints, design criteria and standards, and 
engineering and environmental impact analyses.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.37.14.

That said, you can easily proceed with 
the construction of a new Long X bridge 
if you are willing to make the effort to 
separate this small, but important part of 
the project from the rest of the DEIS.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

In development of the logical termini for the project, 
it was determined that a project within the Badlands 
or that only replaced the Long X Bridge would not 
have independent utility. In accordance with 40 
CFR 1500-1508, care was taken not to segment 
the project into smaller components that may 
have had no significant impact on their own.

F.1.38. Dale 
Patten

Comment 
F.1.38.1.

I support the position taken by McKenzie County 
and the City of Watford City regarding this project. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.39. Aaron 
Pelton

Comment 
F.1.39.1.

My name is Aaron, and I am from Watford City. 
I am owner/operator of Outlaws’ Bar & Grill 
in Watford and in Williston along with other 
restaurants in Sidney, MT, Watford City, and also 
Bismarck. We are in dire need of an expanded 
four lane highway 85 going south to Belfield.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.39.2.

I am in favor of this project and hopeful that 
it includes a bike land down to the Maah 
Daah Hey trail at the CCC campground. 

Tourism in western North Dakota has so much 
potential with a small investment in a bike 
path to the Park and trail! I employ over 200 
people. Some have moved here from CA, ID, 
MT, AZ and even further. They are all amazed 
at the bike trail and it is a huge recruitment 
tool for moving families to North Dakota.

Trail

Recreation/
Tourism

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.39.3.

Once again, this is a great project. For 
our safety, please get this done. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Safety

Comment noted.

F.1.40. Tim 
Pickering

Comment 
F.1.40.1.

I am very much in favor of the expansion 
to 4 lanes. I would like to see more 
of it with the depressed median. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.40.2.

I am curious to see if number of head-on 
collisions increased, decreased, or stayed 
the same along the stretch of US-85 from 
Watford City to Williston. I know the number 
of vehicles that use the flush median as a 
passing lane has increased. Is there a way 
to provide an intermittent barricade to reduce 
the number of operators that would choose 
to use the flush median as a passing lane?

General Project 
Question/
Statement

The NDDOT has observed a reduction in the overall 
crash rates along US Highway 85 between Watford 
City and Williston since expanding the highway to 
four lanes. Installation of intermittent barricades 
could create additional safety hazards and create 
maintenance and snow removal issues. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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F.1.41. Jim 
Pojorlie

Comment 
F.1.41.1.

I am requesting that more consideration be 
given to Grassy Butte. I would like to see a 
20 ft flush median from Beicegal Creek Rd to 
Charlie Bob Creek Rd with a reduced speed 
of 55–60 mph. There are 4 oil companies 
in Grassy Butte with Trotter Construction 
being the biggest with 250 employees. 

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Under the Preferred Alternative identified in the 
Draft EIS, this segment of roadway would be a 
four-lane highway with a depressed median and 
a 70 mph posted speed limit. Median crossovers 
would be installed at access points to facilitate 
full access, with turn lanes as necessary. 

ND Century Code Section 39-09-02.01 sets forth 
the posted speed limits for streets and highways in 
North Dakota. Section 39-09-04 of the ND Century 
Code defines the requirements for when speed limits 
can be altered which is based on “engineering and 
traffic investigations with primary consideration given 
to the establishment of reasonable and safe speeds, 
highway conditions, enforcement, and the general 
welfare.” The posted speed near Grassy Butte would 
be maintained at the levels set forth by the ND Century 
Code since there are not limiting factors that would 
warrant a decrease in the speed limit. According 
to Federal Highway Administration, Report FHWA-
SA-10-001, Speed Concepts: Informational Guide, 
December 2009, Speed limits should reflect the 
maximum reasonable speed for normal conditions. 
Research has repeatedly shown that changes in 
posted speeds have little effect on operating speeds.

Comment 
F.1.41.2.

I also feel that some thought should be given 
to staying with a 20 ft flush median coming 
out of the badlands until the highway gets 
passed the cell phone towner south of Lone 
Butte Rd. That could provide a turning lane for 
all of the employees at Delta Construction.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Under the Preferred Alternative identified in the Draft EIS, 
median crossovers would be installed at access points 
to facilitate full access, with turn lanes as necessary.

F.1.42. Ports-
to-Plains 
Alliance

Comment 
F.1.42.1.

With one exception the Ports-to-Plains Alliance 
supports the preferred alternatives addressed in 
the Draft EIS. This support includes: Alternative 
B: Expand the existing roadway to a divided, 
four-lane section with a depressed, center 
median in all areas of the project corridor 
except Fairfield, the Badlands, and Watford 
City. Option FF-1: Expand the existing roadway 
through Fairfield to a four-lane, urban section 
with reduced speeds Option LX-3: Replace the 
Long X Bridge with a new four-lane bridge

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.42.2.

The exception to the support is the Alliance’s 
opposition to identifying as a preferred alternative: 
Option INT-2: Construct a multi-lane roundabout 
at the ND-200/US Highway intersection. It seems 
that a major determination to select Option INT-2 
over Option INT-1, Standard Intersection, was 
made based on the A Study of the Traffic Safety 
at Roundabouts in Minnesota, Minnesota DOT, 
October 30, 2017. This study was identified as 
MnDOT 2017 in the Draft EIS. The DRAFT EIS 
indicated that “Overall, Option INT-2 is anticipated 
to provide added safety benefits compared to 
Option INT-1, as roundabouts are associated with 
a significant reduction in the rate of fatal crashes 
and serious injury crashes compared to standard 
intersections. This conclusion seemed to be 
arrived at using MnDOT 2017 as the basis for the 
decision. In reference to multi lane roundabout 
MnDOT 2017 states “Based on the before-after 
analysis, dual roundabouts are not having the 
same success as the single lane roundabouts and 
have even higher crash rates then unbalanced 
roundabouts. Many of the sites have seen an 
increase in the frequency of crashes, and the 
overall total crash rates. However, dual lane 
roundabouts are achieving a reduction in serious 
injury crashes.” Additionally, from MnDOT 
2017 – “Some of the results to notice for future 
considerations of dual lane roundabouts include:

»» The total crash rate is up about 146%
»» Sideswipe Same Direction 

crash rate is up 2,979%
»» Right Angle crashes are up 133%”

MnDOT 2017 indicated that K-Injury (Fatal) 
Crash: One or more person involved in the crash 
died due to injuries sustained in the crash, 
was not an impact without the roundabout in 
the three years before or after the roundabout 
installation. In terms of A - Injury Crash: One or 
more person involved in the crash sustained a 
serious life-altering injury due to the crash, there 
was a reduction in the three years following the 
roundabout installation from 3 to 0. With the 
significant permitted loads along U.S. Highway 
85, the preference to the roundabout alternative, 
seems out of place. Permitted loads did not 
seem to be considered. Based on the number 
of permitted loads along the corridor, combined 
with the implications from the MnDOT 2017 
study referenced in the EIS, the Ports-to-Plains 
Alliance respectfully requests that the alternatives 
at the Intersection of U.S. Highway 85 and 
ND State Highway 200 be reviewed and the 
preferred alternative be a Standard Intersection.

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

Your preference for a standard intersection design is 
noted. While all crashes are a concern, the NDDOT’s 
primary goal is to reduce fatal and serious injury 
crashes. The roundabout design will take into account 
industry and trucking needs and will be designed 
to accommodate long and oversized loads.

F.1.43. RE/MAX 
Bakken Realty

Comment 
F.1.43.1.

In North Dakota this portion of the highway 
is more dangerous due to the traffic by the 
Bakken Oil Play, which is projected to last 
for decades and has created huge economic 
opportunity for the region. Along with 
these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry. 

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.43.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system include the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.43.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.44. Rob 
Sand

Comment 
F.1.44.1.

My comments are concerning the roadway as 
it impacts the TR National Park and the Lone 
Butte and Long X Divide roadless areas. I have 
attended two or three of the public hearings 
concerning the Highway 85 expansion. I do 
see that the DEIS has addressed the concerns 
about noise as it would affect the Park and the 
roadless areas to the south. But, the analysis 
doesn’t appear to consider engine brakes on 
trucks descending the grades nor the rumble 
strip noises. I experience the road noises at 
Cottonwood Campground in the South Unit and 
Juniper Campground is closer to the highway.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Noise

A separate analysis of impulse noise (e.g., engine 
brakes, vehicles driving over rumble strips) is not 
specifically required under 23 CFR 772. The FHWA 
standard traffic noise model (i.e., TNM 2.5) completed 
for the project accounts for impulse noise during field 
data collection and factors it into the overall model.

Comment 
F.1.44.2.

I am not in favor of the “Preferred Alternative” as 
presented. Because the Park and the two roadless 
areas that are adjacent to the Park are extremely 
important to the many of us who go there to 
experience what they have to offer, it would be 
harmful and show a willfulness to ignore the 
options to design for traffic calming features.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.44.3.

A “Super-Two” roadway design with reduced 
speeds should satisfy the safety concerns 
while allowing for a better, or not as bad, 
experience for the public and the wildlife.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full 
range of reasonable alternatives was developed for 
all segments of the project. The Super 2 Highway 
was included in this analysis. The Super 2 Highway 
was eliminated from further consideration as 
part of the alternatives screening process.

Comment 
F.1.44.4.

I appreciate the proposed fencing and 
wildlife passages that are proposed.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Comment noted. 

F.1.45. Jessy 
Scholl

Comment 
F.1.45.1.

I think you should consider a northern extension 
of Interstate 25 all the way to the Canadian border 
in a partnership with South Dakota. As of right 
now, that interstate ends at Buffalo, WY, but it 
is very likely that the original interstate planners 
envisioned a northern extension of that interstate. 
At the time, an extension was likely possible 
with I-25 said to go into Billings. Instead what I 
propose is that I-90 be co-signed with I-25 from 
Buffalo to Sturgis with both cities becoming 
control cities (would require the elimination 
of Rapid City SD, and Sheridan WY as control 
cities). As expected, the eastern split would be 
at Sturgis and head north toward Bear Butte 
State Park with Faith, Newell, and Bison as some 
of the cities along I-25 within South Dakota.

Once the interstate is within North Dakota, the 
main cities along the route are Hettinger, Reeder, 
New England, Dickinson, Belfield, Watford 
City, Alexander, Williston, and either Crosby 
or Genora. The Genora option would allow for 
Plentywood, MT to be on the I-25 route.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. A northern extension of Interstate 
25 (I-25) is outside of the scope of this project.

Comment 
F.1.45.2.

As for the Long X Bridge, it would and should 
be spared with US 85 north of Belfield being 
no more. The current highway would be a 
frontage road with US 85’s northern terminus 
at I-94 and current US 85 at the northern 
split with US 2 becoming a state highway.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. A northern extension of I-25 
is outside of the scope of this project.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.45.3.

This interstate would help in the long run as 
oil traffic is moved onto a 4-lane highway, but 
with an option to more safely move product 
to I-90 and toward the east coast without 
having to worry about the Lowry tunnel in 
downtown Minneapolis. Plus there are more, 
and safer, options to get product to the west 
coast. Eventually there will be an extension 
of I-25, but the problem is that it should have 
been built in the last decade at the very least.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. A northern extension of 
I-25 and nationwide shipping routes are 
outside of the scope of this project. 

Comment 
F.1.45.4.

In the national park area, the interstate 
could be in the same condition as I-94 as 
it crosses the Missouri in the Bismarck-
Mandan area. This would better protect 
drivers than a depressed median. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. A northern extension of I-25 
is outside of the scope of this project.

Comment 
F.1.45.5.

Let’s make I-25 in North Dakota a reality. We 
need it more than a 4-lane extension if US 85.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. A northern extension of I-25 
is outside of the scope of this project.

Comment 
F.1.45.6.

P.S. Current ND 25 can become the northern 
extension of ND 6 with the highway traveling 
within Mandan up to the interstate.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. A northern extension of North Dakota 
Highway 6 is outside of the scope of this project.

F.1.46. Gregg 
Schuetze

Comment 
F.1.46.1.

Beautiful design. Well thought out. General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.46.2.

Please proceed as soon as possible. General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.47. Paula 
Schweich

Comment 
F.1.47.1.

I oppose any expansion of the stretch of 
U.S. Highway 85 that runs through the North 
Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.47.2.

There is no compelling reason why the seven-
mile stretch of roadway through the North Unit 
has to be expanded. Keep it a two-lane highway.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.47.3.

Forcing vehicles to slow down through this stretch 
is a reasonable burden, given the importance of 
this national park to North Dakota and the nation.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.47.4.

Commerce should take a back seat to 
preservation here, to protect this special place.

Economy

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.47.5.

The North Unit is all designated wilderness 
to the west of the highway (except for 
the scenic roadway in the park). It is land 
devoted to solitude, beauty, self-reflection, 
and the remarkable land conservation legacy 
of Theodore Roosevelt. Its values must be 
protected forever. A four lane highway through 
the park, at the very edge of the wilderness, 
is wrong and should be rejected as a violation 
of the legacy of Theodore Roosevelt

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.47.6.

If Federal and Montana officials sought to 
expand Highway 191 into a four-lane highway 
inside Yellowstone National Park, there would 
be an uproar and no such effort would be 
tolerated. It should not be tolerated here either. 
A four-lane highway in a treasured and strikingly 
scenic national park, especially one dedicated 
to the legacy of a man who advocated the 
“strenuous life” and whose view of automobiles 
was decidedly negative, must be rejected.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.47.7.

What do you mean that a Memorandum of 
Agreement “is being created between the FHWA, 
NDDOT, and SHPO to mitigate for the Adverse 
Effect on the Long X Bridge”? How can you 
be working on an MOA when you haven’t even 
approved the project, or any specific piece of it?

Long X Bridge 
Options

Per 23 USC 144, a bridge listed or eligible for listing on 
the NRHP must be made available for adoption prior to 
removal under the Bridge Adoption Program. Offering 
the bridge for adoption is required under the terms of 
the Section 106 MOA for the Long X Bridge. The MOA is 
necessary to resolve potential adverse effects to the Long 
X Bridge per 36 CFR 800—the regulations implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Per FHWA’s Technical Advisory, T 6640.8A to the fullest 
extent possible, a final EIS needs to demonstrate that 
all the requirements of 36 CFR 800 have been met.

Comment 
F.1.47.8.

Why have there been no public hearings 
outside of the roadway corridor? Why not 
a hearing? In Bismarck, or Minneapolis? 
People care about Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park and need to know about 
proposals that threaten the park’s integrity.

Public 
Involvement

Various public meetings for the project have been held 
in Belfield, Fairfield, and Watford City, North Dakota. 
In addition, a project Website has been created to 
provide information and accept comments from 
any interested stakeholders with internet access.

Comment 
F.1.47.9.

Theodore Roosevelt National Park is a tiny 
fraction of the land base of North Dakota (about 
100 square miles out of more than 70,000). 
The North Unit’s designated wilderness is 
a mere speck of land in a giant state, just 
19,410 acres. Amazingly, this is the largest 
designated wilderness in North Dakota. It 
should be treated as the most valuable land 
in the state. No four-lane highway should 
be allowed on the eastern boundary of this 
specially designated land. Nothing could 
possibly mitigate the damage that a four-lane 
highway would do to this area. The value of 
this national park and wilderness area grows 
every day, as more of our lands are developed 
and human population expands and spreads.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.47.10.

The Draft EIS indicates that your “preferred 
alternative” may cost as much as 469 million 
dollars, though funding has been secured only 
for the bridge project. Why do you not have an 
alternative that would cost $100 million, in case 
that is all the money that can be secured? You 
have not examined any set of intermediate goals 
to make a few improvements on the roadway.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Timeframe 
and Cost

As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS, a full range of 
reasonable alternatives was developed for all segments 
of the project. Many of these alternatives were eliminated 
during the evaluation process due to a variety of reasons; 
for example, alternatives not considered reasonable/
feasible, inconsistent with existing reports/studies, 
and failure to meet the project’s purpose and need.

Comment 
F.1.47.11.

I support improving the bridge and putting in 
wildlife crossings, and perhaps expanding the 
roadway in places, but I do not support any 
expansion of the highway through the park.

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.47.12.

You have not clearly explained how expanding 
this highway will enhance public safety. Widening 
a highway encourages drivers to go faster, 
thus making the roadway more dangerous.

Safety As identified in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS, the Preferred 
Alternative has several associated safety improvements; 
for example, improved access control; additional driving 
lanes and expanded shoulders to provide additional 
space for law enforcement to pull vehicles over and an 
opportunity for other drivers to merge into the left lane 
when passing a stopped vehicle on the right shoulder; a 
depressed, center median to provide an additional level of 
protection from head on crashes; and a reduced potential 
for wildlife-vehicle collisions through the incorporation 
of wildlife crossings and associated fencing.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.47.13.

I have visited Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park’s South Unit in the past, and will be 
visiting the North Unit later this year. I do 
not come to North Dakota to see oil rigs 
and interstate highways. I come to see the 
dramatic and spectacular landscape of the 
Badlands. I will continue to visit only if such 
landscapes (small as they are) are protected.

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Comment noted. 

F.1.48. Stark 
Development 
Corporation

Comment 
F.1.48.1.

We are writing in support of the expansion of 
U.S. 85 (Theodore Roosevelt Expressway) 
from two lanes to four lanes from Watford City 
North Dakota to I-94 at Belfield North Dakota. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.48.2.

With the substantial increase in oilfield traffic 
the need for a safe, reliable and adequate 
highway infrastructure is key and the 
economic importance is immeasurable. 

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Safety

Economy

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.48.3.

The Environmental Impact Statement is a 
crucial step in the realization of this project. 
Therefore, Stark Development Corporation 
would like to express their support of this 
project and would ask the North Dakota 
Department of Transportation to consider 
this project with the highest priority. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.49. 
Gretchen 
Stenehjem

Comment 
F.1.49.1.

Please proceed with Hwy 85 4-lane project 
and bridge. As fast as possible. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.49.2.

Current Hwy 85 is dangerous Safety Comment noted. 

F.1.50. Stephen 
L. Stenehjem

Comment 
F.1.50.1.

Hwy 85 from Watford City to Belfield 
has been dangerous for too long. 

Safety Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.50.2.

The Long X bridge is old and 
dangerous and needs to be replaced 
before it is hit and falls down!

Long X Bridge 
Options

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.50.3.

The design you have with the grass median 
for most of road is nice, for safety!

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.50.4.

The sooner the better to get this done! Timeframe 
and Cost

Comment noted. 

F.1.51. Floyde 
Syverson

Comment 
F.1.51.1.

We support 4 laning Highway 85. General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.51.2.

We have land on Highway 85 south of 
Watford City. We would be interested 
in selling dirt for the project. 

Construction 
and 
Maintenance

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.51.3.

We would also be willing to serve as a 
staging area for road equipment. 

Construction 
and 
Maintenance

Comment noted. 

F.1.52. 
Theodore 
Roosevelt 
Expressway 
Association

Comment 
F.1.52.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.52.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.52.3.

TREA is also providing the most recent 
oversized load comparisons provided by 
the North Dakota Highway Patrol which 
shows the freight movement along the U.S. 
85 corridor in comparison to other North 
Dakota corridors which are primarily four 
lanes with U.S. 85 being a two lane system 
including the Long X Bridge which is proving 
to be nonfunctional for today’s movement of 
freight and the safety of the traveling public.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.52.4.

The Theodore Roosevelt Expressway 
association is in full support of moving this 
project forward for safety and efficiency of 
freight movement along the U.S. 85 corridor.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.53. Stephen 
J. Thompson

Comment 
F.1.53.1.

Greetings. I am writing in support of the EIS for 
expanding HWY 85 from two lanes to four lanes. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.53.2.

I lived in Dickinson from 2010–2011, and 
drove HWY 85 between Belfield and Watford 
City regularly—especially during spring 
2011 when HWY 22 was closed at the Little 
Missouri River. Expanding HWY 85 to four 
lanes will, based on my personal experience, 
significantly improve driver safety.

Safety Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.53.3.

Good luck. I hope this goes through for 
the good people of North Dakota.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.54. 
Trenton Indian 
Service Area

Comment 
F.1.54.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry. 

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.54.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public. 

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.54.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.55. Vision 
West ND

Comment 
F.1.55.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play that is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and type 
of freight movements along this corridor, which 
is a main artery serving western North Dakota 
for tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.
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Comment 
F.1.55.2.

The improvements of the highway design from 
a two-lane to a four-lane highway system 
and including the Long X Bridge will be a 
significantly positive improvement for commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.55.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
The Vision West ND Consortium members 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted. 

F.1.56. 
Williams 
County

Comment 
F.1.56.1.

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a 
world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity for the region. Along 
with these opportunities, have come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.56.2.

The improvements of the highway design from a 
two lane to a four lane system including the Long 
X Bridge and will significantly improve commerce 
and provide safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.56.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.57. 
Williston 
Regional 
Economic 
Development

Comment 
F.1.57.1.

The North Dakota region is impacted by world 
class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge 
economic opportunity throughout the area. 
Along with these opportunities come significant 
challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main obstacle. The current highway was not 
designed to accommodate the volume and 
class of freight movements along this corridor, 
which is a main artery serving this region’s 
tourism, agriculture, and energy industries.

Economy

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.57.2.

The improvements of the highway design 
from that of a two lane to a four lane 
system, including the Long X Bridge, 
will significantly improve commerce and 
increase safety to our traveling public.

Economy

Safety

Comment noted. 

Comment 
F.1.57.3.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and 
look forward to this project moving forward.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

F.1.58. Denton 
Zubke

Comment 
F.1.58.1.

I like it all including the roundabout at 200 & 85. General Project 
Question/
Statement

Comment noted.

Comment 
F.1.58.2.

Would like a bike path added to the 
bridge & continue past county road 34 to 
connect to the Maah Daah Hey trail. 

Trail Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided written comments are alphabetized in this table according to their last name or name of entity.





From: Justin Voll
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 1:54:00 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Justin Voll
President

100 N Main/PO Box 607 Watford City, ND 58854

Direct: (701)842.7323 • Fax: (701)842.4147
jvoll@firstintlbank.com
www.firstintlbank.com

This communication and any documents or files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for the use of the individual or
entity to which it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, be advised that you have received this email in error and that any
use, dissemination, forwarding, printing or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you received this email in error, please
immediately notify the sender and destroy all copies of this communication.
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F.1.1.	 1st International Bank and Trust
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Comment F.1.1.1.

Comment F.1.1.2.

Comment F.1.1.3.



From: Cynthia Allen
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2018 9:53:13 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: comment for Matt Linneman re US85194 Project

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Our family has cabin off County road 34, where we usually spend 6-8 weeks per
year.

Legal description:  Sect-24 TWP-148 Rang-099

We would like to call to your attention the danger of accessing Hwy 85 from the
County Road.  Traffic on Hwy 85 is traveling fast, and because of the curve of the
road coming up from the Badlands visibility is limited.

When departing Hwy 85 making a left turn unto County road 34 there is no left turn
lane so if traffic is traveling both ways you can become a sitting duck.

Thanks,

Cynthia K. Allen, Managing Partner for
Falkenhagen Properties, LLP
360-600-3820
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F.1.2.	 Cynthia K. Allen

Comment F.1.2.1.

Comment F.1.2.2.



From: SharkRider Angel
Sent: Friday, May 25, 2018 12:21:21 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Hello,
 I would like to state that I do not find the 4 lane project to be needed. Why expand in places
that don’t need to be expanded and cause high taxes for taxpayers. It just doesn’t make any
sense. We could be using that money towards something else, something important.

Thank you,
  anonymous 

Sent from my iPhone
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F.1.3.	 Anonymous

Comment F.1.3.1.



From: Pat Ashley
Sent: Saturday, June 16, 2018 3:51:54 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Dear Mr. Linneman,

We support Alternative A of leaving highway 85 as it is with improvements such as turning lanes, 
passing lanes, wider shoulders, and a new 2-lane bridge. Studies have shown that widening a road to 
four lanes does not necessarily improve safety or congestion. The North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park is a small piece of property. Adjacent to the National Park is the Long X Divide and 
Lone Butte Areas that are managed by the U.S. Forest Service as suitable for wilderness. The noise, 
odors, lights, pollution, etc. will overwhelm this small park and the adjacent Forest Service land. It is 
now more difficult to find quiet, dark places in Western North Dakota, we should avoid impacting 
these areas any more than what has already been done.

There were no alternatives presented other than a narrower four-lane highway rather than a wider 
four-lane highway. These are not alternatives.  Keeping the width of U.S. 85 as it is through the 
badlands is the best alternative along with placing wildlife crossings at appropriate locations, 
providing noise abatement solutions, and lights (down shielded) only where absolutely necessary. 
The speed through this section should be a maximum of 55 mph with effective enforcement 
techniques to make sure drivers comply. The proposed rumble strips in the median would add to the 
noise.

Are the wildlife underpasses the best option for the bighorn sheep? A study of desert bighorn sheep

found that overpasses were more effective than minimally-used underpasses.[1] Another report also 
found that overpasses were more effective for bighorn sheep and that elk would use both
overpasses and underpasses.[2] Perhaps a mix of overpasses and underpasses should be used, to 
accommodate the various species.
Safety was brought up as an issue along the highway. Speed control would more effectively address 
this problem than a four-lane superhighway. We have driven this section of highway many times and 
have been passed by drivers going 70-80 mph or even faster. Widening the road will only allow these 
drivers to travel 90-100 mph.
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F.1.4.	 Patricia D. and Roger O. Ashley

Comment F.1.4.1.

Comment F.1.4.2.

Comment F.1.4.3.

Comment F.1.4.4.

Comment F.1.4.5.

Comment F.1.4.6.

Comment F.1.4.7.

Comment F.1.4.8.



As a good neighbor, weed control measures should be applied to the whole project rather than just 
in the National Park and U.S. Forest Service land. An illustration of the spread of noxious weeds can 
be seen along I-94 from the South Heart Exit west where construction occurred a couple of years ago 
and leafy spurge was moved by construction equipment. County weed control departments were 
provided GPS equipment to map infestations within their respective counties, including roads. This 
information should be available to DOT for the asking. It is easier and less expensive to prevent 
weeds from spreading than it is to spray them afterwards.

Sincerely,
Roger O. Ashley
Patricia D. Ashley
11720 30th Street SW
Dickinson, ND 58601

[1] Gagnon, Jeffrey W., Chad D. Loberger, Scott C. Sprague, Mike Priest, Kari Ogren, Susan Boe, Estomih Kombe, and
Raymond E. Schweinsburg, “Evaluation of Desert Bighorn Sheep Overpasses Along US Highway 93 in Arizona, USA,”
(proceedings of International Conference on Ecology and Transportation, Scottsdale, Arizona, June 2013), 1-2, 10-
11; digital image, International Conference on Ecology & Transportation
(www.icoet.net/icoet_2013/documents/.../icoet2013_paper101c_gagnon_et_al.pdf : accessed 14 June 2018).
2 Clevenger, Anthony P. and Marcel P. Huijser, Wildlife Crossing Structure Handbook Design and Evaluation in North
America (Lakewood, Colorado; Central Federal Lands Highway Division, 2011), 62; digital image, Western
Transportation Institute, Montana State University (https://westerntransportationinstitute.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/425259_Final_Report_Updated.pdf : accessed 14 June 2018).

[1] Gagnon, Jeffrey W., Chad D. Loberger, Scott C. Sprague, Mike Priest, Kari Ogren, Susan Boe, Estomih Kombe, and
Raymond E. Schweinsburg, “Evaluation of Desert Bighorn Sheep Overpasses Along US Highway 93 in Arizona, USA,”
(proceedings of International Conference on Ecology and Transportation, Scottsdale, Arizona, June 2013), 1-2, 10-
11; digital image, International Conference on Ecology & Transportation
(www.icoet.net/icoet_2013/documents/.../icoet2013_paper101c_gagnon_et_al.pdf : accessed 14 June 2018).
[2] Clevenger, Anthony P. and Marcel P. Huijser, Wildlife Crossing Structure Handbook Design and Evaluation in
North America (Lakewood, Colorado; Central Federal Lands Highway Division, 2011), 62; digital image, Western
Transportation Institute, Montana State University (https://westerntransportationinstitute.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/08/425259_Final_Report_Updated.pdf : accessed 14 June 2018).
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Comment F.1.4.9.

Comment F.1.4.10.

Comment F.1.4.11.
























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F.1.5.	 Badlands Conservation Alliance























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





















 



 









 





 




 






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

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



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




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





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




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
















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













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

 




 

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
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





 


 











































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
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
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










































 





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Comment F.1.5.37.






















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From: Barbara Becker
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2018 6:30:17 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: HWY 85 Project

***** CAUTION:  This email originated from an outside source.  Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
know they are safe. *****

As a resident of Mckenzie County I would like to put my voice to the highway 85 project – this is something that has
been needed for years – there have been many lives lost because of the heavy traffic, narrow road and the lack of 
passing lanes. Making this highway a four-lane would not only be safer but wiser – it is something that should’ve 
been done years ago – I realize the environmental impact concerns have been a big roadblock in getting this highway
to be made safer for those who travel on it - I too care about the beauty of our Badlands, but I also believe that the 
safety of those driving on that road should carry a great importance. Since the boom, the road has become so busy
and some of those traveling are careless in their need for to get where they are going. The road has become very
dangerous to travel. Having four lanes would make it safer for those of us who live in the area and in my opinion it 
cannot happen soon enough.

Thank you, Barbara Becker, Watford City

Sent from my iPad

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-66

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85
F.1.6.	 Barbara Becker

Comment F.1.6.1.

Comment F.1.6.2.

Comment F.1.6.3.
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F.1.7.	 Brad Bekkedahl

Comment F.1.7.1.

Comment F.1.7.2.



From: Mindy Schumacher
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 10:19:58 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

From: bowman.county.copier@nd.gov [mailto:bowman.county.copier@nd.gov]
Sent: Thursday, June 21, 2018 9:50 AM
To: Mindy Schumacher
Subject: Attached Image

Mindy Schumacher
Bowman County Deputy Auditor, Risk Manager
104 1st Street NW, Suite 1
Bowman, ND 58623
701-523-3130
Fax: 701-523-4899
-----------------------------------------------------------------------
Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments,
is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
privileged and confidential information.  Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited.  If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy
all copies of the original message.

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-68

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85
F.1.8.	 Bowman County
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Comment F.1.8.1.

Comment F.1.8.2.

Comment F.1.8.3.
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F.1.9.	 Bowman County Development Corporation

Comment F.1.9.1.

Comment F.1.9.2.

Comment F.1.9.3.



From: Joel Brown
Sent: Monday, June 11, 2018 11:48:58 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing - Pedestrian/Bike Path

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Hello,

I would like the following to be submitted for public comment:

If a pedestrian/bike path is to be constructed from Watford City to the south, it is completely
necessary that it extend all the way to Long X Rd, south of the Little Missouri River. If the path
terminates at County Rd 34, as is currently proposed, many bikers will surely attempt to ride to the
Maah Daah Hey trail head at CCC Campgound, which poses a serious safety issue. This would
require approximately 2.5 miles added to what would currently be approximately 10 miles of path.
As a longtime resident and mountain biker, it is my opinion that this path should be built as a
means of safely biking from Watford City to the Maah Daah Hey trail head, and nothing short of
that. Ease of access to the Maah Daah Hey will be valuable to our community and to tourism in
Watford City. I believe that building this path to terminate prior to intersecting Long X Rd will result
in increased risk of injury and/or loss of life.
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F.1.10.	 Joel Brown

Comment F.1.10.1.

Comment F.1.10.2.

Comment F.1.10.3.
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From: bowmanauditor@ndsupernet.com
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 12:19:45 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Mr. Linneman

Attached is a letter of support of the Draft EIS for US 85 (Theodore Roosevelt Expressway).  I
also mailed a hard copy.

Peggy Allen
Financial Auditor
PO Box 12
Bowman, ND 58623
bowmanauditor@ndsupernet.com
701-523-3309 Phone
701-523-5716 FAX
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F.1.12.	 City of Bowman
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From: Shawn Wenko
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 9:59:59 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

Please see the attached letter of support on behalf of the City of Williston Economic Development
office. 

Best Regards

Shawn Wenko
Executive Director
T: 701.577.8110 | M: 701.570.5013
E: shawnw@ci.williston.nd.us
A: 113 4th St E. Williston, ND 58802
W: www.willistondevelopment.com

 Have You Signed Up For The Williston Wire?    Click Here
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From: Sherwin De Peralta
Sent: Thursday, May 31, 2018 9:09:12 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Long X Bridge - North Dakota Department of Transportation - 4272260

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Good Morning Mr. Linneman,

Our firm would like to request for information in-reference to the Long x Bridge project. I would like
to find out to when construction will start and the name of the design team (engineer) and the city
and state they are located.

Kindly please respond at your earliest convenient.

Thank you

Sherwin DePeralta

Sherwin De Peralta
Senior Content Specialist

111 W. Washington St.
Ste. 1700
Chicago, IL 60602
phone: 312.267.1035 
www.ConstructConnect.com
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F.1.16.	 Gayle Cox
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From: Tom Dahle
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:22:37 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-80

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85
F.1.17.	 Tomas Dahle



From: Thomas Dahle 
To:  Department of Transportation 
 
Re:  Public hearing re Highway 85 near Theodore Roosevelt National Park 
 
Due to noise pollution I am opposed to the highway expansion so close to the 
park. 
 
Theodore Roosevelt in reference to the Grand Canyon in Arizona said. “In the 
Grand Canyon, Arizona has a natural wonder which is in kind absolutely 
unparalleled in the world. I want to ask that you keep this great wonder of nature 
as it now is. I hope you will not have a building of any kind, not a summer cottage, 
a hotel or anything else, to mar the wonderful grandeur, the sublimity the great 
loneliness, a beauty of the canyon.….Leave it as it is. You can not improve on it. 
The ages have been at work on it, and man can only mar it.”  I say the highway 
expansion will seriously  mar the Park with noise.  
 
I am a former Scoutmaster.  I lead Troop 123 in Bismarck for 17 years.  We were 
a unique Troop.  Troop wide we hiked and backpacked more than any other Troop 
in North Dakota.   
We hiked and backpacked extensively in TR Park and on the Maah Daah Hey Trail.   
 
The high point of my scoutmaster career was taking   Scouts and leaders to places 
like “Eye of the Needle aka Devil’s Eye” in the South Unit, “Devil’s Pass”,  “China  
Wall”,  “Ice caves” and  the“ Elk horn Ranch” on the MDHT.  The scouts told me 
they loved seeing the very unique formations in the badlands, seeing places that 
few people ever saw.  They liked being places that were not marred by any human 

activity… no roads, no buildings, no smoke plumes, no manmade noise.  
One scout told me “I liked being where it was just us (scouts and leaders) in the 
middle of the wilderness” 
 
When I run into alumni scouts the first thing they will say is “Remember when we 
were hiking….” They would tell me about a hiking adventure. 
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 On thank you cards I have given to former leaders who worked so hard to make 
an adventurous wilderness appreciating troop, I have written the following: 
 

“At Troop 123 Scouts accepted the physical and 
mental challenges of Hiking and Backpacking 
merit badges.  In the process we (scouts and 
adults) learned to appreciate the sights, and 
sounds of nature.  We felt the wind, we 
sometimes heard a gentle rain, and we even 
woke up to see snow on the tents. We observed 
bison, antelope, snakes and other creatures and 
saw and appreciated wildflowers. We had 
moments of silence while pausing from hiking 
to appreciate nature.  We learned to work with 
and be kind to each other.   And, we had fun.”
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Top:  June 1, 1998 2   10 person crews about to start a 5 day 30 mile backpacking trip on the 
Maah Daah Hey and in Theodore Roosevelt National Park  

Bottom: iconic “China Wall” on the Maah Daah Hey Trail 
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Top: “Devil’s Pass” aka “Goats Pass” on the Maah Daah Hey Trail.   Note the 10 to 12 foot wide 
strip of land connecting the 2 sides of a canyon. The pass is about 200 feet tall.   What a thrill 
for all to walk across the pass. 
 
Bottom “Eye of the Needle” in the South Unit of TRNP.  You have to walk a few miles to see this 
treasure. 
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rom: Kendeitz
Sent: Tuesday, May 8, 2018 4:37:38 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Long x bridge, Matt Linneman

***** CAUTION:  This email originated from an outside source.  Do not click links or open attachments unless you
know they are safe. *****
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F.1.18.	 Ken Deitz
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From: kala_deitz@yahoo.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 8:27:19 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public hearing

***** CAUTION:  This email originated from an outside source.  Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
know they are safe. *****

As a land owner living by highway 85 I understand the need for a new bridge although I am uncertain a 4 lane road 
is needed. The traffic here is very sporadic and never bumper to bumper. With the dynamics of the land here, and 
how it shifts I have concerns this plan will only be an expensive temporary fix. Thank you for a very well written 
and thoughtful plan. I am sure that all parties involved will be able to come to a successful resolution. Thank you for 
your time.

Michaela Deitz

Sent from my iPad
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From: Weston Deitz
Sent: Wednesday, May 23, 2018 9:15:50 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Hello, I travel this highway often to visit family in Watford City. I see no need for our tax
paying money to go into a four lane highway through there. There just isn’t a substantial
amount of traffic on the road to justify such a project. If you are looking to make it safer,
lower the speed limit coming down into the valley across the bridge. Don’t waste your time,
and our money.

Have a good day,
Weston

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

F-89

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85

F.1.20.	 Weston Deitz
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From: Allen Domagala
Sent: Friday, June 1, 2018 2:35:38 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Highway 85 and Theodore Roosevelt National Park

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Hi,
When discussing the 4-lane project on Highway 85 between Belfield and Watford City, I
would like to see a new bridge at the river, but I would also propose to keep the existing 3-
lane going up and down through the badlands valley as it is. Don’t rework this area of road.

Thank you,

Allen Domagala
Williston, North Dakota 58801
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F.1.22.	 Economic Development Association of North Dakota
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Comment F.1.22.3.



From: Cindy Selinger
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 11:00:27 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing - Theodore Roosevelt Expressway EIS

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Hi Matt Linneman:

Attached is our comment in support of the Draft EIS for US 85 (Theodore Roosevelt Expressway).

Should you have any questions, please let us know.

Thank you. 

Cindy Selinger
Paralegal ~ Fisher Sand & Gravel Co.
PO Box 1034 ~ Dickinson, ND  58602-1034

Toll Free: 1 800 932-8740
Office: (701) 456-9184
Fax: (701) 456-9168
E- mail: cselinger@fisherind.com
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From: J.K.Pendry@Btinternet.com
Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 9:48:29 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Re: Drive on Safer Roads; Support US 85 4-Lane Expansion

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments unless you know
they are safe.

We are GreenField Finance Group. We would appreciate the opportunity to provide funding for this
project.
j.k.pendrey@btinternet.com

From: Bakken Backers <info@backthebakken.org>
To: j.k.pendrey@btinternet.com
Sent: Wednesday, 30 May 2018, 15:40
Subject: Drive on Safer Roads; Support US 85 4-Lane Expansion

Public comments taken through June 25

Logo
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Public Hearings and Public Comment Period Held for US Hwy
85 Expansion

Dear Bakken Backer:

The expansion of US Highway 85 from two lanes to four lanes between Watford City and
I-94 at Belfield is critical for safe and efficient movement of freight and people in the
Bakken.

Please consider attending one of the public hearings this week and provide comments on
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), which has been released for public
comment.

You can attend in person:

Fairfield, ND
May 30, 2018 - 5:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. (MDT)
Billings County Rural Fire Hall
12811 20th Street Southwest, Fairfield, ND

Watford City, ND
May 31, 2018: 5:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. (CDT)
Watford City Hall
213 2nd Street Northeast, Watford City, ND ﻿

You can submit comments on the Draft EIS at this email: DOTUS85@nd.gov.
https://www.dot.nd.gov/dotnet2/submitinfo/?pageID=us85project

The electronic version of the document can be downloaded from the NDDOT
website: https://www.dot.nd.gov/projects/williston/US85I94/. Comments on the DEIS will
be taken through June 25, 2018.

Everyone’s input is appreciated to help move this vital infrastructure project toward
completion, which will support the continued economic growth of the region.

Provide Comments

Bismarck, North Dakota 

unsubscribe webversion
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F.1.26.	 Gerry Grosulak

Comment F.1.26.1.

Comment F.1.26.2.

Comment F.1.26.3.



From: terry Johnson
Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 12:05:41 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.
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From: Corinne L
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 3:04:25 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: public hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

As I looked over the alternatives to the highway 85 expansion I was extremely disappointed that
there was no alternative of bypassing the north unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park completely
and constructing a new truck route a few miles east of the current highway 85. There is an area
south of Long X Bridge at approximately mile marker 125 where the proposed 4-lane expansion
highway could continue east and curve around TRNP completely for a few miles and then reconnect
with current highway 85 at mile marker 132. The new stretch of road (truck route) could be 4-lane
like the rest of the proposed 4-lane expansion of highway 85 and the current stretch of highway 85
that goes through the park could remain a 2-lane highway and remain a scenic route to the park.

I'm sure others have mentioned this option, but it appears that this option has not been taken
seriously. There are several proposals to bypass Fairfield, but none to bypass the much more fragile
and sensitive area of a national park! That does not make sense. There are numerous proposals of
ways to mitigate the effect of a 4-lane highway going through TRNP, but bypassing the park is not
listed as an option!
Bypassing the park would solve most of these problems. Truck traffic would be diverted from the
park, it will move faster, without congestion. A new bridge is needed which can be built on the new
stretch of road and the historic Long X Bridge can remain on the scenic route to the park (and it
could even be a toll bridge so that the oil companies can pay for some of the cost of constructing
this new and improved highway and bridge---which is being built because of their impact on the
area). The impact of having a 4-lane highway so close to the park would be lessened  for people,
wildlife, the noise level, the air quality, even the land of the park itself. All of the "fixes" that are
being proposed will not result in a net positive gain for the park, the animals and people that live
there and people that make the extra effort to spend time there. You can not mitigate the increased
impact of so much more traffic moving through the park (lets not forget the additional truck traffic
that has currently been using highway 22 because the trucks are to large to pass under Long X
Bridge). If the expanded 4-lane bypasses the park, the nature of the park and the park experience
would remain intact and the oil trucks can move, unhindered along their new 4-lane designated
truck route.

This seems like a reasonable compromise where both sides would win. The state of North Dakota
needs to protect our very special natural and national treasures. The proposed alternatives
(alternative?s?---really? #1-one type of 4-lane highway and #2-another type of 4-lane highway) do
not do this. North Dakota government is supposed to work for the people, but they continually side
with big money special interests like the oil companies (to the detriment of many). This would be a
good time to do something that benefits the people of ND by protecting our park from further
degradation.  Please reconsider the bypass alternative and add it to the limited and incomplete
alternatives that have been presented.

Thank you for allowing comments.   Corinne Lee
 Bismarck
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From: Jon Maristuen
Sent: Friday, June 1, 2018 4:35:45 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: 4 lane Hwy 85 south to 94

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Greetings,
              I believe this roadway needs to be 4 lane surface to support the volume of traffic which has
been, is, and will continue to grow in the future of western North Dakota. The eastern and middle
regions of the state benefit from 4 lane roadways, western North Dakota should be no exception.

As to funding, appropriate the western’s fair share of the increased tax revenue showing up down in
Bismarck back out to construct this roadway. That expenditure will come back to the state 10 time
again in oil dollars over its 40 years life span of the roadway. Remember they plan to drill 50,000
more wells in western North Dakota in the next 40 years. Compute the tax dollars off that number
and tell us out in western North Dakota whom has family, friends, co-workers driving this roadway
every day its not doable yet.

Please get the funding appropriated and put this project on the top of the NDDOT’s list.

Travelers desire and deserve a 4 lane surface in the only region of the state without one!

Thanks
Jon

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: James W. Martens
Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 5:55:52 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing - Support for Proposal

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Mr. Linneman,

The "four-laning" of Highway 85 between Watford City and Belfield is long overdue.  I’ve frequently
traveled this section of Highway 85 over the past decade for business and personal travel.  Even with
the improvements made between 2010 and 2012, this stretch of road remains difficult and, in my
opinion, dangerous to travel.

I've been in and observed too many "close call" scenarios with vehicles passing trucks.  Two of the
most frightening were the time I observed an oil truck that sped up to not permit a motorist to pass,
almost leading to a head-on collision with another oil truck, and the time I was forced to take the
shoulder because one oil truck was passing another coming head-on.  These both occurred in the
Billings County section of the highway which illustrates the need for four lanes south of ND200 in
addition to the stretch between Watford City and the McKenzie County Line/ND200.

As an avid outdoorsman and “lover” of TRNP and the badlands, I appreciate some of the concerns
about the area around the North Unit and the fate of the historic Long X Bridge.  However, the
highway is already expanded to three lanes directly adjacent to the park climbing out of the Little
Missouri valley.  Thus, the argument that it would take away from the scenic valley comes up a bit
short.

This road needs to be four lanes from I94 to Watford City. We don't need to see any more traffic
fatalities on this stretch of road – especially when we have the opportunity to make a change for the
better.  I hope the department “hastens forward quickly,” as TR might say, with this vital highway
project for western North Dakota.

Thank you for your time and consideration of this e-mail in support of the proposal.

Regards,
Jim Martens

James W. Martens
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402 East Main Avenue, Suite 100 | Bismarck, North Dakota 58501
E: jwmartens@martenspllc.com | P: 701.223.2000 | www.martenspllc.com

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail (including any attachments) is covered by the Electronic
Communications Privacy Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510-2521. The information contained in this e-mail
communication and any attached documentation may be privileged, confidential or otherwise
protected from disclosure and is intended only for the use of the designated recipient(s). It is not
intended for transmission to, or receipt by, any unauthorized person.  The use, distribution,
transmittal or re-transmittal by an unintended recipient of this communication is strictly prohibited
without the sender's express approval in writing or by e-mail.  If you are not the intended recipient
of this e-mail, please delete it from your system without copying it or any attachments and notify the
above sender so the e-mail address may be corrected. Receipt by anyone other than the intended
recipient is not a waiver of any attorney-client or work-product privilege.
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From: Daniel Stenberg
Sent: Wednesday, June 20, 2018 3:43:02 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: McKenzie County JDA comments

Attached, please find comments from the McKenzie County Job Development Authority regarding
the Highway 85 project.

Let me know if you need any further information.

All the best,
Daniel

------------
Daniel Stenberg
Economic Development Coordinator | McKenzie County
701-204-1554 (mobile) | 701-444-7419 (office)
201 5th St NW #600, Watford City, ND 58854
http://econdev.mckenziecounty.net/
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From: Brenda Menier
Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 4:06:48 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed HWY 85 expansion through the Little
Missouri State Scenic River Valley.  This proposed expansion is worrisome in terms of impact on
wildlife, the wilderness experience for all who enjoy our National Parks and the impact on our state
budget.  The often used phrase, “If you build it they will come”, is apt for this proposal of building a
four lane divided highway.   Once completed, traffic will increase and magnify the impact on wildlife
and the serenity and quiet that park enthusiasts seek.  Wilderness areas across the nation are at risk
for development and exploitation.  We need to do everything we can to protect them.  What kind of
legacy are we leaving for our children and grandchildren? Surely there are other ways to improve
the roadway and bridge without destroying additional land and wildlife habitat that are far less
costly to the taxpayer and the environment.

Sincerely,

Brenda L Menier

2845 2nd St. North
Fargo, ND 58102

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-108

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85
F.1.33.	 Brenda L. Menier

Comment F.1.33.1.

Comment F.1.33.2.

Comment F.1.33.3.



From: Adam Miller
Sent: Friday, June 29, 2018 9:41:16 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: US Highway 85 Expansion Project-Public Comment on Wildlife Crossings

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Hello. My name is Adam Miller and I am a life-long citizen of North Dakota, currently
residing in Bismarck. I would like to express my support for the proposed wildlife crossings
that are part of this project, especially the area directly around the north unit of Theodore
Roosevelt National Park. This area is key to many wildlife species, notably bighorn sheep
which the state has struggled to maintain healthy population for around 60 years now.
Unfortunately, wildlife being struck by highway traffic in that area is so prevalent that it has
become accepted as normal. A person can not drive that stretch without seeing vehicle struck
dead animals in various states of decay. It's disheartening on behalf of the wildlife and a
human health and injury concern for the vehicle operators and passengers.

Wildlife crossings in Montana and Wyoming have been very popular and useful in providing
safe highway crossings for wildlife while limiting negative interactions between wildlife and
the general public. I believe they are invaluable as a conservation tool and preventing vehicle
accidents, ultimately saving the public money in vehicle repairs, insurance costs and possibly
even a human life in the rare life threatening vehicle-animal collision.

I appreciate the NNDOT's time and effort in reading my comments and the value they have
placed in ensuring that the wildlife crossings will be constructed as part of the project. Thank
you for your time.
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From: Adam Miller [mailto:adamandrewmiller@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, August 6, 2018 9:50 AM
To: Duran, Richard (FHWA) <richard.duran@dot.gov>
Subject: US Highway 85 Comments

Hello Mr. Duran. I am writing to inform you that believe the proposed wildlife crossings for the US 
Highway 85 expansion are vitally important. Certain stretches of that Highway, specifically the area 
south of the Long X have an exceptionally rate of vehicle/wildlife collisions. Unfortunately as it 
stands, the wildlife have little choice. The wildlife crossings, specifically an overpass for the bighorn 
sheep, would be very beneficial to wildlife and people. It will make travel safer for all involved. These 
types of crossings have been very popular in other states and the beneficial results have been well 
documented. Please consider going forward with the wildlife crossings. 

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-110

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85

Comment F.1.34.3.



From: Stephen Mishkin [mailto:smishkin@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, June 27, 2018 2:34 PM
To: Linneman, Matt G. <mlinneman@nd.gov>
Subject: Public Hearing

***** CAUTION:  This email originated from an outside source.  Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
know they are safe. *****

As promised…
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I oppose any expansion of the stretch of U.S. Highway 85 that runs through the North Unit of 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, and offer the following comments and suggestions:

1. There is no compelling reason why the seven-mile stretch of roadway through the North Unit 
has to be expanded. Keep it a two-lane highway. Forcing vehicles to slow down through this 
stretch is a reasonable burden, given the importance of this national park to North Dakota and the 
nation.

Commerce should take a back seat to preservation here, to protect this special place.

2. The North Unit is all designated wilderness to the west of the highway (except for the scenic 
roadway in the park). It is land devoted to solitude, beauty, self-reflection, and the remarkable 
land conservation legacy of Theodore Roosevelt. Its values must be protected forever. A four-
lane highway through the park, at the very edge of the wilderness, is wrong and should be 
rejected as a violation of the legacy of Theodore Roosevelt.

3. If Federal and Montana officials sought to expand Highway 191 into a four-lane highway 
inside Yellowstone National Park, there would be an uproar and no such effort would be 
tolerated. It should not be tolerated here either. A four-lane highway in a treasured and 
strikingly scenic national park, especially one dedicated to the legacy of a man who advocated 
the “strenuous life” and whose view of automobiles was decidedly negative, must be rejected.

4. What do you mean that a Memorandum of Agreement “is being created between the FHWA, 
NDDOT, and SHPO to mitigate for the Adverse Effect on the Long X Bridge”? How can you be 
working on an MOA when you haven’t even approved the project, or any specific piece of it?

5. Why have there been no public hearings outside of the roadway corridor? Why not a hearing 
in Bismarck, or Minneapolis? People care about Theodore Roosevelt National Park and need to 
know about proposals that threaten the park’s integrity. 

6. Theodore Roosevelt National Park is a tiny fraction of the land base of North Dakota (about 
100 square miles out of more than 70,000). The North Unit’s designated wilderness is a mere 
speck of land in a giant state, just 19,410 acres. Amazingly, this is the largest designated 
wilderness in North Dakota. It should be treated as the most valuable land in the state. No four-
lane highway should be allowed on the eastern boundary of this specially designated 
land. Nothing could possibly mitigate the damage that a four-lane highway would do to this 
area. The value of this national park and wilderness area grows every day, as more of our lands 
are developed and human population expands and spreads. 

7. The Draft EIS indicates that your “preferred alternative” may cost as much as 469 million 
dollars, though funding has been secured only for the bridge project. Why do you not have an 
alternative that would cost $100 million, in case that is all the money that can be secured? You 
have not examined any set of intermediate goals to make a few improvements on the roadway. I
support improving the bridge and putting in wildlife crossings, and perhaps expanding the 
roadway in places, but I do not support any expansion of the highway through the park.
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8. You have not clearly explained how expanding this highway will enhance public 
safety. Widening a highway encourages drivers to go faster, thus making the roadway more 
dangerous.

9. I have visited Theodore Roosevelt National Park’s South Unit in the past, and will be visiting 
the North Unit later this year. I do not come to North Dakota to see oil rigs and interstate 
highways. I come to see the dramatic and spectacular landscape of the Badlands. I will continue 
to visit only if such landscapes (small as they are) are protected.
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From: Holly Sandbo
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 10:53:32 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: HWY 85 DEIS Comments from NPCA

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Dear Mr. Linneman,

Attached are NPCA’s comments for the HWY 85 Draft EIS.  Thank you for your consideration of these
comments.

Best,

Holly Sandbo
Northern Rockies Program Coordinator
National Parks Conservation Association
Bozeman, MT | 406.577.2447| npca.org
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                                                                                        National Parks Conservation Association 
Northern Rockies Regional Office
321 E Main St.  Suite 424
Bozeman, MT 59715

June 25, 2018

Matt Linneman, Project Manager
NDDOT
300 Airport Road
Bismarck, North Dakota 58504-6005

RE:  U.S. Highway 85 Expansion Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Linneman:

On behalf of the National Parks Conservation Association’s (NPCA) over 1.3 million members and 
supporters nationally, we are submitting comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) for the proposed U.S. Highway 85 expansion project. Thank you for your consideration of these 
comments. 

Since 1919, NPCA has been the leading voice of the American people in protecting and enhancing our 
National Park System. NPCA works to preserve our nation’s natural, historical, and cultural heritage for 
present and future generations and has a long history of advocating for Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park. 

While NPCA does not oppose improvements to Highway 85 generally, we remain highly concerned 
the project does not provide a reasonable range of alternatives for sections of highway that run through 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, the Little Missouri River Valley, and other sensitive areas. For this 
reason, NPCA cannot support the North Dakota Department of Transportation’s (NDDOT) and the 
Federal Highways Administration’s (FHWA) build alternatives.  We disagree with the NDDOT and 
FHWA conclusion that “robust” alternatives development and screening process constitute a
reasonable range of alternatives.  The DEIS does not address the alternatives concerns raised by 
several stakeholders, and the flexible design options for the proposed action remain too narrow.

The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires consideration of alternatives to any proposed 
action requiring the development of an environmental impact statement. The courts have imposed a 
‘reasonableness’ standard to the alternatives requirement. Every reasonable alternative must be 
considered. An EIS is inadequate if it fails to consider a viable alternative.

While flexible design options are admirable, minor changes to small areas do not constitute a 
‘reasonable range of alternatives’ under NEPA. We continue to ask that you redefine the need of project 
from “to expand US Highway 85 to four lanes between I-94 and US Highway 2” to a need that reflects 
the purpose of the project. The ‘reasonable range of alternatives’ issue is discussed in more depth near 
the end of these comments.
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Because the project spans 62 miles and encompasses vastly different environmental, geologic, 
geographical, and population density areas, the project should be segmented. E.g., a significant amount 
of attention and priority has been given to safety issues related to the Long X bridge itself (not enough 
clearance for over-height loads and not wide enough to clear accidents while maintaining traffic flow). 
Those issues have virtually nothing to do with the remainder of the project. 

NPCA acknowledges the importance of improving bridge safety and reliability at the Long X crossing.
NPCA does not object to the replacement of the current bridge. The current bridge could be replaced 
with a four-lane bridge, as proposed in the DEIS. While routinely carrying only two lanes of traffic, 
such a bridge would allow traffic to flow even while stalled vehicles are being cleared or vehicle 
crashes are being investigated, simply by setting up movable traffic lane-change barriers during such 
incidents.

In addition to segmenting the bridge as a separate project, the seven miles of roadway through the 
Little Missouri Valley should also be considered a separate project. Because the instability and 
erodibility of the steep valley slopes are the very thing that make the Badlands a tourist attraction, the 
plan to lay the slopes back for hundreds of feet is nothing short of the complete destruction of the 
Badlands in the project area.

Since there is currently no federal nor state funding identified for any portion of the project other than 
the bridge plus approximately one mile on either end of the bridge, NPCA respectfully requests, at a 
minimum, that the one mile on either end be shortened to the greatest extent possible, i.e., re-design 
and re-build just enough section of road to connect the current roadway to the new bridge and do
nothing more. 

If the remainder of the project is never funded, the proposed destruction of two miles of Badlands 
topography will have been spared (except to the extent that some slopes have already been carved 
substantially back from the road in recent ‘improvement’ projects). On the other hand, if the remainder 
of the project is funded 10 or 20 years into the future, new stabilization technologies may have been 
developed which would not require such a massive amount of earth moving as is proposed in the DEIS 
preferred alternative.

The following numbered points all support NPCA’s position that the road through the Badlands should 
not be widened at this time or for the foreseeable future.

1) Protection of Theodore Roosevelt National Park:  Highway 85 runs directly through a portion of 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park’s North Unit, which is comprised mostly of designated 
Wilderness and provides visitors with quiet and solitude. Changes and improvements to the road 
through the park should be minimal and should be accomplished using the existing right-of-way 
from the National Park Service. The DEIS states that expanding the highway will stay within the 
existing right-of-way. Landslides occur throughout highway corridor in the park and it is 
inevitable that they will continue to occur.  A wider road will cause these events to occur in 
broader margin of the corridor and will create a need for a broader margin of mitigation measures.  
NDDOT and FHWA must examine the impacts a wider road would have on landslide events and 
the potential for increased and wider mitigation measures that would fall outside the existing 
right-of-way. 

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

F-116

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85

Comment F.1.36.3.

Comment F.1.36.4.

Comment F.1.36.5.

Comment F.1.36.6.

Comment F.1.36.7.

Comment F.1.36.8.

Comment F.1.36.9.



3 
 

2) Protection of the Scenic Views from Theodore Roosevelt National Park: The park entrance and 
visitor center, as well as many miles of the North Unit Scenic Drive overlook the area 
surrounding Highway 85.  While the DEIS does address replacing the Long X Bridge with the 
park’s viewshed in mind, it did not address the serious impacts expanding the road in this area 
would have on the park’s scenery.  The amount of material that would need to be removed and the
road cuts that would be necessary to attempt an expanded road in this area would be major visual 
intrusions on the park and surrounding area.

3) Protection of Natural Sounds and Quiet in Theodore Roosevelt National Park: Sound carries a 
long distance in the Little Missouri River Valley.  Construction or enhancement of a road within 
the valley through and near the North Unit should be done in such a way that will keep sound to a
minimum.  Lower speed limits should be posted and enforced.  If the Long X Bridge is retrofitted, 
sound should be a consideration.  If a new bridge is constructed, it should be a “quiet bridge” 
which uses state-of-the art, cutting-edge technology to reduce sound from cars and trucks.  In 
addition, any new pavement should be of the quietest type possible to mitigate sound impacts in 
the national park. While sound studies were conducted, low-frequency sound should be 
evaluated. 

4) Protection of the Little Missouri River Valley: The Little Missouri State Scenic River is integral 
to the national park, adjoining U.S. Forest Service roadless areas, and wildlife. The 6 - 8 mile 
stretch of Highway 85 from rim to rim above the river should be treated differently from the rest 
of the highway.  As you know, this section of the highway is dynamic, and there is frequent 
sliding and slumping both north and south of the river.  It is difficult to keep this section in its 
current state, which is mostly a three lane road.  To attempt to make this a four lane or divided 
highway would be difficult and expensive, would come at great cost to the environment.  This 
section is important for its scenic value, for the integrity of the Little Missouri State Scenic River, 
to Theodore Roosevelt National Park and the adjoining roadless areas that help to protect the
national park, and as a wildlife corridor. Most of this section is already a three lane road, which 
allows for passing as needed.  Maintaining it in its current state (with minor improvements as 
needed) will protect the many values of the Little Missouri River Valley.

5) Protection of Wildlife: Theodore Roosevelt National Park is a haven for wildlife, and the Little 
Missouri River corridor and surrounding U.S. Forest Service roadless areas are critical to wildlife 
movement and survival.  Bighorn sheep and other large animals have been needlessly killed on 
the Little Missouri River Valley stretch of Highway 85 due to vehicle collisions. The proposed 
action of expanding the highway to four-lanes through the park would be detrimental to wildlife.  
The DEIS minimally mitigates this issue by reducing highway speed through Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park by 5 mph.  A more significant review of highway speed in this area should be 
conducted to evaluate if a 5mph reduction is significant enough to decrease wildlife collisions.
Further, the DEIS proposes the construction of three wildlife underpasses. It must be noted that 
some species will use the crossings more than others and wildlife crossings alone are not adequate 
to mitigate all wildlife impacts from traffic.  Other mitigation measures such as wildlife detection 
systems should be evaluated and considered.

6) Visitor Safety: Visitors to Theodore Roosevelt National Park are often new to the area and are 
not familiar with the park entrance.  They are often traveling with motor homes or trailers. While 
the DEIS provides a turning lane into the park in the north bound lane, there would be increased 
safety hazards for motorists taking a left turn out of the park if the road were expanded to four 
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lanes.  Keeping the road to three lanes and reducing the speed limit at this intersection would 
provide for more safety for everyone on the road.

7) Continued Collaboration with the National Park Service: NDDOT and FHWA need to continue
to work closely with the National Park Service, U.S. Forest Service, North Dakota Game and Fish 
Department to identify potential impacts that the expansion of Highway 85 may have on 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park and surrounding areas and implement meaningful solutions.

NPCA’s primary concerns with this proposed project have always been with the stretch of road and 
bridge through the Little Missouri River Valley, as described above. The organization has not taken a 
formal position on the overall need to four-lane the roadway from Watford City to the intersection of 
Highway 85 with I-94. However, considering the project as a whole, one is left with the distinct 
impression that this is an ill-conceived project – with the exception of safety improvements at the 
bridge, as previously acknowledged. NPCA offers the following critiques of the analysis contained in 
the DEIS.

Inaccurate public perceptions. The project relies heavily on the inaccurate perceptions of 57 
commenters that the roadway is unsafe, despite that fact that crash data suggests it is far safer than the 
average of North Dakota roadways. (DEIS, ES-6, paragraph entitled ‘Safety’). Specifically, during the 
five years that marked the height of the recent oil boom (June 2010 to May 2015), the crash rate for 
Highway 85 was 0.70 per million vehicle miles traveled (MVMT) compared to the 2014 statewide 
average of 1.55 (DEIS at p.8, §1.3.3 and p. 66, §5.6.3). Do we really expect our governmental decision-
makers to expend nearly half a billion dollars to respond to the inaccurate perceptions of 57 people,
while ignoring alternatives such as ‘Super 2’ improvements that will improve safety and reliability at a 
fraction of the cost?

Incomplete analysis of the recent past. It is not clear from the DEIS how many of the vehicle crashes 
or near-misses reported during the scoping meetings in November 2015 would likely not have occurred 
had recent improvements been in place earlier or had road construction projects not occurred at the same 
time the oil industry was in high gear. Nor is there any analysis of a primary reason for users of the 
roadway feeling unsafe during the years of the oil boom, which was the emergence of three-year leases 
as the dominant lease term on private lands (as distinct from traditional five-year lease terms). Because 
the Bakken quickly became known as a virtual oil mine (100% success rate once the margins of the play 
had been defined, rather than being an exploration play), much of the land area in the Bakken was ‘top 
leased,’ meaning the oil company with the initial lease would lose its rights to drill for the oil to another 
company if it failed to ‘hold’ the lease by production of at least one well per unit within three years after 
a lease was signed. The dominance of the three-year leasing phenomenon meant that time was of the 
essence and oil company employees and contractors were under enormous pressure to work incredibly 
long hours (with a categorical exemption from the hour and mileage limitations to which over-the-road 
truckers are subject) and to work – and drive – as fast as possible. This factor led to many of the vehicle 
crashes, near misses, and generalized fear of driving by the local population. Now that virtually all 
Bakken leases have been held by production, combined with the fall-off of oil price in 2015, the oil 
traffic is no longer so crazed. Even if the price rises substantially, it is very unlikely that the pressure for 
speed will ever be as intense as it was during the period from about 2010 – 2014 because virtually all 
leases in the Bakken have been held by production.

For a summary of highway construction projects completed along the project area of Highway 85 from 
2011 through 2014, see Bienniel Report of the ND Department of Transportation, pages 40 and 42 
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(accessed at: https://www.dot.nd.gov/divisions/exec/docs/biennial15.pdf) and North Dakota Department 
of Transportation, Williston District Highway Information, 2017 Data, dated March 2018 (accessed at: 
https://www.dot.nd.gov/divisions/planning/docs/highwayinfo/williston.pdf). These reports document 
that about 30 % of the project area (at least 18 of 62 miles) were the object of various state construction 
projects between 2011 and 2014, including a couple miles of rather intense landslide repair on the north 
slope of the valley, during which that section of roadway was widened and climbing lanes added (DEIS, 
p. 65, §5.6.2 (last paragraph). Highway construction sites always add a layer of danger and uncertainty 
to driving.

Flawed analysis of future traffic.  The DEIS uses a 2.5 per cent increase in traffic per year to project 
that Highway 85 will have an unsatisfactory amount of traffic by the year 2040 if it is not four-laned. 
However, some of the facts relied upon are simply inaccurate. E.g., it is stated at p.139, § 8.4.1, that 
“[n]early all active wells in the vicinity of the alternatives currently utilize trucks to transport crude oil 
rather than gathering pipelines.” While that may have been true a year or two ago, it is likely no longer 
true and will most certainly not be true for the long term. 

The director of North Dakota’s Oil & Gas Division of the Department of Mineral Resources made a 
presentation in May 2018, in which he documented the relative number of barrels of oil per day (BOPD) 
transported by truck and by pipeline over the past several years. The slides for that presentation can be 
accessed at: https://www.dmr.nd.gov/oilgas/presentations/WBPC052418_2400.pdf. Slide #29 clearly 
shows that crude oil transportation by truck has dropped by nearly half since 2013 while crude oil 
transported by pipeline has increased by 82%. In addition, there is now sufficient take-away capacity for 
producers to choose between rail (one million BOPD of capacity) and pipeline (1.3 million BOPD) (Id.,
at slide # 14) against current production of about 1.3 million BOPD. Gas gathering lines are being added 
at a significant pace under pressure to do so from the ND Industrial Commission. More than 26,000 
miles of gas-gathering pipelines were installed in North Dakota between 2008 and 2016. (Id., at slide # 
35.)  Without an in-depth analysis of these significant factors, which are wholly missing from the DEIS, 
the 2.5 per cent per year traffic growth projection is quite meaningless.

Misplaced reliance on the hopes of economic developers. The organized support for the project is 
clearly focused on local hopes for increased traffic and increased economic development (DEIS, p. 76, § 
5.9.2: “The TRE is anticipated to stimulate transportation opportunity’s [sic] extending more than 100 
miles from the corridor and add opportunities for economic growth.”). Economic developers from the 
Mexican border to the Canadian border have successfully lobbied Congress to label U.S. Highway 85 as 
a high-priority corridor (the ‘Ports-to-Plains Alliance’ of which the Theodore Roosevelt Expressway is 
the northernmost segment) (DEIS, p. 74, § 5.9.1.).

Despite the designation as a high-priority corridor segment, Congress has appropriated no money to 
four-lane the road. In fact, the only funds available to date are state funds to replace the Long X bridge 
(DEIS, p. 47, §§ 4.1 and 4.2.). Further, despite the quoted language in the previous paragraph, the DEIS 
acknowledges that simply improving roadways really does nothing to promote economic development if 
there are no other factors promoting such development (DEIS, p. 142, §8.5.2: “While past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable oil and gas development has increased traffic volumes and development in 
western North Dakota, the US Highway 85 project is not anticipated to be a driver of such growth.”)
E.g., the State of North Dakota poured billions of dollars into roads and other infrastructure in western 
North Dakota during the years of the oil boom (2009 – 2015). Yet, when the price of oil dropped 
substantially, the oil companies responded to market signals and rapidly reduced the pace of oil drilling. 
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The fine new roads and water systems did nothing to encourage oil drilling when the global market did 
not support such activity.

Relevant global issues are given very little attention in this analysis. While the DEIS does discuss 
climate change in a very general way at pages 78-79, (§§ 5.11.2 – 5.11.5), there is no discussion of the 
relationship between climate change and the assumed increase in traffic along the project corridor. 
Throughout the document, western North Dakota’s dramatic increase in oil production is mentioned 
numerous times as the source of increased traffic over the past decade and the expected source of 
continuing increases into the future. But what if fossil fuels are substantially replaced by solar and other 
renewable sources of energy within 15 – 20 years as some analysts are currently predicting? Does the 
oil-related traffic diminish substantially? If Saudi Arabia no longer plays a major role in driving the 
global oil price, as may happen after it divests itself of a significant portion of its state-owned oil 
company, will other OPEC members simply flood the market and drive the price of oil down for the 
long term? Now that crude oil may be exported freely from the United States, such questions should be 
considered in the analysis for it to be credible.

The complete lack of a reasonable range of alternatives. As mentioned briefly at the beginning of 
these comments, the alternatives in this document can be summed up in the phrase ‘all or nothing.’ 
There is a ‘no action’ alternative, as is required by the NEPA process, and there is a build alternative 
with a few minor variations. But there is nothing offered between those two extremes. The ‘Super 2’ 
concept (passing lanes, turn lanes, wider shoulders) is surely a reasonable alternative to make the road 
safer and more reliable than it currently is, at a much-reduced cost in dollars and to the environment. It
should have been included as a fully-developed alternative. Instead, the concept was eliminated from 
consideration twice, both as an option for the full corridor and as an option for the Badlands portion of 
the proposed project (DEIS, Table 6, pp. 40 and 41). 

In each case, the reason given for elimination of the Super 2 concept is that it “would not improve 
system linkage within the system and state.” That statement is inaccurate. Clearly, any significant 
improvement to any highway segment within any highway system is an improvement to the overall 
system. Highway 85 is certainly not the only ‘interregional system’ road in North Dakota that remains a
two-lane road. ND DOT’s Highway Performance Classification System may be found at: 
http://www.dot.nd.gov/divisions/planning/hwyclassification.htm. US Highways 12, 52, and 281 are all 
‘interregional’ two-lane roads as they pass through North Dakota, as is the section of US Highway 83 
south of I-94 and north of the Minot Air Force Base.

Highways 85 and 83 share the distinction of being high-priority corridors within North Dakota, being 
numbers 58 and 59, respectively, on Congress’ list of 91 high priority corridor segments throughout the 
nation, none of which was funded in the most recent transportation bill. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/national_highway_system/high_priority_corridors/hpcor.cfm. The 
distinction of being part of a high-priority corridor in the Federal Highway System does not guarantee 
the elevation to four-lane status, however much the TRE group would like everyone to believe that.

We note that the DEIS includes an excerpt from Council on Environmental Quality guidelines at page 
37: “. . . reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint and using common sense, rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 
the applicant.” That single statement defines the problem with this DEIS as well as anything could.
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NPCA will support the project if a Super 2 alternative is thoroughly explored and emerges as the 
preferred alternative. Short of that, we oppose all aspects of the project except the bridge replacement 
and the re-connection of the roadway to the ends of the bridge.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Sincerely,

Holly Sandbo
Northern Rockies Senior Program Coordinator 
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From: V N
Sent: Monday, June 25, 2018 1:04:06 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: DOTUS85 Public Comments

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Dear Matt -

Attached are my comments on the US Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Valerie

Valerie Naylor

dakotavagabond@live.com
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June 25, 2018 

Matt Linneman 
Project Manager 
NDDOT 
300 Airport Road 
Bismarck, ND 58504 

Re:  Comments on US Highway 85 DEIS 

The Draft EIS on US Highway 85 is very readable, well written, clear, and well presented.  Thank 
you and your team for doing such an excellent job.  Unfortunately, a well-written document 
does not necessarily lead to a well-crafted project.  This document does not fully address the 
need to protect the North Dakota badlands and the North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National 
Park.  Although the need for a 4-lane road on Highway 85 in questionable, there is very little 
controversy about building a 4-lane between Belfield and Highway 200.  There also appears to 
be minimal controversy about replacing the Long-X bridge.  However, there is substantial 
controversy about the 8-mile section of new road that would traverse the badlands, including 
the park’s North Unit. 

The DEIS does not present a range of reasonable alternatives to meet the purpose and need, 
as required under the National Environmental Policy Act.  This frequent comment is addressed 
on page ES16 when it is stated, "Public comments have expressed concern that the alternatives 
developed and carried forward for detailed analysis do not constitute a reasonable range of 
alternatives as required in 23 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 771.123. FHWA and NDDOT 
have concluded that the alternatives and options identified in this document constitute a 
reasonable range of alternatives and believe this conclusion is supported by the robust 
alternatives development and screening process completed for the project."  Robust 
alternatives development does not necessarily yield a range of reasonable alternatives; stating 
that it represents a range of reasonable alternatives does not make it so.  What this EIS 
presents is a few design alternatives for building a 4-lane highway, not a range of reasonable 
alternatives for meeting the purpose and need as outlined on page ES6. 

The alternatives are not consistent with the purpose and need. In fact, the alternatives 
presented are contrary to at least two critical sections of the purpose and need - slope 
instability and ecological connectivity.  Both stable slopes and ecological connectivity will be 
negatively impacted by the alternatives as presented.  It is also questionable whether a 4-lane 
highway through the badlands section will improve safety.  Traffic loads for 2040 are based on 
oil boom conditions, which will certainly change twenty years from now.  The perceived desires 
for system linkage and economic development are overshadowing the actual need for this 
project. 

Because of a perceived need for "system linkage" or more accurately just being able to state 
that there are 4-lane north-south highways in the eastern, central and western parts of the 
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state, alternatives are all geared toward building a complete 4-lane, rather than addressing all 
aspects of the purpose and need.  It must be satisfying for highway engineers to see a map with 
linked 4-lanes, but our environment, national park, and landscape in western North Dakota are 
more important than having a 4-lane road at all costs.  If a portion of the road remained as an 
enhanced 2-lane, it would be far less damaging to the badlands and Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park.  Yet this alternative was not fully considered, due to a fear of "gap in 
infrastructure."  Again, this is a perceived problem, not a real problem. 

The DEIS considers design alternatives for the portion through the town of Fairfield that will 
slow traffic.  The preferred alternative of Existing Alignment - Urban will slow traffic to 45 miles 
per hour, the same speed limit that currently exists on that stretch of road.  The DEIS also states 
that a multi-lane roundabout at the junction of Hwy 200 is the preferred alternative.  Although 
this will be more efficient that the other build alternative, it will still slow traffic.  The preferred 
alternative for the Long-X bridge also is a 4-lane alternative.  The pattern here is that all 
preferred alternatives ensure that the road is always a 4-lane.  Again, this is based on the desire 
to create a 4-lane in all locations, rather than to address the need at hand.  It would be possible 
to keep most of the 8-mile section through the badlands as a 2-lane road (with existing passing 
lanes), except for that insatiable desire to ensure that the entire road is a 4-lane no matter 
what the financial and environmental costs and the irreversible impacts to Theodore Roosevelt 
National Park.  If traffic can be slowed through Fairfield and at the junction of Highway 200, 
why is it assumed that a 2-lane section with passing lanes through the badlands will cause a 
huge bottle neck of traffic? 

The huge amount of earthmoving and infrastructure that would be required to maintain a 4-
lane road through the badlands will create enormous, ugly scars that will forever change the 
scenery and views in and around the North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt NP and the 
Little Missouri River Valley.  This is not necessary to move traffic, only to create a perceived 
system linkage. 

Although historic preservation is important, most commenters do not seem to be concerned 
about the removal of the current Long X bridge and replacement with a 4-lane, flat bridge 
over the Little Missouri River, built to the east of the existing bridge.  However, it must be 
ensured that the bridge is built so that it is as quiet as possible to protect the national 
park.  Noise travels long distances in the river valley, especially noise from trucks passing over 
bridges.  This is well demonstrated in the park’s South Unit, where the natural quiet is often 
compromised by traffic noise.  We do not need a similar situation in the park’s North Unit. 

Since the Long-X bridge portion of the project is not particularly controversial and funding is 
already available, it should be possible to separate this portion of the project out, allowing the 
new bridge to be constructed and linked to the existing road without pushing forward with 
finalization of the entire DEIS.  This would allow the funded portion of the project to move 
forward, and avoid the inevitable controversy, challenges, and potential lawsuits that the 
remainder of this project will face.  You must have a way to issue a Record of Decision on this 
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portion of the DEIS without trying to move the entire project forward at this time.  This may be 
unconventional, but there is precedent, and it can be done. 
 
It must be noted that "putting the bridge up for adoption" as the preferred alternative, prior to 
public comment on the DEIS or a Record of Decision, is pre-decisional and 
was inappropriate.   Cities were considering the adoption of the bridge long before the 
comment period ended.  This is a negative procedural move that could jeopardize the DEIS. 
Perhaps this was the media jumping the gun, but it did appear to the public that a decision had 
already been made.   
 
In summary, much more work needs to go into constructing a true range of reasonable 
alternatives for the 8-mile section of the highway that traverses the badlands in order to 
protect the environment, including Theodore Roosevelt National Park, the badlands scenery, 
wildlife, and the Little Missouri River.  In order to do that, engineers will need to get over the 
perception that lack of a 4-lane somehow prevents system linkage and creates a gap in 
infrastructure.  That said, you can easily proceed with the construction of a new Long X bridge if 
you are willing to make the effort to separate this small, but important part of the project from 
the rest of the DEIS. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Valerie J. Naylor 
 
Valerie J Naylor 
30TUdakotavagabond@live.comU30T 
23201 Custer Trails Road 
Rapid City, SD  57702 
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From: Joe Kiely
Sent: Tuesday, May 29, 2018 12:44:00 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Cc: Cal Klewin (cal@trexpressway.com); Brad Bekkedahl (DRBEKK@WIL.MIDCO.NET)
Subject: Public Hearing Comments: U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS)

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Highway 85 Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  Please let me know if Ports-to-Plains Alliance
can clarify any comments contained in the attachment.

Joe Kiely
Vice President of Operations
Ports-to-Plains Alliance
P.O. Box 758
Limon, CO  80828
719-740-2240
joe.kiely@portstoplains.com
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May 29, 2018 

Matt Linneman, Project Manager 
North Dakota Department of Transportation 
300 Airport Road  
Bismarck, ND 58504‐6005 

Re: Comments on U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

Dear Mr. Linneman: 

The Ports‐to‐Plains Alliance appreciates the opportunity to comment on the U.S. Highway 85 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Ports‐to‐Plains Alliance is a grassroots alliance of over 225 
communities and businesses, including alliance partners Heartland Expressway, and Theodore Roosevelt 
Expressway, whose mission is to advocate for a robust international transportation infrastructure to 
promote economic security and prosperity throughout North America's energy and agricultural 
heartland including Mexico to Canada. U.S. Highway 85 is a key portion of this full 2,300‐mile corridor. 

With one exception the Ports‐to‐Plains Alliance supports the preferred alternatives addressed in the 
Draft EIS.  This support includes:  

 Alternative B: Expand the existing roadway to a divided, four‐lane section with a depressed, 
center median in all areas of the project corridor except Fairfield, the Badlands, and Watford 
City 

 Option FF‐1: Expand the existing roadway through Fairfield to a four‐lane, urban section with 
reduced speeds 

 Option LX‐3: Replace the Long X Bridge with a new four‐lane bridge 

The exception to the support is the Alliance’s opposition to identifying as a preferred alternative: 

 Option INT‐2: Construct a multi‐lane roundabout at the ND‐200/US Highway 85 intersection 

It seems that a major determination to select Option INT‐2 over Option INT‐1, Standard Intersection, 
was made based on the A Study of the Traffic Safety at Roundabouts in Minnesota, Minnesota DOT, 
October 30, 2017. This study was identified as MnDOT 2017 in the Draft EIS.  The DRAFT EIS indicated 
that “Overall, Option INT‐2 is anticipated to provide added safety benefits compared to Option INT‐1, as 
roundabouts are associated with a significant reduction in the rate of fatal crashes and serious injury 
crashes compared to standard intersections.’  This conclusion seemed to be arrived at using MnDOT 
2017 as the basis for the decision. 

In reviewing MnDOT 2017, it seems that the based on that study, the EIS preferred alternative decision 
is flawed because this is would be a multi‐lane roundabout at the location of U.S. Highway 85 and ND 
State Highway 200. 
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Comments on U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
May 29, 2018 
Page 2 
 
In reference to multi lane roundabout MnDOT 2017 states “Based on the before‐after analysis, dual 
roundabouts are not having the same success as the single lane roundabouts and have even higher crash 
rates then unbalanced roundabouts. Many of the sites have seen an increase in the frequency of crashes, 
and the overall total crash rates. However, dual lane roundabouts are achieving a reduction in serious 
injury crashes.” 

 
Additionally, from MnDOT 2017 – “Some of the results to notice for future considerations of dual lane 
roundabouts include: 

 The total crash rate is up about 146% 
 Sideswipe Same Direction crash rate is up 2,979% 
 Right Angle crashes are up 133%” 

MnDOT 2017 indicated that K‐Injury (Fatal) Crash: One or more person involved in the crash died due to 
injuries sustained in the crash, was not an impact without the roundabout in the three years before or 
after the roundabout installation. In terms of A ‐ Injury Crash: One or more person involved in the crash 
sustained a serious life‐altering injury due to the crash, there was a reduction in the three years 
following the roundabout installation from 3 to 0. 

With the significant permitted loads along U.S. Highway 85, the preference to the roundabout 
alternative, seems out of place. Permitted loads did not seem to be considered. 

 

Based on the number of permitted loads along the corridor, combined with the implications from the 
MnDOT 2017 study referenced in the EIS, the Ports‐to‐Plains Alliance respectfully requests that the 
alternatives at the Intersection of U.S. Highway 85 and ND State Highway 200 be reviewed and the 
preferred alternative be a Standard Intersection. 
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Comments on U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
May 29, 2018 
Page 3 
 
Please feel free to contact Joe Kiely, Vice President of Operations ay joe.kiely@portstoplains.com or 
719‐740‐2240 with any questions that arise from this comment letter. 

Sincerely yours, 

Joe Kiely 

 

Vice President of Operations 

cc   Cal Klewin, Theodore Roosevelt Expressway Association 
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From: Rob Sand
Sent: Sunday, June 24, 2018 9:47:24 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

NDDOT
300 Airport Road
Bismarck, ND 58504-6005

Mr. Linneman

I live on the south slope of the Killdeer Mountains.  The Badlands along the Little Missouri River have
been a very important part of my life, my parents lives and of my son and granddaughter.  I
remember well how peaceful the Park and the Badlands were.  Now, it has become much harder to
find the unspoiled and quiet places.  Highway 85 cuts right through some of our most loved and
critical lands.  My comments are concerning the roadway as it impacts the TR National Park and the
Lone Butte and Long X Divide roadless areas.

I have attended two or three of the public hearings concerning the Highway 85 expansion.  I do see
that the DEIS has addressed the concerns about noise as it would affect the Park and the the
roadless areas to the south.  But, the analysis doesn't appear to consider engine brakes on trucks
decending the grades nor the rumble strip noises.  I experience the road noises at Cottonwood
Campground in the South Unit and Juniper Campground is closer to the highway.  

I am not in favor of the "Preferred Alternative" as presented.  Because the Park and the two roadless
areas that are adjacent to the Park are extremely important to the many of us who go there to
experience what they have to offer, it would be harmful and show a willfulness to ignore the options
to design for traffic calming features.  A "Super-Two" roadway design with reduced speeds should
satisfy the safety concerns while allowing for a better, or not as bad, experience for the public and
the wildlife.  

I appreciate the proposed fencing and wildlife passages that are proposed. 

Thank you for considering my input.

Rob Sand
93 112th Ave NW
Killdeer, ND 58640
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From: Jessy Scholl
Sent: Thursday, May 10, 2018 5:48:02 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Dear Sirs

Just want to comment on the situation with US 85.

I think you should consider a northern extension of Interstate 25 all the way to the Canadian border in a partnership
with South Dakota.  As of right now, that interstate ends at Buffalo, WY, but it is very likely that the original
interstate planners envisioned a northern extension of that interstate.  At the time, an extension was likely possible
with I-25 said to go into Billings.  Instead what I propose is that I-90 be co-signed with I-25 from Buffalo to Sturgis
with both cities becoming control cities (would require the elimination of Rapid City SD, and Sheridan WY as
control cities).  As expected, the eastern split would be at Sturgis and head north toward Bear Butte State Park with
Faith, Newell, and Bison as some of the cities along I-25 within South Dakota.

Once the interstate is within North Dakota, the main cities along the route are Hettinger, Reeder, New England,
Dickinson, Belfield, Watford City, Alexander, Williston, and either Crosby or Genora.  The Genora option would
allow for Plentywood, MT to be on the I-25 route.

As for the Long X Bridge, it would and should be spared with US 85 north of Belfield being no more.  The current
highway would be a frontage road with US 85's northern terminus at I-94 and current US 85 at the northern split
with US 2 becoming a state highway.

This interstate would help in the long run as oil traffic is moved onto a 4-lane highway, but with an option to more
safely move product to I-90 and toward the east coast without having to worry about the Lowry tunnel in downtown
Minneapolis.  Plus there are more, and safer, options to get product to the west coast.  Eventually there will be an
extension of I-25, but the problem is that it should have been built in the last decade at the very least.  In the national
park area, the interstate could be in the same condition as I-94 as it crosses the Missouri in the Bismarck-Mandan
area.  This would better protect drivers than a depressed median. Let's make I-25 in North Dakota a reality.  We
need it more than a 4-lane extension if US 85

Jessy Scholl
Mandan, ND

P.S. Current ND 25 can become the northern extension of ND 6 with the highway traveling within Mandan up to the
interstate.
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From: Paula Schweich
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 4:06:19 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.
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I oppose any expansion of the stretch of U.S. Highway 85 that runs through the 
North Unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park, and offer the following comments 
and suggestions: 

1. There is no compelling reason why the seven-mile stretch of roadway through the
North Unit has to be expanded.  Keep it a two-lane highway.  Forcing vehicles to
slow down through this stretch is a reasonable burden, given the importance of this
national park to North Dakota and the nation.

Commerce should take a back seat to preservation here, to protect this special place. 

2. The North Unit is all designated wilderness to the west of the highway (except for
the scenic roadway in the park).  It is land devoted to solitude, beauty, self-
reflection, and the remarkable land conservation legacy of Theodore Roosevelt.  Its
values must be protected forever.  A four-lane highway through the park, at the very
edge of the wilderness, is wrong and should be rejected as a violation of the legacy
of Theodore Roosevelt.

3. If Federal and Montana officials sought to expand Highway 191 into a four-lane
highway inside Yellowstone National Park, there would be an uproar and no such
effort would be tolerated.  It should not be tolerated here either.  A four-lane
highway in a treasured and strikingly scenic national park, especially one dedicated
to the legacy of a man who advocated the “strenuous life” and whose view of
automobiles was decidedly negative, must be rejected.

4. What do you mean that a Memorandum of Agreement “is being created between
the FHWA, NDDOT, and SHPO to mitigate for the Adverse Effect on the Long X
Bridge”?  How can you be working on an MOA when you haven’t even approved the
project, or any specific piece of it?

5. Why have there been no public hearings outside of the roadway corridor?  Why
not a hearing in Bismarck, or Minneapolis?  People care about Theodore Roosevelt
National Park and need to know about proposals that threaten the park’s integrity.

6. Theodore Roosevelt National Park is a tiny fraction of the land base of North
Dakota (about 100 square miles out of more than 70,000).  The North Unit’s
designated wilderness is a mere speck of land in a giant state, just 19,410 acres.
Amazingly, this is the largest designated wilderness in North Dakota.  It should be
treated as the most valuable land in the state.  No four-lane highway should be
allowed on the eastern boundary of this specially designated land.  Nothing could
possibly mitigate the damage that a four-lane highway would do to this area.  The
value of this national park and wilderness area grows every day, as more of our
lands are developed and human population expands and spreads.

7. The Draft EIS indicates that your “preferred alternative” may cost as much as 469
million dollars, though funding has been secured only for the bridge project.  Why
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do you not have an alternative that would cost  $100 million, in case that is all the 
money that can be secured?  You have not examined any set of intermediate goals to 
make a few improvements on the roadway.  I support improving the bridge and 
putting in wildlife crossings, and perhaps expanding the roadway in places, but I do 
not support any expansion of the highway through the park. 
 
8. You have not clearly explained how expanding this highway will enhance public 
safety.  Widening a highway encourages drivers to go faster, thus making the 
roadway more dangerous.  
 
9. I have visited Theodore Roosevelt National Park’s South Unit in the past, and will 
be visiting the North Unit later this year.  I do not come to North Dakota to see oil 
rigs and interstate highways.  I come to see the dramatic and spectacular landscape 
of the Badlands.  I will continue to visit only if such landscapes (small as they are) 
are protected.     
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From: Cal
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 11:14:46 AM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Cc: Linneman, Matt G.
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Comment letter attached

Cal Klewin
Executive Director 
Theodore Roosevelt Expressway Association
 P.O. 1306
Williston, North Dakota 58802-1306
701.523.6171

cal@trexpressway.com
www.trexpressway.com
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Matt Linneman, Project Manager 
NDDOT 300 Airport Road  
Bismarck, ND 58504-6005  

The Theodore Roosevelt Expressway Association (TREA) appreciates the opportunity 
to provide comment on the U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
TREA also provided oral testimony at the May 31,2018 Public Meeting in Watford City. 

The Theodore Roosevelt Expressway (Highway 85) is a Federally-Designated High 
Priority Corridor on the National Highway System.  It runs from Rapid City, SD, to Canada 
through western North Dakota to the Port of Raymond in Montana.  On the southern end, it 
connects to the Heartland Expressway, which connects Rapid City, SD, to Denver, CO.  The 
Heartland Expressway then links to the Ports-to-Plains Trade Corridor, which connects 
Denver, CO, to Laredo, TX.  These three corridors are collectively known as the Ports-to-
Plains Alliance.  

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge economic opportunity for the region.  Along with 
these opportunities, have come significant challenges, with road infrastructure being a 
main challenge.  The current highway was not designed to accommodate the volume and 
type of freight movements along this corridor, which is a main artery serving this region for 
tourism, agriculture and the energy industry.  The improvements of the highway design 
from a two lane to a four lane system including the Long X Bridge and will significantly 
improve commerce and provide safety to our traveling public.   

TREA is also providing the most recent oversized load comparisons provided by the North 
Dakota Highway Patrol which shows the freight movement along the U.S. 85 corridor in 
comparison to other North Dakota corridors which are primarily four lanes with U.S. 85 
being a two lane system including the Long X Bridge which is proving to be nonfunctional 
for today’s movement of freight and the safety of the traveling public.  

PO Box 1306 . 
 Williston, ND 58802-1306 
Phone: 701-577-8110  attn: TRE 
cal@trexpressway.com . www.trexpressway.com 
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Oversize/Overweight 
Permit Comparison

Year U.S. 2
4-lane

U.S. 83
4-lane

I-29
4-lane

I-94
4-lane

U.S. 52
4-lane

U.S. 85
2-lane

2014 22,128 32,300 78,367
2015 15,438 25,460 57,637
2016 13,378 25,068 44,484
2017 11,452 25,332 15,664 45,540
2018 (Mar) 11,810 2,369 5,180 9,790 3,619 11,188

The Theodore Roosevelt Expressway association is in full support of moving this project 
forward for safety and efficiency of freight movement along the U.S. 85 corridor. 

Thank you;  

Cal Klewin

Executive Director   

Theodore Roosevelt Expressway Association 

 P.O. 1306  

Williston, North Dakota 58802-1306 

701.523.6171 

36TUcal@trexpressway.comU36T  

www.trexpressway.com 
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From: Thompson, Stephen J. (MRO)
Sent: Wednesday, May 30, 2018 1:32:56 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Subject: I support HWY 85 project

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you know they are safe.

Greetings.  I am writing in support of the EIS for expanding HWY 85 from two lanes to four lanes.  I
lived in Dickinson from 2010-2011, and drove HWY 85 between Belfield and Watford City regularly –
especially during spring 2011 when HWY 22 was closed at the Little Missouri River.  Expanding HWY
85 to four lanes will, based on my personal experience, significantly improve driver safety.  Good
luck.  I hope this goes through for the good people of North Dakota.

Thanks,
Steve

713-296-1817 direct
405-432-3617 cell
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From: Deb Nelson
Sent: Friday, June 15, 2018 3:56:23 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Cc: Cal Klewin
Subject: Public Hearing

CAUTION: This email originated from an outside source. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you know they are safe.

Thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment. Please see attached letter from Vision
West ND.

Deb Nelson, Vision West ND Administrator

c/o DLN Consulting, Inc.
2493 4th Ave West, Ste G
Dickinson, ND 58601
www.visionwestnd.com
t: 701.483.2801 | f: 701.483.8475

 CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This e-mail message, including any attachments, is for the sole
use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential,  privileged information, and/or
exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  If the reader of this message is not the stated
recipient, or an employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the stated
recipient; you are hereby notified that any dissemination, disclosure, distribution, or copying
of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please
contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy all copies of the original message.  Thank you. 

Please consider your environmental responsibility before printing this email.
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F.1.55.	 Vision West ND



 

2493 4th Avenue West, Suite G 
Dickinson, ND 58601 

Matt Linneman, Project Manager 
NDDOT  
300 Airport Road  
Bismarck, ND 58504-6005  

Dear Mr. Linneman: 

The members of the Vision West ND Executive Board and Consortium appreciate the 
opportunity to comment on the U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
The Theodore Roosevelt Expressway (Highway 85) is a Federally-Designated High Priority 
Corridor on the National Highway System.  It runs from Rapid City, SD, to Canada through 
western North Dakota to the Port of Raymond in Montana.  On the southern end, it connects to 
the Heartland Expressway, which connects Rapid City, SD, to Denver, CO.  The Heartland 
Expressway then links to the Ports-to-Plains Trade Corridor, which connects Denver, CO, to 
Laredo, TX.  These three corridors are collectively known as the Ports-to-Plains Alliance.  

In North Dakota this region is impacted by a world class oil and gas play that is projected to last 
for decades and has created huge economic opportunity for the region.  Along with these 
opportunities have come significant challenges, with road infrastructure being a main challenge.  
The current highway was not designed to accommodate the volume and type of freight 
movements along this corridor, which is a main artery serving western North Dakota for tourism, 
agriculture and the energy industry.  The improvements of the highway design from a two-lane 
to a four-lane highway system and including the Long X Bridge will be a significantly positive 
improvement for commerce and provide safety to our traveling public. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. The Vision West ND Consortium members look 
forward to this project moving forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
         Donna Scott  Daryl Dukart      Gontran “Buster” Langowski     KayCee Lindsey 
         President   Past President      Vice-President           Secretary 
 
Vision West ND Executive Committee 
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Comment F.1.55.1.

Comment F.1.55.2.

Comment F.1.55.3.
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F.1.56.	 Williams County

Comment F.1.56.1.

Comment F.1.56.2.

Comment F.1.56.3.



From: Ann Kvande
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 3:46:20 PM (UTC-06:00) Central Time (US & Canada)
To: -Adm-DOT US85
Cc: Jeremy Cox (JCox@stratageotech.com); Shawn Wenko; Daniel Stenberg
(dstenberg@co.mckenzie.nd.us); 'Cal Klewin (cal@trexpressway.com)'
Subject: Public Hearing EIS US Highway 85

To Whom It May Concern:

Please accept our attached letter of support for the Draft EIS of US 85.

Thank you,

Ann Kvande | Executive Officer
Williston Regional Economic Development
113 4th St E | PO Box 1306, Williston, ND
58802
T. 701.577.8110
www.willistonredc.com
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F.1.57.	 Williston Regional Economic Development



June 20, 2018 

Matt Linneman, Project Manager 
NDDOT 300 Airport Road  
Bismarck, ND 58504-6005  

The Williston Regional Economic Development Corporation appreciates the opportunity 
to comment on the U.S. Highway 85 Draft Environment Impact Statement (EIS). 

The Theodore Roosevelt Expressway (Highway 85) is a Federally-Designated High 
Priority Corridor on the National Highway System. The highway runs from Rapid City, SD, 
to Canada through western North Dakota, and terminates at the Port of Raymond in 
Montana. On the southern end, it connects to the Heartland Expressway, which connects 
Rapid City, SD, to Denver, CO. The Heartland Expressway then links to the Ports-to-
Plains Trade Corridor, which connects Denver, CO, to Laredo, TX. These three corridors 
are collectively known as the Ports-to-Plains Alliance.  

The North Dakota region is impacted by world class oil and gas play which is projected 
to last for decades and has created huge economic opportunity throughout the area. 
Along with these opportunities come significant challenges, with road infrastructure being 
a main obstacle. The current highway was not designed to accommodate the volume and 
class of freight movements along this corridor, which is a main artery serving this region’s 
tourism, agriculture, and energy industries. The improvements of the highway design from 
that of a two lane to a four lane system, including the Long X Bridge, will significantly 
improve commerce and increase safety to our traveling public. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment and look forward to this project moving forward. 

Sincerely, 

Jeremy Cox 
President 
Williston Regional Economic Development Corporation 
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Comment F.1.57.1.

Comment F.1.57.2.

Comment F.1.57.3.
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F.1.58.	 Denton Zubke

Comment F.1.58.1.

Comment F.1.58.2.
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Table G.1.  Summary of Public Transcript Comments and Responses from the Public Hearings
Name/
Entity (a)

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

G.1. BELFIELD PUBLIC HEARING

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.1.

Where does it [the trail] go from there Matt? Trail The trail ends here at County Road 34. So, the county — not 
to speak for them too much, but what they’ve considered 
is looking at putting some sort of trailhead in that area or 
a destination or a small park, something like that, so that 
there would be a destination location at that area.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), the trail 
would span from the northern project terminus, south 
to McKenzie County Road 34, where a trailhead may 
be constructed. At the northern end, the trail would 
connect to the Watford City trail system at McKenzie 
County Road 30 (in the future as planned) or a future 
trailhead may be developed near this intersection if a 
connection to the Watford City trail system isn’t yet built.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.2.

Is there any future plan to connect it with any 
existing trails, or is this a trail onto itself?

Trail The one thing that I can say for sure is that the City of Watford 
City, in their comprehensive plan, has a trail — network trail plan. 
They’ve worked with the county to put that as part of their plan 
of connecting to this segment — at least, on the Watford City end 
of it. So, it has been acknowledged in some planning documents 
from that aspect. I think the county might be working on their 
comprehensive plan. At some point in the future, they’ve been 
talking about having a county-wide trail plan. I don’t think that 
has been done yet, and it may be very early in those stages.

Formal Response: At the northern end, the trail would 
connect to the Watford City trail system at McKenzie 
County Road 30 (in the future as planned) or a future 
trailhead may be developed near this intersection if a 
connection to the Watford City trail system isn’t yet built.

Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.3.

Is there going to be any recreation 
for bikes on the four-lane?

Recreation/
Tourism

There’s no plan at this point, as far as designating a bike 
lane or anything like that. The roadway section itself is going 
to have eight-foot-wide shoulders, so there would be some 
potential, depending on how you would like to do that.

Formal Response:  Under the Preferred Alternative described 
in the Draft EIS, the highway would have outside paved 
shoulders (a minimum of 8 feet wide) and the bridge would 
have 10-foot-wide shoulders. Cyclists could utilize the 
shoulder if desired. 

Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.4.

Continue on, on the bridge itself, too, that’s 
going into — is there extra paths going along 
the north or — an extra bike path or not. 
Because the Civilian Conservation Corps (CCC) 
campground is headquartered right there.

Trail There’s several things as we’ve consulted on the project in the 
alternatives that we’ve brought forth before. Some of them being 
conflicts with the wildlife crossing purposes and having people 
on a trail in that area. As well as trying to minimize our footprint 
as we go through the Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP). 
We’ve had a lot of different concepts. We’ve tried to minimize 
our roadway footprint the best we can. Through some of our 
consultations, we’ve thought it best to just minimize the amount 
of development, period. Anything that was, maybe, extraneous: 
That we would eliminate that from development in this area.

Formal Response: An option carrying the trail to Long X 
Road was considered early on in project development. 
Through coordination with the NDGF, it was determined that 
the trail needed to end at the entrance to the TRNP – North 
Unit (as opposed to the southern side of the Long X Bridge) 
to avoid potential human-wildlife conflicts, particularly 
for bighorn sheep during the lambing period. Following 
additional coordination with the NPS, it was determined 
that the trail needed to end outside of NPS-managed 
lands to minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Name/
Entity (a)

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Brad 
Bekkedahl

Comment 
G.1.0.5.

So, the four-lane from Williston to Watford City 
and south would continue to be a 65-mile-an-
hour segment; and then, when you get to the 
divided is when you go to 70 miles per hour 
(mph)? And there’s no thoughts of revisiting 
the 65 up to 70? I drive it all the time, and 
they’re driving 70 now. That’s why I’m asking.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Preferred 
Alternative

Yes. So, in the scheme of this project, our plan has 
been that — we made the decision to this point, as a 
department, that 65 is an appropriate speed for that 
section, so we’re matching that with this project.

Formal Response: Changing the posted speed 
limit between Watford City and Williston is 
outside the scope of this project.

Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.6.

What about the access to the west side of 
US Highway 85 for people going north? 
The US Forest Service (USFS) has got a lot 
of recreation sites. There’s a lot of roads 
going off to the west side. Is there — what is 
the plan for those accesses from — coming 
from the — going north from the south?

Recreation/
Tourism

Property Access

Every access point that’s there — every landowner will still have 
access — they will maintain access. There would be — if you’re in 
this roadway type, if it happens to be in this section, just like it is 
from Watford City to Williston, this becomes the area where a turn 
lane is built. If you have the other roadway section, the divided, you 
would have a center median. There would be a median roadway to 
get across. And depending on the amount of traffic — there’s several 
intersections that have been identified for turn lanes, as well.

Formal Response: Under the Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Draft EIS, median crossovers would need to be 
installed at access points to facilitate full access. In places 
where it is determined unreasonable to consolidate or 
remove an access point, consideration would be given to 
create a right-in/right-out access without installing a median 
crossover. This would allow for access to be maintained 
while reducing the number of potential conflict points.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.7.

There’s talk of lighting at 10 intersections, 
I believe it was, up and down this 
section of the roadway. Can you tell 
me what those locations are?

Lighting What we had was more like full-type intersection lighting at North 
Dakota Highway 200 (ND-200). And then, several of the intersections 
were just destination lighting, where essentially there’s one or two 
light poles there. There’s definitely none of those in the TRNP area. 
And I don’t think there’s any of those in the Badlands area either. 

Formal Response:  As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIS, there would be destination lighting (i.e., two lights 
at an intersection to alert drivers to the presence of an 
intersection) at the following intersections: 30th Street 
SW, 27th Street SW, 23rd Street SW, 20th Street SW, 14th 
Street SW, 10th Street/Upper Magpie Road, 2nd Street SW, 
McKenzie County Road 50, McKenzie County Road 37, 
and 22nd Street NW. The intersection illumination lighting 
at the McKenzie County Road 30/US Highway 85 and 
ND-200/US Highway 85 intersections would be expanded.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.8.

And they’re [the lighting at intersections] 
shielded, downward pointing?

Lighting They can be designed that way. — There’s no lighting on the 
bridge. And there are no intersections in that area, so there 
would be no lighting near the TRNP. As for construction, 
working through the National Park Service (NPS), there is a 
commitment that all during construction, they have to have 
downcasted lighting for construction for the Long X Bridge.

Formal Response: The exact design of intersection/
destination lighting has not been determined. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Name/
Entity (a)

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.9.

It’s just amazing how far one can see 
light. — Belfield is easily visible from 
the TRNP — South Unit. There’s a great 
deal of industrial light available or visible 
in the TRNP — North Unit. And I would 
hope that even if it’s not in the Badlands, 
in the Little Missouri River Valley, that 
consideration would be pretty strong.

Lighting

TRNP/Public 
Lands

During construction, there would be lighting. Its temporary in 
nature. The commitment is to have the downcasted lighting — Part 
of the purpose of destination lighting is so you can see it from a 
distance, so you know you’re coming up on an intersection.

Formal Response: As discussed in the Draft EIS, there 
would be destination lighting at several intersections 
along the project corridor to alert drivers of the presence 
of the intersection. The exact design of intersection/
destination lighting has not been determined. 

During construction in the Badlands area of the project 
corridor, glare would be minimized by mounting lights 
as high as practical and aiming lights downward and 
parallel or perpendicular to traffic. Long-term, fixed 
lighting associated with staging areas between RP 126 
and RP 130 would consist of downcast, shielded lighting. 
Short-term, fixed and/or mobile lighting would not consist 
of downcast, shielded lighting, but this lighting would 
be limited to the duration of construction activities.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.10.

But most of that is pretty flat. If there’s any 
type of lighting, you’re going to see it from 
quite a distance. You know, it used to be 
that, when you drove to ND-200 and came 
to that T-bone, that there was just nothing 
there until you came to a rumble strip. So it 
can be done without a lot of disturbance. 

Lighting Sure. Intersection lighting is even more applicable to that 
downcast-type of lighting. You’re going to have more 
light when your intent is to light up the pavement. 

Formal Response: As discussed in the Draft EIS, the 
purpose of destination lighting at intersections along 
the project corridor is to alert drivers of the presence 
of the intersection. The exact design of intersection/
destination lighting has not been determined. 

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.11.

It decreases glare [the intersection/destination 
lighting] too, if it’s downward pointing.

Lighting Yes.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Brad 
Bekkedahl

Comment 
G.1.0.12.

I serve on the City Commission, and we’ve 
transitioned all of our sodium lights and our 
mercury lights in our system to light-emitting 
diodes (LEDs). And I can tell you, in response 
to your question, that the LED lights are 
very focused down. And there is none of 
the glare up into the atmosphere that you 
see with the mercury or sodiums. They’re 
a much better fixture for light oversplashing 
like that. It’s been much better for us in 
town. So as long as it’s an LED fixture, they 
make them where you can keep the focus 
on the surface and not going up above.

Lighting Yeah, that’s a good point. That’s a good consideration.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.13.

Sound is a big deal to the folks that I represent. 
I’m with the Badlands Conservation Alliance. 
And I appreciate that you did those studies, 
but I don’t feel that they’re complete. I’m 
wondering if you did broader analysis than 
what you did that may be available for me to 
look at that isn’t represented in what I saw 
looking at the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) in your appendices. 

Noise All of the studies — or most of the studies — are appended by 
reference. So, every section in there [the Draft EIS] that talks 
about impacts is just a summary of the actual detailed study that 
was done to support those major findings and conclusions. 

Formal Response: The following noise analyses were 
completed for, and are appended by reference in, the Draft 
EIS: Noise Report (using the Federal Highway Administration 
[FHWA] Traffic Noise Model [TNM] 2.5), System for the 
Prediction of Acoustic Detectability (SPreAD) Memorandum 
for Temporary Pile Driving Activities, SPreAD Memorandum 
for the Badlands Area, and Quiet Pavement Memorandum.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Name/
Entity (a)

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.14.

You barely touched on low-frequency 
noise — which, I’m a layperson, but I’m 
willing to do research. And what I find 
is that low-frequency noise is the noise 
that is most often not considered. Your 
methodology with A-weighted decibels 
(dBA), with that “A” weighting (phonetic), 
pretty well muffles, ignores low-frequency 
noise. And low-frequency noise is the noise 
that comes along with big trucks. And that 
propagates well into a landscape, much 
farther than higher frequency noise.

Noise We did two different studies to address noise. One is the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA)-mandated approach, which 
is mainly focused on the human user. They’re making some 
policy decisions by the FHWA on what “noise” is. We also 
have a North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT) 
policy that piggybacks off of that. That’s done with a very 
specific framework to meet regulatory requirements.

Formal Response: Analysis of Low Frequency Noise is 
not required under 23 CFR 772. Typically, such analysis 
would not be considered for highway projects since it 
goes beyond the level of analysis required by 23 CFR 
772 for Type I projects. Therefore, analysis of Low 
Frequency Noise is not proposed for the project.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.15.

You mentioned animals: That you did these 
studies because sound also impacts animals. 
I’m willing to say I’m an animal, too. And one 
of my big concerns about this is how that 
propagation — not just that I can hear, but 
that I can feel — will propagate out into the 
TRNP, whether it’s a third of a mile, a half of 
a mile, or five miles. Because that is where 
they are finding that — I mean, I’m not talking 
about losing our hearing because of loud 
noises. That’s, sort of, the frequency range 
that you were looking at. I’m looking at that 
low-frequency noise that impacts health, 
whether it’s my health or a deer’s health. 
Those kind of subtle impacts have a large, 
magnified impact on visitor experience, if you 
want to use that word. And this visitor goes 
to the TRNP to get away from that. And this 
visitor goes to the TRNP — again, real quick. 
There’s a — Randy Morgenson — a book — he 
was a park ranger. He talked about going to 
wilderness. The questions that are in our head, 
bouncing around all day: That you go into 
wilderness, and they just disappear. That’s 
what I want. That’s what I need. And I don’t 
just need it every three and a half years, when 
I can go to Bryce Canyon or Glacier. I need 
it frequently in order to be healthy; to be the 
best I can be. And I’m not alone in that. 

Noise

Recreation/
Tourism

TRNP/Public 
Lands

We felt as you did that, that [referring to the noise study conducted 
that focused on the human user] was not sufficient — especially in 
the Badlands area — to capture what the potential noise impacts 
were. There’s another methodology out there that uses a different 
weighting scale, and it was developed primarily for trying to quantify 
the effects on wildlife. We thought it was a good surrogate for how 
does it affect user experience in a wilderness area. And it’s the only 
other methodology that’s out there that we came across. The results 
of that show what those different frequency ranges — where the 
sound that we could expect from this project in future years — build 
condition — where it would propagate to. And then, where it would 
propagate to and be above what the current ambient noise is on the 
landscape. It was a different methodology meant to try to target some 
of what you’re talking about. We have those full two noise studies 
that, anyone who wants it, its’ available to. You just need to contact 
me [Matt Linneman]. And for the most part, most of the studies are 
all publicly available. That’s something that I can provide to you Jan.

Formal Response: The following noise analyses were 
completed for, and are appended by reference in, the 
Draft EIS: Noise Report (using the FHWA TNM 2.5), 
SPreAD Memorandum for Temporary Pile Driving 
Activities, SPreAD Memorandum for the Badlands 
Area, and Quiet Pavement Memorandum.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.16.

As western North Dakota becomes more 
impacted and more and more impacted by 
industry, the value of those limited places 
where we can get away from some of 
that — whether it’s the TRNP — North Unit or 
along the east divide or Lone Butte that are all 
right there — the more important they become. 

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Recreation/
Tourism

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Name/
Entity (a)

Comment 
Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.17.

You’re forecasting out to 2040: Almost 25 
years from now. Who’s to say what energy 
will be? Who’s to say how we do ag? Who’s 
to say how goods are transported? You 
can use your numbers now and forecast 
that out and predict it, but I don’t see any 
consideration given in this Draft EIS for the 
increase in value — whether it’s subjective or 
economic — that those areas will have in 2040, 
not just for the State of North Dakota, but 
nationally; globally. They will become more and 
more and more and more rare. So, every time 
we, as people, do something that impacts that, 
they, ultimately, are diminished. I don’t think 
that we take into high enough consideration 
what it is we are doing. This is a treasure. 
We are so lucky we have this. Sixty thousand 
more wells from now, I hope we still have it. 
Even a diminished — I hope we still have it. 

Traffic Volume/
Operations

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Formal Response: Traffic projections were based on typical 
NDDOT projections for rural infrastructure in oil-producing 
areas of North Dakota. This growth rate was utilized in 
place of a growth rate determined by historic traffic volumes 
along US Highway 85 due to the difficulty in projecting 
volumes given historical variations in oil activity in western 
North Dakota. In addition to oilfield traffic, other traffic 
generators contributing to traffic growth in the region include 
agriculture, tourism, and population growth in urban areas.

Jan 
Swenson

Comment 
G.1.0.18.

But every time we add — we can’t say, “Well, 
it’s just a road. It’s just rock. We’ll just pave 
that,” because that’s not how it works. We 
are not made of pieces. When you look at 
the cumulative impacts on the TRNP — North 
Unit in the last 10, 15 years, they’re huge. 
We can’t just look at, in your Draft EIS, at 
prairie dog town management — or, prairie 
dog management with the USFS. I mean, 
they’re endless. It’s endless — the amount of 
impacts — on a daily basis. And this is one 
more. The biggest problem I have with your 
Draft EIS is that you will not acknowledge 
that. You will not acknowledge that. Whether 
you build this project or not, you owe it to the 
people that care in the way that I care. You owe 
it to us to say, “This project will have impacts.” 

Cumulative 
Impacts

TRNP/Public 
Lands

We do recognize, with any infrastructure project, there’s going to be 
impacts. And that’s what we’ve tried to disclose in our environmental 
document. We have direct impacts from the construction itself. We 
have cumulative impacts from this adding to all the other things that 
you’ve talked about. So, we’ve tried to do our best to analyze and 
disclose those impacts. We’re here to hear input like yours today to 
see where, maybe, we have gaps or haven’t fully addressed that.

Formal Response: Direct and indirect, permanent 
and temporary impacts anticipated from 
construction and long-term impacts anticipated 
from operation, as well as cumulative effects, are 
discussed in Chapters 5 and 8 of the Draft EIS.

Roger 
Ashley

Comment 
G.1.0.19.

You have that [referring to environmental 
commitment for noxious weeds] for control 
or keeping noxious weeds from spreading 
onto USFS and NPS lands. What about the 
rest of the lands? Isn’t it state law that you’re 
supposed to keep from spreading noxious 
weeds to the other areas? I don’t think leafy 
spurge is a state weed, is it? It’s a noxious 
weed. We see a lot of that along I-94. We see 
a lot of noxious — or, a lot of leafy spurge.

Vegetation I would agree with you. You are correct. I think the main difference 
is that this is something we commit to as far as making sure, on the 
federal lands, that we don’t bring anything onto the landscape at all. 
So, the control is a little bit different. But I think you bring up a good 
point. Why not apply that to the whole project? I think traditionally, 
the way our approach was, maybe we didn’t pay as much attention 
to that. And then, it’s something that we deal with after the fact. 
Whether working with our County Weed Control Board to control 
the weeds that grow in the right-of-way (ROW). Maybe that’s 
something we can apply to the entire project: Those requirements.

Formal Response: As stated in Chapter 5 (Vegetation) 
of the Draft EIS, the contractor would be required to 
control noxious weeds during construction in accordance 
with a noxious weed management plan that would be 
developed for the project. This plan would apply to 
both public and private lands. The NDDOT would be 
responsible for the control of noxious weeds within NDDOT 
ROW/easements after construction of the project.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Mike 
McEnroe

Comment 
G.1.0.20.

Is this the Final EIS for the entire 62 miles of 
the project, even though your focus right now 
is for the 1.7 miles on the bridge? If we have 
any comments to make on the other 60 miles, 
they’d better be made now, because we won’t 
be opening things up for the other segments.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Yes. The whole project. I can’t speak to when funding may become 
available. There’s different ways to fund projects. But as of now, we 
don’t have anything in the works anywhere in our four-year plan for 
any other segments at this point. This process takes a long time. By 
the time we’re done, we’re going to have over three years into just 
writing the environmental document. So, I think the goal is that we 
wanted to make sure that we were out ahead of that, not knowing 
where funding might ever come from. The way that we will handle 
that is that we will try to keep this document fresh as we go forward, 
too. So, let’s say we finalize the environmental document; we move 
forward with one segment of the project; it’s, maybe, 10 years before 
we see funding for other segments. What we’ll have to do is go along 
every three, four, or five years, depending on where everything is 
at, and go back and do a re-evaluation of the EIS and bring it up to 
current standards. Asking what has changed? — Has the regulatory 
environment changed? — Are there any new endangered species 
that might be listed? Has our project proposal changed, based on 
new technology or new information? Since it takes so long to write 
the initial document, it’s something we’ll put effort into maintaining 
over time so it’s always ready in case funding becomes available.

Formal Response: This EIS is for the entire project 
corridor. The Long X Bridge is the only segment of the 
project corridor for which funding has currently been 
identified. Prior to constructing any additional segments, 
the FHWA would ensure that conditions and assumptions 
identified in the Final EIS/Record of Decision (ROD) 
remain valid. If it is determined that circumstances 
have changed, supplemental National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) documentation may be warranted.

Mike 
McEnroe

Comment 
G.1.0.21.

But then the follow-up to that is: If new 
information is learned on any of these things 
10 years from now, will the public or citizens, 
anybody, have a chance to comment and 
influence decisions made then? Or do we 
speak now or hold our peace until after 2040?

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Public 
Involvement

I think it’s a gray area. If it’s something that’s fairly 
straightforward — it’s something we’d have to consult our partner 
with: FHWA. The way that we always talk about it is: Do we have to 
open the document? And when we say, “open the document,” we’re 
typically talking about our formal process where we need to come 
back to the public and get public input on it. Sometimes, it’s just a 
re-evaluation to say, “Okay, something minor has changed. Did we 
properly evaluate the impacts?” Maybe we did; maybe we didn’t. If 
that’s something that can be handled — maybe it’s a specific regulatory 
requirement, or maybe it’s a species that got listed — And it’s listed, 
and we consult on it. Maybe we have to supplement and open 
consultation with the US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) again. We 
may not necessarily have to go back to the public. It depends on the 
amount of change and the level of where the FHWA comes in. This 
is FHWA’s document. Even though the NDDOT is leading this project 
and developing it, the FHWA makes the ultimate end decision. They 
would make the ultimate end decision on when we need to re-evaluate 
and open it up to public comment. But, that’s something we usually 
work very closely with our federal partner on. We try to make sure 
we’re always on the same page on that and head off some of those 
questions so we’re not in conflict on what we think we need to do.

Formal Response: The Long X Bridge is the only segment 
of the project corridor for which funding has currently 
been identified. Prior to constructing any additional 
segments, the FHWA would ensure that conditions and 
assumptions identified in the Final EIS/ROD remain valid. 
If it is determined that circumstances have changed, 
supplemental NEPA documentation may be warranted.

Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.22.

Roundabouts are the question. If you’ve 
been to Paris and you’ve seen the ones 
there, they’re huge and they’re in the 
big city. The ones I’ve seen here now, 
there’s some that are adequate, but I think 
they could be a little bigger. I don’t know 
where the designs are coming from — off 
the sheet somewhere — I don’t know if 
they’re developed in North Dakota or 
not — but we have a lot of long trucks.

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

The concept behind the roundabouts and what radius they should 
be — there’s still research going on, and that keeps evolving. I think 
we’ve been trying to learn from what other states are doing and what 
some of the research is telling us about what the proper radius is.

Formal Response: The roundabout design would take 
into account industry and trucking needs and would be 
designed to accommodate long and oversized loads.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.23.

I talked to the highway patrolman, and he said 
they don’t have too many problems. Well, 
we’ve had the ones in place. They aren’t too 
much of a problem, except for I can see snow 
removal problems when we get a winter that 
we have snow. We haven’t had one yet on 
them. And the bigger they are, the easier they 
are for when you get around there and get 
the volume of traffic into them. The smaller 
they are, the traffic conflicts if you’ve got 
people on all four sides. We’ve never got the 
full array; they just keep flowing. But just to 
consider that. We got a lot of acres in North 
Dakota. The ROWs aren’t too big. But there’s 
a lot of area to put roundabouts in there 
where they’re a little bigger so you can use 
that traffic up. Two hundred twenty-two, it’s 
going to be there through there on Sunday, 
and there’s traffic coming through. Good thing 
you have a stop sign there, because there’s 
trucks and traffic and whatever through there.

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

Traffic Volume/
Operations

ROW

We did have a fair amount of input from the trucking industry on the 
roundabout at Carrington, because there’s a lot of oversized loads 
that come through there. And they had a lot of concerns — especially 
coming through with lowboys and having their ground clearance, 
because of the cross slope of the roundabout as it ties into the 
roadway, as well as having enough turning radius to get there. 
So, there’s a lot of design details that went into that one, and a 
lot of input from industry. I think, at the end of the day, it was a 
success because, at the beginning, they were very much against 
it. And I think, based on all the reasons that they had being 
against it, we were able to design around that. That’s something 
we learned from, and more of that’s coming. So, I think we’ll 
definitely incorporate those things into this design. Although, this 
one is unique because we do have two through lanes in each 
direction. So, it will be the first one like that in North Dakota. 

Formal Response: The roundabout design would take 
into account industry and trucking needs and would be 
designed to accommodate long and oversized loads.

Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.24.

Access to the recreation sites is pretty 
important. The problem with the proper 
signing is what’s there. But if you have a 
split median with a divided whatever to make 
sure people are going with the signing and 
everything, it’s pretty important coming from 
the south. A lot of people come from the 
south, and they’re going to go west. Those 
accesses have to be proper, or else you’re 
going to get t-boned there going across the 
four lanes with the two lanes on either side.

Recreation/
Tourism

Property Access

Preferred 
Alternative

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Curtis 
Glasoe

Comment 
G.1.0.25.

One of the last bugaboos of mine is the 
culverts on the road approaches. So, you 
got 60 miles — You got 120 on each side. 
That’s 240 culverts under those approaches. 
You’re an engineer. How much is that? 
Five thousand per approach — to put those 
culverts in there. And the biggest thing those 
culverts — a lot of them, you can move dirt 
for three bucks a yard. You move 100 yards 
of dirt and get it to drain away — still keep the 
water in the ROW — but your culvert doesn’t 
have to maintain forever. And the thing is 
that moisture — skunks and badgers and 
whatever don’t need a bathroom out there. 
That’s the only moisture they’re going to get 
in. A good share — even on the Killdeer road, 
there’s four in there. It just bugs me that the 
culverts got put in, and it’s completely flat 
on each side. They can run away and just 
grate it away and keep it in the ROW. And I 
don’t know if anybody checks that, but you’ve 
got 240 of them. If they all had a culvert in 
there, you could save $1 million bucks easy 
when you’re designing. I know it’s $418 
million, but $419 million, big deal, but just 
look at that. If you can get the designers to 
look at that, I’ve talked to people over there 
before. And somehow, they still creep in 
there. A lot of times, you need them if you 
got a grade on your approach. If you’ve got 
flare in there, same thing. But if you get a 
flat approach, in a lot of places, you don’t 
need them on the quarter-mile, or you don’t 
need them in those places. Where you need 
them is at those high spots, obviously.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Construction and 
Maintenance

Timeframe 
and Cost

The culverts: Usually, on a project of this scale and scope, we would 
be doing a full-blown hydraulics study when we get to the design 
phase. Sometimes it does seem like we have more culverts than 
are necessary, but we usually try to take a very strict stance that 
we’re trying to maintain the water flow in the direction that it came. 
So, if it naturally was going to sheet flow (phonetic) and head some 
directions before the highway was there, we want to make sure 
that, that water gets to the same point that it would have, rather 
than diverting it into a different watershed. We’re very sensitive to 
that aspect. Sometimes, it does seem like overkill on what we’re 
doing, but we’re trying to make sure the water’s getting where it 
needs to go — or where it originally wanted to get to — in the end.

Formal Response: A hydraulic study will be completed 
during final design to determine approach culvert 
locations. Existing drainage patterns will be maintained.

Cal Klewin Comment 
G.1.0.26.

In traveling US Highway 85 and visiting with 
some of the folks with concerns of when 
it’s going to happen or how it’s even going 
to work and so forth, one of the things 
I haven’t heard yet: What have been the 
discussions with the ranch communities 
as far as moving the livestock on two 
sides of the highway? I know there’s been 
several concerns from ranchers that have 
asked me, “How is that going to work?”

Property Access

Agricultural 
Resources

We had a lot of comments on that when we came through the public 
scoping process and the alternatives public meetings, as well. It’s 
something we need to get into a lot more detail as far as providing 
a stock pass or undercrossing through the roadway. Our typical 
opening size is a 5x7 stock crossing, and there’s a few of those 
already that exist along the roadway. Some of the comments we got 
were requesting more. The problem is, with an expansion project, it 
becomes a lot longer crossing, so it doesn’t even become effective. 
You can’t get your cows to move through there. When we get to 
those segments — what we’ve been doing is taking an inventory of 
everything that’s out there. All the comments that we’ve gotten, we’ve 
prepared a document to go over this environmental document as a 
recordation of all of those conversations and concerns that landowners 
had. What we’ll have to do is, when we pick up the pieces to view 
the final design — because that’s when we actually get into the ROW 
negotiations — It’s something we have to work with those landowners 
on. We also have a policy at the NDDOT of how we determine if we’re 
going to put in a cattle crossing: Like, an underpass. And depending 
on the amount of acreages, traffic, cattle; what needs they have on 
each side of the road. We would come up with a formula of, whether 
it was warranted to put in or not; or maybe we’ll enter it in as a 
cost participation piece of that, too. That becomes part of the ROW 
discussion with that landowner, too. That’s something we have to get 
into detail with each landowner and see what their needs are. We don’t 
really address it in this environmental document other than to note that 
there’s a need out there, and that, that’s something that we need to 
commit ourselves to and work with the landowners on in the future.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft EIS, if additional cattle passes are warranted, they 
would be added through the ROW acquisition process 
and would follow the NDDOT Cattle Pass Justification 
process, as defined in the NDDOT ROW Manual.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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G.2. FAIRFIELD PUBLIC HEARING

Roger 
Chinn

Comment 
G.2.0.1.

Just a question on vehicle-wildlife collisions. 
As somebody that lives along that road 
and drives it, have you kept track of the 
amount of collisions, say, three or four miles 
on each side of Grassy Butte, compared 
to the collisions up in the Badlands?

Safety

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Yes. About three years ago, the NDDOT started a pilot project, knowing 
that we were going to eventually come through with a project through 
here. We have been tracking carcass data. You no longer have to 
report animal-vehicle collisions to the highway patrol. That used to 
be a way in the past that we would track that. Since that’s no longer 
a tool for us, we implemented a pilot program with the NDDOT where 
we have our maintenance sections outfitted with a Smart phone. 
Every time they pick a carcass up off the roadway, they record that 
point, what type of animal it is, and the location. We have a database 
that we’ve been building, and we used that information. We only 
had about two years’ worth of data when we did our studies to go 
with that. But, we did use that data in trying to help pinpoint these 
[referring to wildlife crossing/accommodation]. And we’re hoping 
that, by keeping that program going and growing that, after we install 
some of these, that we can also show a reduction in those crashes.

Formal Response: In 2014, the NDDOT began 
collecting detailed carcass data to determine wildlife-
vehicle collision hotspots along the project corridor. 
The NDDOT continues to collect carcass data to 
identify areas with high or low incidences of wildlife-
vehicle collisions, which is used as part of statewide 
efforts to identify wildlife crossing/accommodation 
needs during transportation project planning.

Roger 
Chinn

Comment 
G.2.0.2.

So about two years’ worth of data, you 
have? And it shows a need for it [wildlife 
crossing/accommodation] in the Badlands 
more than either side of Grassy Butte?

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

With two years’ worth of data, we didn’t have any conclusive 
data to go on. I would agree with you. I know of some very 
specific — some elk strikes, right, very close to Grassy 
Butte — where a single truck hit three, four, five elk at one swath.

Formal Response: Areas where wildlife crossings/
accommodations could be warranted based on telemetry 
and carcass data were examined against several 
factors to identify preliminary locations for mitigation 
measures (e.g., wildlife overpass/underpass). Areas 
with low human development were preferred over 
locations with high development in order to provide 
connections between higher quality habitats. Connections 
between public lands were preferred over connections 
between private lands, as more certainty with regard to 
long-term management of the structure and adjacent 
habitat is possible with public land ownership. The 
locations for the wildlife crossing/accommodations 
considered in the Draft EIS were determined based 
on coordination with the public and agencies.

Roger 
Chinn

Comment 
G.2.0.3.

There’s one laying on Six Mile Hill 
right now. You guys ain’t don’t 
very good picking them up.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Hopefully, it stays there so they can collect the data 
about it so we can get that into our information.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Roger 
Chinn

Comment 
G.2.0.4.

I think it would be something worth looking 
at [referring to a need for wildlife crossing/
accommodation at Grassy Butte].

Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

Sure. One of the things we did — we had some consideration 
with our agency partners about wildlife crossings in more of the 
prairie area of the project. It’s a lot harder to pinpoint locations 
to put those — whether it’s for antelope or whatever else it might 
be — because it’s such a much broader, wider landscape. — It gets a 
lot harder to really pinpoint something that’s going to be justifiable, 
based on the expenditure that it takes to build one of these structures. 
Even though we don’t have any proposals for wildlife crossings 
south of the Badlands, Grassy Butte area, we have committed to 
relooking at that when we would build that stretch of roadway. 
Because we couldn’t come to any good conclusions at the time of 
the study, that doesn’t mean that the data wouldn’t be there three, 
four, five years from now, when we actually build the project.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Teresa 
Kessel

Comment 
G.2.0.5.

How high is that fence? Wildlife 
Crossing and 
Accommodation

In the areas that are directly adjacent to this wildlife crossing, it 
would be an eight-foot-tall wildlife fence. As we move down the 
road here to this one, the species target here is more bighorn sheep, 
and the fence has to get taller, so these would be a 10-foot-tall 
wildlife exclusionary fence. About halfway between those, we 
would transition to the taller fence. And so, this is at 126.1.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft EIS, inside bighorn sheep primary range (RP 
124.1 to RP 128.9), fencing would be 10 feet tall; 
outside of primary bighorn sheep range (RP 120.9 
to RP 124.1), fencing would be 8 feet tall.

Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.6.

How do you propose to handle that big slump 
section that’s got the ski jump going over there 
on that north side, past the bridge? They’re 
picking on it here yesterday and today. But, 
there is a plate that is moving to the river. 
Park entry, park buildings, and everything. 
The reason they abandoned the old Highway 
85 and built this new bridge is because the 
bridge, at that time — the north pier on the old 
original Long X Bridge, which was right across 
from where the residence of the TRNP — North 
Unit is — and that pier on the north side is no 
longer plumb. The bottom was leaned toward 
the south. So, they had to do something. 
That’s where the highway ended up — rather 
than that old route that went down the hill. 
And that that reason was because that whole 
piece of ground is moving. As a matter of fact, 
they built a new visitor center for the TRNP, 
and they had to tear that down because that 
moving plate was taking the foundation out 
from under their visitor center building. Now 
they got a couple portable ones in there of 
sorts. I haven’t looked at them that close. 
But anyway, it’s one of those things that 
you’ve got a geological situation there that 
I’m not sure how you’re going to deal with.

Geological 
Resources

I agree. One of the things that we talked about at the beginning, 
the purpose of the project, is to create a reliable roadway, and the 
landslides being one of the issues. The location that you just described 
is exactly what we’re looking at here — in the TRNP – North Unit. 
We’ve had some slide repair projects we’ve done in the past in this 
area: 2011, plus a couple follow-up projects after that, being the 
most recent. We see distress in the roadway in two spots where this 
slide mass is crossing the roadway. Everything is wanting to move 
downhill, down into the river bottom. So, what we’re proposing to 
stabilize that area is a structural type of solution. This picture is a 
rendering of an anchor drill shaft structural solution — this will be 
underground, essentially. So, you would have a series of — 5-foot 
diameter concrete shafts every 10 or so feet, probably about 100 
feet deep in this area. It would be put in a line. Basically, a series 
of concrete piers, buried in the ground. Then, all those drill shafts 
would be connected across the top of the reinforced concrete cap 
beam to hold all those together. There would be ground anchors that 
go back and pin the top back into the roadway, into stable ground 
under the roadway. This is a pretty large structural solution to hold 
that segment of road in place. So, this picture right here is on I-94 
near the Painted Canyon Visitor Center — this is the first one that 
we ever built in North Dakota, which was built here a couple years 
ago. It would be a very similar solution to that. The only thing that 
you’ll see is that cap beam. And that cap beam can be partially 
buried or even colored concrete so that it will blend right into the 
Badlands. You might not even notice it’s there after it’s built.

Formal Response: At Horseshoe Bend (RP 128), an 
anchored, drilled shaft structure would be constructed and 
the existing alignment would be maintained. A single row of 
drilled shafts would be installed within the existing NDDOT 
easement. Ground anchors would likely be installed near 
the tops of shafts to help hold them in position against 
the pressure from the landslide. A reinforced concrete 
cap beam would be installed atop the drilled shafts 
to tie the individual drilled shafts and ground anchors 
together and increase the stiffness of the structure.

Gus 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.7.

On that top cap, have you ever noticed any 
shifting in the first one that was built? Are 
you going to install some sort of sensing 
devices on there to be able to see if it shifts 
or not? And then, see if that’s going to work?

Geological 
Resources

There’s some engineering tools and modeling tools that we can 
use, based on soils information that we’ve collected. We have 
a good cross-section of the geologic slice of earth through that 
area. So, we can build that into a model and mess around with 
this to optimize our design. At this point, this is a concept that has 
had some modeling done with it to prove that it will actually work. 
But, before we get to a final design, it will take a little bit more 
effort just to make sure that we know that it’s going to work. And 
at that time, that’s when you would actually determine diameter, 
spacing, depth, how many anchors you need across the top, and 
whether you need two rows of these. We don’t really have room 
for that, so we have to make it with one row. It all depends how 
the earth is moving, too, on what’s the best solution there.

Formal Response: Additional subsurface characterization 
would be necessary to support final design of the 
anchored, drilled shaft structure at Horseshoe Bend (RP 
128). As part of the characterization, the NDDOT would 
continue to obtain periodic readings from the vibrating 
wire piezometers, inclinometers, and sondex settlement 
systems installed at Horseshoe Bend. In addition, the 
NDDOT would continue to document roadway distress and 
associated maintenance activities at Horseshoe Bend.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Entity (a)
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Number

Comment Received Theme Response (b)

Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.8.

That structure [anchor drill shaft] is 
probably going to cost almost as much as 
that bridge down there across the river.

Timeframe 
and Cost

Geological 
Resources

Yes. This is an expensive solution, and we would rather not have to 
go there. But, when you’re limited like this, both on the ROW, as well 
as the mass of this landslide, trying to deal with it with earthwork, 
it becomes almost infeasible. We looked at other alternatives for 
this too, as far as realigning the road further, trying to do some 
stabilization of the roadbed from the bottom up. But, those become 
even more expensive than this, especially when you start talking 
about ROW. And some of those might not even be buildable — trying 
to keep our footprint within the ROW that we have from the NPS.

Formal Response: The proposed anchored, drilled 
shaft structure has an estimated cost of $9 million. 
The bridge option identified as part of the Preferred 
Alternative has an estimated cost of $36 million.

Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.9.

It’s been moving for years [referring to the 
slump]. It’s taken out a gasline that used 
to run and was built in the early ‘80s that 
went across the river, right where the bridge 
is at, and then went north up the hill. The 
slumps have taken that line out. So, it’s not 
in service anymore, and right now, there’s 
a proposal to use an existing oil pipeline to 
move gas, as well — changing the product 
in there periodically to move gas or move 
oil. When they built that pipeline, they used a 
little different process. They did a horizontal 
boring that went down under the slipping 
plates and across the river and went up the 
other side, the north side, to do the same 
thing there. It was a mile-long bore, almost. 
But it’s an approach to making it work across 
that geological, mobile piece of country.

Geological 
Resources

Formal Response:Comment noted.

Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.10.

Are they going to leave a boat under the 
bridge for the people on this trail to continue 
south? Back in years past, they used to 
have a ferry crossing the bridge right where 
the campground in the TRNP is at — on 
the Long X Trail — a travel route way back 
there in the early days of settling in this 
territory. I’m not old enough to have seen 
the ferry, but, I’ve read about the ferry.

Recreation/
Tourism

Trail

We had considered proposals to continue the trail all the way both 
to the entrance of the TRNP, as well as all the way across the Little 
Missouri River. Based on trying to eliminate the conflict of people and 
wildlife crossing in the river, as well as some considerations with the 
overall footprint that we were going to have going through the TRNP, at 
this point, we’re proposing to end the trail short of the park boundary. 

Formal Response: An alternative carrying the trail 
across the Long X Bridge was considered early on in 
project development. Through coordination with the 
NDGF, it was determined that the trail needed to end 
at the entrance to the TRNP – North Unit (as opposed 
to the southern side of the Long X Bridge) to avoid 
potential human-wildlife conflicts, particularly for 
bighorn sheep during the lambing period. Following 
additional coordination with the NPS, it was determined 
that the trail needed to end outside of NPS-managed 
lands to minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit.

Peggy 
Wanner

Comment 
G.2.0.11.

What are our approaches going to look 
like going out onto the highway? We 
live on the west side of the highway. 
How would I get out to go north?

Property Access In the divided roadway section, where you have that divided 
depressed roadway, we will maintain access to all residences and 
properties. There will be a median crossover to get across that 
median ditch. And that’s very similar to what you would see on 
Highway 2 or Highway 83, from Bismarck to Minot. We didn’t go 
into the level of detail of drawing and designing every single one of 
those out, because those are still at a preliminary level of engineering. 
When funding is actually identified for those segments of projects, 
we would get more into the engineering details. That’s when we 
would come and work on the details with all of the landowners 
along the roadway on where their access needs to be; how it has 
to look to make sure we give you the access that you need.

Formal Response: Under the Preferred Alternative discussed 
in the Draft EIS, median crossovers would be installed at 
access points to facilitate full access. In places where it 
is determined unreasonable to consolidate or remove an 
access point, consideration would be given to create a right-
in/right-out access without installing a median crossover.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.12.

Have you got any timeline on which sections 
are going to be dealt with in what year? 
It looked like you’ve got a project here 
coming down the hill to the TRNP on the 
north side of the river. And then, the bridge: 
Whether you was indicating the bridge is 
going to be the first needed element in that 
highway. And then, from there, obviously, 
it’s not going to happen in one year. Not 
with what’s been laid out here before us.

Timeframe 
and Cost

The Long X Bridge is the priority segment, and there’s money 
available to build that segment of the project. There’s no other 
money identified for any of the other segments of the project 
at this point. And there’s no projects in the NDDOT four-year 
plan that have any segments, other than Long X Bridge. 

Formal Response: The Long X Bridge is the only 
segment of the project corridor for which funding 
has currently been identified. Length of other project 
segments and timeframe to construct them would be 
determined once/if funding becomes available.

Qwain 
Malkowski

Comment 
G.2.0.13.

Regardless, that bridge would 
be a four-lane bridge?

Long X Bridge 
Options

Yes. 

Formal Response: The Long X Bridge is the only segment 
of the project corridor for which funding has currently 
been identified. This bridge would be constructed 
to accommodate four lanes of traffic, regardless of 
funding or schedule of the remaining segments. 

Vonne 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.14.

Good Job. General Project 
Question/
Statement

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Merle Jost Comment 
G.2.0.15.

I was just wondering if you identified where the 
ROW is and how many acres in each spot?

ROW Yes, we have. 

Formal Response: ROW impacts are identified 
in Appendix C of the Draft EIS.

Roger 
Chinn

Comment 
G.2.0.16.

The water lines and pipelines: That’s 
what’s impacted. But, you’re also going 
to impact that much more when they 
got to be moved wherever they got to 
go. Is that a correct statement? 

Maybe they could rebuild all that.

Utilities That is a correct statement. And it depends on where they 
would be relocated to. We looked at the impacts of relocating 
those utilities, but also the impacts of the footprint adjacent. 

Formal Response: Utilities would typically be relocated 
back within the newly acquired NDDOT ROW or in a 
utility easement acquired by the utility company adjacent 
to the ROW. The utility companies typically would 
try to share an easement if they are compatible to be 
located within the easement. Estimated utility easement 
impacts are identified in Appendix C of the Draft EIS.

Roger 
Chinn

Comment 
G.2.0.17.

So, they [utilities] will be pushed out onto 
private land? More impact on private land?

Utilities Not necessarily. Maybe in some cases, depending on the utility and 
what room they need or what they spec. But, when we worked with 
utility companies, some of them that are in our ROW now wanted to 
be back in the ROW again. When the USFS or NPS grants an easement 
to the NDDOT, it’s for highway purposes only, and we don’t have any 
control over what permits — or, what utilities get permitted in there.

Formal Response: Utilities would typically be relocated 
back within the newly acquired NDDOT ROW or in a 
utility easement acquired by the utility company adjacent 
to the ROW. The utility companies typically would 
try to share an easement if they are compatible to be 
located within the easement. Estimated utility easement 
impacts are identified in Appendix C of the Draft EIS.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Teresa 
Kessel

Comment 
G.2.0.18.

If there’s no one adopting the bridge, are 
you going to totally destroy it, then?

Long X Bridge 
Options

Yes. Since it’s a historic bridge, we have worked with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) on a mitigation plan for this alternative. 
It’s a two-phased approach — the first phase is: It’s up for adoption. 
If we can find a good home for it with an owner that’s willing to take 
on the structure and preserve some of the shape of that truss, it 
could just sit there as an example of a Warren through-truss. If that 
happens, we’ll do some minimal documentation to meet historic 
documentation requirements, and that would be our mitigation plan. 
In the event that nobody adopts a segment of this bridge, we have a 
more robust documentation process that we’re going to go through. 
We’re going to do a full professional document on the Long X Bridge, 
as well as the Roosevelt Bridge, and probably incorporate some of 
the old crossings — the ferries — in one comprehensive report.

Formal Response: As part of the Preferred 
Alternative identified in the Draft EIS, the Long 
X Bridge would be removed and replaced. Any 
portions of the bridge that are not adopted would 
be removed and disposed of by the contractor.

Julie Reis Comment 
G.2.0.19.

I noticed on your NPS and USFS lands, there 
was a notation about mitigating and lessening 
the effects of the noxious weeds. It was a 
bullet up there. So, is there efforts, though, 
as far as the entire project in making sure 
we minimize that kind of impact? There’s 
a lot of leafy spurge where you’re going to 
be working, and I don’t think there’s private 
landowners who are going to want that.

Vegetation That’s something that we’re going to take into consideration. The 
federal agencies have very specific requirements on equipment 
hygiene. They basically say that you can’t bring in equipment 
that’s got any dirt that has any potential to be carrying seed-
bearing material on it. You have to have it pressure-washed 
and cleaned before you bring it onto federal land. We typically 
haven’t had that requirement on private land in the past. 

Formal Response: As stated in Chapter 5 (Vegetation) 
of the Draft EIS, the contractor would be required to 
control noxious weeds during construction in accordance 
with a noxious weed management plan that would be 
developed for the project. This plan would apply to 
both public and private lands. The NDDOT would be 
responsible for the control of noxious weeds within NDDOT 
ROW/easements after construction of the project.

Julie Reis Comment 
G.2.0.20.

Maybe the source of some of the materials 
can be — I know that there was a certain area 
where we had gotten it before. So, I’m not sure 
where your sources come from, but if there’s 
any checking into — seeing what materials can 
come from a pretty healthy source of material. 

Construction and 
Maintenance

That’s something that the federal agencies require as well, is that 
you do an inspection of your materials source site, whether that’s 
gravel or borrowed material or whatever. But, that makes a lot of 
sense: To have those types of precautions on private land, as well.

Formal Response: Borrow sites, waste sites, gravel 
source locations, and staging areas would be 
determined by the contractor and approved through 
the NDDOT Material Source Approval Process. This 
process is followed to obtain environmental clearance 
on these sites to comply with all federal and state 
laws and regulations that govern he protection of 
wetlands and threatened and endangered species.

Julie Reis Comment 
G.2.0.21.

We’ve got a lot of leafy spurge in our state. 
You need to talk to your weed sprayers.

Vegetation I see that they sprayed some out by Painted Canyon, so that’s good.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.22.

If I adopted that bridge, and you’ll haul it for 
100 miles, that’s within the distance of a scrap 
yard in Dickinson. The thought occurred to 
me, unless you’ve got some preconditions 
and so forth — in doing a process like that. 
And then, another point is possibly — just in 
recognition of the bridge having a history, you 
could do a historical thing, right by the TRNP 
entrance. They’ve got a little historical thing 
on one of the early pioneers in the area that 
got in a wreck on a horse. And, a thing like 
that could be done as a recognition without 
the cost of doing what you’re saying.

Long X Bridge 
Options

Timeframe 
and Cost

That’s a good point. If someone is willing to adopt it—other than the 
costs that I outlined before—they also would have to enter into an 
agreement with the NDDOT, FHWA, and SHPO committing to preserving 
that truss for use. You can’t adopt it and take it to the scrapyard.

Formal Response:  As part of the adoption 
process, adopters would be required to enter into 
an MOA containing stipulations with regards to 
what can and cannot happen with the bridge.

Vonne 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.23.

But somebody has to adopt it. Long X Bridge 
Options

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Morris 
Tarnavsky

Comment 
G.2.0.24.

Somebody would have to adopt that, too. Long X Bridge 
Options

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Stacey 
Swanson

Comment 
G.2.0.25.

Could the bridge be reused — maybe on 
the county road system — or has it been 
hit too many times for it to be reused?

Long X Bridge 
Options

Yes, it could be. As it comes apart, you’ve got to take the deck 
off of it, you’d have to have new foundations put in place, and 
put a new deck back on it. We’ve had some conversations with 
some other cities and counties that have had some interest. Most 
people have been looking at it from a trail perspective rather than a 
highway one. But it could be reused as a highway bridge again.

Formal Response: The bridge has no structural 
deficiencies that would prohibit it from being 
used on a county road system.

Stacey 
Swanson

Comment 
G.2.0.26.

How expensive [referring to 
reusing the Long X Bridge]?

Long X Bridge 
Options

It depends on how the use would be. If you want to put traffic on it, 
then you’re actually looking at putting a foundation; the abutments, 
depending on what kind of span you want; what modifications you 
would have to it; how long you want it; putting a concrete deck back 
on it. You’re on the scale of millions of dollars, I guess, is the point.

Formal Response: The cost of adoption would 
be highly dependent upon the intended use.

Merle Jost Comment 
G.2.0.27.

Have you identified a policy as far 
as hay in the ditches goes?

ROW

Agricultural 
Resources

We would follow the same policy that we use on the other 
divided highways. The adjacent landowner has the haying rights 
for the ROW in those areas. It wouldn’t be like the interstate; 
it would be like exactly how US Highway 85 is now today.

Formal Response: The grass or hay growing upon 
or within the right of way may be cut for hay by any 
owner or tenant of lands adjoining the ROW.

Merle Jost Comment 
G.2.0.28.

Does that include the median 
[referring to haying rights]?

Agricultural 
Resources

I don’t think they allow haying in the median.

Formal Response: NDDOT does not allow 
haying in medians of four-lane highways.

G.3. WATFORD CITY PUBLIC HEARING

Rob Sand Comment 
G.3.0.1.

Is anyone going to talk about that 
Chandler monument right by the park 
entrance that would be impacted?

Cultural 
Resources

It wouldn’t be impacted. It’s far enough away from 
the roadway, and it can remain as it is in-tact.

Formal Response: The monument would 
not be impacted by construction.

Rob Sand Comment 
G.3.0.2.

With access to it [referring to 
the Chandler monument]?

Cultural 
Resources

Yes.

Formal Response: Access to the 
monument would be maintained.

Jan Swenson Comment 
G.3.0.3.

Could you tell us a bit more about the 
construction of those retaining walls in 
the Badlands section: Like, what your 
expectation is; what kind of materials?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

The details of what material it would be and what they would look 
like: That would be something we’d work on during final design.

Formal Response: As stated in Chapter 3 (Section 
3.3.4) of the Draft EIS, the retaining walls would 
consist of colored concrete to allow them to blend into 
the natural landscape. The exact size and dimensions 
would be determined during final design.

Jan Swenson Comment 
G.3.0.4.

There's going to be some sizeable things 
that go on in that seven-mile stretch, with 
cutting back on the buttes and all of that. 
I would like to have a pretty clear idea of 
the extent of the impacts: the physical/
mechanical impacts that have to go into 
play in order to expand this to a four-lane.

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Construction and 
Maintenance

One thing I think that we have available right here tonight that 
we can point you to is the books on the table in the back. And 
through the Badlands — well, for the whole project, there’s the 
maps there that show the limits of the construction of the project, 
as well as the proposed ROW and the existing ROW out there. 

Formal Response: A description of the proposed 
improvements through the Badlands segment of the 
project corridor are discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIS. Potential impacts resulting from the proposed 
improvements through the Badlands segment of the project 
corridor are discussed in Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Jan Swenson Comment 
G.3.0.5.

They show these little blue lines [referring 
to the maps provided during the public 
hearing]. That doesn't tell us a whole 
lot about their character. Will there be 
rumble strips in those medians, the 12 
and 20? Are you thinking there's going 
to be rumble strips along all of those?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Yes.

Formal Response: Rumble strips will be 
installed within the center flush median and 
along the outside edges of the highway.

Jan Swenson Comment 
G.3.0.6.

When you did the sound studies that you have, 
did you take that into consideration: The hit-
or-miss? Because, I know from where I lay my 
head some nights, from two miles away, you 
can hear them hit that rumble strip frequently. 
I was just wondering if that was included.

Noise We did two different types of sound analysis. The FHWA methodology 
for doing noise analysis: I don’t think that it accounts for rumble 
strips. I don’t believe that the model takes into account — there’s 
no way to build that into the model. One thing to note is that, that 
noise is already there. There’s going to be a continuation of that 
rumble strip noise. The way the FHWA TNM 2.5 model works is 
that you use actual monitoring data from the field. That’s your 
baseline. That would include hitting rumble strips on that baseline. 
And then there’s a projection that’s done based on a model to 
extrapolate what the future noise condition would be. On the point 
source noise study, we could also take a look at that to say that it’s 
already taking this max amount of noise. It’s pretty conservative in 
the fact that we use a pretty high number of saying what the traffic 
is generating at a point source. So, it might have already accounted 
for rumble strips in that because it’s already a pretty high number.

Formal Response: A separate analysis of impulse noise 
(e.g., engine brakes, vehicles driving over rumble strips) 
is not specifically required under 23 CFR 772. The FHWA 
standard traffic noise model (i.e., TNM 2.5) completed 
for the project accounts for impulse noise during field 
data collection and factors it into the overall model.

Eugene 
Fedorenko

Comment 
G.3.0.7.

In your design, why not follow the design 
of the Interstate 29 (I-29) or Interstate 
94 (I-94), where you don't have to slow 
down to 45 or 60 mph going through?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

The main difference is, an interstate is a controlled access facility. It 
has a higher set of design standards, and we control how people get 
on by having interchanges. This is more the goal or the classification 
of this roadway as an interregional roadway. It’s a divided highway, 
so we provide that access point. So, there’s those things that 
have to be considered rather than shutting out access. That type 
of design takes a whole other set of considerations, then, is how 
you’re going to provide access to all of the adjacent landowners 
with interchanges and frontage roads and things like that.

Formal Response: A controlled access facility such 
as an interstate would not be appropriate in this 
situation due to the number of residences, access 
points and arterial roads along the project corridor. 

Eugene 
Fedorenko

Comment 
G.3.0.8.

If this is a road that's going to go all the 
way from Canada to Mexico, don't you 
think that that would be a better design?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

We have to use the infrastructure we have in place, and we have to 
make reasonable decisions on the financial impacts of that. Something 
like that, you’re talking about doubling, tripling the cost of this project. 

Formal Response: A controlled access facility such 
as an interstate would not be appropriate in this 
situation due to the number of residences, access 
points and arterial roads along the project corridor.

Doug Nordby Comment 
G.3.0.9.

I have a question about the roadbeds 
going on both sides. Are they going 
to be pavement? Cement? Are the 
intersections going to be cement? 

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

Since we’re in the environmental phase, everything is based on a 
preliminary level of engineering, so we’re not at final design. But, the 
concept would be that it would be an asphalt — a hot mix asphalt 
type of roadway, not concrete. There could be potential for concrete 
if there’s areas — like at the roundabout or other areas — where 
we need concrete intersections. Those decisions will be made 
during final design. We’re going to use the existing roadway. 
We’d also put an asphalt-type overlay on the top of that, too.

Formal Response: During final design, the 
roadway surface material used throughout the 
entire corridor would be determined.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Doug Nordby Comment 
G.3.0.10.

We have a lot of tracking problems right now 
north of Grassy Butte on that stretch going 
up there. There’s severe traction problems. 
We’ve got some very severe accidents when 
there’s hydroplaning with heavy rain. And 
then, more importantly, when it’s icy out, if 
you end up on the top and you come across 
and you slide down through that valley up to 
the next one, we’ve had some severe head-on 
collisions as a result of those things. If it is 
pavement, do you have any ideas on how to 
make that last longer and be less dangerous?

Construction and 
Maintenance

Safety

We have techniques to help restore some of the skid resistance 
by using chip seals and what we call the microsurfacing 
technique to restore that friction on the roadway.

Formal Response: During final design, the 
roadway surface material used throughout the 
entire corridor would be determined.

Marina 
Carrillo

Comment 
G.3.0.11.

I’m interested in anything that has to do with 
the economic side of the state. But, my only 
concern with this plan is that option there 
on the intersection on US Highway 85: The 
roundabout. You mentioned that it will be not 
much in the favor for the truck drivers. Is 
there any other option with that intersection, 
or is that what it’s going to be like?

Economy

US Highway 
85/ND-200 
Intersection 
Options

The other option that we were looking at is just your standard ‘T’ 
intersection-type project or design. Without getting into a ton of 
detail at this point, there’s many things we can do to make sure 
that it accommodates the loads that go through there: The freight 
movement. This internal truck apron has a low mountable curb so 
long loads, if they need to cut the corner tighter, can ramp up on 
that. We’d make sure the cross slope is correct, so as they come 
through the roadway, if it’s a big, oversized load or a low load like on a 
lowboy, that it doesn’t scrape bottom. We’ve learned from some other 
roundabouts that we’ve built on how to address some of those issues.

Formal Response: A standard intersection design was also 
analyzed as an option at the ND Highway 200 intersection; 
however, the roundabout has been identified as part of 
the Preferred Alternative. The roundabout design would 
take into account industry and trucking needs and would 
be designed to accommodate long and oversized loads.

Michael 
Jones

Comment 
G.3.0.12.

My question is on the three high-traffic 
oilfield roads from the TRNP – North Unit 
into Watford City, both into County Road 
34 and County Road 30, which is a major 
one. Both of these impact me where I live 
and where I work, as well. Is there going 
to be any difference between the exit and 
entrance onto the highway at these high-traffic 
areas? Because, they’re very high-traffic 
oilfield roads, so you’re going to have the 
big, long, heavy, slow-turning loads.

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Entire Corridor)

The traffic study that was done as part of this project did identify 
some of those intersections. Things have changed even in the last 
couple years. So, when we go to final design, we would re-look at 
some of those things. Especially in the roadway sections where we 
have this center median. It’s a very easy thing to put a turn lane in 
here. It’s, kind of, built in. And that’s what you see between Watford 
City and Williston, too. At County Road 30, in a future condition, 
we thought, at some point, it would be warranting a traffic signal. 
So, between turn lanes and, maybe, one signalized intersection, it 
is, where it is at this point. Things change by the time we build the 
project. We re-look at all of these things when we get to final design.

Formal Response: Under the Preferred Alternative identified 
in the Draft EIS, at County Road 30, the intersection 
would maintain its current function and configuration. 
At County Road 34, the roadway would consist of a 
four-lane highway with a depressed center median. 
A center median crossover would likely be installed 
at this location. Potential turn lanes and signalized 
intersections would be finalized during final design. 

Michael 
Jones

Comment 
G.3.0.13.

I just had one more question on the 
Badlands area: What grade is going to 
be on the north and south sides?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

It would be very similar to the grades that are out there now, because 
changing the grade would require substantial amounts of earthwork, 
and we’re already having a pretty good amount of it just to widen the 
roadway out. When we have the truck-climbing lanes that go up out of 
there, those would be extended down to the bridge. Since the concept 
is a four-lane structure, we would build that structure first; and then, 
we would extend those lanes. That’s how it would look in the interim 
before the actual four-lane roadway project would be built to meet it.

Formal Response:The grades through the Badlands would 
not change and would match the existing grades. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Rob Sand Comment 
G.3.0.14.

I’m concerned about the speeds on that — I 
know it’s been slowed down somewhat to 
go through the Badlands. But, when you get 
snow and ice — I would assume that you’re 
going to have to do almost like what they 
do on the freeways, which is two or three 
plows at times. And then, there’s the slush 
lanes and all of that stuff. It seems like there 
should be at least some warning signs before 
you exit those areas to alert people to those 
conditions and slow them down further. In 
other words, have a relative speed limit. But I 
would recommend getting down closer to 55 
for the whole area, partially because of the 
park. That’s a real big issue. But, the safety 
issue is you’ve got people who don’t know 
how to drive on these things. When they go 
barreling down the hill and stuff, it can get 
pretty tricky, and most people know that. 

Safety

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Sure, yeah. That’s a good point. So, maybe what you’re asking or 
proposing is that there’s a message sign. Like, a changeable message 
sign to alert drivers to weather conditions or roadway conditions?

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Rob Sand Comment 
G.3.0.15.

Yeah. With the speed limit electronically— Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Sure. The other thing is, as it would be expanded to a four-lane-
type facility, the snow and ice control and maintenance costs go 
up with that. And the approach to snow removal would have to 
be done a little bit differently. In our district, we adjust for that. 
We have a fleet of toe plows now that can take a wider pass; 
take a gang-type approach to get those areas plowed off.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Dan 
Richmond

Comment 
G.3.0.16.

Just on the Long X Bridge there, I didn’t see 
it in the study, but in the proposed option, 
turning it into a walk bridge or anything like 
that was not acceptable to maintain that? 
Leaving it as a walk bridge? Like, most historic 
bridges get decommissioned and then are 
just maintained for a walk bridge. Especially 
since there’s biking trails and access on each 
side of that bridge, make it into a walk bridge 
instead of tearing down an historical site?

Long X Bridge 
Options

Recreation/
Tourism

Leaving it as-is? We did look at that. With the bridge alternatives, 
there was three alternatives. One was the rehab. That was Option 
LX-1. Option LX-2 was the alternative use option. We started at that 
point, to say, “Could this be used as a walking bridge or a trail? 
Or could it even be used as a plaza that people could drive to and 
then get on and enjoy the river and things like that?” Through that 
process, there were some conflicts with the way that we wanted 
the wildlife crossing system to work, as well as trying to minimize 
the amount of impacts we have on the TRNP – North Unit. The trail 
and the plaza-type ideas didn’t come through the screening process 
because of the conflicts — because of those other goals of the project. 
So, the only alternative use — and there’s still that option — was 
for the bridge to just be there to stand as an example of a Warren 
truss bridge, and it wouldn’t have been allowed for any public use.

Formal Response: An option carrying the trail across 
the Long X Bridge was considered early on in project 
development. Through coordination with the NDGF, 
it was determined that the trail needed to end at the 
entrance to the TRNP – North Unit (as opposed to the 
southern side of the Long X Bridge) to avoid potential 
human-wildlife conflicts, particularly for bighorn 
sheep during the lambing period. Following additional 
coordination with the NPS, it was determined that the 
trail needed to end outside of NPS-managed lands 
to minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit.

Steve 
Stenehjem

Comment 
G.3.0.17.

I think you guys have done a great job. 
And obviously, you've been listening 
to a lot of stakeholders for a long time 
on the design that you've made. 

Public 
Involvement

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Appreciate those comments.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Steve 
Stenehjem

Comment 
G.3.0.18.

As far as the economics go, you’re starting 
at the right place with that bridge, because 
that’s a choke point that’s been a problem 
for many years. It’s going to be 60 years old 
next year. You might call it “historic,” but it’s 
outlived its time and its usefulness. When 
that bridge gets shut down for when people 
run into it — it’s not only what happens in 
that day or two of people not being able to 
get between here and the interstate; but when 
they’re repairing it, it shuts it down, too. If you 
have to go to Dickinson or Belfield or Bismarck 
and try to catch a plane or something, and 
you head down there, the traffic will go to the 
top of the hill on both sides. It’s miles long 
when only one lane is open. That creates a 
huge economic impact for our community 
and our whole area. Plus, it’s so horribly 
inconvenient. I have friends that have missed 
flights and all kinds of problems like that. 
So, I think getting that bridge fixed: that’s 
a number one priority and a great idea. 

Timeframe 
and Cost

Traffic Volume/
Operations

Economy

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Steve 
Stenehjem

Comment 
G.3.0.19.

Your design with the depressed median, 
more like Highway 2 than between here and 
Williston, is a great thing. Just from a safety 
standpoint, I think that that’s a wonderful thing.

Safety

Preferred 
Alternative

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Steve 
Stenehjem

Comment 
G.3.0.20.

Having a bike path between here and the 
park: That's a wonderful thing, too. 

Trail Formal Response: Comment noted.

Steve 
Stenehjem

Comment 
G.3.0.21.

In the last 10 years, my wife and I — we 
actually came across a fatality just north of 
the bridge where people wrecked. They only 
had one choice and that was hit the ditch, 
because cars and trucks were coming up. 
It was a couple of brothers from Mayville 
hauling a pick-up on a fifth-wheel. They had 
to turn; the thing jackknifed; one of them got 
killed. Terrible experience. We've had two 
close friends killed on that road in the last 
10 years: One just north of Grassy Butte, 
and one just south of town. Having a median 
where they didn't smack into somebody in the 
other lane or get hit by a truck when they're 
bicycling down the shoulder: that's a big deal. 

Safety Formal Response: Comment noted.

Steve 
Stenehjem

Comment 
G.3.0.22.

It’s been too long. We’ve been waiting for this 
for a terribly long time. Just the economic 
impact to our state of that oilfield traffic — and 
I’m sure some of you will bring it up — but 
the overload permits that go on US Highway 
85 dwarf any other road in our state. That’s 
a big deal. And to connect Canada to Mexico 
on this US Highway 85 corridor, we have 
to do our part to make it the highway that it 
should be. And you guys have a great design 
that will help out a great deal, so thank you.

Economy

Load Limits

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Preferred 
Alternative

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Mike Kopp Comment 
G.3.0.23.

What has to be done before 
construction of the bridge begins?

Timeframe 
and Cost

We need to finish this environmental process. I laid out in the schedule, 
we’re still working on that. We’ve done some preliminary engineering, 
so we have some idea. We have the surveys done; all the studies 
are done. So, we’ve started working on some of the design, based 
on the concepts of the Preferred Alternative. But, the main thing 
that we want to do is get through this environmental process.

Formal Response: The next step in the process is completion 
of the Final EIS/ROD. Once environmental clearance has 
been obtained for the project, the project would move into 
the final design, permitting, and ROW acquisition phase. 
The final details of the roadway design, drainage design, 
construction traffic control/phasing, and final ROW and 
easement needs would then be determined. Coordination 
with the necessary utilities regarding the movement 
of utility lines or pipelines would be conducted, and 
applicable permits would be acquired. ROW and temporary 
easements would be acquired as needed for the project.

Mike Kopp Comment 
G.3.0.24.

And then, let contracts go — or, happen? Timeframe 
and Cost

Once we get a final environmental decision, then we would finish 
our final design. Once we made our Preferred Alternative public, we 
started engaging with the landowners in that area, just to make sure 
that — well, we tried to time everything so we could talk to them 
at the same time that the Draft EIS came out. We’ve been having 
conversations with the landowners to let them know that we’re going 
to have some ROW needs to get that project built. So, final design; 
ROW; and then, we’ll need some permits. The US Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) is a cooperating agency on this project. We’ll 
need a permit from them. So, the final design package would have 
to be put together, and then, we would advertise that for bids. We 
would take bids; and then, award a contract; and then construction.

Formal Response: Once environmental clearance has been 
obtained for the project and funding has been authorized for 
one or more project segments, the project(s) would move 
into the final design, permitting, and ROW acquisition phase. 
The final details of the roadway design, drainage design, 
construction traffic control/phasing, and final ROW and 
easement needs would then be determined. Coordination 
with the necessary utilities regarding the movement 
of utility lines or pipelines would be conducted, and 
applicable permits would be acquired. ROW and temporary 
easements would be acquired as needed for the project.

Mike Kopp Comment 
G.3.0.25.

And that will be done between now 
and when? Beginning? End of the 
year? Middle of the year?

Timeframe 
and Cost

Given that, if everything follows the schedule appropriately, 
we’d like to start construction in the Spring of 2019. 
There’s a lot of things that have to fall into place to keep that 
schedule, so we’re doing our best to work towards that.

Formal Response: Construction of the Long X Bridge 
segment of the project is anticipated to commence in 2019.

Cal Klewin Comment 
G.3.0.26.

I want to thank you for your efforts so far 
in moving the Draft EIS forward. Hopefully, 
this project will come to fruition as soon 
as we can get funding; that type of thing.

Timeframe 
and Cost

Thank you. 

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Cal Klewin Comment 
G.3.0.27.

This is a main artery for this community in 
western North Dakota. We have a world-class 
oil and gas industry moving forward; we have 
tourism efforts that significantly enhance 
the economic opportunities of this region.

Economy

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Recreation/
Tourism

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Cal Klewin Comment 
G.3.0.28.

One of the things that I want to point out 
that the people living out here and working 
out here have been dealing with is that this 
highway leads all other corridors in North 
Dakota — which are four-lane — leads them 
two and three times in oversized, over-width 
permits. So that’s what we’re dealing with 
out here, and that’s something that we 
need. We show that we have to have some 
type of corridor that moves the people 
safely, and the efficient moving of freight. 
I have those numbers here. I can submit it 
electronically, but these are numbers that I 
get every quarter from the highway patrol. 
So, I think it’s something that probably 
will build the case that this is something 
that needs to be taken care of as soon as 
possible for the safety of the people and 
the enjoyment of the traveling public.

Regional 
Transportation 
Network

Load Limits

Safety

Yup, we would definitely be interested in your information.

Formal Response:Comment noted.

Aaron Pelton Comment 
G.3.0.29.

I want to thank you guys for everything 
that you’ve done for the public’s safety out 
here. I can’t imagine getting into Williston 
right now without the four-lane highway; 
getting to Minot without the bridge that 
we have over there, with the traffic the 
way it is. Thank you guys very much.

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Safety

Thank you.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Aaron Pelton Comment 
G.3.0.30.

We have over 200 employees in our company, 
and we do a lot of recruiting around the 
country to get people to come here from 
other states. The Badlands are a major, major 
recruitment tool and a big reason that people 
want to move here. You’d be hard-pressed 
to find anybody who loved the Badlands 
more than the citizens of Watford City. With 
that being said, we’ve become landlocked 
without that bridge. That bridge needs to 
be practical, and it needs to be well done, 
and it needs to be done right. Because, 
without that bridge, we’ve, essentially, 
become an island in McKenzie County. 

Recreation/
Tourism 

Long X Bridge 
Options

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Aaron Pelton Comment 
G.3.0.31.

This is all a very, very beautiful project. I love 
it a lot. We’re not exactly swimming with a 
lot of tourism opportunities in North Dakota, 
but the Maah Daah Hey is a really, really 
important one, and the Maah Daah Hey is the 
one that’s — I think we’ve just hit the tip of the 
iceberg. If we do find a way to get a bike trail 
down there, that would just be the starting 
point for that. So, thank you guys very much.

Recreation/
Tourism

Trail

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Dan 
Richmond

Comment 
G.3.0.32.

Just a question on this trail: I've been talking 
to people about this for a long time and 
hearing it's coming. How serious is this?

Trail Formal Response: The trail has been identified as part of the 
preferred alternative in the Draft EIS. As discussed in Chapter 
4 of the Draft EIS, grading operations for the trail could 
occur concurrently with the grading operations of the new 
roadway. The surfacing of the trail could occur the following 
construction season when the roadway is surfaced or at a 
later date depending on when funding for the trail is received.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Dan 
Richmond

Comment 
G.3.0.33.

I’d love to see this project move forward. 
If you look at the maps, you don’t see any 
access points; any public parking; you 
don’t see where the trailheads are going 
to be. You really don’t see anything in the 
documentation right now showing where 
that stretch is going to be, and where the 
access points are going to be in that.

Trail On the north end of the project, it would tie into the plan that McKenzie 
County and Watford City have for their trail network, wanting to 
connect to this. They already show that in their long-range plan. 
There’s been some talk about connecting to the county road. The 
county is looking at their plan on how they would get people on and off 
and have trailheads to go with it. We’ve been working with the county 
on this concept, and we wanted to make sure that we get all of the 
studies necessary to clear the path environmentally so that it could 
be built. The county has committed to the long-term maintenance and 
ownership of that trail. We still have to figure out how we’re going to 
fund the construction of it. We talk about phase construction along 
the length of the project; there might also be phase construction 
across the width of the project. And what I mean by that is that the 
trail, maybe, comes later than the roadway would if the roadway 
were ever built. Or, the drilled shaft structure: That might have to 
come before the roadway expansion ever came. It all depends on the 
needs and where the funding comes from. The path will be cleared 
environmentally for it; then, it comes down to finding money to build it.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 3 of the 
Draft EIS, the trail would span from the northern project 
terminus, south to McKenzie County Road 34, where a 
trailhead may be constructed. At the northern end, the 
trail would connect to the Watford City trail system at 
McKenzie County Road 30 (in the future as planned) or a 
future trailhead may be developed near this intersection if a 
connection to the Watford City trail system isn’t yet built.

Dan 
Richmond

Comment 
G.3.0.34.

I’d love to see this come forward. I think 
it’s going to be a great tie-in to the Maah 
Daah Hey Trail. Especially for me, since 
it’s going right in front of my house. 
I can just ride there all the time.

Trail Formal Response: Comment noted.

Dan 
Richmond

Comment 
G.3.0.35.

Are they taking any precautions — and I 
fight this all the time with four-wheelers, 
snowmobiles — any kind of plan to keep 
motorized vehicles off of that trail?

Trail With the all-terrain vehicles: We’ve had that comment at 
previous public meetings, too, and we thought about that a 
little bit. The best answer that we have would be signing to 
do that. By signing and having a county ordinance to go with 
it, that would give law enforcement an opportunity to, then, 
enforce those for keeping motorized vehicles off of the trail.

Formal Response: Signs restricting the use 
of motor vehicles would be installed.

Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.36.

As a landowner and a resident on US Highway 
85, I fully support the project, especially the 
bridge. That has been a thorn. I had to come 
to Watford a lot of years ago, and I don’t know 
how many times I would drive over 20 miles 
north and the bridge was shut down, and I had 
to go around by Killdeer to get to Watford City. 

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.37.

On the design of the road, I fully support the 
divided highway with the depression in the 
middle, with one caveat: I would like to see 
the whole road built that way. I’m concerned 
that we’re going to build a $400 million, 
almost $500 million — that’s half of $1 billion, 
I believe — road. And then, we’re going to 
have a choke point when we get there. 

Preferred 
Alternative

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Timeframe 
and Cost

At the beginning of the project, when we were still looking at 
concepts, we looked at both of those. As we went through 
the input process — both the public input, as well as working 
with our agency partners — it became very clear to us that 
we needed to set some goals to minimize that footprint. 

Formal Response: Roadway design standards allow for 
flexibility in application in order to reduce project related 
impacts and allow engineers the ability to design projects 
in a manner that best addresses the needs of the project. 
The US Highway 85 project team has taken advantage of 
these design standard flexibilities and incorporated several 
flexible design options through the Badlands segment of 
the project corridor; for example, reduced speeds, retaining 
walls, and varying median widths. The intent of these design 
modifications is to reduce the roadway footprint to the extent 
practicable to minimize environmental and socioeconomic 
impacts, as well as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North 
Unit, while still addressing the project’s purpose and need. 

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.38.

We hear a lot about impacts. On a section of 
land, if you own a mile of the highway — it’s 
going to be right at 12 acres. Well, that is 
1.87 percent of that section that that individual 
owns. I think it’s going to take land from 
me. I know that. It’s farmland. But I still 
support the project. It’s hard to build a road 
if you don’t have any property to put it on.

ROW Formal Response:Comment noted.

Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.39.

When you did the design, did you design 
through the Badlands a little wider divided 
highway with the depression? How much 
more land are we talking would be impacted?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

ROW

The land area — what happens is, when you get wider, you add quite 
a bit of property, because it chases down or up the hill, depending on 
how you’re cutting. So, it makes it a lot more than just another 10 feet. 
That 10 feet might turn into another 200 feet by the time you chase 
it — before you’re tied down very close. You get 10 feet wider; now, 
you’ve got to tie down, 200 feet below where you’re at. That was the 
main problem. So, that made those impacts a lot greater a lot faster.

Formal Response: Through the Badlands segment 
of the project corridor, the roadway footprint has 
been reduced to the extent practicable to minimize 
environmental and socioeconomic impacts, as well 
as minimize impacts on the TRNP – North Unit. 

Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.40.

Did it raise the costs significantly? 
Did you do any work on that?

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

At the point of scoping and getting the input, we thought that our 
best approach to get this project approved and moved forward 
fast is I don’t think we did go into the level of detailed analysis 
that we did for the alternatives as — that we presented today.

Formal Response: As discussed in Chapter 3 of the Draft 
EIS, a full range of reasonable alternatives was developed 
for all segments of the project. A four-lane roadway 
section with a depressed median through the Badlands 
segment of the project corridor was considered, but 
eliminated due to geotechnical and engineering issues. 

Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.41.

Well, using the 12 acres a mile, the map I 
have shows three and a half miles of federal 
land managed in the national grasslands 
that’s impacted in that seven-mile stretch. 
Well, that’s 42, if you take the three and a 
half. Our federal neighbors have over a half 
a million acres in McKenzie County. I don’t 
know if it’s too much to ask them to give up 
40 or 50 acres so that we can have a safe 
highway. I mean, the percent is so small. 
The same way with our friends at the NPS. 
I hate to see us spend that kind of money 
and still have a bottleneck. I can see that, 
as tourism picks up and more people drive 
this road, there will be more traffic turning 
into that park. And you’re coming downhill, 
turning on a slope. If people don’t know 
for sure where they’re going, there will be 
wrecks there, just like, as Steve mentioned, 
there were wrecks along the bridge.

ROW

TRNP/Public 
Lands

Recreation/
Tourism

Roadway 
Alternatives 
(Badlands)

Thanks for the comment. We see your point. The one thing is that 
it isn’t just a straight-line relationship as far as going to that wider 
roadway section, that it was just going to be another 100 feet 
wide. The problem with the Badlands is you have to get another 
200, 300, 400 feet wide to be able to do it. And so, your point 
being, “Well, that’s a small percentage of the federal land.” Even at 
those widths, it still would be. But, looking at it in the scale of the 
impacts of what our project was and trying to keep that footprint 
down — because some of the other things it would have impacted 
was a lot more: The drainage features; wetlands; trying to stay 
away from the cultural resources in the area. By using the footprint 
we did, we really didn’t have to deal with a lot of that because we 
avoided a lot of those impacts. So, it helped us move the project 
forward, and it gives us a lot more confidence that we can get it 
permitted and get the easements we need with that kind of design.

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Roger Chinn Comment 
G.3.0.42.

I commend you guys and the State of North 
Dakota for finally recognizing that this is a 
problem in western North Dakota, and I'll 
be like Larry the Cable Guy: "Git-R-Done."

General Project 
Question/
Statement

Formal Response: Comment noted.

Notes: 

a.	 Commenters that provided verbal comments during the public hearings are not alphabetized and are listed in this table in the order the comment was received for 
purposes of comparison with the transcripts from the public hearings.

b.	 Formal responses to comments depend on the context of the comment and the theme designated for the comment. For some of the verbal comments received during the 
public hearings, responses were provided. These responses are summarized in this table, and formal responses are also provided for these comments.
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1      WHEREUPON,
2           the following proceedings were had at
3 5:34 p.m., to wit:
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  Welcome, everybody.
5 We'll get the presentation started in the next
6 couple minutes, so if you want to find your seats
7 or remain standing -- okay.
8           How does -- can everybody hear me fine,
9 or do you need the PA system?  If for some reason

10 you can't pick it up or can't hear -- how are you
11 hearing?
12           Is this loud enough?  Okay.  I would
13 rather not have to talk into this mic if I don't
14 have to.
15           So welcome, everybody.  Thanks for
16 coming to our public hearing for the U.S.
17 Highway 85 project.
18           The project is from I-94 to the Watford
19 City Bypass.  We've been working on this project
20 for a couple years now.
21           We're at the point where we have a draft
22 EIS that's been published and out for public
23 review and comment.
24           There's a 45-day comment period on that
25 that runs until June 25th, and we're holding a
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1 series of public hearings starting tonight.
2           Tomorrow night is in Fairfield, and the
3 night after that is in Watford City.  So we're
4 looking for public comment, public input on that
5 document.
6           So as I said, thanks, everybody, for
7 coming.  My name is Matt Linneman.  I'm with the
8 North Dakota DOT, and I'm the project manager for
9 this Highway 85 project.

10           The DOT is developing this project and
11 this environmental document in partnership with
12 Federal Highway being our lead federal agency.
13           And the DOT has contracted with KLJ
14 Engineering to, you know, develop the -- write the
15 document and do all of the studies for the
16 project.
17           One thing:  As you all came in, we had a
18 sign-in table.  Please make sure that you get your
19 name on the sign-in sheet.
20           We also have some public participation
21 surveys that are available.  We definitely
22 encourage you to fill those out.
23           Those are optional, but those are an
24 important part of our program to make sure we're
25 complying with federal regulations.

Page 5

1           And it gives us good information on if
2 we're reaching out to the public and reaching out
3 to all demographic groups.
4           So you can leave those surveys on the
5 table.  There's a sheet -- or, a spot to drop
6 those in, or there's the address on there, too, if
7 you'd like to mail those in at a later date.  I
8 appreciate your effort in filling those out.
9           So our objectives of the meeting here

10 today:  We want to review -- we'll touch briefly
11 on the purpose and need of the project:  Why we're
12 doing the project and what are the reasons for
13 that.
14           We're going to go through in detail what
15 has been identified in the draft environmental
16 impact statement as a preferred alternative for
17 the project.
18           There were several different
19 alternatives and options for the project that were
20 studied, and we'll spend some time going through
21 what's been identified as the preferred.
22           We'll discuss the impacts that are
23 associated with those alternatives.  And then,
24 we'll spend a little bit more time talking about
25 the Long X Bridge project itself.
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1           And then, we'll have time for,
2 obviously, comments or questions.  And, you know,
3 we have a presentation.  Jen Turnbow from KLJ will
4 be helping me give this presentation today.
5           It's probably going to be about an
6 hour's worth of presentation time, so if you have
7 questions, feel free to speak up at any time.
8           You don't have to wait until the end.
9 We can have a conversation here and provide your

10 input as you see fit.
11           Logistically, if you do have questions
12 or comments, please make sure that you state your
13 name.
14           We'll probably set the mic up at the end
15 to do it, or we can bring it around to make sure
16 we get it.
17           We have a court reporter here today --
18 Liz is her name -- and she'll be, you know,
19 transcribing the presentation here today, as well
20 as your comments and questions.  So like I said,
21 make sure you state your name so we know who you
22 are.
23           So a little bit on the project's purpose
24 and need:  The proposed project, like we talked
25 about, is a proposed expansion of U.S. Highway 85
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1 from I-94 to Watford City and the Watford City
2 Bypass.
3           You know, the proposal was to
4 rehabilitate or replace the Long X Bridge, as well
5 as along with that expansion.
6           And like I said, an EIS -- an
7 environmental impact statement -- process is being
8 followed.
9           Like I said, Federal Highway is our lead

10 federal agency.  We also have three cooperating
11 agencies that have either permitting or land use
12 as part of the project.
13           So that's the U.S. Army Corps of
14 Engineers, the National Park Service, and the U.S.
15 Forest Service.
16           So the purpose and need for the project.
17 So as we've come to the public in a series of
18 meetings through the scoping process and getting
19 your input on that, we've taken that in with the
20 agency input.
21           And so, here's, kind of, the
22 bulletpoints of what the purpose of this project
23 is.
24           One is to meet the social demands and
25 the economic development that's happening in the
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1 area.
2           So we have, you know, developments of
3 oil and gas industry in the area, in western North
4 Dakota.
5           We have agricultural users in the area.
6 We have a population increase due to that
7 development, as well as the recreational use and
8 the tourism aspect of western North Dakota.
9           So we have several different users all

10 wanting to use the same area.  So we have
11 different-sized loads; different speeds of loads;
12 different familiarity with the area.
13           And so, we have this mix of users on the
14 roadway.  And so, we're trying to accommodate them
15 in a safe and efficient manner.
16           We're also looking at the overall
17 highway system and looking at the system linkage
18 component of this project.
19           You know, we have a four-lane network in
20 the state that's highlighted in the map here in
21 yellow, Highway 85 being a link to the four-lane
22 facility at I-94 to the four-lane that starts,
23 basically, at Watford City and then continues up
24 to U.S. Highway 2.
25           Safety:  The safety aspect of this
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1 project is something we've gotten a lot of input
2 from the public as we've gone through the scoping
3 and the alternatives development of the public.
4           So what we're trying to account for is
5 having a safely traversable roadway with adequate
6 widths to handle vehicle breakdowns.
7           Make sure we have proper clear roadway
8 areas adjacent to the edge of the roadway; that we
9 provide passing opportunities for trucks and for

10 people getting around those mix of users that we
11 previously discussed, which ties right into the
12 capacity of the roadway segment.  There's not a
13 lot of great passing opportunities on this segment
14 of Highway 85.
15           So the idea is, you know, that the
16 four-lane facility helps provide those passing
17 opportunities, and it helps increase -- so the
18 term we use, from a traffic engineering
19 standpoint, is "level of service."
20           But basically, not having to spend so
21 much time following a vehicle, so reducing your
22 time spent following.
23           The transportation demand and the
24 roadway classification:  Highway 85, through this
25 segment, is on the National Highway System.
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1           It's what we classify as an
2 "interregional corridor" in the state of North
3 Dakota, so a high level of interconnectivity in
4 the region for moving goods and people.
5           We also classify this segment of roadway
6 as a freight level one category.  The DOT has
7 recently come out with a strategic freight plan,
8 so this roadway is on the highest tier of freight
9 network.

10           It's also, from the last legislative
11 session, been designated as a 129,000-pound route,
12 so we have a new higher gross vehicle weight for
13 freight that can move through this corridor, as
14 well as being part of the Ports-to-Plains Alliance
15 in the Theodore Roosevelt Expressway as having a
16 connection from Canada to Mexico.
17           Some of the other issues we have,
18 especially in the Badlands area, is just the slope
19 stability issues of the land formations out there.
20           Being able to have a reliable roadway
21 from the aspect of landslides having to close the
22 roadway, as well as some of the issues of
23 reliability that we've had with the Long X Bridge
24 with some of the overhead restrictions and
25 oversized -- we'll call them, maybe, "extra-legal"
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1 loads going through there and striking the cross
2 members, closing that down.
3           And so, stability of the roadway and not
4 having a closure, since we don't have a detour
5 route for this segment when it's closed.  The
6 traffic is 50 miles of indirection.  There's no
7 good, you know, local routes around.
8           And the other thing we'll talk about,
9 you know, is ecological connectivity.  We have

10 some beautiful landscapes out in western North
11 Dakota with the prairies and the plains and the
12 Badlands areas.
13           And, you know, working with our agency
14 partners on some connectivity of some of those
15 habitat formations, habitat and landscapes.
16           We're trying to, you know, not unduly
17 sever -- save the habitat of some of the wildlife
18 out there, as well as trying to reduce
19 animal-vehicle collisions.  So that's the safety
20 aspect that we get from that approach, as well.
21           So that's the purposes of the project as
22 we've set those forth.  So to meet that purpose,
23 we've studied many different alternatives for the
24 project.
25           We went through an alternatives
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1 methodology, an alternatives screening process
2 where we, kind of, based on input as we came to
3 the public through our previous process of scoping
4 and alternatives methodology, taking into account
5 all the different ideas and reasonable range of --
6 well, I don't want to say "reasonable" -- a wide
7 range of alternatives to be considered and
8 studied.
9           So we went through that.  We went

10 through a screening process and methodology that
11 we had consulted with our agency partners on, on
12 that methodology.
13           We screened through those and came up
14 with a range of alternatives that were studied in
15 detail in the environmental document.
16           So alternatives we used were, kind of,
17 the overall project consideration; "options" being
18 a term for the more discrete elements of the
19 project.
20           So the ones that have been studied in
21 the environmental document have a name; have an
22 alternative; have an option.
23           And we're not going to spend hardly any
24 time talking about those today; rather, just what
25 we've set forth -- the DOT and Federal Highway --
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1 as the preferred alternative.
2           So we'll be talking about what those
3 preferred alternatives are; what the impacts are
4 that are associated with those.
5           So first of all, talking about the
6 roadway section itself -- we've talked about this
7 a little bit before.
8           But the preferred alternative is
9 Alternative B, which Alternative B is the

10 four-lane divided highway with a depressed roadway
11 median.
12           So this is similar to what you would see
13 in North Dakota with Highway 83 or U.S. Highway 2.
14 The speed limit for this type of section will be
15 70 miles an hour.
16           The intent here would be that we would
17 use the existing roadway for one direction of
18 travel and build a new roadbed alongside of it.
19           Depending on where we're at, we would
20 move back and forth on which side of the road it
21 will be built on.
22           And that was in an effort to minimize
23 our impacts to natural resources, cultural
24 resources, as well as residences and businesses.
25 So that's the overall -- we'll call it the
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1 62 miles general option.
2           Now, there's some variances to that
3 because, like I mentioned a little bit at the
4 beginning, we tried to use flexible design options
5 to minimize our impacts to different areas.  And
6 I'll get into that in a little bit more detail as
7 we go through the slides.
8           So even though this is the overall
9 concept, we have to deviate from this in several

10 areas to make sure that we're doing the best job
11 we can to meet the purpose of the project, but --
12 as well as minimize our impacts.
13           So starting at the south end of the
14 project, the I-94 interchange is where the project
15 starts.
16           Basically, the way the four-lane would
17 start and stop is just at the north ramps of the
18 interstate.
19           As you would exit I-94 going westbound,
20 if you take a right turn, that's where your lane
21 would pick up going northbound.
22           Same if you were coming southbound and
23 you were going to exit the ramp, it'll just turn
24 into a right-turn lane.
25           So this also shows some striping.  It
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1 might be a little hard to see, but we've got some
2 boards in the back that detail all of these slides
3 out.
4           So if you have any questions, we can
5 talk about those in more detail; or we can go back
6 to the boards and look at them, too.
7           So this is, essentially, then, with a
8 three-lane section across the interstate with turn
9 lanes.

10           It's, basically, striped that way
11 already from a previous project from a year or two
12 ago.
13           This is a blowup.  So this is just, kind
14 of, a blowup of the interstate interchange there.
15 So three lanes across the interchange.  The
16 four-lane section will pick up going north.
17           So as I said, in certain areas, that
18 divided, depressed, wide roadway doesn't quite fit
19 everywhere that we want to put it.
20           So at Fairfield, one of the first areas
21 we looked at, there are several different
22 alternatives.
23           One -- or, I should say, options.  One
24 of those:  Staying on the line and turning it into
25 an urban roadway section.
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1           So by having an urban roadway section,
2 we add curb and gutter.  That allows us to drop
3 the roadway down a little bit and keep our
4 footprint smaller.  So that minimizes our impacts
5 to any businesses there.
6           You know, we had looked at alternatives
7 that also go around or bypass Fairfield.  But
8 working through some of the stakeholder meetings
9 we had with the community of Fairfield, as well as

10 working with the Billings County Commission as the
11 officials with jurisdiction on this project,
12 Billings County had taken all of that input, and
13 they had made an official recommendation that this
14 would be the preferred alternative.  And so, we
15 have agreed with that and are proposing that as
16 the preferred alternative.
17           So as you came into this section, you
18 would slow down to 45 miles an hour, which is the
19 current speed limit through Fairfield.
20           The junction of Highway 200, working our
21 way north:  We had a couple options.  One was
22 just, kind of, the standard intersection, as well
23 as this roundabout-type intersection.
24           So the preferred alternative being the
25 roundabout.  A couple reasons for that.  Safety:

Page 17

1 The roundabout -- although this one being a little
2 bit unique from the other ones that are built in
3 North Dakota because we have a four-lane facility
4 that's going through north and south, and just a
5 two-lane coming in from the east, Highway 200 --
6 what it does is it eliminates the severe crashes.
7           You may have the potential, especially
8 starting out, for, maybe, a few more crashes.  But
9 they're all going to be, kind of, the merging,

10 intersecting types, so the less severe crash type.
11           But you eliminate the more serious
12 injury and fatality-type crashes because you take
13 away the head-to-head or the T-bone type crashes.
14           So safety being a major element of why
15 it's the preferred alternatives, as well as the
16 operational aspects of the intersection.
17           It allows traffic to keep moving.  You
18 know, a standard intersection, where you just have
19 a normal "T":  That would work, let's say, you
20 know, if this was built sometime in the next five
21 years.  It would function fine.
22           But at some point in the future, as we
23 get closer to 2040 -- 2040 was our projection year
24 for traffic -- it would require a signalized
25 intersection, so it would require a traffic
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1 signal.
2           And so, you know, operationally, it
3 would be preferred to have a roundabout versus a
4 traffic signal.
5           Through the Badlands section of the
6 project, again, trying to meet the purpose of our
7 project as well as using some flexible design
8 options to minimize our footprint.
9           On the landscape is we would get rid of

10 that wide, divided, depressed median ditch between
11 the roadways but have a 20-foot-wide flush median
12 design to make our footprint smaller; to make our
13 impacts less.
14           You can see a picture up in the
15 left-hand -- in the corner here.  This is the same
16 section that we have.
17           This is a picture between Watford City
18 and Williston, so it's that same section that we
19 have between there.
20           As you would go through the Badlands,
21 we're departing from the roadway section a little
22 bit.
23           Scenic overlooks.  There's three scenic
24 overlooks along the project now:  Two south of
25 Long X and one just north.
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1           We would maintain those scenic
2 overlooks.  The overall width might be a little
3 bit narrower because we're going to be, kind of,
4 maintaining this outside edge so our footprint
5 doesn't get any bigger.
6           But there's plenty of width on those
7 scenic overlooks now to provide room for, you
8 know, cars entering; cars parking; as well as some
9 other areas.

10           So we would add some striping to it, as
11 well, to try to delineate where the traffic should
12 be.
13           Wildlife crossings.  As we get into the
14 Badlands, as I had talked about in the purpose
15 statement, looking at, kind of, a -- we tried to
16 look at this as a system from the wildlife
17 perspective to say, "There's some valuable habitat
18 here.  How can we help maintain some connectivity
19 and eliminate animal-vehicle collisions?"
20           So we're looking, basically, at a
21 fencing.  In the ultimate development here, there
22 would be a wildlife fencing system that goes
23 through here along both sides of the roadway, and
24 it would funnel animals to wildlife crossings.
25           And so, four wildlife -- or, I should
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1 say, there are three wildlife crossings proposed
2 in that area:
3           One in the southern Badlands as an
4 under-the-roadway; another one closer, about a
5 mile or so south of Long X Bridge; and then, Long
6 X Bridge itself would serve as a wildlife crossing
7 along the Little Missouri River.
8           So here is a simulation of the wildlife
9 underpass at Reference Point 122.5.  So "reference

10 point" being our way, at the DOT, of telling you
11 where we are along the roadway.
12           So it's the same as a milepoint or a
13 mile marker.  So basically, you're a half a mile
14 past mile marker 122, so in the southern Badlands
15 area.
16           This is, kind of, a square, rectangular
17 opening under the roadway, with wildlife fencing
18 funneling wildlife to that location.
19           At 126.1:  Like I said, this area would
20 be -- yeah, we'll call it about a mile south of
21 Long X Bridge.
22           There's, kind of, two different concepts
23 on the table.  It's still an underpass-type of
24 crossing, but we're still working on the design
25 details here.
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1           Whether that would be a bridge-type
2 structure, which you see on the top picture --
3 which, that's a picture of the crossing up south
4 of the Lewis and Clark Bridge at Williston, the
5 Lewis and Clark Wildlife Management Area; versus
6 a, kind of, concrete -- pre-cast, concrete,
7 arch-style structure.
8           So looking at that, this would be a
9 little bit bigger.  The previous one that I showed

10 you:  This would probably be a 10 feet tall by
11 20 feet wide; in that ballpark.
12           This one would be a lot larger.  It
13 would be at least 15 feet of clearance and
14 probably 40 to 60 feet wide.  So a much larger
15 opening area.
16           The system would have a series of
17 jump-outs, too.  If animals get caught inside the
18 wildlife fencing, we have to have ways to get them
19 back out, because it's inevitable that that'll
20 happen.
21           So a series of jump-outs will get put in
22 place.  And this is an area where an animal -- so
23 this is the outside of the fence.
24           So if you're an animal standing on this
25 side of the picture, this is funneling you to a
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1 crossing.
2           The highway is up at the top of the
3 picture here.  So the idea is, if an animal is
4 trapped inside, they can walk along the fence.
5           This cross fence here will stop them and
6 then allow them to jump back out, out of the
7 highway right-of-way.  So a series of those in
8 there to get animals out if they're getting
9 caught.

10           Okay.  The long X Bridge part of the
11 project:  There were three different alternatives
12 that were studied -- three different options that
13 were studied for that.
14           The preferred alternative is to build a
15 new bridge alongside the existing one; and then,
16 remove the existing bridge.
17           So as I click here, this is going to
18 flip forward.  So here, we have a picture looking
19 off to the northeast of Long X Bridge.
20           And then, I click here.  We have a
21 rendering showing what a new structure would look
22 like with the old one gone.
23           So that's -- that's, kind of, a
24 rendering of a new structure built alongside of
25 where the old one is.

Page 23

1           This is built east of the existing
2 structure with the -- you know, the construction
3 phasing of that would be:  Build the new bridge;
4 move -- keep bridge on the existing -- keep
5 traffic on the existing bridge; build a new one;
6 move traffic over; take the old bridge down.
7           We'll talk more about the demolition of
8 Long X and its status as a historic bridge in a
9 little bit.

10           Once again, this is looking south to
11 north at the existing Long X Bridge.  And as we
12 flip forward here, we'd have a rendering of what
13 it looks like in the build -- proposed build
14 condition, with the new bridge built alongside.
15 I'll flip through that.  So that's LX3, the
16 preferred alternative.
17           Going north of Long X Bridge, as you
18 enter Theodore Roosevelt National Park, we took
19 some further steps to minimize our footprint.
20           And our goal that we had was to try to
21 utilize the existing highway easement that we have
22 from the national park without having to expand
23 that all to fit this roadway segment in there.
24           So we found a way to do that.  We had to
25 narrow the median another 8 feet down to a 12-foot
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1 median.
2           We'll slow traffic down to a
3 60-miles-an-hour speed.  And that, with a few
4 retaining walls put in place, as well, will keep
5 our footprint really tight.
6           So we have a rendering here again.  Now,
7 this is, basically, near the north edge of
8 Theodore Roosevelt Park looking south, back into
9 the park.

10           This is the existing roadway as you're
11 coming up the hill.  So flipping forward here, we
12 have a rendering of the expanded roadway and how
13 that would look.
14           So it might be kind of hard to see, but
15 you have two lanes here, and this is a 12-foot
16 median here with strike-out.
17           I'll talk a little bit more about the
18 area north of Long X Bridge and inside the
19 national park area of Theodore Roosevelt National
20 Park.
21           One of the issues we had -- back to that
22 landslide stability issue -- one of our main areas
23 that we've focused on is where we have some
24 instability on the roadway itself.
25           And right in this area you can, kind of,
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1 see -- we'll call this thing the Horseshoe Bend
2 slide.
3           The Highway 85 alignment used to, kind
4 of, make a big bend out through the Badlands
5 there.  That was realigned in about 1983 because
6 of landslide issues.
7           And you've probably seen, if you've
8 driven through here over time, we had some repairs
9 we had to do in 2011, and we followed through with

10 some a couple years later because we didn't get
11 everything fixed.
12           But there's still a bump out there.
13 There's still things that we're monitoring out
14 there.
15           But the proposed solution -- kind of, a
16 long-term fix for that area would be an anchor
17 drill shaft structural solution.
18           So what does that mean?  Essentially,
19 what that means is, along this yellow line --
20 you're downhill from the roadway -- is there would
21 be a line of concrete shafts.
22           You know, it would have to be designed,
23 but for conversation's sake, it would probably be
24 about 5 feet in diameter and about 100 feet long.
25           Basically, you drill a hole into the
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1 earth and fill it with reinforced concrete to hold
2 the roadbed in place.
3           And then, from there -- this diagram,
4 essentially, is what it would look like.  But all
5 of that is underground.
6           And there would be a structural concrete
7 cap beam to tie all of those together across the
8 top.
9           And then, there would be anchors that

10 would go back into the roadway -- back in like
11 this -- that would help hold the top of that in
12 place.
13           So that system would be, like I said, a
14 structural-type fix to hold the earth in place.
15 It would all be mostly very -- this is a picture
16 of our drill shaft stabilization that's on I-94,
17 near the Painted Canyon Visitor Center and
18 Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
19           So this cap beam is potentially the only
20 thing sticking out of the ground, but we can
21 either look at burying that or even coloring the
22 concrete to blend into the landscape so it appears
23 like you wouldn't see much there.
24           So we'll think about this plan, whether
25 this -- this is somewhat of an independent
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1 solution of the four-lane proposal.
2           This might be something we have to move
3 forward before we ever even move forward with the
4 four-lane because of the issues here.
5           So like I said, we monitor that slide
6 very closely.  We have instrumentation out there
7 so that we know how much it's moving and where
8 it's at.
9           But someday, this project may come to

10 fruition before -- potentially before there's ever
11 a four-lane project.
12           Trail:  There's -- working with McKenzie
13 County, we've looked at a trail on the northern
14 end of the project.
15           It would start at the northern limit of
16 the project, and it would eventually tie into the
17 McKenzie County and the Watford City Trail
18 Network.
19           It would be on the east side of the
20 roadway, coming down and stopping here at
21 Mackenzie County Road 34.
22           That trail would look something like
23 this.  Depending on where it is, if it's on a fill
24 slope -- basically, an eight-foot wide -- you
25 know, ultimate development would look -- be like
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1 an eight-foot-wide trail -- potentially paved
2 trail.
3           As you get flatter areas of the roadway,
4 we'd push the trail farther out from the road,
5 where it best fits.
6           JAN SWENSON:  Where does it go from
7 there, Matt?  Jan Swenson.  You said I could just
8 ask questions.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup, absolutely.  Yup.

10 The trail ends here at County Road 34.  So the
11 County -- not to speak for them too much, but what
12 they've considered is looking at putting some sort
13 of trailhead in that area, or a destination or a
14 small park, something like that, so that there
15 would be a destination location at that area.
16           JAN SWENSON:  Is there any future plan
17 to connect it with any existing trails, or is this
18 a trail onto itself?  I'm just trying to
19 understand.  Is it a trail onto itself?
20           MATT LINNEMAN:  Well, the one thing that
21 I can say for sure is that the City of Watford
22 City, in their comprehensive plan, has a trail --
23 network trail plan.
24           And they've worked with the county to
25 put that as part of their plan of connecting to
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1 this segment -- at least, on the Watford City end
2 of it.
3           So it has been acknowledged in some
4 planning documents from that aspect.  I think the
5 county -- I think the county might be working on
6 their comprehensive plan.
7           And at some point in the future, they've
8 been talking about having a county-wide trail
9 plan.  I don't think that that has been done yet,

10 and it may be very early in those stages.
11           JAN SWENSON:  Okay.
12           MATT LINNEMAN:  But I think, you know,
13 in conversations with the county, one of the
14 things they've talked about is just having a place
15 for people to go, you know.
16           In some of the earlier concepts, we have
17 looked at, you know, connecting this farther down
18 or potentially across even the Little Missouri
19 River.  But we've, kind of, ruled a lot of those
20 out.
21           And so, the county still felt it was
22 valuable to have a place for people to get off the
23 road and be able to put miles on their trail -- on
24 their bike, whatever.
25           And maybe that's down and back.  But I
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1 still think they want to have a -- some sort of a
2 destination.  And I think they're very, very early
3 in developing anything like that.
4           CURTIS GLASOE:  Is there going to be any
5 recreation for bikes on the four-lane?
6           MATT LINNEMAN:  Please state your name.
7           CURTIS GLASOE:  Curt Glasoe from
8 Dickinson.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  The question was

10 accommodation for users on the roadway itself.
11 There's no plan at this point, as far as
12 designating a bike lane or anything like that.
13           The roadway section itself is going to
14 have eight-foot-wide shoulders, so there would be
15 some potential, depending on how you would like to
16 do that.
17           CURTIS GLASOE:  Continue on, on the
18 bridge itself, too, that's going into -- is there
19 extra paths going along the north, or -- an extra
20 bike path or not, or --
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  Nope.  There's no
22 proposal for any pedestrian facilities at the Long
23 X Bridge.
24           CURTIS GLASOE:  Because the CCC
25 campground is headquartered right there.
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, right.  And so,
2 some of the -- you know, there's several things as
3 we've consulted on the project in the alternatives
4 that we've brought forth before.
5           Some of them being conflicts with the
6 wildlife crossing purposes and having people on a
7 trail in that area.
8           As well as trying to, kind of, minimize
9 our footprint as we go through Theodore Roosevelt

10 National Park.
11           So we've had a lot of different
12 concepts.  We've tried to minimize our roadway
13 footprint the best we can.
14           And, you know, through some of our
15 consultations, we've thought it best to just
16 minimize the amount of development, period.
17           Anything that was, maybe, extraneous:
18 That we would eliminate that from development in
19 this area.
20           So any more questions about the trail?
21 So back to the roadway section:  Once again, we
22 have another area for about three miles south of
23 Watford City where we would go back to this
24 narrow, 20-foot-wide median section.
25           This would also be coupled with an
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1 alignment shift of about 30 feet, 40 feet, I
2 think, is the way that it worked out in final
3 design to, basically, eliminate -- I shouldn't say
4 that.  To minimize the amount of impacts we have
5 in this area to utilities.
6           There's a lot of development south of
7 Watford City, as well as a lot of major utility
8 infrastructure.
9           So by shifting the alignment and staying

10 narrow, it helps minimize the amount of impact in
11 that area, as well, to utilities.
12           So anytime we get to the 20-foot-wide
13 median, we'll be at 65 miles an hour.  And then,
14 this takes us to the north end of the project, and
15 it ties right into the same roadway section that
16 exists at the north end of the project at Watford
17 City.
18           So that's a summary of the preferred
19 alternative within the -- as laid out in the draft
20 environmental impact statement.
21           Jen's going to spend some time walking
22 through the impacts that are associated with those
23 preferred options and alternatives.
24           But maybe this is a good time to stop
25 and ask if there's any other specific questions on
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1 those proposals.  Yes, sir?
2           BRAD BEKKEDAHL:  Brad Bekkedahl from
3 Williston.  So the four-lane from Williston to
4 Watford City and south would continue to be a
5 65-mile-an-hour segment; and then, when you get to
6 the divided is when you go to 70 miles an hour?
7 Is that correct?
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes.
9           BRAD BEKKEDAHL:  And there's no thoughts

10 of revisiting the 65 up to 70?  I drive it all the
11 time, and they're driving 70 now.  That's why I'm
12 asking.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  I would say -- I
14 can't speak to that.
15           BRAD BEKKEDAHL:  Okay.
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.  So in the scheme
17 of this project, our plan has been that -- you
18 know, we made the decision to this point, as a
19 department, that 65 is an appropriate speed for
20 that section, so we're matching that with this
21 project.
22           CURTIS GLASOE:  Curt Glasoe from
23 Dickinson.  What about the access to the west side
24 of 85 for people going north?
25           The Forest Service has got a lot of
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1 recreation sites.  There's a lot of roads going
2 off to the west side.
3           Is there -- what is the plan for those
4 accesses from -- coming from the -- going north
5 from the south?  You've got to cross over the two
6 lanes and --
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, right.  So every
8 access point that's there -- every landowner will
9 still have access the same way that they do -- I

10 shouldn't say the same way that they do, but they
11 will maintain access.
12           So, yeah.  There would be -- if you're
13 in this roadway type, if it happens to be in this
14 section, just like it is from Watford City to
15 Williston, this becomes the area where a turn lane
16 is built.
17           CURTIS GLASOE:  Yup, yup.
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  So this is built right
19 in, so all you have to do is stripe for a turn
20 lane.
21           If you have the other roadway section,
22 the divided, you know, you would have a center
23 median.  To get across the median, there would be
24 a median roadway to get across.
25           And depending on the amount of
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1 traffic -- you know, there's several intersections
2 that have been identified for turn lanes, as well.
3           Not every access would have a turn lane.
4 Yeah.  So in this area, like I said, there would
5 be a median crossover built in --
6           CURTIS GLASOE:  Mm-hmm.
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- to get across so you
8 can turn left in either direction.
9           JAN SWENSON:  There's -- Jan Swenson.

10 There's talk of lighting at ten intersections, I
11 believe it was, up and down this section of the
12 roadway.  Can you tell me what those locations
13 are?
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Not exactly, off the top
15 of my head.  But I think what we had was more like
16 full-type intersection lighting at 200.
17           And then, I think, several of the
18 intersections were just destination lighting
19 where, essentially, there's one or two light poles
20 there.
21           So it's something, as you approach that
22 intersection, you can see you're heading towards
23 something at night.
24           There's -- well, that's my first answer.
25 I think, maybe, I'll answer your question before,
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1 maybe, you ask the next one.
2           I don't think we have -- there's
3 definitely none of those in the national park
4 area.
5           And I don't think there's any of those
6 in the Badlands area, either.  Those are outside
7 of that area.
8           JAN SWENSON:  And they're shielded,
9 downward-pointing --

10           MATT LINNEMAN:  They can be designed
11 that way.  I got to think about that for
12 destination lighting, though.
13           JEN TURNBOW:  I don't believe -- there's
14 no lighting on the bridge.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
16           JEN TURNBOW:  And there is no, kind of,
17 intersections in that area, so there would be no
18 lighting near the park.
19           As for construction, when we get to
20 that, working through the National Park Service,
21 there is a commitment that, all during
22 construction, they have to have the downcasted
23 lighting for construction for the Long X Bridge.
24           JAN SWENSON:  It's just amazing how far
25 one can see light, you know.  I mean, Belfield is
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1 easily visible --
2           MATT LINNEMAN:  Oh, sure.
3           JAN SWENSON:  -- from the south unit.
4 There's a great deal of industrial light
5 available --
6           MATT LINNEMAN:  Mm-hmm.
7           JAN SWENSON:  -- or, visible in the
8 north unit of the park.  And I would hope that --
9 well, even if it's not in the Badlands, in the

10 Little Missouri River Valley, that consideration
11 would be pretty strong.
12           JEN TURNBOW:  Yeah.  We do -- during
13 construction, there would be lighting.  It's
14 temporary in nature.  And so, the commitment is to
15 have the downcasted lighting, so --
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.  I'd have to look
17 into that a little bit, too.  Because, you know,
18 part of the purpose of destination lighting is so
19 you can see it from a distance, so you know you're
20 coming up on an intersection.  But it's not like
21 we're --
22           JAN SWENSON:  But most of that is pretty
23 flat.
24           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.
25           JAN SWENSON:  If there's any type of

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

G-36

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85

Comment G.1.0.7.

Comment G.1.0.8.

Comment G.1.0.9.

Comment G.1.0.10.



5/29/2018

701-237-0275
Doug Ketcham & Associates

11 (Pages 38 to 41)

Page 38

1 lighting, you're going to see it from quite a
2 distance, you know.
3           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
4           JAN SWENSON:  So --
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, I think there can
6 definitely be --
7           JAN SWENSON:  You know, it used to be
8 that, when you drove to Highway 200 and came to
9 that T-bone, that there was just nothing there

10 until you came to a rumble strip, you know.  So it
11 can be done without a lot of disturbance.
12           JEN TURNBOW:  Mm-hmm.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.  I think,
14 especially, like you said, intersection lighting
15 is even more applicable, I think, to that
16 downcast-type of lighting.
17           You're going to have more light when
18 your intent is to light up the pavement.  That's a
19 lot easier to --
20           JAN SWENSON:  Well, it decreases glare,
21 too, if it's downward-pointing.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Mm-hmm.
23           BRAD BEKKEDAHL:  Brad Bekkedahl from
24 Williston.  I serve on the City Commission, and
25 we've transitioned all of our sodium lights and
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1 our mercury lights in our system to LEDs.
2           And I can tell you, in response to your
3 question, that the LED lights are very focused
4 down.
5           And there is none of the glare up into
6 the atmosphere that you see with the mercury or
7 sodiums.
8           They're a much better fixture for light
9 oversplashing like that.  It's been much better

10 for us in town, I can tell you.
11           So as long as it's an LED fixture, they
12 make them where you can keep the focus on the
13 surface and not going up above, you know.
14           JAN SWENSON:  Mm-hmm.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, that's a good
16 point.  That's a good consideration.  Thank you
17 very much.
18           That's definitely something we can look
19 at, especially when we get into the design level
20 of detail on these segments.
21           JAN SWENSON:  I got a lot of questions.
22 Can I just go ahead and ask them?
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, fire away.  I was
24 just trying to get back to where I can leave it
25 for Jen here.
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1           JAN SWENSON:  Sound is a big deal to the
2 folks that I represent.  I'm with the Badlands
3 Conservation Alliance.  And I appreciate that you
4 did those studies, but I don't feel that they're
5 complete.
6           And I'm wondering if you did broader
7 analysis than what you did that may be available
8 for me to look at that isn't represented in what I
9 saw looking at the draft EIS in your appendices.

10           I mean, you barely touched on
11 low-frequency noise -- which, I'm a layperson, but
12 I'm willing to do research.
13           And what I find is that low-frequency
14 noise is the noise that is most often not
15 considered.
16           In fact, your methodology with DBA, with
17 that "A" weighting (phonetic), pretty well
18 muffles, ignores low-frequency noise.
19           And low-frequency noise is the noise
20 that comes along with big trucks.  And that
21 propagates well into a landscape, much farther
22 than higher frequency noise.
23           And, you know, you mentioned animals:
24 That you did these studies because sound also
25 impacts animals.
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1           Well, you know, I'm willing to say I'm
2 an animal, too.  And one of my big concerns about
3 this is how that propagation -- not just that I
4 can hear, but that I can feel -- that I can
5 feel -- will propagate out into the park, whether
6 it's a third of a mile; or a half of a mile; or
7 five miles.
8           Because that is where they are finding
9 that -- I mean, I'm not talking about losing our

10 hearing because of loud noises.
11           You know, that's, sort of, the frequency
12 range that you were looking at.  I'm looking at
13 that low-frequency noise that impacts health,
14 whether it's my health or a deer's health.
15           Or, you know, I'm just -- because that
16 has -- those kind of subtle impacts have a large,
17 magnified impact on visitor experience, if you
18 want to use that word.
19           And this visitor goes to the park to get
20 away from that.  And this visitor goes to the
21 park -- again, real quick.
22           There's a -- Randy Morgenson -- a
23 book -- he was a park ranger.  He talked about
24 going to wilderness.
25           The questions that are in our head,
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1 bouncing around all day:  That you go into
2 wilderness, and they just disappear.
3           That's what I want.  That's what I need.
4 And I don't just need it every three and a half
5 years, when I can go to Bryce Canyon or Glacier.
6           I need it frequently in order to be
7 healthy; to be the best I can be.  And I'm not
8 alone in that.
9           And as western North Dakota becomes more

10 impacted and more and more impacted by industry,
11 the value of those limited places where we can get
12 away from some of that -- you know, whether it's
13 the north unit of the park or along the east
14 divide or Lone Butte that are all right there --
15 the more important they become, you know.
16           And who is to say, you know.  You're
17 forecasting out to 2040, you know:  Almost
18 25 years from now.
19           Who's to say what energy will be?  Who's
20 to say how we do ag?  Who's to say how goods are
21 transported?
22           You can use your numbers now and
23 forecast that out and predict it, but I don't see
24 any consideration given in this draft EIS for the
25 increase in value -- whether it's subjective or

Page 43

1 economic -- that those areas will have in 2040,
2 not just for the State of North Dakota, but
3 nationally; globally.
4           They will become more and more and more
5 and more rare.  So every time we, as people, do
6 something that impacts that, they, ultimately, are
7 diminished.
8           And I don't think that we take into high
9 enough consideration what it is we are doing.

10 What it is we are doing.
11           This is a treasure.  We are so lucky we
12 have this.  Sixty thousand more wells from now, I
13 hope we still have it.  Even a diminished -- I
14 hope we still have it.
15           But every time we add -- we can't say,
16 "Well, it's just a road.  It's just rock.  We'll
17 just pave that," because that's not how it works,
18 you know.
19           We are not made of pieces.  When you
20 look at the cumulative impacts on that north unit
21 of the park in the last 10, 15 years, they're
22 huge.
23           We can't just look at, in your draft
24 EIS, at prairie dog town management -- or, prairie
25 dog management with the U.S. Forest Service.
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1           I mean, they're endless.  It's
2 endless -- the amount of impacts -- on a daily
3 basis.
4           And this is one more.  And the biggest
5 problem I have with your draft EIS is that you
6 will not acknowledge that.
7           You will not acknowledge that.  Whether
8 you build this project or not, you owe it -- you
9 owe it -- to the people that care in the way that

10 I care.  You owe it to us to say, "This project
11 will have impacts."
12           So I guess that wasn't a question.  I
13 didn't mean to preach at you.  You know, I'm not
14 even sure where my question started.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Well, we're here for
16 you, Jan.  Just to try and answer a couple of your
17 questions as I heard them in there.
18           And one started with -- maybe I'll go
19 backwards.  You know what?  We do recognize, with
20 any infrastructure project, there's going to be
21 impacts; right?
22           And that's what we've tried to disclose
23 in our environmental document, you know.  We have
24 direct impacts from the construction itself.
25           We have cumulative impacts from this
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1 adding to all the other things that you've talked
2 about.  So we've tried to do our best to analyze
3 and disclose those impacts.
4           And so, we're here to hear input like
5 yours today to see where, maybe, we have gaps or
6 haven't fully addressed that.
7           One of the things that you talked about
8 was noise and how we look at that.  And so,
9 obviously, the draft environmental impact

10 statement itself is quite a beast of a document.
11           And all of the studies -- or, most of
12 the studies, I should say -- are appended by
13 reference.
14           So every section in there that talks
15 about impacts is just a summary of the actual
16 detailed study that was done to support those
17 major findings and conclusions; right?
18           And so, we have a full -- and we did two
19 different studies to address noise.  One is the
20 Federal Highway-mandated approach, which, like you
21 said, mainly, is focused on the human user.
22           And they're, you know, making some, you
23 know, basically, policy decisions by Federal
24 Highway on what "noise" is.
25           And so, we also have a DOT policy that
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1 piggybacks off of that.  So that's done with a
2 very specific framework to meet regulatory
3 requirements.
4           But we felt, as you did, that that was
5 not sufficient -- especially in the Badlands
6 area -- to capture what the potential noise
7 impacts were.
8           And Jen will talk about some of this, so
9 I'm stealing some of her thunder here.  But just

10 to answer your question, so that's what we used,
11 you know.
12           There's another methodology out there
13 that uses a different weighting scale, and it was
14 developed primarily for trying to quantify the
15 effects on wildlife.
16           But we thought it was a good surrogate
17 for how does it affect user experience in a
18 wilderness area.
19           And it's, kind of, the only other
20 methodology that's out there that we -- that we
21 came across.
22           So, you know, the results of that show
23 what those different frequency ranges -- you know,
24 where the sound that we could expect from this
25 project in future years -- build condition --
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1 where it would propagate to, you know.
2           And then, where it would propagate to
3 and be above what the current ambient noise is on
4 the landscape.
5           So it was a different methodology meant
6 to try to target some of what you're talking
7 about.
8           And so, we can definitely share -- I
9 guess, that's, maybe, something that does get

10 lost.
11           You know, if you're looking at this huge
12 document, there's a lot of information in there.
13 But like I said, there's -- we have those two full
14 noise studies that, anyone who wants it, it's
15 available to.
16           You just need to contact me.  And for
17 the most part, most of the studies are all
18 publicly available.
19           Some of the studies have sensitive
20 information, so they have some redacted
21 information if we want to give it out.
22           But I don't think there's anything in
23 the noise analysis that would be in that category,
24 so --
25           JEN TURNBOW:  I don't think so.
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- that's something that
2 I can provide to you, Jan.
3           JAN SWENSON:  Okay, thank you.
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  Any other questions on
5 this?  With that, I'm going to turn it over to
6 Jen --
7           JEN TURNBOW:  All right.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- and she's going to
9 talk about some more of the impacts.

10           JEN TURNBOW:  So we're going to go
11 through some of the impacts.  And as Matt said,
12 the impact section is just basically going to be
13 revolving around the preferred alternative and the
14 options.
15           Definitely in Chapter 5 and Chapter 6
16 and 7 and 8, you can definitely read about the
17 whole summary of impacts from the baseline; the
18 "do nothing"; the build alternatives; and all of
19 the options.
20           And so, I just wanted to, kind of,
21 summarize from the preferred alternative and the
22 options today.
23           And that's -- so -- and I'm also not
24 going to go through every resource category.  Like
25 Matt said, that EIS is fairly large and
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1 voluminous.
2           And so, we just wanted to highlight some
3 of these -- some of the impacts, and we're going
4 to start with land use.
5           Basically, with the preferred
6 alternative, we will need right-of-way from
7 private landowners; from businesses; along with
8 from our federal partners, the U.S. Forest Service
9 and the National Park Service.

10           And one thing I'd like to just highlight
11 is that Fed Highway and the DOT do have an
12 existing easement for Highway 85, and we would be
13 staying within that easement.
14           And so, no additional acreage would be
15 needed for this project for the north unit of
16 Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
17           And as you read through the document,
18 you'll see this little asterisk with the National
19 Park Service, and I just wanted to explain that a
20 little bit.
21           There would be 0.2 acres that would be
22 added to the new highway easement deed with Fed
23 Highway and DOT and the National Park Service
24 because there was a previous project done a couple
25 years ago.
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1           It was an emergency project.  It was an
2 emergency landslide project, I believe.  And that
3 0.2 acres needs to be added to the overall highway
4 easement deed, but it is not for this particular
5 U.S. Highway 85 project.
6           I just wanted to discuss a little bit
7 some of the social impacts of what we call -- Fed
8 Highway has a category for social impacts.
9           It goes through many different types of

10 things:  Communities; emergency services; it goes
11 through businesses and schools and travel
12 patterns.
13           So I just, kind of, wanted to do a quick
14 summation of the social impacts.  And throughout
15 this whole project, we started with the public
16 scoping; moving to the alternatives public
17 workshop; we also had stakeholder meetings; and
18 now, here we are today.
19           And one of the number one kinds of
20 comments that we received from the public was
21 about safety.
22           They felt that the current U.S.
23 Highway 85 project -- they would like the roadway
24 to be safer.
25           And most of the folks, kind of, cited
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1 those -- the lacking of just passing
2 opportunities.
3           And also with that, the overall
4 reliability of the roadway and also in regards to
5 the Long X Bridge.
6           At times, the bridge has been hit, and
7 that would have repairs that needed to be done.
8 Sometimes, there's closures or detours, and that
9 takes away from that overall reliability of the

10 roadway.
11           So moving through that, and with safety
12 in mind, working through some of the
13 communities -- there's been communities along this
14 roadway -- working through Fairfield, as Matt
15 pointed out earlier -- basically, the preferred is
16 to stay on alignment.
17           And so, the community won't probably see
18 very many changes.  They would be minor in nature.
19 And that way, we are not having as much
20 right-of-way concerns.
21           We're not bypassing the community.  And
22 the speed limit would slow down to 45 in this
23 area.
24           For emergency services, expanding the
25 roadway would increase the overall response time.
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1 Also, with expanding the highway, we would also
2 expand the shoulder widths.
3           And that way, traffic enforcement laws
4 could be maintained at a higher level.  One of the
5 things is the lack of shoulders.
6           Being able to pull people over to
7 enforce those traffic laws doesn't exist today.
8 And so, with the expanded highway, we will be able
9 to do that.

10           Also with this project, there would be
11 two highway patrol turnout areas on each side of
12 the roadway with the proposed alternative and
13 options, as well.
14           There is just a ton of recreation out in
15 this corridor.  We have the Little Missouri
16 National Grasslands; we have the north unit of
17 Theodore Roosevelt National Park; we have the Maah
18 Daah Hey Trail; we have campgrounds throughout
19 this area.
20           And recreation is very important and
21 access to the recreation.  And during
22 construction, there will be some temporary, you
23 know, noise; visual; all those concerns that
24 happen during construction.
25           And I have a couple other slides, so I'm
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1 not going to dive in too deep right now about
2 recreation because we have some discussion later
3 on.
4           And then, overall for construction, what
5 happens just in construction -- and it is
6 temporary in nature -- but a lot of times, we will
7 maintain two lanes of traffic.
8           And at that time, there would be
9 construction access to property that would be

10 maintained.
11           There may be some detour routes that
12 might be needed, in addition to just overall
13 traffic and travel times are going to increase
14 during construction, as well.
15           So the next two slides talk a little bit
16 about the U.S. Forest Service-managed lands and
17 also the national park.
18           And just, kind of, going through some of
19 the different managers, this graphic shows all the
20 different management areas in the Little Missouri
21 National Grasslands in regard to the Highway 85
22 project.
23           An additional easement would be needed
24 from the Forest Service.  The Forest Service and
25 Fed Highway and DOT:  They do have an existing
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1 easement for Highway 85.
2           And then, this graphic just -- we
3 thought that it was really important because of
4 the significance of the national park is:  What is
5 all going to happen to the park?
6           Through this area, the roadway, as Matt
7 said, will be reduced to the maximum extent
8 possible.
9           So there would be four lanes; there

10 would be a reduced median; and the speed limit
11 would change, as well.
12           And so, moving through:  Long X is
13 outside of those boundaries of the national park,
14 but we did take into consideration some
15 commitments during construction to help with the
16 visual and the noise during construction of the
17 new bridge.
18           And then, moving through this area is --
19 here is the entrance to the park.  And there is an
20 existing sign that welcomes you to the north unit
21 of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
22           And because of the construction that
23 needs to happen, we worked with the National Park
24 Service along with the State Historic Preservation
25 Office.
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1           And we will have to, basically, pick
2 that sign up and move it slightly into a different
3 location.
4           As you can see, here is the existing
5 sign location, and here's the proposed.  So
6 virtually in the same spot, but that sign would
7 need to be relocated.
8           And then, as Matt had said earlier about
9 the Horseshoe Bend:  This is where that anchor

10 drill shaft is also located in the park, and we
11 would need some temporary easement for that
12 structure.
13           And then, there would also be some
14 retaining walls in order to keep that footprint of
15 the roadway minimized as well as, eventually,
16 there would be wildlife fencing and some
17 jump-outs.
18           At this time, it is not within these
19 project limits.  So in the future, when there is
20 funding for the next segments of the project, that
21 fencing may be installed at that time.
22           So we just discussed a lot of -- we did
23 receive quite a few comments in regard to the
24 overall Badlands; two of the impacts to the Little
25 Missouri National Grasslands; as well as to the
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1 north unit of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
2           And basically, Jan, kind of, segued
3 perfectly into the noise and the visual and the
4 commitments.
5           So I'm not going to probably reiterate
6 exactly what Matt just said.  He just said it.  So
7 we did do a couple different studies on that
8 traffic noise study, along with the spread
9 analysis.

10           And just to, I guess, quickly summarize
11 that is -- you know, Matt's 100 percent right.
12 With Fed Highway and DOT, their noise policy looks
13 at the existing traffic; and then, the future
14 modeled traffic approximately about 25 years into
15 the future.
16           And then, the different land uses:  They
17 have noise abatement criteria.  And then,
18 basically, those decibel levels are looked at to
19 see if they either approach; meet; or exceed.
20           And that's all regulatory, and it does
21 measure just that traffic noise.  And there are no
22 receptors, basically, that either approach; meet;
23 or exceed.
24           And so, we knew that, with the concerns
25 that we had received from the public through our
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1 whole process, that we needed to take a little bit
2 deeper dive into, basically, what else could we do
3 to see if there are other noise impacts in this
4 area.
5           And that's when we did the spread
6 analysis.  And as Matt said, it's from a point
7 source.
8           And I think, in the EIS, it does
9 categorize that, in the worst-case scenario, you

10 may see an increase in some of the far eastern
11 boundaries of those wilderness areas.
12           Another thing that we did is we looked
13 at quiet pavement.  There's been a lot of research
14 done about quiet pavement, and if those
15 applications could be used in the Badlands area.
16           So through that research, basically, at
17 the first couple years, when you install the quiet
18 pavement, it does reduce noise and it works.
19           But what happens after a couple years is
20 that, whatever technique that it uses kind of
21 degrades.
22           And basically, then, you start having
23 noise levels as you did prior to that technique.
24 So it only lasts for a couple of years.  So we did
25 look at that, as well.
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1           We also did a visual assessment, and we
2 worked with our agency partners -- the U.S. Forest
3 Service and the National Park Service -- and we
4 looked at areas in the different management areas
5 along with the different parts of Theodore
6 Roosevelt National Park.
7           And we looked at those areas; and then,
8 we did some simulations to see what sort of visual
9 impact we would have.

10           And I'll show some slides here in just a
11 second on just some of those simulations in one of
12 the appendices of the draft EIS.
13           You can go through, definitely, all of
14 the different simulations and renderings that we
15 have.
16           Some of the commitments, though, I just
17 wanted to point out is -- and I should say -- back
18 up.
19           We also did a spread analysis for just
20 the pile driving of the new bridge, just because
21 we know that that sound definitely travels.
22           And so, we worked some commitments in
23 regard to that because, definitely, for the
24 visitors' point of view; but also, for all the
25 employees that live and work in the north unit, as
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1 well.
2           So between those two things, we came up
3 with a list of commitments that would be in the
4 construction plans and carried forth for the Long
5 X Bridge replacement project.
6           And those are on that side of the
7 screen.  There are also quite a few places in the
8 draft EIS, as well.
9           But it does cover some time

10 restrictions; it also covers visual screening.
11 Long-term lighting will be downcast and shielded.
12           And definitely, all of the equipment
13 would be pressure-washed so they're free of
14 noxious weeds.  So those are, kind of, the list of
15 additional commitments that we had.  Yes, sir?
16           ROGER ASHLEY:  Yeah, my name's Roger
17 Ashley.  What -- you know, you have that for
18 control or keeping noxious weeds from spreading
19 onto Forest Service and Park Service lands.
20           What about the rest of the lands?  Isn't
21 it state law that you're supposed to keep from
22 spreading noxious weeds to the other areas?
23           I don't think leafy spurge is a state
24 weed, is it?  It's a noxious weed.  And we see a
25 lot of that along I-94.  We see a lot of
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1 noxious -- or, a lot of leafy spurge.
2           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  Yeah, I think the
3 main -- I would agree with you.  You are correct.
4 I think the main difference is that this is
5 something we commit to as far as making sure, on
6 the federal lands, that we don't bring anything
7 onto the landscape at all.
8           So the control is, maybe, a little bit
9 different.  But I think you bring up a good point.

10 Why not apply that to the whole project; right?
11           ROGER ASHLEY:  Right.
12           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.  I think --
13 traditionally, I think the way our approach was,
14 maybe we didn't pay as much attention to that.
15 And then, it's something that we deal with after
16 the fact; right?
17           Whether -- you know, working with our
18 County Weed Control Board to control the weeds
19 that grow in the right-of-way.
20           But that's a good point.  Maybe that's
21 something we can apply to the entire project:
22 Those requirements.
23           JEN TURNBOW:  So now, we'll, kind of, go
24 through some different visual simulations and
25 renderings.
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1           And this is -- basically, the top photo
2 is the existing condition.  And this is a view
3 from the river overlook within the north unit.
4           And this also shows, then -- we can see,
5 basically, that this would be a viable affected
6 area.
7           This is what we -- we, basically,
8 rendered the project into these photos for the
9 simulations.

10           And in these, I know -- I think we
11 showed a couple of these in previous meetings,
12 whether those were the stakeholder group meetings
13 or possibly in the alternatives public workshop.
14           But again, here are some existing photos
15 of what is out today.  This is from the Maah Daah
16 Hey Trail.
17           The bottom view is from the temporary
18 visitor center in the north unit.  And then, on
19 the other side is the simulation.
20           And in these photos, you can see that
21 some of the bluffs will be changing, and there
22 will be some visual impacts.
23           So switching to water resources, there
24 will be permanent and temporary wetland impacts
25 throughout the corridor.
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1           We did -- we tried to design what we
2 could to minimize those impacts.  As we go further
3 through final design, we will be mitigating for
4 wetland impacts, as required by Section 404 and
5 Executive Order 11990.
6           And I just wanted to just touch on piers
7 to the existing Long X Bridge.  And here would be
8 the new four-lane bridge.
9           And the existing bridge is a three-span,

10 and it has one pier within the river channel.  And
11 the new bridge would be a five-span bridge, and
12 there would be two piers within the river channel.
13           I wanted to touch on utility impacts, as
14 well.  With this project, we knew that there was
15 just going to be a large -- there's, existing, a
16 large amount of utilities out throughout this
17 corridor.
18           And so, what we did is we did the
19 process slightly different for this project.  So
20 what we had done is we actually had all of the
21 utilities mapped.
22           And then, we had utility coordination
23 meetings which, typically, don't usually happen
24 until in the final design phase.
25           But we felt it was really important in
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1 this phase to just let the utilities know,
2 basically, that this proposal was coming up and
3 if -- just working through them, what we could do
4 different and the impacts.
5           And so, we had quite a few utility
6 coordination meetings.  And basically, throughout
7 this whole process, there is a total of about
8 120 miles of utility impacts, whether that is, you
9 know, oil and gas pipelines; communication or

10 fiber lines; and power lines, et cetera.
11           And we did a cultural resource and an
12 architectural survey throughout the whole project
13 area.
14           And basically, at the end of the day,
15 there's three different properties that will be
16 impacted by the project.
17           The homestead here.  This is a picture
18 of the homestead.  This will be permanently
19 impacted with the project.
20           But working through the North Dakota
21 State Historic Preservation Office and through the
22 mitigation, it would have no adverse effect.
23           Also, as I had mentioned previously on
24 one of the slides, the sign for the north unit
25 entrance has to be relocated slightly.
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1           And so, again, working through
2 mitigation, we will work to get this through the
3 no adverse effect, as well.
4           And then, the last property is actually
5 the Long X Bridge.  It's a historic bridge.  It
6 was built in 1959.
7           And with that, in the preferred
8 alternative of replacing the bridge, it would have
9 an adverse affect to the bridge.

10           So switching to Section 4(F):  Section
11 4(F) is a law that's just under the U.S.
12 Department of Transportation.
13           So it affects Federal Highway, the FAA,
14 Federal Transit, and Federal Rail.  Those are the
15 only agencies that Section 4(F) relates to.
16           And basically, it protects land that is
17 from publicly owned parks; recreation areas;
18 wildlife and waterfowl refuges; and historical
19 sites, as well.
20           And with 4(F), you basically have to
21 have no feasible or prudent alternative, and you
22 need -- or, excuse me.
23           No feasible or prudent avoidance
24 alternative.  And it basically includes that you
25 have to have all minimization in your planning.
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1           And there's three different types of
2 uses under Section 4(F).  The first is permanent.
3 And permanent is basically where if I had, let's
4 say, a public park, and I am taking permanent
5 easement from that park.  That would be a
6 permanent impact.
7           Or maybe, it's a historic site that
8 you're going to have to be completely impacting.
9 That is a permanent use.

10           Temporary use is basically where you
11 just maybe need some temporary easement for
12 construction.  That's temporary occupancy, which
13 is use.
14           And then, the final use is constructive.
15 And constructive use is a very high measure and
16 high bar to reach.
17           So I'm going to do my best here to
18 explain constructive use.  So as you see, there is
19 this photo here, and you have an amphitheater, and
20 you have a two-lane highway.
21           And this is the classic example.  This
22 is actually taken from Fed Highway's Section 4(F)
23 on their website.
24           And basically, what that means is, to
25 meet that test, you have to completely diminish,
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1 basically, the use of that property.
2           So if you had an amphitheater and you
3 had a two-lane highway and you had to expand the
4 roadway to, let's say, four lanes, and that
5 encroaches and abuts right up to that
6 amphitheater, and that amphitheater could no
7 longer function as an amphitheater, that is
8 constructive use.
9           But it has to completely diminish the

10 use of that property so it can no longer function
11 as that -- whatever it was functioning at.
12           So we went through.  And throughout the
13 whole project corridor, we worked with our agency
14 partners to see what properties may meet the test
15 of 4(F), and what properties did not meet the test
16 of Section 4(F).
17           And just a couple of things to highlight
18 is that the scenic outlooks are there for
19 transportation facility use.  And so, those did
20 not meet the test of 4(F).
21           Also, the existing easement for the
22 U.S. Forest Service.  Fed Highway and DOT has an
23 existing easement for the highway.  That existing
24 easement is not considered 4(F).
25           And also, with the existing easement
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1 that travels through the National Park Service,
2 that also is not a Section 4(F) property because
3 it is there specifically for transportation
4 facilities.
5           So there were also some 4(F) properties
6 that were throughout the corridor -- such as Maah
7 Daah Hey Trail; some of the campgrounds -- that
8 did meet the test of 4(F).  But there is no
9 permanent, temporary, or constructive use.

10           And so, basically, at the end of the
11 day, we had four different types of 4(F)
12 properties, and that included the National Park
13 Service-managed lands.
14           And we would need some temporary
15 easements just for that anchor drill shaft.  And
16 so, we would have a temporary use, and it would be
17 what Fed Highway calls an exception for temporary
18 occupancy.
19           We also have the north unit entry sign.
20 There would be a relocation of that sign.  And so,
21 we would have a de minimis use.
22           And the Long X Bridge:  The preferred
23 alternative is to replace that bridge, so we have
24 an adverse affect.
25           And we are going to use a 4(F)
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1 programmatic form that DOT and Fed Highway has for
2 historic bridges.
3           And the last is the homestead, and that
4 also has a permanent use.  And we will be using de
5 minimis determination because we'd work through
6 the mitigation with that.
7           So just to, kind of, touch on the Long X
8 Bridge and how we got to the preferred
9 alternative.

10           And basically, we looked at quite a few
11 different other options for the bridge, and one of
12 those was:  Is there any way that we could,
13 basically, raise those portals?
14           Right now, there's an existing height
15 clearance, I think, of 16 feet.  And could we
16 raise them up to 28.6 feet?
17           And we could.  We would have to raise
18 about, I think, 20 different members up.  And
19 actually, here is a picture of the existing, and
20 what it would look like if those portals were
21 raised.
22           In 2017, the legislature:  They raised
23 and increased the gross vehicle weight.  And so,
24 with that, we would have to do a full deck
25 replacement.
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1           And under those requirements is
2 basically, then, under the DOT's design manual,
3 that would lead to reconstruction.
4           And once you're into reconstruction,
5 then you would actually have to widen that bridge.
6 Working with SHPO, widening that bridge would be
7 an adverse effect.  And so, we, kind of, worked
8 through each of these alternatives.
9           The Long X Bridge is also fracture

10 critical.  And this bridge has been hit seven
11 different times and has been closed either
12 temporarily or a couple days in a row continuously
13 for a couple times.
14           And so, with that, if -- and there's
15 examples.  This is an actual picture of a crane.
16 And if it would hit a specific tension member, the
17 bridge, since it is fracture critical, it could
18 fail.
19           And this did happen here in -- this is a
20 picture taken from Washington State, where that
21 scenario did happen.
22           So through that, all of the coordination
23 and going through, we also looked at an
24 alternative use for the bridge.
25           And as Matt alluded to, there was
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1 just -- wildlife and people weren't mixing in that
2 area.
3           And so, what -- I hope that most of you
4 have seen that the Long X Bridge is up for
5 adoption -- and either one or more segments --
6 until June 14th.
7           And DOT will fund the disassembly of and
8 transport one segment up to 100 miles.  And there
9 is a preference that's given to public entities,

10 as well.
11           But we've had some requests.  And so,
12 we're hoping to see more for the adoption of
13 either a segment or the Long X Bridge.
14           So now, Matt's going to go through, kind
15 of, the schedule and the next steps of the
16 project.
17           MATT LINNEMAN:  So here's a cost
18 estimate.  Based on that preferred alternative,
19 kind of, broken out by each of the alternatives
20 and options, we're looking at about a $480 million
21 project for the whole 62 miles.
22           Those numbers came down a little bit
23 since, probably, the last time we were out to the
24 public.  I think we had a range of about
25 $800 million to $1 trillion dollars.

Page 71

1           But a couple things:  As we've developed
2 the project further along, we've gotten into more
3 detail of actually knowing what the costs are;
4 knowing what the impacts are.
5           And we've seen some of our construction
6 costs come down, as well.  So that's, kind of, a
7 more refined estimate.
8           And it seems -- you know, compared to
9 other projects that we've built in the past, it

10 fits that same kind of scale and scope of cost.
11           Of all of those dollars, the only
12 dollars that are actually out there and available
13 for construction are for the Long X Bridge -- LX3:
14 That probably $36 million, $38 million -- because
15 there's a few other features that need to be
16 incorporated into that, including the approach
17 roadways.  We'll talk a little bit more about
18 that.
19           But that's the only project that has any
20 money dedicated to it or associated with it.
21 There's no dollars, essentially, on the horizon at
22 this point to build any of the other segments.
23           Our anticipated construction schedule:
24 Well, it's hard to have a schedule if you don't
25 have any money identified.
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1           But priorities-wise, Priority 1 being
2 that Long X Bridge portion of the project;
3 priority 2 being the segment for North Dakota 200
4 North to Watford City; and then, the third
5 priority being from I-94 to Highway 200.
6           So to blow this up, like I said,
7 Priority 1 will be the replacement of the Long X
8 Bridge, including the roadways leading up to it
9 and including a wildlife crossing.

10           This graph is probably a little bit hard
11 to see.  I think we have it on a board back here,
12 so you can take a closer look at it.
13           This, kind of, details out about
14 1.7 miles of roadway that comes into it, as we
15 have to re-align the road to fit where the new
16 bridge will be.
17           So as we talked about, the new -- under
18 the LX3 alternative, the new bridge will be built
19 alongside the existing one, parallel to the east.
20           It'll be built -- put in place,
21 basically, since we have curve -- horizontal
22 curves coming in and out, we need to get that
23 alignment to work out and be a safe amount of
24 curvature.
25           And so, it ends up, like I said, being
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1 about 1.7 miles long.  And that project:  We're
2 working on some of the development now.
3           Like I said, in our long-range state
4 transportation improvement plan, we have that
5 money set aside and planned for, like, a 2019
6 construction project.
7           But that's -- obviously, we're still
8 working through the environmental process at this
9 point.

10           So it's pending.  There's lots of
11 project development activity that still needs to
12 move forward before that's a for-sure thing.
13           Next steps:  This is, kind of, our chart
14 of where we started back at the beginning.  Our
15 official kick-off for this project was in
16 October 2015.
17           There was a notice of intent to proceed
18 with the environmental impact statement and work
19 through coordinating with agencies; having --
20 holding our scoping meetings; public meetings;
21 alternatives, methodology, and development;
22 alternatives workshops; writing the document;
23 publishing the draft environmental impact
24 statement; and now, we're here, down here at the
25 public hearing stage.
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1           Like I said, we're having the meeting
2 here today; tomorrow night, in Fairfield; the
3 following night, in Watford City.
4           But the comment period is open until
5 June 25th for everyone to provide comments into
6 this process.
7           And we'll take all of those comments and
8 give them consideration and wrap them into the
9 project development as we have and into the

10 environmental document.
11           And then, our goal is to, then, produce
12 a final environmental document that we would then
13 put in front of Federal Highway for their
14 decision-making.  So that will probably be
15 sometime this fall when we get to that point.
16           So gathering input and hearing your
17 questions or comments:  That's part of what we're
18 here for.
19           Obviously, we have this public comment
20 period open until June 25th, so there's many ways
21 to comment.
22           One of those is right here today:  To
23 make your comments public.  And we can have a
24 discussion in this forum.
25           You can ask us questions after we're
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1 done with the formal presentation.  We can answer
2 any questions and take your comments.
3           You should have all, as you walked --
4 when you came in, got a public hearing flyer as
5 well as a comment form.  You can mail that back to
6 me.  You could send me e-mail at dotus85@nd.gov.
7           Our project website has all the project
8 information:  The draft EIS; all of the -- most of
9 the public hearing materials that have been made

10 available prior to this; other project
11 information.
12           There's also a comment box on that
13 webpage, as well.  You can type comments in and
14 those will come to me, as well.
15           So lots of ways to make comments.  We
16 encourage you to make those comments now and/or
17 take some of this information home; think about
18 it; write us your comments.  We very much
19 appreciate that.  That's what we're here for.
20           So, kind of, like we've already
21 established, speaker guidelines:  If you have any
22 questions or comments, just make sure you're clear
23 and you state your name, and we can go from there.
24 Yes?
25           MIKE McENROE:  Mike McEnroe, North
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1 Dakota Wildlife Federation.  Matt, do you see --
2 is this the final environmental statement for the
3 entire 62 miles of the project, even though your
4 focus right now is for the 1.7 miles on the
5 bridge?
6           If we have any comments to make on the
7 other 60 miles, they'd better be made now, because
8 we won't be opening things up for the other
9 segments.

10           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes, yup.  The whole
11 project.  So like I said, I can't speak to when
12 funding may become available, you know.
13           There's different ways to fund projects.
14 But as of now, we don't have anything in the works
15 anywhere in our four-year plan for any other
16 segments at this point.
17           So to, maybe, expand my answer to your
18 question is that this process takes a long time,
19 you know.
20           By the time we're done, we're going to
21 have over three years into just writing the
22 environmental document.
23           So I think the goal is that we wanted to
24 make sure that we were out ahead of that, not
25 knowing where funding might ever come from.
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1           And the way that we will handle that is
2 that we will keep -- try to keep this document
3 fresh as we go forward, too.
4           So let's say we finalize the
5 environmental document; we move forward with,
6 maybe, one segment of the project; it's, maybe,
7 ten years before we see funding for other
8 segments.
9           What we'll have to do is go along,

10 probably, every three, four, or five years,
11 depending on where everything is at, and go back
12 and do a re-evaluation of the EIS and bring it up
13 to current standards.
14           So when I say that, what has changed?
15 Has the regulatory environment changed?  Are
16 there -- you know, a good example is:  Are there
17 any new endangered species that might be listed?
18           Or has our project proposal, maybe,
19 changed, based on new technology or new
20 information?
21           So we will have to -- this is something
22 that, since it takes so long to, kind of, write
23 the initial document, it's something we'll put
24 effort into maintaining over time so it's always
25 ready in case funding becomes available.
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1           MIKE McENROE:  But then the follow-up to
2 that is:  If new information is learned on any of
3 these things ten years from now, will the public
4 or citizens, anybody, have a chance to comment and
5 influence decisions made then?  Or do we speak now
6 or hold our peace until after 2040, or whatever
7 the --
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.  That's a good
9 question.  And so, I think it's a gray area, is

10 the best way I can put it.
11           And I think, the way that it's
12 handled -- and Jen can jump in if I'm
13 characterizing this wrong -- but if it's something
14 that's fairly straightforward, it might be
15 something -- it's something we'd have to consult
16 our partner with:  Federal Highway.
17           And so, the way that we always, kind of,
18 talk about it is:  Do we have to open the
19 document?
20           And when we say "open the document,"
21 we're typically talking about our formal process
22 where we need to come back to the public and get
23 public input on it.
24           Sometimes, it's just a re-evaluation to
25 say, "Okay, something minor has changed.  Did we
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1 properly evaluate the impacts?"
2           Maybe we did; maybe we didn't.  And if
3 that's something that can be handled, you know,
4 with -- maybe it's a specific regulatory
5 requirement.
6           Or, like I said, maybe it's a species
7 that got listed.  And it's listed, and we consult
8 on it.
9           Maybe we have to supplement and open

10 consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service
11 again.
12           We may not necessarily have to go back
13 to the public.  It, kind of, depends on the amount
14 of change and the level of where Federal Highway
15 comes in.
16           So the Federal Highway -- I guess, to
17 try to -- I probably can't state it enough.  This
18 is Federal Highway's document.
19           Even though the DOT is leading this
20 project and developing it, Federal Highway makes
21 the ultimate end decision here.
22           And they would make the ultimate end
23 decision on when we need to re-evaluate and open
24 it up to public comment.
25           But that's something we usually work
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1 very closely with our federal partner on.  And so,
2 we try to make sure we're always on the same page
3 on that and head off some of those questions so
4 we're not in conflict on what we think we need to
5 do.  I'm sure there's a few more questions out
6 there.
7           CURTIS GLASOE:  Curt Glasoe from
8 Dickinson here.  I guess I'll just make my three
9 so I can get going here.

10           But roundabouts are the question.  You
11 know, if you've been to Paris and you've seen the
12 ones there, they're huge and they're in the big
13 city.
14           And the ones I've seen here now, there's
15 some that are adequate, but I think they could be
16 a little bigger.
17           I don't know where the designs are
18 coming from -- off the sheet somewhere -- I don't
19 know if they're developed in North Dakota or
20 not -- but we have a lot of long trucks.
21           I talked to the highway patrolman, and
22 he said they don't have too many problems.  Well,
23 we've had the ones in place.
24           They aren't too much of a problem,
25 except for I can see snow removal problems when we
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1 get a winter that we have snow.
2           We haven't had one yet on them.  And the
3 bigger they are, the easier they are for when you
4 get around there and get the volume of traffic
5 into them.
6           The smaller they are, the traffic
7 conflicts if you've got people on all four sides.
8 We've never got the full array; they just keep
9 flowing.

10           But just to consider that.  We got a lot
11 of acres in North Dakota.  The right-of-ways
12 aren't too big.
13           But there's a lot of area to put
14 roundabouts in there where they're a little bigger
15 so you can use that traffic up.
16           Two hundred twenty-two, it's going to be
17 there through there on Sunday, and there's traffic
18 coming through.
19           Good thing you have a stop sign there,
20 because there's trucks and traffic and whatever
21 through there.
22           Access to the recreation sites, I think,
23 is pretty important.  The problem with the proper
24 signing is what's there.
25           But if you have a split median with a
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1 divided whatever to make sure people are going
2 with the signing and everything, it's pretty
3 important coming from the south.
4           A lot of people come from the south, and
5 they're going to go west.  And those accesses have
6 to be proper, or else you're going to get t-boned
7 there going across the four lanes with the two
8 lanes on either side.
9           One of the last bugaboos of mine is the

10 culverts on the road approaches.  So you got
11 60 miles.
12           You got 120 on each side.  That's
13 240 culverts under those approaches.  You're an
14 engineer.  How much is that?  Five thousand per
15 approach --
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
17           CURTIS GLASOE:  -- to put those culverts
18 in there.  And the biggest thing those culverts --
19 a lot of them, you can move dirt for three bucks a
20 yard.
21           You move 100 yards of dirt and get it to
22 drain away -- still keep the water in the
23 right-of-way -- but your culvert doesn't have to
24 maintain forever.
25           And the thing is that moisture -- skunks
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1 and badgers and whatever don't need a bathroom out
2 there.
3           That's the only moisture they're going
4 to get in.  A good share -- even on the Killdeer
5 road, there's four in there.
6           It just bugs me that the culverts got
7 put in, and it's completely flat on each side.
8 They can run away and just grate it away and keep
9 it in the right-of-way.

10           And I don't know if anybody checks that,
11 but you've got 240 of them.  If they all had a
12 culvert in there, you could save $1 million bucks
13 easy when you're designing.
14           I know it's $418 million, but
15 $419 million, big deal, but just look at that.  If
16 you can get the designers to look at that, I've
17 talked to people over there before.
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
19           CURTIS GLASOE:  And somehow, they still
20 creep in there.
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
22           CURTIS GLASOE:  A lot of times, you need
23 them if you got a grade on your approach.  You
24 need them, no question.  If you've got flare in
25 there, same thing.
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1           But if you get a flat approach, in a lot
2 of places, you don't need them on the
3 quarter-mile, or you don't need them in those
4 places.  Where you need them is at those high
5 spots, obviously.
6           MATT LINNEMAN:  Mm-hmm.
7           CURTIS GLASOE:  So those are my
8 comments.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure, sure.  Yeah.  On

10 the roundabout:  The concept -- you know, that --
11 those -- the theory, I would say, behind the
12 roundabouts and what radius they should be is kind
13 of -- there's still research going on, and that
14 keeps evolving.
15           CURTIS GLASOE:  Yup, yup.
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  I think we've been
17 trying to learn from what other states are doing
18 and what some of the research is telling us about
19 what the proper radius is.
20           We stopped a little bit and talked to
21 some people before the meeting here.  We did have
22 a fair amount of input from the trucking industry
23 on the roundabout at Carrington because there's a
24 lot of oversized loads that come through there.
25           And they had a lot of concerns with --
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1 especially coming through with lowboys and having
2 their ground clearance because of the cross slope
3 of the roundabout as it ties into the roadway, as
4 well as having enough turning radius to get there.
5           So there's a lot of design details that
6 went into that one, and a lot of input from
7 industry.
8           And I think, at the end of the day, it
9 was a success because, you know, at the beginning,

10 they were very much against it.
11           And I think, you know, based on all the
12 reasons that they had being against it, we were
13 able to design around that.
14           So I think that's something we learned
15 from, and more of that's coming.  So I think we'll
16 definitely incorporate those things into this
17 design.
18           Although this one is unique because we
19 do have the two lanes -- two through lanes in each
20 direction.  So it will be the first one like that
21 in North Dakota.
22           CURTIS GLASOE:  Yeah.
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  And the culverts:
24 Usually, on a project of this scale and scope, we
25 would be doing a full-blown hydraulics study when
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1 we get to the design phase.
2           And, yeah.  Sometimes it does seem like
3 we, maybe, have more culverts than are necessary.
4 But we usually try to take a very strict stance
5 that we're trying to maintain the water flow in
6 the direction that it came.
7           So if it naturally was going to sheet
8 flow (phonetic) and head some directions before
9 the highway was there, we want to make sure that

10 that water gets to the same point that it would
11 have, rather than diverting it into a different
12 watershed.
13           So we're very sensitive to that -- that
14 aspect.  So -- but sometimes, it does seem like,
15 maybe, overkill on what we're doing.
16           But we're trying to make sure the
17 water's getting where it needs to go -- or where
18 it originally wanted to get to -- in the end.
19 Yup?
20           CAL KLEWIN:  Cal Klewin, Theodore
21 Roosevelt Expressway Association.  In traveling
22 U.S. Highway 85 and visiting with some of the
23 folks with concerns of when it's going to happen
24 or how it's even going to work and so forth, one
25 of the things I haven't heard yet:
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1           What have been the discussions with the
2 ranch communities as far as moving the livestock
3 on two sides of the highway?
4           I know there's been several concerns
5 from ranchers that have asked me, "How is that
6 going to work?"
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, right.  We had a
8 lot of comments on that when we came through the
9 public scoping process and the alternatives public

10 meetings, as well.
11           And what it, kind of, boils down to is
12 it's something we need to get into a lot more
13 detail as far as providing a stock pass or
14 undercrossing through the roadway.
15           You know, our typical opening size is a
16 5x7 stock crossing, and there's a few of those
17 already that exist along the roadway.
18           And, you know, I think some of the
19 comments we got was requesting more.  The problem
20 is, with an expansion project, it becomes a lot
21 longer crossing, so it doesn't even become
22 effective.  You can't even get your cows to move
23 through there.
24           And so, I think that's something we
25 would have to, when we get to those segments --
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1 what we've been doing is taking an inventory of
2 everything that's out there.
3           All the comments that we've gotten,
4 we've prepared a document to, kind of, go over
5 this environmental document as, kind of, a
6 recordation of all of those conversations and
7 concerns that landowners had.
8           And what we'll have to do is, when we
9 pick up the pieces to view the final design --

10 because that's when we actually get into the
11 right-of-way negotiations.
12           It's something we have to work with
13 those landowners on and say, "Okay, are you still
14 the owner on both sides?
15           "Or do you have a Forest Service
16 allotment on one side and land on the other?  And
17 do you have needs for that connectivity," and what
18 we can work out with them.
19           We also have, essentially, a policy at
20 the DOT of how we determine if we're going to put
21 in a cattle crossing:  Like, an underpass.
22           And what -- depending on, you know, the
23 amount of acreages; the amount of traffic; the
24 amount of cattle, what needs they have on each
25 side of the road.
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1           We would come up with a formula of,
2 maybe, whether it was warranted to put in or not;
3 or, if it is, maybe we'll enter it in as a cost
4 participation piece of that, too.  But that
5 becomes part of the right-of-way discussion with
6 that landowner, too.
7           So it's a roundabout way of saying that
8 that's something we have to get into detail with
9 each landowner and see what their needs are.

10           And we don't really address it in this
11 environmental document other than to note that
12 there's a need out there, and that that's
13 something that we need to commit ourselves to and
14 work with the landowners on in the future.
15           Well, I'm here for comments.  Obviously,
16 we have a team here from KLJ, as well as from the
17 DOT, representing the project.
18           We'll be here until 8:00 p.m. if anyone
19 wants to come talk to us or offer any other
20 comments.
21           I'll probably give this as my last call
22 for questions or comments to the general audience.
23 Well, thank you, everybody, for coming and sitting
24 through our presentation today.
25           We really appreciate your input.  Please
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1 provide comments.  Again, we'll be here until
2 8:00 p.m.
3           (Whereupon, the public input hearing
4 concluded at 8:00 p.m.)
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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43:16 60:23
71:17 74:7
77:9,23 85:15
88:8 89:3,18
90:1

we're 3:21,25
4:3,24 5:2,11
5:14 8:14,16

9:4 11:16
12:23 13:19
14:10 18:21
19:3,20 20:24
25:13 33:20
37:21 44:15
45:4 48:10
49:3 51:21
70:12,20 73:1
73:7,24 74:1
74:17,25 75:19
76:20,20 78:21
80:2,4 86:5,13
86:15,16 88:20

we've 3:19 7:17
7:19 9:1,2
10:23 11:22,23
12:25 13:6
15:1 24:23
27:13 29:19
31:3,4,11,12
31:15 38:25
44:22 45:2
70:11 71:1,2,5
71:9 75:20
80:23 81:8
84:16 88:1,3,4

webpage 75:13
website 65:23

75:7
weed 59:24,24

60:18
weeds 59:14,18

59:22 60:18
weight 10:12

68:23
weighting 40:17

46:13
welcome 3:4,15
welcomes 54:20
wells 43:12
went 11:25 12:9

12:9 66:12
85:6
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weren't 70:1
west 33:23 34:2

82:5
westbound

14:19
western 8:3,8

11:10 42:9
wetland 61:24

62:4
wide 12:6 15:18

18:10 21:11,14
27:24

widen 69:5
widening 69:6
width 19:2,6
widths 9:6 52:2
wilderness

41:24 42:2
46:18 57:11

wildlife 11:17
19:13,16,22,24
19:25 20:1,6,8
20:17,18 21:5
21:18 31:6
46:15 55:16
64:18 70:1
72:9 76:1
79:10

willing 40:12
41:1

Williston 18:18
21:4 33:3,3
34:15 38:24

winter 81:1
wit 3:3
wondering 40:6
word 41:18
work 17:19

58:25 64:2
68:5 72:23
73:18 79:25
86:24 87:6
88:12,18 89:14

worked 28:24

32:2 54:23
58:2,22 66:13
69:7

working 3:19
11:13 16:8,10
16:20 20:24
27:12 29:5
36:20 51:12,14
60:17 63:3,20
64:1 69:6 73:2
73:8

works 43:17
57:18 76:14

workshop 50:17
61:13

workshops
73:22

worst-case 57:9
worth 6:6
wouldn't 26:23
wrap 74:8
write 4:14 75:18

77:22
writing 73:22

76:21
wrong 78:13

X
X 5:25 7:4 10:23

18:25 20:5,6
20:21 22:10,19
23:8,11,17
24:18 30:23
36:23 51:5
54:12 59:5
62:7 64:5
67:22 68:7
69:9 70:4,13
71:13 72:2,7

Y
yard 82:20
yards 82:21
yeah 20:20

34:12 35:4

37:12,16,24
38:5,13 39:15
39:23 59:16
60:2 84:9
85:22 86:2

year 15:11 17:23
years 3:20 17:21

25:10 42:5,18
43:21 46:25
49:25 56:14
57:17,19,24
76:21 77:7,10
78:3

yellow 8:21
25:19

yup 28:9,9 33:16
34:17,17 76:10
84:15,15 86:19

Z

0
0.2 49:21 50:3

1
1 70:25 72:1,7

83:12
1.7 72:14 73:1

76:4
10 21:10 43:21
100 25:24 56:11

70:8 82:21
107 1:19
11990 62:5
12-foot 23:25

24:15
120 63:8 82:12
122 20:14
122.5 20:9
126.1 20:19
129,000-pound

10:11
130 91:4,17
14th 70:6
15 21:13 43:21

16 68:15
1959 64:6
1983 25:5

2
2 8:24 13:13

72:3
20 21:11 68:18
20-foot-wide

18:11 31:24
32:12

200 16:20 17:5
35:16 38:8
72:3,5

20046 1:5
2011 25:9
2015 73:16
2017 68:22
2018 1:14 91:19
2019 73:5
2040 17:23,23

42:17 43:1
78:6

240 82:13 83:11
25 42:18 56:14
25th 3:25 74:5

74:20
28.6 68:16
29 1:14
2nd 1:19

3
30 1:5 32:1
34 27:21 28:10
36 71:14
38 71:14

4
4(F) 64:10,11,15

64:20 65:2,22
66:15,16,20,24
67:2,5,8,11,25

40 21:14 32:1
404 62:4
418 83:14

419 83:15
45 16:18 51:22
45-day 3:24
480 70:20

5
5 25:24 48:15
5:34 1:15 3:3
50 11:6
51 91:4,16
58102 91:17
5x7 87:16

6
6 48:15
60 21:14 76:7

82:11
60-miles-an-h...

24:3
62 14:1 70:21

76:3
65 32:13 33:10

33:19
65-mile-an-ho...

33:5

7
7 48:16
70 13:15 33:6,10

33:11

8
8 23:25 48:16
8:00 89:18 90:2

90:4
800 70:25
83 13:13
85 1:3 3:17 4:9

6:25 8:21 9:14
9:24 25:3
33:24 49:12
50:5,23 53:21
54:1 86:22
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1               A P P E A R A N C E S
2
3
4 PRESENTERS:
5 MATT LINNEMAN
6 JEN TURNBOW
7
8
9

10 PUBLIC COMMENTERS:
11 ROGER CHINN
12 TERESA KESSEL
13 MORRIS TARNAVSKY
14 GUS TARNAVSKY
15 PEGGY WANNER
16 QWAIN MALKOWSKI
17 MERLE JOST
18 JULIE REIS
19 STACEY SWANSON
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1      WHEREUPON,
2           the following proceedings were had at
3 5:26 p.m., to wit:
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  All right.  We'll
5 probably get started here in a few minutes.  So
6 thank you, everybody, for coming.
7           Okay.  Can everybody hear okay?  All
8 right.  How about without a mic?  Is that loud
9 enough for everyone or not?

10           Well, I don't want to shortchange
11 anyone, either.  I want to make sure you can hear,
12 so -- but sometimes, I have a hard time tying
13 myself to this microphone, too.  So we'll try it
14 with the mic just for a while and see if I can
15 stand still long enough.
16           Anyway, thanks, everybody, for coming
17 tonight.  We're happy to have you here to talk
18 about the U.S. Highway 85 project between I-94 and
19 the Watford City bypass.
20           We're here for a public hearing.  And
21 the reason for the public hearing:  Obviously,
22 we've been working on an environmental document,
23 an environmental impact statement with Federal
24 Highway being our lead federal agency.
25           The North Dakota DOT has been working on
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1 this project for a few years now, developing the
2 environmental document and studies and engineering
3 analyses.
4           So we have published a draft
5 environmental impact statement.  It's out for
6 public viewing and comment.
7           And so, we want you all to be aware that
8 it's out there for your review and your comment,
9 and we're looking for your input here tonight, as

10 well, at our public hearing.
11           So my name is Matt Linneman.  I'm with
12 the North Dakota DOT, and I'm the project manager
13 for this project.
14           And the DOT has contracted with KLJ
15 Engineering to do a lot of the report writing and
16 studies for us.  And so, Jen Turnbow will be
17 helping me present today.
18           A couple of housekeeping things:  As you
19 came in, we have some sign-in tables.  You should
20 have seen -- we please encourage you to sign up on
21 the sign-in sheet and as well as participate in
22 our public participation survey.
23           And it asks a lot of questions and it
24 might be a little bit of work to do, but it's an
25 important document for the DOT and for Federal
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1 Highway to make sure we're complying with all of
2 our regulatory requirements to make sure we're
3 reaching out to a broad public cross-section and
4 we're getting our message out to everyone.
5           So this helps us determine if we're
6 doing that and meeting our goals, and it helps us
7 maintain our eligibility for federal aid.
8           So please take the time to fill one of
9 those out, if you're available to do that.  And

10 you can leave those your participation surveys in
11 the inbox.
12           There's also a flyer, a handout that
13 came with information about the project, and
14 there's a comment sheet in there.
15           We welcome your comments.  Written
16 comments:  You can drop those off or mail them to
17 us.
18           We'll talk more about how you can
19 provide input on the project, other than just this
20 meeting here today.
21           So what do we want to do today?  So our
22 objectives of this meeting relate to -- we'll
23 recap a little bit of what we've talked about in
24 previous public meetings and talk about the
25 purpose and need for this project.
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1           We'll talk a little bit more about
2 exactly what we've done.  You know, we've had some
3 public input meetings; we've had some stakeholder
4 group meetings here in Fairfield.
5           And we've taken all of that input, as
6 well as all of our environmental and cultural and
7 engineering studies, and tried to take all of that
8 information and all of that input and draft it
9 into a different -- a bunch of different

10 alternatives and options that we studied on the
11 project.
12           And then, we've come out -- in this
13 draft environmental impact statement -- with our
14 preferred alternative.
15           So we're going to spend most of the time
16 tonight talking about the preferred alternative:
17 What it actually is, what we're proposing, and
18 what the impacts are that are associated with that
19 alternative.
20           We'll talk a little bit about, also, the
21 Long X Bridge project in and of itself and some of
22 the impacts and details of that specific project;
23 and then, make sure that we have time to hear from
24 all of you that have questions, comments, or input
25 that you'd like to offer.
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1           So that's one thing I would say, is:  We
2 have a presentation here.  Jen and I have got
3 about an hour's worth of material here to go
4 through.
5           But we have plenty of time here tonight,
6 so I want this to be an open conversation.  As you
7 have comments or ideas or questions, please bring
8 them forward as we go.
9           We don't have to wait until the end.

10 Let's have a conversation.  We can talk about the
11 project as we go.
12           So a little bit of a recap of the
13 project:  Like I said, we're here talking about
14 Highway 85 from I-94 north to the Watford City
15 bypass, which also corresponds with County
16 Road 30.
17           The main goal of the project is looking
18 at an expansion project for the Highway 85 highway
19 itself, as well as looking at options for
20 rehabilitation or replacement of the Long X
21 Bridge.
22           And like I previously stated, we're
23 undertaking an environmental impact study process
24 with Federal Highway as our lead agency and
25 following their guidelines for the development of
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1 that document.
2           We also have three cooperating agencies
3 on this project that will have some sort of
4 approval interest in the project in its full
5 ultimate development form, and that's the National
6 Park Service; the U.S. Forest Service; and the
7 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
8           So why are we even proposing a project?
9 What needs are out there, and what purpose are we

10 trying to fulfill?
11           So a quick recap of, kind of, what we
12 talked about in the past at meetings.  We want to
13 meet some of the social demands and economic
14 development of the area.
15           A lot of development happening with oil
16 and gas; industry development in this area;
17 agricultural industry that's been here for many
18 years, and the moving their loads for the ag
19 industry and commodities.
20           More people.  More population in the
21 area to meet the demands of that increase in oil
22 and gas development, as well as all of the
23 recreational opportunities with the federal lands
24 and the Badlands areas that are available out
25 here.
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1           So you have a diverse group of people
2 all trying to use this highway for different
3 purposes.
4           So you have a different mix of traffic
5 and truck and agricultural traffic types all
6 trying to share the roadways.
7           So we're trying to provide a roadway
8 that meets all of their needs and can move them
9 all safely through the corridor.

10           We also have the Long X Bridge itself
11 being one of those -- one of the main features of
12 the project.
13           And, you know, having an over-height and
14 with having it being a through-truss-type bridge
15 and having an over-height -- or, a height
16 restriction as well as a width restriction going
17 across the Little Missouri River, some of those
18 loads, obviously, have hit that bridge over time
19 and have had us to close the roadway.
20           And so, we lose some of the reliability
21 when the road -- when the bridge gets struck and
22 we have to close it, and the indirection there is
23 about 50 miles.
24           This is the linkage and connectivity of
25 the project.  We have a four-lane network in the
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1 state consisting of I-94, I-29, U.S. Highway 2,
2 U.S. Highway 83, and part of U.S. Highway 85.
3           So we're looking at this as a connecting
4 link to that four-lane system to connect the
5 four-lane facility at I-94 with the
6 already-existing four-lane facility at Watford
7 City that connects up to U.S. Highway 2.
8           Safety.  That's -- we've got a lot of
9 input from the public on the safety aspects of the

10 project.
11           And having a wide roadway; having wide
12 shoulders to -- for salt vehicles or for emergency
13 services or law enforcement, traffic enforcement;
14 as well as having, you know, clearance from
15 obstructions along the roadway; and providing safe
16 passing areas for that mix of traffic, that mix of
17 users that we just talked about.
18           That leads into the -- very much on the
19 capacity of the traffic volume aspect of the
20 project.
21           And, you know, that mix of users out
22 there:  That creates a lot of time spent following
23 with not a lot of good passing opportunities on
24 the roadway, on the corridor.
25           So, you know, providing a facility like
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1 this, this expansion project, would help to do
2 that.
3           It would help -- you know, as times go
4 on, we're projecting an increase in traffic.  The
5 more traffic that we have, the more congestion
6 you're going to have; the more time spent
7 following.
8           And, you know, I'm sure many of you have
9 all seen the types of driver behaviors that are

10 out there that, maybe, get frustrated with that
11 and take maneuvers that are not safe and don't
12 make you feel safe when you're on the roadways.
13 So we're trying to, you know, provide that -- meet
14 that need.
15           Transportation demand and the roadway
16 classification.  U.S. Highway 85 has several
17 different classifications and designations.  It's
18 on the National Highway System.
19           The National Highway System is, you
20 know, a network that's designated by the U.S. DOT
21 and Federal Highway as important for mobility and
22 defense and economic growth, so it has a high
23 degree of that.
24           The North Dakota DOT:  We consider this
25 an interregional corridor, so it's important for
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1 the movement of commerce and for mobility and
2 having a high level of reliability to be able to
3 move those goods and people.
4           It's also designated by the DOT in our
5 freight -- we have a strategic freight plan that's
6 fairly new at the DOT now.
7           And so, it's considered a freight level
8 one corridor, so giving it a high level of
9 priority to be able to move goods through the

10 corridor.
11           It's also part of, you know, legislation
12 that was passed during the last session on a
13 129,000-pound gross vehicle weight network, so it
14 allows for that higher gross vehicle weight.
15           And it's also a piece of the
16 Ports-to-Plains Alliance and the Theodore
17 Roosevelt Expressway with a coalition and an
18 initiative nationwide to have a good connecting
19 route between Canada and Mexico.
20           Some of the other things that we're
21 trying to address is some of the reliability of
22 the roadway.
23           We talked a little bit about that with
24 the Long X Bridge and it being closed at times;
25 but also, because of the landslides and the
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1 instabilities, you know, mainly through the
2 Badlands areas.
3           So to provide a roadway that can be
4 reliable, and that landslides or debris that flows
5 onto the roadway don't restrict the use or the
6 service or having to close a lane or close a
7 roadway because of issues with that.  So we want
8 to address those issues, as well.
9           And then, ecological connectivity, which

10 also plays into just the overall environmental
11 setting of the project, and that there's some very
12 unique and special habitat types along this
13 roadway -- some on federal lands; some on private
14 lands -- and with the Badlands, kind of, being at
15 the center point of that discussion.
16           That we want to make sure that we can,
17 you know, try to prevent animal-vehicle
18 collisions, from a safety standpoint; and provide
19 some wildlife crossings to also connect the
20 habitat where that habitat is important and makes
21 sense to be connected.
22           So how do we meet all of those needs?
23 That's what the meat, here, of what we're talking
24 about.
25           So the way that we've approached this
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1 project:  You know, we've done many, like I said,
2 studies' engineering analyses; surveys.
3           We've been to the public several times,
4 getting input on what are the needs that are out
5 there that the public has and that the users of
6 the roadway, the users of this area have.  How do
7 we meet those needs?
8           So we looked at all types of
9 alternatives, a complete range of reasonable

10 alternatives -- or, all the ones we could think
11 of -- basically starting from a brainstorming
12 session of what are all the possible ideas that we
13 can even come up with.
14           We narrowed those down through a
15 screening process, through a public input process,
16 and came up with a set of alternatives and
17 options.
18           So "alternatives" referring to the
19 overall, kind of, roadway corridor; and "options"
20 detailing more specific areas of the project.
21           So a couple of alternatives and several
22 options for different features were all studied in
23 detail in the draft environmental impact
24 statement.
25           And the other thing that was identified
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1 in this public document that's out there for your
2 review right now is:  What is the preferred
3 alternative?
4           So based on all of that analysis, what
5 do we think?  What's our recommendation to all of
6 you as a preferred alternative to be built?
7           So that's what we are going to talk
8 about today, and that's what we are looking for
9 input on.

10           So getting into those, starting with the
11 roadway section:  The overall alternative is
12 Alternative B that's the preferred alternative,
13 which would be the divided, depressed roadway.
14           So this would be -- look a lot like what
15 you would see on U.S. Highway 2 or U.S.
16 Highway 83.
17           We would use the existing roadway that's
18 out there for one of the bounds, one of the
19 directions of travel.
20           And then, build a new roadbed 84 feet
21 center line to center line away on either the east
22 or west side of the road, depending on where
23 you're at in the corridor, to provide some
24 distance between the -- you know, where it's
25 feasible to provide that distance between the two
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1 lanes of traffic.
2           More separation and, you know,
3 discourage travelers from, you know, encroaching
4 too much on that other direction of travel.
5           So the speed limit for that type of
6 roadway would be 70 miles an hour.  And that's,
7 like I said, very similar to U.S. Highway 2, U.S.
8 Highway 83.
9           Now, this roadway section doesn't work

10 everywhere in the 62 miles of the corridor.
11 There's -- we have some special areas that we knew
12 we needed to address differently.
13           We've always had the mindset that we
14 were going to use flexible design alternatives to
15 try to minimize our impacts to environmental
16 resources; cultural resources; and, I'll call
17 them, social human environment resources such as
18 residences and businesses.
19           So we've tried to do that by how we've
20 shifted the alignment back and forth -- which side
21 of the roadway we're on -- and then, also having
22 to bring the roadway together in certain areas.
23           And I'll talk in a little bit more
24 detail about that as we go on our travel through
25 the corridor here.
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1           We're, kind of, starting south to north.
2 So at I-94, this is where the four-lane proposal
3 would begin.
4           The north ramps of the interchange would
5 be -- the north terminals of those north ramps
6 would be where the lanes would pick up, so I'll
7 zoom in on that.
8           If you're exiting I-94 westbound and
9 you're taking a right turn to come north, you can

10 turn right free into a new lane that would be
11 added.
12           Same for the southbound traffic that
13 would want to exit and go -- continue westbound on
14 I-94:  That would be a -- turn into a dedicated
15 right-turn lane.
16           So in the striping and layout shown here
17 with turn lanes, a three-lane section across the
18 interstate:  That's, pretty much, the existing
19 roadway that's out there from a previous project.
20           In Fairfield, as we've worked with all
21 of you, having some stakeholder meetings here; as
22 well as working with Billings County and the
23 Commission there, we had different alternatives.
24           A couple were looking at bypassing
25 Fairfield, but the Billings County Commission had
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1 made their official recommendation that the FF1 --
2 we call it "FF1" for Fairfield 1 -- is staying on
3 alignment with an urban roadway section that
4 allows us to minimize our impacts not having to go
5 around town.
6           The urban section allows us to drop the
7 grade of the roadway a little bit, add curb and
8 gutter, and further minimize the impacts to
9 adjacent homes and businesses.

10           And so, the current speed limit that you
11 have here today through town of 45 miles an hour
12 would be maintained.
13           And hopefully, we can also -- by having
14 curb and gutter, we might provide a different look
15 and feel for the drivers' experience so that,
16 maybe, they feel more like they have to slow down,
17 too.
18           It's not always a foolproof thing,
19 especially when there's no curvature to help
20 control that speed.
21           But hopefully, that goes toward helping
22 to meet that goal of a 45-mile-an-hour speed
23 limit.
24           The intersection of U.S. 2 and -- or,
25 sorry, North Dakota Highway 200 and 85 will be a
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1 roundabout.
2           We looked at a couple alternatives
3 there.  Basically, we studied two alternatives in
4 the environmental document:  Just the standard
5 "T"-type intersection and the roundabout.
6           A couple reasons for the roundabout,
7 safety being the main reason.  The roundabout
8 eliminates the head-on and the T-bone-type crashes
9 at the intersection, so we have more of a merging

10 or a deflecting type of crash if we do have a
11 crash at a roundabout.  So safety:  Eliminating
12 the fatality and serious-injury crashes.
13           The other main benefit of the roundabout
14 is operational capacity, or keeping traffic
15 moving.
16           One thing about a standard "T"
17 intersection:  Looking at the future, forecasted
18 traffic, at some point in the future, that would
19 eventually need a traffic signal to control the
20 traffic there.
21           Rather than having a traffic signal and
22 having to stop people, we'd rather just keep them
23 moving, and using a roundabout helps allow for
24 that.
25           So I think we've gotten a lot of good
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1 comments -- both yesterday and today already --
2 about, you know, making sure that the loads that I
3 talked about previously -- the agricultural loads
4 and oil and gas loads -- can, you know, safely
5 navigate that roundabout, too.
6           So I think there's lots of things we can
7 work on in the design details of the roundabout to
8 make sure that it works for all the users that
9 need to go through there.

10           So traversing north along the project
11 corridor, as you get to the Badlands area, like I
12 said, we'll be employing some of those flexible
13 design alternatives to try to minimize our
14 footprint and impact on that section.
15           We're looking at bringing the highway
16 closer together:  Going to, basically, a 20-foot
17 median design -- "flush median," we call it --
18 versus the divided, depressed, which is the
19 overall alternative.
20           This is a -- it's still a divided
21 highway, but it has a 20-foot-wide flush median.
22 So this is the same roadway section that you see
23 between Watford City and Williston.
24           That allows us, like I said, to
25 eliminate that -- I shouldn't say "eliminate" --
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1 to minimize our footprint through the Badlands
2 area.
3           And in some areas, we'll have to also
4 employ some retaining walls to try to hold it in
5 place and not have our footprint just go way out
6 into the Badlands.  So it'll be a 65-mile-an-hour
7 design through when the roadway section looks like
8 that.
9           Scenic overlooks.  There's three scenic

10 overlooks on the project, and those will be
11 maintained with the new project.
12           We're not proposing that the outside
13 edge goes any farther out into the Badlands
14 because there's plenty of width there today for
15 those scenic overlooks.
16           So it would just be putting some
17 striping in place to, kind of, help channelize and
18 direct both the people pulling in and the people
19 parking to, kind of, put them in a more orderly
20 fashion, if they're willing to do so.
21           Wildlife crossing system:  Talking back
22 about that ecological connectivity in the Badlands
23 area.
24           We're proposing a system for wildlife
25 crossing through that about, approximately, seven
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1 miles through the Badlands.
2           So there would be an exclusionary
3 fencing that would go through that whole segment,
4 trying to keep wildlife off the roadway and
5 eliminate those animal-vehicle collisions.
6           And then, a series of wildlife
7 underpasses under the highway to, then, allow the
8 connection of the habitat.
9           So three different crossings are

10 proposed, one in the southern Badlands.  I think,
11 if you look at the slide, it shows RP 120.9.
12           What "RP" means is it's a "reference
13 point," so it's the same as the milepoint or the
14 mile marker.
15           So it's about nine-tenths of a mile past
16 mile marker 120.  And so, it's in the southern
17 Badlands.
18           The other one's at 126.1, which is
19 about -- oh, about a mile -- it's less than --
20 it's about a half of a mile south of Long X
21 Bridge.
22           And then, Long X Bridge itself would
23 serve as a wildlife crossing.  Just naturally,
24 it's a setting for where wildlife wants to cross,
25 and we just want to make sure that we provide that
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1 opportunity underneath the bridge.
2           So a little bit more detail of those.
3 Here's a rendering or a simulation of one.  We're
4 talking about 122.5 here.
5           This is, roughly, that same location.
6 Yeah, the fencing turn is at 122.9, and the
7 wildlife underpass at 122.5.  Yup, sorry.  Go
8 ahead.
9           ROGER CHINN:  Do I dare ask a question

10 now?
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sorry, you bet.  One
12 thing I forgot to mention, if you have a question,
13 please interrupt, and we'll talk about it.
14           But we do have a court reporter -- her
15 name is Liz -- here today, so please state your
16 name, and then ask your question.
17           ROGER CHINN:  Okay.  Roger Chinn, Grassy
18 Butte.  Just a question on the wildlife
19 collisions -- or, car-vehicle -- or,
20 vehicle-wildlife collisions.
21           As somebody that lives along that road
22 and drives it, have you kept track of the amount
23 of collisions, say, three or four miles on each
24 side of Grassy Butte, compared to the collisions
25 up in what we call the Badlands?

Page 24

1           MATT LINNEMAN:  The short answer to your
2 question is "yes."  So about three years ago, the
3 DOT started a pilot project, knowing that we were
4 going to eventually come through with a project
5 through here.
6           So we have been tracking carcass data.
7 You know, you no longer have to report
8 animal-vehicle collisions to the highway patrol.
9 That used to be a way in the past that we would

10 track that.
11           So since that's no longer a tool for us,
12 we implemented a pilot program with the DOT where
13 we have our maintenance sections outfitted with a
14 Smart phone.
15           And every time they pick a carcass up
16 off the roadway, they record that point; what type
17 of animal it is; the direction; like I said,
18 location.
19           And so, we have a database that we've
20 been building, and we used that information.  Now,
21 granted, we only had about two years' worth of
22 data when we did our studies to go with that.  But
23 we did use that data in trying to help pinpoint
24 these.
25           And we're hoping that, by keeping that
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1 program going and growing that, after we install
2 some of these, that we can also show a reduction
3 in those crashes.
4           ROGER CHINN:  So about two years' worth
5 of data, you have?  And it shows a need for it in
6 the Badlands more than either side of Grassy
7 Butte?
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  I would say, with two
9 years' worth of data, that we didn't have any

10 conclusive data to go on.
11           And I would agree with you.  I know of
12 some very specific -- some elk strikes, right,
13 very close to Grassy Butte --
14           ROGER CHINN:  Yeah.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- where a single truck
16 hit three, four, five elk at one swath.
17           ROGER CHINN:  Yeah, and there's one
18 laying on Six Mile Hill right now.
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah?
20           ROGER CHINN:  You guys ain't don't very
21 good picking them up.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Well, hopefully, it
23 stays there so they can collect the data about it
24 so we can get that into our information.
25           ROGER CHINN:  But I think it would be
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1 something worth looking at.
2           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure, sure.  One of the
3 things we did, we did look at -- we did have some
4 consideration with our agency partners about
5 wildlife crossings in the -- more of the prairie
6 area of the project.
7           And it's just -- it's a lot harder to,
8 kind of, pinpoint locations to put those --
9 whether it's for antelope or whatever else it

10 might be -- because it's such a much broader,
11 wider landscape.
12           ROGER CHINN:  Mm-hmm.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  And so, it gets a lot
14 harder to really pinpoint something that's going
15 to be justifiable, based on the expenditure that
16 it takes to build one of these structures.
17           But it is something that -- one thing I
18 would say is we have -- even though we don't have
19 any proposals for wildlife crossings south of the
20 Badlands, Grassy Butte area, we have committed
21 ourselves to re-looking at that when we would
22 build that stretch of roadway.
23           That's one thing:  Because we couldn't
24 come to any good conclusions at the time of the
25 study, that doesn't mean that the data wouldn't be
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1 there three, four, five years from now, when we
2 actually build the project.
3           So we have committed to opening that
4 part of the project back up when -- when we get
5 there.
6           ROGER CHINN:  Thank you.
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.  Are there some
8 more -- I thought, maybe, I saw another question.
9 Okay.

10           So this is a rendering of the wildlife
11 underpass at 122.5.  Essentially, this would be a
12 box culvert, square, rectangular-looking opening,
13 10 feet tall by approximately 20 feet wide, mostly
14 targeting deer species as, kind of, the species of
15 concern there.
16           TERESA KESSEL:  How high is that fence?
17 Teresa Kessel.  I'm just wondering:  How high is
18 that fence?
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.  In this area, the
20 areas that are directly adjacent to this wildlife
21 crossing, it would be an eight-foot-tall wildlife
22 fence.
23           As we move down the road here to this
24 one, the species target here is more Big Horn
25 sheep, and the fence has to get taller, so these
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1 would be a ten-foot-tall wildlife exclusionary
2 fence.
3           So about halfway between those, we would
4 transition to the taller fence.  And so, this is
5 at 126.1.
6           We're still looking at concepts, here.
7 But essentially, we would provide an opening under
8 the roadway that would be at least 15 feet tall
9 and about 60 feet wide.  And so, we're still --

10 we, kind of, left that open.
11           When we get to that in the final design
12 of the project, we'll determine an actual
13 structure type, whether it's a bridge or some kind
14 of concrete arch type of structure, or whatever
15 seems to work and fit the landscape the best.  So
16 that's the example.
17           This top one is a picture -- an actual
18 picture of the wildlife crossing -- as you
19 referred to it, the moose crossing -- south of
20 Lewis and Clark Bridge, south of Williston, on
21 Highway 85.
22           This is what it actually looks like.
23 And this is just a picture -- I think this is from
24 Arizona of a wildlife crossing that they built
25 with -- I'll call it a precast concrete arch-type
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1 structure -- that's set under the roadway.  And
2 so, it would be a structure.  One of those two
3 types.
4           With this fencing system, no matter how
5 foolproof you think it is, animals are going to
6 get inside.
7           They're going to get on the highway
8 side, get in the right-of-way, so you have to
9 provide an opportunity for them to get back out.

10           And so, as you've seen, if you've driven
11 Highway 85 south of Williston, we have a series of
12 these jump-outs along there, as well.
13           So if an animal is trapped inside,
14 they're going to end up, you know, move along the
15 fence, trying to find an opening to get back out.
16           As they go up this hill, there's a cross
17 fence here that would, hopefully, direct them to
18 then jump back over, out of the highway
19 right-of-way side of things.
20           And then, having the face here keeps
21 animals from trying to jump -- jump into the
22 roadway side.
23           So this is -- this, again, is a picture,
24 specifically, of the one that's just south of
25 Williston.  There's got to be questions about
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1 wildlife.  I'm sure there will be some.
2           So Long X Bridge:  We had three
3 alternatives for Long X Bridge, one looking at
4 rehabbing it; raising the portals; and building a
5 new bring alongside.
6           Another alternative was to build a new
7 structure alongside and leaving the old one in
8 place for some sort of alternative use.
9           And then, one where we build the new

10 structure alongside and then get rid of the old
11 bridge.
12           So the preferred alternative has been
13 identified as the remove-and-replace alternative,
14 so a new four-lane structure would be built on the
15 east side of the existing bridge, directly
16 adjacent to it and parallel.
17           Traffic would remain on the existing
18 bridge until that one's ready and built.  Traffic
19 would then be switched over.  And then, this
20 section would be removed.
21           So we have a rendering.  Here is a
22 picture looking at Long X Bridge, looking off to
23 the northeast.
24           And so, I'm going to advance the slide,
25 here, and it'll transition into what a proposed
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1 rendering looks like of the new bridge.
2           So there's -- that's a rendering of what
3 the new structure would look like.  From a
4 different perspective, this is looking north at
5 Long X Bridge and its existing configuration.
6           And then, we have a rendering.  It'll
7 transition to what the new one will look like.  It
8 will shift to the east; and then, the old bridge
9 will be removed.

10           So after I get through all of the, kind
11 of, alternatives here, Jen's going to talk about
12 the impacts.
13           And she'll spend some more time talking
14 about these alternatives and how we reached these
15 decisions on results as far as this alternative
16 for the Long X Bridge.
17           In a further effort to minimize our
18 impacts on the north unit of Theodore Roosevelt
19 National Park, we had to squeeze things down a
20 little bit tighter and move our -- or, send that
21 flush median design from a 20-foot down to a
22 12-foot-wide median.
23           So with that 12-foot median, as well as
24 the help of a few retaining walls, we were able to
25 fit the footprint of this proposed roadway in the
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1 existing easement that we already have from the
2 National Park Service.
3           So that made a good argument for us to
4 say that this is a -- we're not going to take any
5 more easement than we currently have.  And that's
6 what we've, kind of, set our goal as:  Minimizing
7 our impact.
8           So the speed would slow down to 60 miles
9 an hour through this area for the width, but also

10 for the curvature of the roadway.
11           And this -- as I advance the slide,
12 there will be another rendering, kind of,
13 superimposing that roadway section at this
14 location.
15           So this is looking south, kind of, at
16 the top of the hill as you're looking at the north
17 edge of the national park, looking down into the
18 park.  So that's the new roadway section.  And
19 so --
20           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  I have a question
21 here.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes, sir?
23           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  How do you propose to
24 handle -- Morris Tarnavsky from Watford City.
25 Anyhow, how do you propose to handle that big
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1 slump section that's got the ski jump going over
2 there on that north side, past the bridge?  I
3 mean, they're picking on it here yesterday and
4 today.
5           But, you know, there is a plate that is
6 moving to the river.  Park entry, park buildings,
7 and everything.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Mm-hmm.
9           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Because the reason

10 they abandoned the old Highway 85 and built this
11 new bridge is because the bridge, at that time --
12 now, I'm born and raised here, so I seen this up
13 and close and personal.
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Mm-hmm.
15           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  That the north pier
16 on the old original Long X Bridge, which was right
17 across from where the residence of the north unit
18 is -- and that pier on the north side is no longer
19 plumb.
20           The bottom was leaned toward the south,
21 you know.  So they had to, you know, do something.
22 So that's where the highway ended up.  This -- you
23 know, now -- rather than that old route that went
24 down the hill.
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
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1           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  And that -- like I
2 say, that reason was because that whole piece of
3 ground is moving.
4           As a matter of fact, they built a new
5 visitor center for the park, and they had to tear
6 that down because that moving plate was taking the
7 foundation out from under their visitor center
8 building.
9           Now they got a couple portable ones in

10 there of sorts.  I haven't looked at them that
11 close.
12           But anyway, it's one of those things
13 that you've got a geological situation there that
14 I'm not sure how you're going to deal with.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  I agree.  That's a great
16 point, and that's a great segue into exactly what
17 I'm going to try to address.
18           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  So just excuse me for
20 one minute.  I need some water.  Yeah.  So,
21 exactly.
22           The question with the landslide:  One of
23 the things that we talked about at the beginning,
24 the purpose of the project is to create a reliable
25 roadway, and the landslides being one of the
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1 issues.  So the location that you just described
2 is exactly what we're looking at here --
3           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh, okay.
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- in the north unit of
5 the pack.  So right here is that landslide area
6 that you were describing just -- here's the north
7 unit of the park entrance.
8           We've had, you know, some slide repair
9 projects we've done in the past in this area:

10 2011, plus a couple follow-up projects after that,
11 being the most recent.
12           And, yes, you're exactly right.  We see
13 distress in the roadway in two spots where this
14 slide mass is crossing the roadway.
15           And everything is wanting to move
16 downhill, down into the river bottom.  So what
17 we're proposing to stabilize that area is a
18 structural type of solution.
19           So there would -- this is -- this
20 picture is a rendering of an anchor drill shaft
21 structural solution.
22           And so, what that would consist of --
23 and this will be -- this would be underground,
24 essentially.
25           So you would have a series of -- you
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1 know, they have to be designed, but I'll call them
2 a 5-foot diameter concrete shaft every 10 or so
3 feet, probably about 100 feet deep in this area.
4           And it would be put in a line along --
5 that's what this yellow line represents.
6           So we would build that in a line across
7 there.  So basically, a series of concrete piers,
8 buried in the ground.
9           And then, all those shafts -- like I

10 said, I'll call them drill shafts -- they would be
11 connected across the top of the reinforced
12 concrete cap beam to hold all those together.
13           And then, there would be a series of
14 ground anchors that go through that.  So this is,
15 kind of, oriented a little bit.
16           But they would -- so here's where the
17 road and drilled shafts would be.  There would be
18 ground anchors that go back and pin the top back
19 into the roadway, into stable ground under the
20 roadway.
21           And so, this is a pretty large
22 structural solution to hold that segment of road
23 in place.  So this picture right here is on I-94
24 near the Painted Canyon Visitor Center.
25           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh, yeah.
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  So we have -- this is
2 the first one that we ever built in North Dakota,
3 which was built here a couple years ago.  And so,
4 it would be a very similar solution to that.
5           So the only thing that you'll see is
6 that cap beam.  And that cap beam can be partially
7 buried or even colored concrete so that it will
8 blend right into the Badlands.  You might not even
9 notice it's there after it's built.

10           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Question.  Gus Tarnavsky
11 from Grassy Butte.  On that top cap, like, have
12 you ever noticed any shifting in the one that
13 was -- the first one that was built?
14           Are you going to install, like, some
15 sort of, like, sensing devices on there to be able
16 to see if it shifts or not?  And then, see if
17 that's --
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes.
19           GUS TARNAVSKY:  -- going to work, or --
20           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes.  So that's a good
21 question.  The -- whether it's going to -- there's
22 some engineering tools and modeling tools that we
23 can use, based on soils information that we've
24 collected.
25           So we've collected quite a bit of soils
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1 data.  We have a good cross-section of, kind of,
2 the geologic slice of earth through that area.
3           So we can build that into a model and,
4 you know, kind of, mess around with this to
5 optimize our design.
6           So at this point, this is a concept that
7 has had some modeling done with it to prove that
8 it will actually work.
9           But before we get to a final design, it

10 will take a little bit more effort just to make
11 sure that we know that it's going to work.
12           And at that time, that's when you would
13 actually determine diameter; spacing; depth; how
14 many anchors you need across the top; whether you,
15 maybe, need two rows of these.
16           We don't really have room for that, so
17 we have to make it with one row.  There's
18 another -- this system's also being installed on
19 Highway 73 this summer, east of Watford City, east
20 of Johnson's Corner.
21           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Oh, okay.
22           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh, that one.  Yup.
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.  So that one's a
24 little different.  It's going to have, basically,
25 three rows of drilled shafts and no ground
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1 anchors.
2           So a little bit different design.  But
3 that was, kind of, what has worked out to be the
4 optimum design for that.
5           It all depends, kind of, how the earth
6 is moving, too, on what's the best solution there.
7 So what --
8           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  That structure is
9 probably going to cost almost as much as that

10 bridge down there across the river.
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes.  This is an
12 expensive solution, and we would rather not have
13 to go there.
14           But, you know, when you're limited like
15 this, both on the right-of-way as well as the mass
16 of this landslide, trying to deal with it with
17 earthwork, it becomes almost infeasible.
18           So we did look at other alternatives for
19 this, too, as far as realigning the road further;
20 trying to do some stabilization of the roadbed
21 from the bottom up.  But those become even more
22 expensive than this.
23           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh.  Well, maybe.
24           MATT LINNEMAN:  Especially when you
25 start talking about right-of-way.  And some of
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1 those might not even be buildable.
2           Like I said, back to my comment on
3 trying to keep our footprint within the
4 right-of-way that we have from the National Park
5 Service, so --
6           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  That's -- when you
7 brought that point out, that's why it made my mind
8 go to this slump, you know.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.

10           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  And it's been moving
11 for years.  You know, it's taken out a gasline
12 that used to run and was built in the early '80s
13 that went across the river, right where the bridge
14 is at, and then went north up the hill.  And, you
15 know, the slumps have taken that line out.
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure, sure.
17           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  So it's not in
18 service anymore, you know, for -- and right now,
19 there's a proposal to use an existing oil pipeline
20 to move gas, as well.
21           You know, changing the product in there
22 periodically to move gas or move oil.  And when
23 they built that pipeline, they used a little
24 different process.
25           They did a horizontal boring that went
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1 down under the slipping plates and across the
2 river and went up the other side, the north side,
3 to do the same thing there.  And they -- I mean,
4 it was, like, a mile-long bore, almost.
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Mm-hmm.  Right.
6           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  And quite
7 fascinating.  But it's an approach to making it
8 work across that geological, mobile piece of
9 country.

10           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  To get back to
11 your other question, Gus -- was, "Are we going to
12 have anything to tell if it" -- you know, so
13 obviously, the design is part of it.
14           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Mm-hmm.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  But then, we'll also
16 have instrumentation.  Usually, we have
17 instrumentation in a select few of the shafts --
18           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Oh, okay.
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- to be able to measure
20 how much movement is happening.
21           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Well, you've got that
22 now.
23           GUS TARNAVSKY:  They've got it now in
24 the little --
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.
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1           GUS TARNAVSKY:  -- yellow pillars out
2 there.
3           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.
4           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Your instruments and --
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup, absolutely.  It's
6 the exact same technology.
7           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  But we would encapsulate
9 one right in the drilled shaft to see how it's

10 moving.
11           As well as, at the end -- the cap end of
12 these anchors, we also can measure the tension in
13 the anchor --
14           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh, yeah.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- to make sure that
16 there's still strength there --
17           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.  That's a good
18 idea.
19           MATT LINNEMAN:  -- both initially, when
20 they're tensioned; and then, over time, to see how
21 they're performing.
22           GUS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  So, yeah.  That's our
24 landslide mitigation proposal for what we call the
25 Horseshoe Bend area because of the previous
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1 alignment there.
2           So we'll talk a little bit about the
3 trail.  We have a proposal for a trail to connect
4 from Watford City on the north end -- so
5 basically, it goes from the north end of our
6 project limits at County Road 30.
7           The city and the county have been
8 working on their long-range trail plan to connect
9 into the north end of this.

10           And it would be on the east side of the
11 roadway, paralleling Highway 85 and end here at
12 County Road 34.
13           And so, the county has been working on
14 ideas for, maybe, a little destination park, that
15 sort of thing, for people to go to.
16           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Are they going to
17 leave a boat under the bridge for the people on
18 this trail to continue south, or what?
19           I mean, back in years past, they used to
20 have a ferry crossing the bridge right where the
21 campground in the park is at.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Okay.
23           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  On the Long X Trail,
24 you know.
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
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1           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  You know, a travel
2 route way back there in the early days of settling
3 in this territory.
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
5           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Now, I'm not old
6 enough to have seen the ferry, but, you know, I've
7 read about the ferry.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Okay.  You know, we had
9 considered proposals to continue the trail, you

10 know, all the way both to the entrance of the park
11 as well as all the way across the Little Missouri
12 River.
13           And based on -- because, you know, we
14 have our wildlife crossing and our wildlife
15 system, trying to eliminate the conflict of people
16 and wildlife, you know, crossing in the river; as
17 well as some considerations with just the overall
18 footprint that we were going to have going through
19 the park, at this point, we're proposing to end
20 the trail short of the park boundary.
21           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  A typical section of the
23 trail:  When we're in, kind of, a fill-type slope,
24 it would be, you know, on the side of the roadway;
25 a clear area; an eight-foot-wide path.
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1           As we're on flatter ground where you
2 have a roadway where we call a cut section and a
3 natural ditch and a back slope, we'd push that
4 trail farther out, farther away from traffic.
5           So the roadway section near Watford
6 City:  There's also impacts there that we were
7 trying to minimize.
8           Those mostly revolve around utility
9 impacts because of all the power lines paralleling

10 the roadway; transmission lines and distribution
11 lines.
12           So about -- for about three miles south
13 of Watford City, the road would get narrower
14 again, back to this 20-foot-wide flush median
15 design.
16           It ties right into this design.  This is
17 what the existing roadway section looks like just
18 south at the end of our project limits, just south
19 of Watford City.
20           But this would also have a little bit of
21 a shift of alignment 30 or 40 feet to, kind of,
22 like I said, avoid major impacts to those major
23 utility infrastructure that's parallelling the
24 roadway in that area.
25           And that would be -- you know, back to
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1 that -- anytime you have this type of roadway
2 design, we're looking at a 65-mile-an-hour design.
3           So that's the rundown of the preferred
4 alternatives.  I would be open to questions or
5 conversations because, after this, I'm going to
6 turn it over to Jen, and she'll talk about the
7 impacts associated with it.  Yes, ma'am?
8           PEGGY WANNER:  Peggy Wanner, and I live
9 about six miles south of here.  I was just

10 wondering:  You didn't have any pictures.
11           What are our approaches going to look
12 like going out onto the highway?  We live on the
13 west side of the highway.  How would I get out to
14 go north?
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  Every -- you
16 know, in the divided roadway section, where you
17 have that divided depressed roadway, you know, we
18 will maintain access to all residences and
19 properties.
20           And there will be a median crossover to
21 get across that median ditch.  And that's very
22 similar to what you would see on, like I said,
23 Highway 2 or Highway 83, north of -- you know,
24 from Bismarck to Minot.
25           You know, we didn't go into the level of
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1 detail of, you know, drawing and designing every
2 single one of those out because this is -- those
3 are still at a preliminary level of engineering.
4           But when the project -- at the end,
5 we'll talk a little bit about funding.  When
6 funding is actually identified for those segments
7 of projects, we would get more into the
8 engineering details.
9           And that's when we would come and work

10 on the details with all of the landowners along
11 the roadway on where their access needs to be; how
12 it has to look to make sure we give you the access
13 that you need.
14           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Have you got any
15 timeline on which sections are going to be dealt
16 with in what year?
17           You know, it looked like, okay, you've
18 got a project here coming down the hill to the
19 park, you know, on the north side of the river.
20           Well, that's going to be, "Yikes."  And
21 then, the bridge:  Whether you was indicating the
22 bridge is going to be the first, you know, needed
23 element in that highway.
24           And then, you know, from there,
25 what's -- obviously, it's not going to happen in
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1 one year.
2           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
3           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Not with what's been
4 laid out here before us.
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.  The short answer
6 is the Long X Bridge is the priority segment, and
7 there's money available to build that segment of
8 the project.
9           There's no other money identified for

10 any of the other segments of the project at this
11 point.
12           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  And there's no projects
14 in the DOT four-year plan that have any segments,
15 other than Long X Bridge.  And we can talk more
16 about that at the end, too.
17           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Okay.
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  But that's the short
19 answer is, yes, Long X is what we're going to move
20 forward with because there's funding available for
21 that.
22           QWAIN MALKOWSKI:  Regardless, that
23 bridge would be a four-lane bridge?  Qwain
24 Malkowski.
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes.  We'll spend some
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1 more time at the end, after Jen walks through,
2 kind of, the overall impacts analysis.
3           We're going to spend a little bit more
4 time talking in detail about the Long X Bridge
5 project and what's going forward in the funding
6 situation in our schedule.  Any other comments or
7 questions at this point?
8           VONNE TARNAVSKY:  Good job.
9           JEN TURNBOW:  All right.  So I'm going

10 to walk through the impacts for the preferred
11 alternative and options.
12           And there are many different resource
13 categories that we look at through the
14 Environmental Impact Statement.
15           And I'm not going to go through all of
16 those categories tonight.  I'm just going to
17 provide a summary.
18           But I would urge everyone -- we have
19 draft EISs here.  It's also on the DOT's website.
20 We also have them at different public viewing
21 locations.
22           And it has a full analysis of the
23 no-build alternative; along with the preferred
24 alternative; along with our other build options,
25 as well.
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1           So you have, kind of, a complete summary
2 in that document.  Is that better?  Yes?  All
3 right.
4           So I'll just start out talking a little
5 bit about land use.  And this category is very
6 important because it's, basically, what type of
7 right-of-way will be needed from both private
8 landowners; as well as our federal parters, U.S.
9 Forest Service and the National Park Service.

10           And so, this just, kind of, shows that a
11 lot of the right-of-way that would be needed for
12 the preferred alternative would be adjacent on
13 both sides of the highway.
14           Additionally, there would be easements
15 that would be needed from the U.S. Forest Service.
16 And also, with the Park Service, they have an
17 existing highway easement deed -- Fed Highway and
18 DOT does -- for U.S. Highway 85.
19           And through this process, we would have
20 to renew or get or obtain a new highway easement
21 deed, and it would remain the same acreage.
22           So the project is not impacting any
23 additional acreage to the north unit of Theodore
24 Roosevelt National Park.
25           Now, we have an asterisk on this graph
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1 and throughout the EIS, and that's because there
2 are 0.2 acres that would be additional added to
3 the new highway easement deed for the north unit.
4           And that's because, a couple years ago,
5 there was an emergency landslide project that
6 needed to be done, and that additional acreage
7 would be added into this highway easement deed.
8           So it has nothing to do with this
9 particular project, but an earlier project.  I

10 wanted to also discuss social.  Under the Federal
11 Highway Administration -- oh, yes, sir?
12           MERLE JOST:  My name is Merle Jost, and
13 I was just wondering if you identified where the
14 right-of-way is and how many acres in each spot.
15           JEN TURNBOW:  Yes, we have.  Basically,
16 we have some maps right here, and it outlines all
17 the different parcels and where the existing
18 right-of-way is and what the proposed right-of-way
19 would be needed.
20           And if you have a particular spot where
21 you wanted to zero in on, one of us can meet with
22 you, and we can walk through that after this
23 presentation.
24           MERLE JOST:  Okay, thank you.
25           JEN TURNBOW:  No problem.  So under the
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1 Federal Highway Administration, we talk about
2 social impacts and what impacts happen to the
3 social environment and the human environment.
4           And through -- since we started this
5 project, through public scoping and then moving to
6 the alternatives public workshops, we had
7 stakeholder meeting here in Fairfield.
8           And we really wanted to, kind of, zero
9 in on what was important to everyone along the

10 corridor.
11           And the number one item that we got back
12 from the comments was safety.  The folks wanted,
13 basically, a much safer highway; they wanted to
14 have more passing opportunities.  And that was,
15 probably, the reoccurring theme that we heard the
16 most.
17           And so, kind of, moving through that, in
18 communities such as Fairfield and Grassy Butte, as
19 Matt said, the preferred alternative is to stay on
20 alignment, and the speed limit would also remain
21 the same at 45 miles an hour.
22           So in Fairfield, you won't see much
23 change at all.  And through these communities, you
24 wouldn't see a lot of change.
25           Another thing is emergency services.

Page 53

1 When you expand the roadway and have additional
2 driving lanes, you also have additional shoulder
3 width.  And that just helps the highway patrol be
4 able to enforce those traffic laws.
5           Also, having that expended highway,
6 having more passing opportunities, we also are
7 increasing the response time for emergency
8 services, as well.
9           There's a lot of recreation facilities

10 throughout the corridor.  We have Little Missouri
11 National Grasslands; we have Maah Daah Hey Trail;
12 we have different campgrounds; and we have, of
13 course, the north unit of Theodore Roosevelt
14 National Park.
15           And through that, I'm going to talk -- I
16 have some slides, basically, coming up, that
17 specifically talks about those properties.
18           So I won't talk a lot about that right
19 here, but there are these special places within
20 the Badlands and the corridor.
21           And then, what happens during
22 construction?  During construction, we'll have the
23 two lanes that are maintained at all times.
24           And there will be some decrease of
25 traveling times once we have construction
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1 starting, and there might be some minor detours.
2           But we'll also have reasonable access
3 for all the landowners, recreation facilities, and
4 that type of thing.
5           So here's just a graphic.  And
6 basically, it shows the different management areas
7 for the U.S. Forest Service throughout the whole
8 corridor, and it provides a lot of recreation
9 opportunities in this area.

10           And there is an existing easement with
11 the U.S. Forest Service for the highway, and we
12 would, through this process, need additional
13 easement through the Forest Service.
14           This graphic shows the north unit of
15 Theodore Roosevelt National Park, and I just
16 wanted to step through what is all going to be
17 impacting the north unit with this project.  And
18 hopefully, I can get this to open.
19           So here is the Long X Bridge and the
20 Little Missouri River.  And then, we move into the
21 entrance of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
22           And here, they have an existing sign
23 that says "Theodore Roosevelt National Park," and
24 we would have to actually relocate that sign.
25           And as you can see where the proposed
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1 sign location is, it's very similar -- in the same
2 location.
3           It's just moved slightly.  So the plan
4 is, basically, to really, kind of, pick up that
5 sign and relocate it in that new area that's
6 adjacent to the existing area.
7           And then, as Matt went through, this is
8 the Horseshoe Bend area where that anchor drill
9 shaft structure would be.

10           There's a scenic overlook just outside
11 of the park.  And then, there would be a couple
12 retaining walls in order to maintain that minimum
13 footprint through the park and to remain within
14 that easement.
15           Additionally, as funding is identified
16 and constructed, there would be some wildlife
17 fencing and some jump-out areas, also, through the
18 park.
19           We also received, through the public
20 scoping and all of our public input, a lot of
21 comments in regard to the Little Missouri National
22 Grasslands and the north unit of Theodore
23 Roosevelt National Park.
24           And those comments revolved around just
25 that overall visitor experience:  So what sort of
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1 impacts there are going to be to noise, to the
2 visual, and to just recreating out in this area;
3 and how is it going to change?
4           So we spent some time going through some
5 studies and doing some additional studies in these
6 areas.
7           And through the Federal Highway and the
8 North Dakota DOT process, you have to do a traffic
9 noise analysis.

10           And that, basically, takes a look at
11 what the existing traffic is today and what those
12 noise levels are today.
13           And then, it also looks approximately
14 25 years in the future, and it models that traffic
15 noise.
16           And basically, it's a pretty
17 straightforward process.  And through that
18 process, none of the noise receptors -- or,
19 basically, each of the land uses throughout the
20 area are assigned a code.
21           And they either approach, meet, or
22 exceed those decibel levels.  And so, there is
23 really not an impact to noise in regard to traffic
24 noise.
25           We also knew, through this process, that
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1 there's -- you know, we needed to do some
2 additional studies for that, sort of, overall
3 visitor experience.
4           And so, we did another noise study which
5 is called a "spread analysis," trying to basically
6 see if there would be any type of additional noise
7 impacts if you were out in the wilderness areas.
8           And not to get into all of the, kind of,
9 technical details, but in some worst-case

10 scenario, you may be able to hear something, sort
11 of, in that far eastern border of that wilderness
12 area.
13           We also did a spread analysis for
14 constructing the new Long X Bridge and especially
15 with pile driving, because we know that that is a
16 very, kind of, noisy operation, not just for the
17 visitors of the park, but also for the employees
18 that live and work in the park, as well.
19           And so, through those studies, we worked
20 with the National Park Service, and we came up
21 with a list of additional commitments to build
22 into the project to help minimize and mitigate the
23 effects of that.
24           And those are on the other side:  You
25 know, making sure that access is maintained; there
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1 are some tiny restrictions of when work can start
2 and end; and also, talking about lighting.  That
3 lighting needs to be downcast and shielded.
4           The other thing that we really looked at
5 is quiet pavement.  We did some research on quiet
6 pavement.
7           Are there some techniques that we could
8 put into the roadway that would minimize the
9 noise?

10           And basically, what we found is, in the
11 first couple years, that works really, really
12 well.
13           But what happens after those couple
14 years is it, basically, reverts back to the
15 existing noise conditions.
16           So it's only a very, kind of, short
17 period of time.  So for longevity, it really
18 doesn't work currently.  Hopefully, it's something
19 in the future that everyone will work on.
20           Additionally, we did a lot of visual
21 studies.  We -- and I'm going to, kind of, switch
22 slides, here, and I'm going to explain what we
23 did.
24           So visually, what we did is we worked
25 with the Forest Service and some of the different
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1 management areas along with Theodore Roosevelt
2 National Park, and we went out to certain areas
3 within those -- the Forest Service and the north
4 unit.
5           And we took photographs, and then we did
6 renderings on what changes you would be able to
7 see.
8           And in this particular -- the top photo
9 right here is the existing condition, and this is

10 a view east from the river overlook within
11 Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
12           And on the bottom photo here is where --
13 this is the area -- this is the modeled -- what
14 the changes would be.
15           And you can see that there would be some
16 visible affected area.  And we have many different
17 points in here, and they're all in the appendices
18 of the draft EIS.
19           And here's a couple other renderings
20 that we did.  Here is an existing photo from the
21 Maah Daah Hey Trail, and here would be the
22 simulation.
23           So you can see, like, that there would
24 be some impact to these bluffs here in the
25 Badlands.
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1           And the bottom photo here is an existing
2 photo from the temporary visitor center that's in
3 the north unit.
4           And here is a simulation of what the
5 roadway would look like.  And there are some
6 changes, again, to these bluffs.
7           We also worked to mitigate and minimize
8 our impacts to wetlands.  And there would be some
9 permanent and temporary impacts.

10           And as we get further in design, we
11 would work toward mitigating those impacts in
12 accordance with Section 404 and Executive
13 Order 11990.
14           And this photo I just wanted to point
15 out is here's the existing Long X Bridge.  And the
16 existing bridge is 969 feet long, and it's a
17 three-span.  And so, one of the existing piers is
18 within the Little Missouri River channel.
19           As we construct the new bridge, it's a
20 five-span bridge, and there would be two piers
21 within the Little Missouri River.
22           As Matt mentioned, there was a large
23 number of utilities along the corridor, and we
24 knew that from the beginning.
25           So we actually -- this process worked a
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1 little bit different.  We had all the utilities
2 mapped.  And then, typically, what's done is, in
3 the final design phase, we coordinate with the
4 utilities on either re-location or what we can do.
5           And we decided, with this project, kind
6 of, flip that process.  And during the
7 environmental, we coordinated with many of the
8 utilities and worked with them, just to gain some
9 knowledge.

10           And then, what we could, basically, you
11 know, possibly design around or help with just the
12 overall process.
13           And with that process, there's about
14 120 miles of utility impacts that would be along
15 the project.  We're going to move to some
16 cultural -- yes?  Sorry.
17           ROGER CHINN:  Roger Chinn, Grassy Butte.
18 I'm not -- the lines, the water lines and
19 pipelines:  That's what's impacted.
20           But you're also going to impact that
21 much more when they got to be moved wherever they
22 got to go.  Is that a correct statement?
23           JEN TURNBOW:  That is a correct
24 statement.  And it depends where they would be
25 relocated to.
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1           ROGER CHINN:  Maybe they could rebuild
2 all that.
3           JEN TURNBOW:  So we did a cultural and
4 architectural inventory throughout the entire
5 corridor.
6           And basically, three properties would be
7 potentially impacted with the project.  And the
8 first property is this homestead here at the
9 bottom.

10           And this homestead would be impacted
11 with the project.  But working through the North
12 Dakota State Historic Preservation Office and our
13 Fed Highway and DOT partners, we were able to
14 provide some mitigation.  And so, at the end of
15 the day, there would be a "no adverse effect."
16           The second property is, as we talked
17 about, the sign for the Theodore Roosevelt
18 National Park.
19           And there's a photo of that sign.  I'm
20 sure many of you are familiar with it driving down
21 the corridor.
22           And this sign would be relocated
23 slightly.  And so, with some additional
24 mitigation, we also had a "no adverse effect."
25           And then, the Long X Bridge itself is a
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1 historic bridge.  And so, with replacing this
2 bridge, there would be an adverse effect to the
3 bridge.
4           So I'll just talk a little bit about
5 Section 4(F).  And Section 4(F) only applies to
6 agencies that are under the U.S. Department of
7 Transportation.
8           So the Federal Highway Administration,
9 the FAA, Federal Transit, Federal Railroad.  And

10 Section 4(F), basically, protects public parks; it
11 protects wildlife and waterfowl refuges; it also
12 protects historic sites.
13           And so, when you work through this
14 process, you basically have a use, and those uses
15 are permanent; temporary; and constructive.
16           And a permanent use to a 4(F) property
17 is, basically, where you would impact that
18 property fully, or you would need a permanent
19 easement.
20           And basically, a good example is, like,
21 with the Long X Bridge, we would have a permanent
22 use to that property.
23           For temporary use, what that means is,
24 maybe, you needed a temporary construction
25 easement.
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1           And so, you're not really providing that
2 much of a use to the property; it's just having
3 that temporary construction easement is all you
4 would need.
5           And then, constructive use is --
6 basically, it's a very high bar to meet
7 constructive use.
8           And what constructive use basically
9 means is:  Is there going to be noise or visual

10 impacts that would completely diminish the use of
11 that property?  And that's really the key, is
12 "diminishing the use of that property."
13           And so, an example that Fed Highway uses
14 all the time is an example of an outdoor
15 amphitheater.
16           If you had an outdoor amphitheater, and
17 you had a two-lane road that exists; and then, you
18 would, basically -- the simulation here -- you
19 would have a four-lane facility.
20           And it gets very, very close to that
21 amphitheater.  And now, you might not be able to
22 hear, you know, the concerts or the plays that go
23 on.  So that would completely diminish the use of
24 that amphitheater.
25           So in a nutshell, why I'm explaining all
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1 this is, throughout this process, we needed to
2 look through the corridor to see which properties
3 met the test of Section 4(F), and which properties
4 did not.
5           So some of the properties that did not
6 meet the test of 4(F) are, basically, the scenic
7 overlooks.  They are used for a transportation
8 facility.
9           Also, the existing easement that Fed

10 Highway and DOT have with the National Park
11 Service:  That easement is for a transportation
12 facility.
13           Also, the easement with the Forest
14 Service for Highway 85 is also for transportation
15 purposes.
16           And then, we also looked at properties
17 that did meet the test of 4(F) such as the Maah
18 Daah Hey Trail and some of the campgrounds, but
19 there was no use.
20           There was no permanent, temporary, or
21 that constructive use of, you know, completely
22 diminishing those properties.
23           So just to quickly summarize as we, kind
24 of, walked through all of these different
25 properties.
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1           And now, specifically, I want to talk
2 about the Long X Bridge.  The Long X Bridge, as I
3 said, is a historic bridge.
4           It's 969 feet long and 16 feet in
5 height.  And some of the reliability issues that
6 Matt mentioned:
7           This bridge has been hit over seven
8 times, and it has closures in regards to that
9 maintenance.

10           I think six overhead cross members have
11 been replaced with this bridge.  And so, we were
12 looking at different ways, either to rehabilitate
13 or what we could do with the bridge.
14           And one of the options that we looked
15 at -- and is not the preferred -- is, basically,
16 making these portals higher:  So 20.6 feet.  And
17 we would have to, then, increase that height for
18 over 20 of the cross members.
19           Well, in 2017, the legislature also
20 increased the gross vehicle weight for Highway 85.
21 And so, with that, the bridge would also need a
22 new deck.
23           And under the DOT design manual, a new
24 deck would mean reconstruction, and you would have
25 to make that bridge wider then.
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1           And so, in consultation with the North
2 Dakota State Historic Preservation Office,
3 widening that bridge would also be an adverse
4 effect.
5           We also looked at an alternative use, as
6 Matt had said.  And that alternative use -- there
7 was just a lot of impacts to wildlife and humans
8 interacting.
9           So the Long X Bridge is also a

10 fracture-critical bridge.  And since this bridge
11 has been hit, basically, that means, if a bridge
12 was hit in the right tension member, you could
13 have failure of the bridge.
14           And this is photo is an actual photo of
15 a bridge where a crane fell off the trailer, and
16 this is a photo of a truss bridge in Washington
17 State where the failure had happened.
18           So to summarize, the Long X Bridge is up
19 for adoption.  And that bridge:  One or more
20 segment is up for adoption.
21           And we would like any inquiries to go to
22 Matt by June 14th.  And DOT will fund the assembly
23 and the transportation of one of those segments up
24 to 100 miles.
25           And preference would be given to public
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1 entities, as well.  So if anyone is interested in
2 the bridge, please get ahold of Matt.
3           With that, I definitely take questions,
4 if anyone has them.  Or else, Matt will, kind of,
5 go through, kind of, the next steps and talk a
6 little bit more about the Long X Bridge
7 construction project.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  One thing I'll just add
9 to Mr. Chinn's question about the utilities -- and

10 like Jen said, you're exactly right.
11           We looked at the impacts of relocating
12 those utilities, but also the impacts of the
13 footprint adjacent.
14           And we do have those outlined in those
15 maps, too, where we show proposed right-of-way;
16 proposed construction easements.
17           We've also tried to outline where we
18 think additional utility easements would also be
19 required.
20           ROGER CHINN:  So they will be pushed out
21 onto the private land?  More impact on private
22 land?
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  Not necessarily.  Maybe
24 in some cases, depending on the utility and what
25 room they need or what they spec.
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1           But when we worked with utility
2 companies, some of them that are in our
3 right-of-way now wanted to be back in the
4 right-of-way again.
5           So you'll see areas on there where there
6 isn't additional utility impacts.  But there are
7 some, you know, the -- we wanted to be able to
8 answer questions like that.
9           We also needed to be able to answer

10 questions like that to our federal partners
11 because they require that environmental analysis
12 on the federal lands, you know.
13           When the Forest Service or the Park
14 Service grants an easement to the DOT, it's for
15 highway purposes only, and we don't have any
16 control over what permits -- or, what utilities
17 get permitted in there.
18           So they wanted a seed analysis of that,
19 and we thought that was good for the whole project
20 corridor.
21           So moving forward, here's some costs.
22 So based on the proposed alternatives, here's the
23 cost estimates that we put together for the
24 project.
25           These are probably lower than what you
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1 saw from us before.  You know, I think, the last
2 time we were in front of the public, our message
3 had been, like, that $800 million to $1 billion
4 for our project.
5           But that was when things were at a
6 really high level.  Now, like I, maybe, said
7 before, we're at a preliminary level of
8 engineering and design of the project.
9           And so, we've refined a lot of what the

10 impacts are; the quantities that are associated
11 with construction materials.
12           We've seen the cost of construction
13 materials go down recently, too.  So these
14 estimates, you know, reflect that.
15           So we're looking at about $480 million
16 for the whole 62-mile project, inclusive of
17 everything, based on the preferred alternatives
18 that we talked about here today.
19           Like I, kind of, alluded to when we were
20 talking about the Long X Bridge project, that
21 project is here at $36 million, with a little bit
22 more because we have some approach roadways coming
23 into that actual project build.
24           So we're probably looking at about
25 $38 million for the Long X Bridge project.  That's
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1 the only segment that has funding identified.
2           And so, we will be working toward trying
3 to do the final design for that segment of the
4 project.  It will be about a mile.
5           So talking about construction segments,
6 our priorities are Long X Bridge here being the
7 first priority; priority two being from the
8 Junction 200 north to Watford City; and then,
9 priority three being from I-94 to the junction at

10 200.
11           Obviously, this would be multiple
12 construction projects over multiple years.  And
13 depending how funding becomes available, if ever,
14 would also help determine what, when, and if these
15 segments would ever be built.
16           Just to talk a little bit more about
17 that priority one segment, the Long X Bridge
18 portion of that:  It's about 1.7 miles --
19 1.75 miles, basically -- of roadway that has to
20 lead into and come out of the bridge.
21           It's, kind of, hard to see because of
22 the detailed drawing, but the project starts down
23 here and goes all the way to just past the park
24 entrance.
25           So like I said, about 1.75 miles of
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1 distance there, with the new -- like we talked
2 about, the new Long X Bridge being built
3 alongside, to the east.
4           The main reason for the length of the
5 project is you have these two curves that come
6 into the bridge.
7           And so, we'll be trying to get the
8 alignment to line up with that new bridge
9 alignment to make those curves the proper radius

10 and safe for the traveling speed.
11           As we talked about, we did have a
12 question, "Is that bridge going to be a four-lane
13 bridge?"
14           And yes, it is.  And, "How are we going
15 to utilize the lanes for that?"
16           So this also, kind of, lines up well
17 with the truck-climbing lanes that are currently
18 there in both directions.
19           Those would be extended to the bridge,
20 so you would have those truck-climbing lanes --
21 basically, your northbound lane starting just
22 before the bridge and extending all the way up.
23           Same with southbound.  The lane starts
24 just south of the park entrance here and extends
25 as you go southbound.
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1           And so, our goal:  You know, we're still
2 working through the environmental process, here.
3 We hope to take all of your input.
4           The public comment period's open until
5 June 25th, so we're looking for comments
6 throughout that period.
7           We'll take all those comments, make
8 adjustments to the environmental document, and
9 work towards getting it finalized.

10           And with -- you know, tentatively, given
11 the fact that we can work through that process and
12 get to a point here -- this is, kind of, our
13 timeline of where we started back in October of
14 2015, with the official Notice of Intent to pursue
15 an environmental impact statement.
16           We've all gone through the agency
17 cooperation, scoping meetings, public alternatives
18 workshops, alternatives development, writing the
19 document.
20           So now, we're down here at the public
21 hearing.  So we're here in May of '18.
22           And so, our next step is to finalize
23 that document and have a crew -- obviously, with
24 all of this input -- processing it all; making
25 revisions; and going through the Federal Highway
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1 process.
2           We're hopeful to get to a point around
3 the fall of this year to finalize the
4 environmental process.
5           And that -- you know, if that schedule
6 seems to hold true, then we would also be moving
7 forward with the Long X Bridge project for 2019
8 construction.
9           And likely, that would be a two-year

10 project, with the bridge being built the first
11 year, the new bridge; and then, the old one
12 probably having to be demoed in the second year,
13 tentatively.
14           So like I said, this is a public
15 hearing.  We're here to take your input and answer
16 questions that you might have or explain more
17 about the project details.
18           We have boards all around, as you
19 probably have had a chance to look at.  If you
20 haven't, I would encourage you to look at those.
21 We have -- the draft environmental documents are
22 here for your review, as well.
23           We have map books of all of the actual
24 limits of construction and proposed easements and
25 right-of-ways that are proposed at this point,
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1 based on preliminary engineering.
2           It gives -- it might not be the exact
3 footprint when we go to final design, but it gives
4 a good characterization of what it would look
5 like.
6           So, like I said, the other part is that
7 we're in the middle of the public hearing -- the
8 public comment process.
9           So, you know, we don't necessarily have

10 to have your comments here tonight, but we
11 encourage you all to think about this project and
12 have conversations about it and provide your
13 comments to us.
14           So there's several ways you can do that.
15 You can e-mail me at this e-mail at
16 dotus85@nd.gov.
17           We have comment forms that you can fill
18 out and you can leave here.  You can take those
19 comment forms home and mail those to me.
20           We also have a website.  The project
21 website has a lot of the information that you've
22 previously seen.
23           After we have these public hearings,
24 we'll update it again with some of the materials
25 that were presented here so you'll have all of
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1 that information.
2           The draft EIS is out on that website, as
3 well.  And there's also a commenting box that you
4 can just type comments right into on the website
5 and submit those.  And those will come to me, as
6 well.
7           So with that -- like we, kind of,
8 established here -- if you have any questions or
9 comments, please state your name.  And then, let's

10 hear it.
11           TERESA KESSEL:  Teresa Kessel.  I'm just
12 curious:  If there's no one adopting the bridge,
13 are you going to totally destroy it, then?
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  The short answer is
15 "yes."  So as Jen said, we are -- part of our
16 plan, since it's a historic bridge, we have worked
17 with the State Historic Preservation Office on a
18 mitigation plan for this alternative.
19           So it's, kind of, a two-phased approach.
20 And so, the first phase is:  It's up for adoption.
21 If anyone's interested, please let me know --
22 interested in a segment of it.
23           But we have had some people call and
24 interested in it.  And if we can find a good home
25 for it with an owner that's willing to take on the

Page 77

1 structure and, basically, preserve some of the
2 shape of that truss -- and it doesn't necessarily
3 even have to be put into use as a bridge.  It
4 could just sit there as an example of a Warren
5 through-truss.
6           If that happens, we'll do some minimal
7 documentation to meet that historic
8 preservation -- the historic documentation
9 requirements, and that would be our mitigation

10 plan.
11           Now, we understand that the size of this
12 bridge does not necessarily lend itself to being
13 adopted because, you know, as Jen said, our
14 commitment is to delivering the bridge
15 disassembled to someone, so they're going to have
16 to put it back together.
17           They're going to have to put it on a
18 foundation, and they're going to have to put some
19 sort of deck on it if they actually intend to use
20 it.
21           So there's a lot of cost involved with
22 that, so we assume that the likelihood would be
23 very low that someone would want to adopt the
24 bridge and take on that cost, bear that cost.
25           So we're very upfront with the Historic
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1 Preservation Office to say that this is not
2 likely.
3           So in the event that nobody adopts a
4 segment of this bridge, we have a more robust
5 documentation process that we're going to go
6 through.
7           And we're going to do a full
8 professional document on the Long X Bridge as well
9 as the Roosevelt Bridge, and probably incorporate

10 some of the old crossings -- the ferries -- some
11 of that information in one comprehensive report.
12 We'll work on, like, a 3D scan of the bridge so we
13 have that model that can be used.
14           We would work on an interpretive panel
15 that you see around the country in North Dakota
16 now to, kind of, explain the history of the bridge
17 somewhere, probably, at one of the scenic
18 overlooks.
19           We have several things like that.  I
20 think we would reproduce some of the bridge
21 information on a mylar documentation so it's more
22 preserved for posterity, as well as doing some --
23 we have some outreach tools.
24           We have a thing called a Bridge Send
25 Trunk (phonetic) that we can send out bridge
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1 information on.  We would update that with some
2 more information about Long X.
3           So basically, doing a much more robust
4 documentation is our mitigation plan if we can't
5 preserve an actual piece of the truss somehow.
6           TERESA KESSEL:  Thank you.
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  So that was the long
8 answer to that question.
9           AUDIENCE MEMBER:  I liked "yes" better.

10           JEN TURNBOW:  You know, Matt, one
11 question that we had earlier is:  All of these
12 maps that we have back here, they are also on the
13 DOT's webpage, and they're in Appendix Letter C.
14           So just so everyone knows, you can go to
15 the DOT's webpage and download those maps, as
16 well.
17           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
18           JEN TURNBOW:  So there was a question.
19 I just thought that everyone might want to know
20 that.
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, yup.  They're
22 right in the environmental document, in the
23 appendices.  Yes?
24           JULIE REIS:  Julie Reis from Fairfield.
25 I noticed on your National Park Service and Forest
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1 Service lands, there was a notation about
2 mitigating and lessening the effects of the
3 noxious weeds.  It was a bullet up there.
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup, I'm following you.
5           JULIE REIS:  Okay.  So is there efforts,
6 though, as far as the entire project in making
7 sure we minimize that kind of impact?
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  That's a good comment.
9 That's actually one that we got yesterday, too.

10 And we haven't really --
11           JULIE REIS:  There's a lot of leafy
12 spurge where you're going to be working, and I
13 don't think there's private landowners who are
14 going to want that, so --
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, right.  No, I
16 think that's a good comment, and that's something
17 that we're going to take into consideration.
18           You know, the federal agencies have very
19 specific requirements on the -- basically, it
20 boils down to equipment hygiene.
21           They basically say that you can't bring
22 in equipment that's got any dirt that has any
23 potential to be carrying seed-bearing material on
24 it.
25           And so, you have to have it
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1 pressure-washed and cleaned before you bring it
2 onto federal land.
3           We typically haven't had that
4 requirement on private land in the past, but we
5 thought that that was a good comment that we
6 received yesterday, as well.
7           JULIE REIS:  Maybe the source of some of
8 the materials can be -- you know, I know that
9 there was a certain area where we had gotten it

10 before.
11           So I'm not sure where your sources come
12 from, but if there's any checking into -- you
13 know, seeing what materials can come from a pretty
14 healthy source of material.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  That's another good
16 point, and that's something that the federal
17 agencies require, as well, too, is that you do an
18 inspection of your materials source site, whether
19 that's gravel or borrowed material or whatever.
20           But that makes a lot of sense:  To have
21 those types of precautions on private land, as
22 well.
23           We typically, in the past, have dealt
24 with that more reactively than proactively.  We'd
25 say, "Okay.  Once a project is built, you know, we
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1 have a commitment to control the weeds within the
2 right-of-way."
3           But if we can eliminate them from
4 getting there, I think that that would be a much
5 more proactive approach.
6           JULIE REIS:  We've got a lot of leafy
7 spurge in our state.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  I've been noticing that
9 today, actually.

10           JULIE REIS:  You need to talk to your
11 weed sprayers.
12           MATT LINNEMAN:  I see that they sprayed
13 some out by Painted Canyon, so that's good.  I'm
14 sure there's some more questions out there.
15           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh.  The thought
16 occurred to me, you know, if I adopted that
17 bridge, and you'll haul it for 100 miles, that
18 that's within the distance of a scrap yard in
19 Dickinson.
20           MATT LINNEMAN:  Well, you know, that's
21 a -- in all seriousness, that's a good point,
22 though.  And that's --
23           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  You know, the thought
24 occurred to me, unless you've got some
25 preconditions and so forth --
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
2           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  -- in doing a process
3 like that.  And then, another point is possibly --
4 just in recognition of the bridge having a
5 history, you know, you could do a historical
6 thing, like north of the -- right by the park
7 entrance.
8           You know, they've got a little
9 historical thing on one of the early pioneers in

10 the area, you know, that got in a wreck, you
11 know --
12           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.
13           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  -- on a horse.  And,
14 you know, a thing like that could be done as a
15 recognition without the cost of doing what you're
16 saying.
17           VONNE TARNAVSKY:  But somebody has to
18 adopt it.
19           MORRIS TARNAVSKY:  Oh.  Somebody would
20 have to adopt that, too.
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.  But you bring up
22 a good point, which is that, if someone is willing
23 to adopt it -- other than the costs that I, kind
24 of, outlined before -- they also would have to
25 enter into an agreement with the North Dakota DOT,
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1 Federal Highway, and the State Historic
2 Preservation Office, basically committing to
3 preserving that truss for use.  Yeah, you can't
4 adopt it and take it to the scrapyard.  Yeah?
5           STACEY SWANSON:  Stacey Swanson.  I was
6 just wondering about the bridge.  Could the bridge
7 be reused -- you know, maybe on the county road
8 system -- or has it been hit too many times for it
9 to be reused?

10           MATT LINNEMAN:  Once again, the short
11 answer would be, "Yes, it could be."
12           Now, like you said, it comes with the
13 same thing.  As it comes apart, you've got to take
14 the deck off of it; you'd have to have new
15 foundations put in place; put a new deck back on
16 it.
17           So -- yes.  But it could be.  And we've
18 had some conversations with some other -- not
19 Billings County, but other local, you know, cities
20 and counties that have had some interest.
21           Most people have been looking at it from
22 a trail perspective rather than a highway one.
23 But it could be reused as a highway bridge again,
24 yup.
25           STACEY SWANSON:  How expensive?
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1           MATT LINNEMAN:  How expensive?
2           STACEY SWANSON:  Yeah.
3           MATT LINNEMAN:  I don't -- it's hard
4 to -- it depends on how the use would be.  Like I
5 said, if you want to put traffic on it, then
6 you're actually looking at putting a foundation;
7 the abutments, depending on what kind of span you
8 want; what modifications you would have to it; how
9 long you want it; putting a concrete deck back on

10 it.  I mean, you're on the scale of millions of
11 dollars, I guess, is the point.
12           JEN TURNBOW:  There's a question right
13 there in the back.
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup?  Yes, sir?
15           MERLE JOST:  Have you -- Merle Jost,
16 Grassy Butte again.  Have you identified a policy
17 as far as hay in the ditches goes?
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  As far as hay in the
19 ditches, we would follow the same policy that we
20 use on the other divided highways.
21           So it's that the adjacent landowner has
22 the haying rights for the right-of-way in those
23 areas.
24           So it wouldn't be like the interstate;
25 it would be like other -- like exactly how 85 is
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1 now today.
2           MERLE JOST:  Does that include the
3 median?
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  That's a good question.
5 I don't have that answer off the top of my head.
6 I don't know if we allow haying in the median
7 on --
8           I know we don't on the interstate.  I
9 don't know about how they handle Highway 2 or 83.

10 I don't think they allow haying on the median.
11 Cory, that's what you're saying?
12           CORY LAWSON:  Yeah.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.
14           CORY LAWSON:  From what I understand, we
15 don't allow haying.
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, yup.  I don't
17 think they allow haying in the median.  Well, I'll
18 give you another last call out there for questions
19 or comments.
20           You know, there's representatives;
21 obviously, there's Jen and I.  Maybe some of you
22 would like to talk to our team members from KLJ
23 and the DOT here.
24           So I encourage you, if you have other
25 questions or details you want to get into or look
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1 at, please find one of us to have a conversation
2 with.  We'll be here until 8:00 o'clock tonight.
3           MIKE HUFFINGTON:  Liz can take them
4 one-on-one, too, if anyone has any questions.
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup.  That's a good
6 point.  If you want to just have comments recorded
7 directly into the record, you're welcome to come
8 talk with Liz here after the group meeting, and
9 she'll take comments that way, too.  Any other

10 conversation?  Okay.  Thanks, everybody, for
11 coming.
12           (Whereupon, the public hearing concluded
13 at 8:00 p.m.)
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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19:25 24:19
32:6 35:8,9
37:23,25 68:17
70:9,12 73:16
82:6 84:17

webpage 79:13
79:15

website 49:19
75:20,21 76:2
76:4

weed 82:11
weeds 80:3 82:1
weight 12:13,14

66:20
welcome 5:15

87:7
went 33:23

40:13,14,25
41:2 55:7 59:2

west 15:22 46:13
westbound 17:8

17:13
wetlands 60:8
wide 10:11,11

27:13 28:9
widening 67:3

wider 26:11
66:25

width 9:16
21:14 32:9
53:3

wilderness 57:7
57:11

wildlife 13:19
21:21,24 22:4
22:6,23,24
23:7,18 26:5
26:19 27:10,20
27:21 28:1,18
28:24 30:1
44:14,14,16
55:16 63:11
67:7

willing 21:20
76:25 83:22

Williston 20:23
28:20 29:11,25

wit 3:3
wondering

27:17 46:10
51:13 84:6

work 4:24 16:9
20:7 28:15
37:19 38:8,11
41:8 47:9
57:18 58:1,18
58:19 60:11
63:13 73:9,11
78:12,14

worked 17:20
39:3 57:19
58:24 60:7,25
61:8 69:1
76:16

working 3:22,25
17:22 43:8,13
62:11 71:2
73:2 80:12

works 20:8
58:11
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0
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120 22:16 61:14
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27:11
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126.1 22:18 28:5
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12:13
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20-foot 20:16

31:21
20-foot-wide

20:21 45:14
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71:10
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2011 35:10
2015 73:14
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3
30 1:5,14 7:16

43:6 45:21
34 43:12
36 70:21
38 70:25
3D 78:12

4
4(F) 63:5,5,10

63:16 65:3,6
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40 45:21
404 60:12
45 18:11 52:21
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18:22
480 70:15

5
5-foot 36:2
5:26 1:15 3:3
50 9:23
51 88:4,16
58102 88:17

6
60 28:9 32:8
62 16:10
62-mile 70:16
65-mile-an-ho...

21:6 46:2

7
70 16:6
73 38:19

8
8:00 87:2,13
800 70:3
80s 40:12
83 10:2 15:16

16:8 46:23
86:9

84 15:20
85 1:3 3:18 7:14

7:18 10:2
11:16 18:25
28:21 29:11
33:10 43:11
50:18 65:14
66:20 85:25

87 88:6

9
9-085(085)075

1:4
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               PUBLIC INPUT HEARING

---------------------------------------------------
                              )
                              )
U.S. Highway 85               )
                              )
I-94 to Watford City Bypass   )   9-085(085)075
                              )
(McKenzie County Road 30)     )   PCN 20046
                              )
                              )
                              )
------------------------------

                   TRANSCRIPT

                        OF

               PUBLIC INPUT HEARING

                   MAY 31, 2018

                    5:26 p.m.

TAKEN AT:  WATFORD CITY -- CITY HALL
           213 2nd Street NE
           Watford City, North Dakota

HEARING OFFICERS:   MATT LINNEMAN
                    JEN TURNBOW

REPORTED BY:        ELIZABETH H. LUNDQUIST
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1               A P P E A R A N C E S
2
3
4 PRESENTERS:
5 MATT LINNEMAN
6 JEN TURNBOW
7
8
9

10 PUBLIC COMMENTERS:
11 ROB SAND
12 JAN SWENSON
13 EUGENE FEDORENKO
14 DOUG NORDBY
15 MARINA CARRILLO
16 MICHAEL JONES
17 DAN RICHMOND
18 STEVE STENEHJEM
19 MIKE KOPP
20 CAL KLEWIN
21 AARON PELTON
22 ROGER CHINN
23
24
25
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1      WHEREUPON,
2           the following proceedings were had at
3 5:33 p.m., to wit:
4           MATT LINNEMAN:  Welcome, everyone.
5 We're going to get the presentation started here
6 in a minute or two.
7           So if you want to find a seat, or if you
8 want to keep looking at the materials or talking
9 to some of our people from the DOT or KLJ, you're

10 welcome to do that, as well.
11           All right.  Like I said, welcome,
12 everybody.  Thanks for coming out tonight here for
13 our public hearing for the U.S. Highway 85 project
14 between I-94 and the Watford City bypass.
15           This project:  We've been working on it
16 for about three years.  The DOT is, kind of,
17 leading the effort of putting together a draft
18 environmental impact statement and following an
19 environmental impact statement process, under the
20 regulations that Federal Highway has set forth,
21 Federal Highway being our lead federal agency in
22 this process.
23           We have -- the DOT has contracted with
24 KLJ Engineering to help do the analysis and many
25 of the studies and writing of the documents, so we
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1 have representatives, like I said, from KLJ and
2 the DOT here tonight.
3           My name is Matt Linneman.  I'm from the
4 DOT.  I'm the project manager for this project.
5 And Jen Turnbow from KLJ will be helping me
6 present to all of you tonight about the project.
7           So the draft of the environmental impact
8 statement is out for public comment and review,
9 and that's one of the main reasons we're here

10 today, is to raise your awareness about that that
11 document is available.
12           It's on the DOT website.  We're going to
13 talk about some of the things that are included in
14 that document here; try to give you a snapshot of
15 that.
16           We have about an hour's worth of
17 presentation here today, but you don't have to
18 just listen to us talk.
19           We want to hear your input.  We want to,
20 like I said, let you know that the comment period
21 is open.
22           This is one of the means and methods you
23 have to provide comments on the project, so we're
24 here to have that today.
25           You can ask questions as we go.  We can
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1 have this -- this can be very informal, and we can
2 have a conversation and answer questions as we go
3 here, and we'll be happy to do that.
4           We do have a court reporter.  Liz is
5 here to transcribe the proceedings here so we can
6 make sure that we capture your comments.
7           Hopefully, you have all signed in today.
8 We have a public participation survey that we
9 would highly encourage you to fill out.

10           It's optional; it's voluntary.  But it
11 gives us good information -- both the DOT and
12 Federal Highway -- about who attends these
13 meetings; making sure that we're getting the
14 community and the people who live in the these
15 communities covered; that our outreach is good to
16 get everybody here.
17           And it helps us make sure that we
18 maintain our eligibility for federal funding, so I
19 would encourage you to take the time to fill out
20 one of those surveys.
21           Those are anonymous surveys.  You can
22 leave those in the comment card basket or you can
23 send those in by mail.
24           Along with that, there was a flyer and a
25 sign-in sheet.  Please make sure that you signed
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1 in if you didn't have an opportunity to do that so
2 we know who attended here today.
3           And there's also comment cards so you
4 can write your comments that you have about the
5 project today.
6           You can hand those in at the basket, or
7 you can mail those in later.  You can e-mail your
8 comments to me.
9           You can come up afterwards and talk to

10 Liz directly, and she'll take down your comments.
11 So there's many ways for you to submit your
12 comments in.
13           We also have a comment box on our
14 website.  You can just type in your comments, and
15 they'll get sent directly to us.
16           So I, kind of, covered it quickly, but
17 why are we here today?  Like I said, this is a
18 public hearing.
19           We're having a series of three meetings.
20 We were in Belfield two nights ago; we were in
21 Fairfield last night; and now, we're here in
22 Watford City to tell the story about the project
23 and give you an idea of where we're going; what
24 the project is for.
25           Why are we even proposing the project?

Page 7

1 What's the purpose of it?  What are the needs that
2 we're trying to meet by having a big project like
3 this?
4           We want to talk about how we looked at
5 and developed alternatives for the project and
6 what are the preferred alternatives.
7           That's really what we're going to focus
8 on.  That's, kind of, the meat of this
9 presentation, is:  What has been identified as

10 being the preferred alternative; and what are the
11 impacts associated with that preferred
12 alternative; and what do those things mean to the
13 public and the landowners and to our agency
14 partners?
15           We'll talk a little bit more about the
16 Long X Bridge and that project as, kind of, its
17 own standalone-type project.
18           And also, some of the impacts associated
19 with the Long X Bridge and how we got to making
20 the decision for that preferred alternative, as
21 well.
22           And then, like I said, one of the other
23 main reasons that we're here today in Watford
24 City, like we've been in the other communities, is
25 to hear your input; to hear your concerns, your
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1 questions, and to have that conversation.
2           So why are we doing the project?  The
3 purpose and need are the terminology we need.  So
4 just another quick recap of what the project is.
5           It's a 62-mile project:  The roadway
6 expansion of U.S. Highway 85 between I-94 and what
7 we call the Watford City bypass where, basically,
8 the four-laning starts that goes from Watford City
9 to Williston.

10           We've used -- we tried to incorporate
11 flexible design alternatives into the development
12 of this project to minimize impacts to natural
13 resources, cultural resources, and what I'll call
14 social resources such as homes and residences and
15 businesses.
16           We're also looking at options to either
17 rehabilitate or replace the Long X Bridge to, you
18 know, produce a reliable crossing of the Little
19 Missouri River.
20           And so, we've looked at all those
21 concepts inside, like I said, an environmental
22 impact statement, following Federal Highway's
23 process as our lead federal agency and our partner
24 in this document.
25           We've also had three participating
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1 agencies be involved in the development of this
2 project.
3           Those participating agencies -- sorry,
4 "cooperating agencies" is the better terminology.
5 That's what it says, right?
6           "Cooperating":  There's some nuance to
7 what those things mean.  But basically, they're
8 cooperating agencies because they have some
9 approval over the project, whether that might be

10 permitting or granting of easements on federal
11 lands.
12           So those agencies include the National
13 Park Service, the U.S. Forest Service, and the
14 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.
15           So purpose and need:  One of the -- so
16 there's several bulletpoints here, and I'll, kind
17 of, walk through each of those.
18           So the social demands and the economic
19 development:  That's happened in the area in
20 western North Dakota because of oil and gas
21 development.
22           You've had, you know, an influx of
23 people; an influx of economic activity.  The
24 industry, obviously, is alive and strong.
25           And it's come with an increase in truck
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1 traffic as well as car traffic, and we want to be
2 able to address those and meet the needs that they
3 have.
4           You know, specifically looking at Long X
5 Bridge, there's a lot of oversized loads that need
6 to move through there.
7           We've had a lot of "extra-legal"-type
8 loads that have hit that bridge and caused us to
9 have to close it so that we lose the reliability

10 of having the roadway open.
11           Especially, you know, when the roadway's
12 closed, you've got to go 50 miles of indirection
13 to get to where you want to go.
14           Obviously, there's agricultural users in
15 the area that have been here for a long time.  We
16 have all the great recreational facilities in
17 western North Dakota with the federal lands and
18 the Badlands.
19           And like I said, with all of that
20 development, the population increased, so you have
21 all these different users out on the roadway, as
22 well.
23           So you have the ag users, the ag
24 producers; the oil and gas industry and the loads
25 that go with that; as well as, you know, tourists
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1 and recreational users and local recreational
2 users that are all trying to use the same roadway
3 facility to do the things that they want to do.
4           So you have this mix of users.  We need
5 to make sure that we have a facility that fully
6 meets all of their needs and can transport them
7 safely up and down the corridor.
8           One of the other purposes for the
9 project is system linkage.  So what does that

10 mean?
11           So we have a four-lane network of
12 highways in the state.  Obviously, we have a whole
13 network of interstates; U.S. highways; state
14 highways.  But we have the four-lane network
15 highlighted in yellow on the map here.
16           And Highway 85 between the four-lane
17 facility at I-94 and the four-lane facility here
18 in Watford City:  We're looking to make that
19 connecting link so that we link up that four-lane
20 system and provide a good means to -- a good, safe
21 way to safely move people and goods.
22           Safety:  You know, Jen will talk about
23 this a little bit, but one of the overriding
24 comments that we've gotten as we've come to the
25 public in our development of this project is that
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1 there's a need for a safer facility out there.
2 And so, we really want to try to address that.
3           So, you know, the proposed project tries
4 to address that by providing more safe passing
5 opportunities; having wider shoulders if you need
6 to pull off if you have trouble or a broke-down
7 vehicle; or for law enforcement to enforce traffic
8 laws:  That there's the ability to do that; as
9 well as the clearance to roadside safety hazards

10 and obstacles.
11           The capacity/traffic volumes:  With all
12 of that development that I just talked about,
13 there's, obviously, an increase in traffic, and
14 how we've been able to meet those demands.
15           And as we look at projects like this, we
16 forecast traffic out 20 to 25 years.  So we were
17 looking at year 2040 forecasted traffic, and how
18 do we handle that demand.
19           So by the time you get to year 2040, you
20 have a lot more traffic on the road that's going
21 to break down the -- when I say "break down," the
22 capacity and the congestion will come to a place
23 where the service that you would expect on that
24 roadway and the speeds that you would want to
25 travel aren't going to be able to be met anymore,
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1 so that's the other reason for this expansion
2 proposal.
3           And it would also provide passing
4 opportunities where there's very few on the
5 roadway.
6           And if you have clear sight distance,
7 there's usually other reasons why you shouldn't
8 pass.  So we'll try to meet those needs.
9           Transportation demand and the roadway

10 classification:  U.S. Highway 85 has several
11 different classifications that it fits into.
12           First of all, it's on the National
13 Highway System, so that's designated by U.S. DOT
14 and Federal Highway as, you know, being important
15 for the nation:  For the economy of the nation,
16 for defense of the nation, and for mobility of
17 people.
18           In North Dakota, as a state, we classify
19 this roadway as an interregional corridor, which
20 means that it needs to have a high level of
21 reliability to move freight as well as people.
22           And it's also -- during the last
23 legislative session, they had designated a new
24 129,000-pound gross vehicle weight network, and
25 Highway 85 is part of that.  So we must be able to
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1 carry higher gross vehicle weights on this
2 corridor.
3           It's also designated as part of the
4 Ports-to-Plains Alliance, with a national
5 coalition of very interested stakeholders trying
6 to create this connected corridor from Canada to
7 Mexico.
8           That's what you can see on this map,
9 with this segment of it being part of the Theodore

10 Roosevelt Expressway.
11           Slope stability and landslides:
12 Obviously, in the Badlands area, there's a lot of
13 soil types that are not, maybe, the most conducive
14 for building a highway on top of.
15           And so, we have, you know, some
16 stability issues out there, as well as with the
17 roadway itself; as well as some of the back slope
18 areas, or the areas directly adjacent to the
19 roadway.
20           We just want to make sure, just like we
21 talked a little bit about with the Long X Bridge,
22 that we have a reliable roadway that's always, you
23 know, able to be open and maintained so people can
24 count on that roadway being available.
25           So we've taken that into consideration
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1 and made sure that we address those in the
2 preliminary engineering analysis of this project.
3           Ecological connectivity:  There's some
4 very important habitat types that are adjacent to
5 the roadway with the Badlands as well as the
6 prairie landscape along this area.
7           So, you know, with many users, there's
8 more traffic; more truck traffic.  With animals
9 moving through the system, we want to try to

10 reduce those animal wildlife-vehicle collisions on
11 the roadway.
12           So we've incorporated some features as
13 we've been developing this project to try to limit
14 that with a wildlife crossing system and an
15 exclusionary fencing system that we'll talk a
16 little bit more about, as well as provide the
17 connection to that habitat for those types of
18 species so that they can -- so that the roadway
19 doesn't become a barrier for their use of that
20 landscape.
21           So that's why we're proposing this
22 project.  That's what we're trying -- that's the
23 purpose we're trying to fulfill and the needs that
24 we're trying to meet.
25           So based on that purpose and need, we
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1 looked at a wide range of alternatives and options
2 for the project.  How can we best meet all of
3 those needs?  What are the ideas out there?
4           So we went through a process where we
5 talked and brainstormed all the ideas of how we
6 could achieve those goals.
7           We came to the public for input on that,
8 both on the scoping of the purpose and need as
9 well as the alternatives that we need to consider

10 for this project.
11           After we had that huge list, I would
12 say, of ideas, we started narrowing that down
13 through a screening process; through a screening
14 methodology.
15           And we narrowed it down to the point of
16 how do those -- they have to meet the test of
17 meeting the needs of this project and the purpose
18 that we just described.
19           And then, we would formalize those in
20 our environmental document that's out for your
21 review of different alternatives for the overall
22 roadway corridor; and then, different options for
23 certain features on the project.
24           That's what we'll -- we'll talk about
25 those in some detail here.  That's what a lot of
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1 our boards and what our maps here that we have as
2 other exhibits here for you to look at and talk
3 with us about are really detailing.
4           So we'll start with the roadway section
5 and the roadway alternative.  So our preferred
6 alternative is the four-lane, divided, depressed
7 median alternative.
8           So this is the alternative that
9 encompasses, in general, the whole 62 miles of the

10 project.
11           Now, there's several areas where that
12 doesn't exactly work, and we were employing those
13 flexible design options to minimize our impacts as
14 we go, and we'll talk about each of those as we
15 go.
16           But a little bit more on this
17 alternative is that -- like I said, it's very
18 similar to what you would see with U.S. Highway 2
19 in North Dakota or U.S. Highway 83 between
20 Bismarck and Minot.
21           We would use the existing roadway as it
22 is there for one of the bounds and then build a
23 new roadbed alongside to handle the other
24 direction of traffic.
25           And that -- what side that it's on
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1 moves -- flips back and forth as you go up and
2 down the project.
3           And the main purpose for that was to try
4 to, you know, minimize those impacts again.  With
5 this roadway design, it would be a 70-mile-an-hour
6 speed limit, so that's consistent with what U.S. 2
7 and 83 are.
8           Talking a little bit -- this is, kind
9 of, starting south to north as we walk through the

10 project.
11           The way the four lanes would start would
12 be at the junction of I-94.  The north ramps of
13 the interchange would serve as the point where
14 those ramps -- those lanes start and stop.
15           So if you're a westbound traveler and
16 you want to come northbound, as you exit that
17 ramp, you would just turn -- take a right turn
18 right into the new lane.  The new lane would just
19 pick up right here.
20           Same as your southbound.  Your
21 southbound lane would be, basically, turned into a
22 dedicated right-turn lane to go westbound.
23           Or if you're in the through-lane, stay
24 on the inside lanes and go across the bridge.  The
25 bridge would stay, essentially, in the same
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1 configuration that it is today, with that width
2 and a stripe, basically, as a three-lane section
3 with center turn lanes.
4           At Fairfield, here's one of those
5 special areas I was talking about.  The community
6 of Fairfield is split by U.S. Highway 85.
7           So we had several options.  A couple of
8 those looked at going around Fairfield.  But in
9 consultation with the members of the community

10 there, through some stakeholder meetings as well
11 as with the Billings County Commission, Billings
12 County had made their position official that they
13 like the -- what we called option "FF1," which is
14 staying on the existing alignment in Fairfield.
15           We'll create an urban-type roadway
16 section with curb and gutter so we can lower the
17 elevation of the roadway and make our footprint
18 pretty small and minimize the amount of impacts we
19 have to homes and businesses through the community
20 of Fairfield.
21           The center median would be 12 feet wide
22 and would also act as a shared left-turn lane or a
23 dedicated left-turn lane as you're turning into
24 the county road there at Fairfield.
25           The speed limit in Fairfield is 45 miles
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1 an hour today, and it would remain as 45 miles an
2 hour.
3           And basically, that roadway section,
4 that urban curb and gutter-type section, would
5 correlate, pretty much, to where the
6 45-mile-an-hour speed limit is.
7           Continuing north along the project, as
8 you get to the junction of Highway 200, we looked
9 at a couple alternatives -- basically, a standard

10 roadway intersection and a roundabout design --
11 and the preferred alternative is a roundabout.
12           So we have, you know, several
13 roundabouts now in the state highway system in
14 North Dakota.
15           This one would be a little bit unique in
16 that we have four lanes, you know, traveling
17 through the roundabout north to south.
18           So that's a little bit of a unique
19 feature.  But Highway 200, coming from the west,
20 would handle that traffic.
21           So, you know, the main reason for
22 looking at the roundabout as a preferred
23 alternative is safety.
24           Roundabouts have been proven to
25 eliminate the serious injury and fatality-type
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1 crashes because you eliminate the head-to-head or
2 the t-bone-type crashes from the intersection, you
3 know.
4           Any of the conflict points you have in a
5 roundabout are all merging types so you have more
6 of a glancing, merging-type incident if you have a
7 crash there.
8           Another reason is for the capacity of
9 the intersection.  In the current traffic

10 conditions, you know, a standard intersection
11 would be okay.
12           At some point in the future, before we
13 would get to our projected traffic here of 2040,
14 we would have to install a signal -- a traffic
15 signal there.
16           And so, it was felt that it would be
17 much more preferrable to have a roundabout than
18 having to actually stop traffic at that
19 intersection.
20           We've got a lot of input on the
21 roundabout from getting large loads through a
22 roundabout as being a potential issue.
23           And we have had comments on that and
24 have thought about some of those things,
25 especially at the North Dakota DOT as a whole as

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PAGE

G-118

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046

Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota U.S. HIGHWAY 85



5/31/2018

701-237-0275
Doug Ketcham & Associates

7 (Pages 22 to 25)

Page 22

1 far as how do we make sure that we safely move
2 loads through there and those mix of users that I
3 was talking about.
4           So there's design details that we can
5 get into.  One of the things that are shown on
6 this graphic is the inside truck apron.
7           You know, it has that low and mountable
8 curb so, if a truck needs to, it can run its
9 wheels up on that.

10           There's other things we can do to ensure
11 that the cross slopes and that the radius all are
12 adequate for the traffic needs to traverse around
13 the roundabout.
14           Continuing north on the project corridor
15 would be the Badlands area:  About seven or
16 eight miles as you traverse through the Badlands.
17           We recognize -- we got a lot of comments
18 from the public about how special of an area the
19 Badlands is.
20           We tried to do the best to reduce our
21 footprint through there with the roadway, but
22 still meeting the purposes and need of the
23 project.
24           So through the Badlands, we would narrow
25 the roadway section down to what we call a divided
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1 flush median design with a 20-foot-wide flush
2 median.
3           So this is -- actually, there's a
4 picture right here.  This is a picture of the
5 actual roadway between Watford City and Williston
6 here.
7           So it would match that same roadway
8 section.  So like I said, that allows -- that
9 roadway design, as well as a few retaining walls

10 appropriately placed, would allow us to minimize
11 our footprint through the Badlands.
12           And the speed limit would be reduced by
13 five miles an hour, so we'd get to that
14 65-mile-an-hour speed limit, similar to -- exactly
15 what we have between Watford City and Williston.
16           Scenic overlooks:  As you go through the
17 Badlands, there are three scenic overlooks.  Those
18 would be maintained.  The outside width, the
19 outside edge wouldn't go -- get pushed out any
20 farther.
21           We'd utilize that existing width that's
22 there today and use some striping to try to help
23 channelize both vehicles pulling in as well as
24 traffic parking to put them in the right spot so
25 that users can have a spot to pull over and enjoy
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1 the scenery.  So all three of those would be
2 maintained.
3           I'll allude a little bit to the wildlife
4 crossing system that's also focused on the
5 Badlands and that Badlands habitat type.
6           And so, what it would consist of is a
7 length of exclusionary fencing that goes through
8 the Badlands area to keep wildlife off of the
9 roadway.

10           So in the -- I'll call it the southern
11 Badlands segment, about potentially half of it,
12 there would be an eight-foot-tall wildlife
13 exclusionary fence on both sides of the road.
14           That fence would, then, funnel animals
15 to a wildlife crossing here at reference
16 point 122.5.
17           What does reference point 122.5 mean?
18 "Reference point" is terminology that we use at
19 the DOT.
20           It's the same as the milepoint or the
21 mile marker.  So basically, it means that it's a
22 half a mile north of mile marker 122, so it's just
23 a way that we can reference the roadway system to
24 say where we're at.
25           So the better terminology:  About a mile
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1 and a half as you get into the Badlands would be
2 the location of this crossing.
3           About halfway down, that fence would
4 transition to a taller fence:  To a ten-foot-high
5 fence with Big Horn sheep being more of the target
6 species.
7           And a wildlife crossing here at -- about
8 a half a mile south of Long X Bridge; and then,
9 Long X Bridge itself would serve as a wildlife

10 undercrossing.  So all three of those would be
11 crossings that go underneath the roadway.
12           A little bit more detail on that:  This
13 is a rendering of the underpass, the first one in
14 the southern Badlands.
15           Essentially, that would consist of, more
16 or less, a rectangular opening about 10 feet tall
17 and about 20 feet wide, more targeting deer
18 species and other small mammals that would want to
19 cross through the roadway.
20           At the location -- about a half a mile
21 south of Long X Bridge, that one would be a little
22 bit bigger opening.
23           Like I said, we would have a taller
24 fence and a bigger opening more targeted toward
25 Big Horn sheep and trying to get them to use this
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1 type of undercrossing.
2           There's two pictures here.  We haven't
3 really decided on a structure type yet, other than
4 just that we need an opening.  That opening would
5 be approximately 15 feet tall and approximately
6 60 feet wide.
7           And so, the top is an actual picture of
8 a wildlife crossing just south of Williston -- or,
9 south of the Lewis and Clark Bridge, south of

10 Williston.
11           So that one is one.  Well, I think it's
12 got water running through it right now; right,
13 Jen?
14           JEN TURNBOW:  (Nods head.)
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  But for the most part,
16 it's meant as a wildlife crossing, but it does
17 have some benefits when the water flows through
18 it, too.
19           So that's a standard bridge type of
20 construction with the retaining walls.  And then,
21 this bottom picture is more of a precast concrete
22 style -- concrete arch, essentially, type of
23 structure.
24           So both would serve similar functions.
25 It's just a matter of making a structure selection
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1 type for when the time comes for final design of
2 the project.
3           With that fencing system, inevitably, no
4 matter how foolproof you think it is, wildlife is
5 going to get inside.
6           They're going to get stuck on the
7 roadway side.  So how do they get back out?  And
8 so, this is a picture of a jump-out, as it's
9 called.

10           This is an actual picture of one of the
11 jump-outs on U.S. Highway 85, south of Williston,
12 in the Lewis and Clark Management Area.
13           And so, the idea here is that animals
14 caught in the roadway will be looking for a way
15 out.
16           So they're going to traverse along that
17 fence line in either direction.  When they get to
18 this, there's a cross fence here that will,
19 hopefully, direct them to, then, jump back out.
20           This will be an open spot in the fence.
21 The reason that it's a jump-out is that we've got
22 to keep animals from coming back in through here,
23 too.
24           So hopefully, this is tall enough that
25 animals can't jump in, and that's what this kind
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1 of crossbar is here, too.
2           So smaller mammals can go underneath and
3 jump down and bigger ones will jump over.  It
4 creates another higher barrier for animals trying
5 to jump up and over into the roadway.
6           So we'll talk a little bit about the
7 bridge, the Long X Bridge, as we cross the Little
8 Missouri River.
9           There were three alternatives -- three

10 options that were identified and studied in the
11 environmental document.
12           The preferred alternative is to build a
13 new Long X Bridge alongside the existing one,
14 which would be -- the proposal is to the east of
15 the existing bridge.
16           And then, once that bridge is built,
17 traffic would be moved over onto the new bridge,
18 and the old one would be taken down.
19           As we talk later, Jen talks about the
20 impacts to this project.  She'll explain in a
21 little bit more detail on how we came to the
22 decision of LX3 being the preferred alternative,
23 but I'll talk a little bit about the proposal
24 here.
25           So I'm going to advance the slide here,
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1 and you'll see a rendering of what this is going
2 to look like.
3           Like I said, this is an existing picture
4 of Long X Bridge, looking to the northeast.  The
5 new bridge will be built on the other side of it,
6 to the east, and it'll look more like a modern
7 highway bridge.
8           So I'll run that again.  That's what
9 you're going to expect:  Something to look similar

10 to that.
11           Here's another shot of it.  This is just
12 south of Long X Bridge, looking to the north.
13 Once again, the new bridge would be built parallel
14 and directly adjacent to the existing bridge.
15           We have a rendering here, too, showing
16 what that might look like.  You can also see a
17 rendering of the wildlife fencing.
18           From Long X going north, like I said, as
19 we're entering the Badlands, we had gone to this
20 flush median design of the roadway.
21           As we enter Theodore Roosevelt National
22 Park, we were -- we're even more conscious of
23 trying to minimize the footprint and the impacts
24 of the project as well as, you know, fitting it
25 into the landscape in that area.
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1           So a couple ways to do that is that the
2 median width had to get a little bit narrower yet,
3 about down to a 12-foot roadway median; as well as
4 reducing the speed to 60 miles an hour; as well as
5 the use of a couple of well-placed retaining
6 walls.
7           And the goal of the project was to use
8 the existing highway easement that the DOT already
9 has from the National Park Service and fit the new

10 facility inside those same ones.
11           So we have another rendering here to,
12 kind of, show.  This is at the north -- near the
13 north edge of the national park looking south.
14           So that's the new roadway:  How it would
15 look.  It's a little bit hard to see, but there's
16 a striped 12-foot median in that area.
17           I'm sure, if you've traveled Highway 85,
18 you've noticed a couple pretty good bumps as
19 you're coming down the hill from the south into
20 Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
21           There's a landslide there that's been
22 moving for some time.  We've had several projects
23 over the past to try to patch it up and hold it in
24 place.
25           The most recent one was from 2011 and a
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1 couple follow-up projects to deal with some of the
2 drainage issues and grading with it.
3           So we're looking at a way to have a
4 more -- like I said, one of the goals of the
5 project is to have a more reliable roadway to make
6 sure we don't have something we need to worry
7 about.
8           Not to say you need to worry about this;
9 this is being closely monitored by the DOT.  But

10 the option that we came up with was looking at a
11 structural solution to try to hold all of that
12 roadway embankment in place.
13           And so, what we're looking at is an
14 anchored drilled shaft structural solution.  So
15 I'll try to talk about that a little bit and
16 explain what that actually means.
17           So here's the entrance to Theodore
18 Roosevelt National Park as you're going north on
19 Highway 85.
20           This shape, kind of, represents the
21 limits of the landslide there that's causing the
22 distresses in the roadway that you would feel as
23 bumps.
24           The idea would be to, along this yellow
25 line here, we would drill into the earth --
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1 basically, drill a hole and fill it with
2 reinforced concrete.
3           And so, it would be on the order of
4 approximately, maybe, a 5-foot-diameter concrete
5 shaft that might be 100 feet long into the earth
6 spaced, you know, 10 to 15 to 20 feet apart.  All
7 of those are, kind of, design details that would
8 come during the final design.
9           And that's, kind of, what this picture

10 is trying to represent, is that this is what this
11 row of shafts would be.
12           This would be in the earth.  They would
13 all be connected together by a reinforced concrete
14 cap beam.
15           And then, that cap beam would have
16 ground anchors that go back into the roadway
17 in-slope to help hold the top of that even
18 stiffer.
19           So on the actual map here, the row of
20 concrete shafts goes along this yellow line.  The
21 anchors go back into solid ground in this
22 direction.
23           And then, those anchors are tensioned.
24 So the cap beam, kind of, holds it all together.
25 But all of that whole system is primarily
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1 underground.
2           This is a picture of this same system on
3 I-94 near the Painted Canyon Visitor Center on
4 I-94.
5           So the only thing above-ground here is
6 the cap beam, and that cap beam can be buried;
7 that cap beam can be -- we can use colored
8 concrete to, kind of, help make it blend into the
9 landscape, as well, so that it would be very

10 unnoticeable on the landscape there.
11           Trail:  We're also looking at a proposed
12 trail between Watford City on the north end.  So
13 it would be basically starting, as this proposal
14 goes, at County Road 30.
15           The idea is that the city and the county
16 have worked together on their comprehensive trail
17 plan.
18           They would eventually connect their
19 trail network to this trail.  It would be on the
20 east side of the roadway, traversing down, and
21 connect here to McKenzie County Road 34.
22           Here's a typical section, we'll call it,
23 as you're looking at the trail.  It will be in the
24 big fill roadway sections.
25           The trail would be an eight-foot-wide

Draft EIS Public and Agency Involvement Report 
February 2019

PA
GE

G-121

I-94 Interchange to Watford City Bypass (McKenzie County Road 30)
Project 9-085(085)075 PCN 20046
Stark, Billings and McKenzie Counties, North DakotaU.S. HIGHWAY 85



5/31/2018

701-237-0275
Doug Ketcham & Associates

10 (Pages 34 to 37)

Page 34

1 path, paved-type trail outside of the clear
2 obstruction area of the roadway.
3           When you're on flatter ground where you
4 have, maybe, a ditch and a back slope, we'd push
5 the trail farther out, farther away from the
6 traffic.
7           So the roadway section:  As we talked
8 about, as we went into the Badlands, we came to
9 that narrower roadway section and narrowed it down

10 a little bit further as you go through the
11 national park.
12           As you get outside of the north end of
13 the national park, it would return back to that
14 divided, depressed roadway section.
15           And then, as you got nearer to Watford
16 City, we would also have to narrow that down to
17 the 20-foot-wide flush median type of roadway
18 design.
19           The reason for that is the development
20 south of Watford City, as well as all of the major
21 utilities that are parallel to the roadway.  We're
22 trying to minimize the amount of impact to all of
23 those.
24           We would narrow the footprint of this
25 and also shift the alignment 30 to 40 feet to try
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1 to miss some of those big transmission lines,
2 power transmission lines, as well as some other
3 impacts.
4           Once again, anytime we see this type of
5 roadway section with a 20-foot-wide flush median,
6 it's a 65-mile-an-hour roadway design and speed
7 limit.
8           So that's a rundown of the preferred
9 alternatives.  I gave you some context on why we

10 made some of those decisions.
11           There will be more to come as Jen
12 presents some of the impacts and explains how we
13 got to some of those decisions, as well.
14           But before we do that, I would like to
15 ask if there are any questions out there.  Yes,
16 sir?
17           ROB SAND:  Is anyone going to talk about
18 that Chandler monument right by the park entrance
19 that would be impacted?
20           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup, good point.  One
21 thing I forgot to mention as I asked for
22 questions.
23           Since we do have a transcript going on
24 here, please state your name when you ask your
25 question or if you have a comment.
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1           That's my fault on that.  And we didn't
2 have anything prepared for that, but we can answer
3 that question.
4           JEN TURNBOW:  It wouldn't be impacted.
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.  I was going to
6 say that it's far enough -- based on the design
7 that we have, it won't be impacted.  It's far
8 enough away from the roadway, and it can remain as
9 it is in-tact.

10           ROB SAND:  With access to it?
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes, yes.  Yes?
12           JAN SWENSON:  Jan Swenson.  Could you
13 tell us a bit more about the construction of those
14 retaining walls in the Badlands section:  Like,
15 what your expectation is; what kind of materials?
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  You bet.  Retaining
17 walls are needed in a few spots, like I said.  And
18 the main reason is to try to keep the footprint
19 narrow.
20           And building -- you know, I'll call it,
21 as you said -- use standard roadway construction
22 methodology, and you were going to just have a
23 roadway in-slope, there's a lot of deep fills in
24 the Badlands.
25           And that would carry on forever, so we
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1 have a huge slope.  So to try to cut that off, we
2 looked at using some shorter retaining walls.
3           I'm not sure.  Troy can, maybe, give me
4 a number on what the range of heights that we have
5 is.
6           And the materials and design of those
7 are -- you know, we've done enough work at this
8 point in the preliminary engineering to prove to
9 ourselves that those would be feasible and would

10 work.
11           And the details of what material it
12 would be and what they would look like:  That
13 would be something we'd work on during final
14 design.
15           But as with -- and one thing I didn't
16 mention and haven't been mentioning with the Long
17 X Bridge but is shown in the rendering is that we
18 try to match all of those to, kind of, the
19 colorscape of the Badlands.
20           So the coloration that's going to go
21 along with the Long X Bridge -- and with the cap
22 beam that I talked about, with the anchored
23 drilled shaft, or with any retaining walls --
24 would use a natural -- I've been using the term
25 "Badlandy"-type color earth tones to make it so
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1 it's less noticeable from whatever perspective
2 that you might be looking at it.  I don't know if
3 that answers your question or not.
4           JAN SWENSON:  I wanted to know -- I
5 mean, there's going to be some sizeable things
6 that go on in that seven-mile stretch, you know,
7 with cutting back on the buttes and all of that.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.
9           JAN SWENSON:  Yeah, I would like to have

10 a pretty clear idea of the extent of the impacts:
11 You know, the physical/mechanical impacts that
12 have to go into play in order to expand this to a
13 four-lane.
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  One thing I think
15 that we have available right here tonight that we
16 can point you to is the books on the table in the
17 back.
18           And through the Badlands, you know, we
19 lay out -- well, for the whole project, there's
20 the maps there that are laying on the table that
21 show the limits of the construction of the project
22 as well as the proposed right-of-way and the
23 existing right-of-way out there.
24           So we can definitely walk through that a
25 little bit and show you what our proposals are.  I
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1 believe that the proposed retaining walls are
2 shown in those, as well, Troy?  Yes?
3           TROY RIPPLINGER:  Retaining walls are in
4 the EIS.
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yup, yup.
6           JAN SWENSON:  Yeah.  They show these
7 little blue lines.
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, right.
9           JAN SWENSON:  That doesn't tell us a

10 whole lot about their character.
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, right.
12           JAN SWENSON:  Will there be rumble
13 strips in those medians, the 12 and 20?  Are you
14 thinking there's going to be rumble strips along
15 all of those?
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes.
17           JAN SWENSON:  When you did the sound
18 studies that you have, did you take that into
19 consideration:  The hit-or-miss?
20           The -- you know, the times that I say to
21 my passenger, "Sorry, sorry"?  Did you include
22 that sort of --
23           MATT LINNEMAN:  Well, I think, on -- you
24 know, the -- to the sound studies -- and Jen will
25 talk a little bit about the ones that we did.
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1           We did two different types of sound
2 analysis.  The Federal Highway methodology for
3 doing noise analysis:  I don't think that -- it
4 doesn't account for rumble strips.
5           But at the same time, I'm not sure if
6 that would influence -- I can't speak to that off
7 the top of my head.  Maybe -- Jen, do you have any
8 thoughts?
9           JEN TURNBOW:  I don't believe that the

10 model takes into account -- there's no way to
11 build that into the model.
12           JAN SWENSON:  Because, you know, I know,
13 from where I lay my head some nights, that, from
14 two miles away, you can hear that -- you can hear
15 them hit that rumble strip frequently.  And I was
16 just wondering if that was included.
17           JEN TURNBOW:  So Mikayla -- I don't know
18 where she's at -- I believe, right, the model --
19 Fed Highway's Model T and M doesn't -- there's no
20 way to put in rumble strips in that model.
21           MIKAYLA BOCHE:  I think you're right.
22 And one thing to note is that that noise is
23 already there.
24           JEN TURNBOW:  Right.
25           MIKAYLA BOCHE:  There's going to be a
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1 continuation of that rumble strip noise.
2           JEN TURNBOW:  And then, I guess -- oh,
3 I'm sorry.  Do you need her to say that louder?
4           JAN SWENSON:  I couldn't hear her, no.
5           JEN TURNBOW:  Mikayla, could you come up
6 here or get closer?  I'm sorry.  We can't hear
7 you.
8           MIKAYLA BOCHE:  It's a big room.  Yeah,
9 I think Jen is correct that there isn't a way to

10 build rumble strip noise into the model that
11 models traffic noise.
12           It's hard to predict how many people and
13 when they're going to hit that, you know.  So it's
14 just, kind of, an intermittent sound.
15           And we don't anticipate that the project
16 is going to make it so that many more people --
17 or, that there's going to be more rumble stip
18 noise.  It's going to be a noise that will
19 continue to occur.
20           JAN SWENSON:  Are you the acoustic
21 specialist?
22           MIKAYLA BOCHE:  Yes.  I'm learning how
23 to do the noise analysis, yup.
24           JAN SWENSON:  Okay.  So if I have
25 further sound and acoustic questions, who should I
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1 direct my questions to?
2           JEN TURNBOW:  Do you mean for after the
3 meeting or now?
4           JAN SWENSON:  I'm thinking after the
5 meeting.
6           MIKAYLA BOCHE:  I'd be happy to talk to
7 you about it.  And Jen can, too.
8           JAN SWENSON:  Okay.
9           JEN TURNBOW:  Yeah.  And, I guess, just

10 so -- spread analysis, which is the different
11 type, which we'll get to in the Impacts:  You
12 know, that's sound that's a minute from a point
13 source.
14           And that's more of a continuous,
15 constant level.  So it's just -- there's different
16 analyses for different things, basically.
17           MATT LINNEMAN:  I'll just try to
18 summarize what Mikayla said and what Jen said.
19 And I'd put it this way, is that the way that the
20 Federal Highway model works is that you use actual
21 monitoring data from the field.
22           And so, you set -- that's, kind of, your
23 baseline.  So that would include hitting rumble
24 strips based on that baseline.
25           And then, there's a projection that's
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1 done based on a model to, kind of, extrapolate
2 what the future noise condition would be.
3           Now, I guess that that's something we
4 could look into, but I doubt that it takes into
5 account rumble strips.
6           JEN TURNBOW:  Right.
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  But that max noise
8 prediction:  We could take a look at that.
9           JEN TURNBOW:  You're capturing that in

10 some of the existing levels that you're taking.
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right.  You're capturing
12 some of that in the existing -- and then, on the
13 point source noise study, I guess, we could also
14 take a look at that to say that it's already
15 taking this max amount of noise.
16           It's pretty conservative, I'd say.
17 Conservative in the fact that we use a pretty high
18 number of saying what the traffic is generating at
19 a point source.
20           So it might have already accounted for
21 rumble strips in that because it's already, kind
22 of, a pretty high number.  But that's something we
23 could proof out, too.
24           JAN SWENSON:  Okay.
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yes, sir?
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1      A.   In your design, why not follow the
2 design of the I-29 or I-94, where you don't have
3 to slow down to 45 or 60 miles an hour going
4 through?
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  Can you state
6 your name, please.
7           EUGENE FEDORENKO:  Eugene Fedorenko,
8 Watford City.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  The main

10 difference is, you know, an interstate is a
11 controlled access facility.
12           And it has a higher set of design
13 standards, and we control how people get on by
14 having interchanges, right.
15           You know, this is more the goal or the
16 classification of this roadway as an interregional
17 roadway.
18           It's a divided highway, so we provide
19 that access point.  So there's those things that
20 have to be considered rather than shutting out
21 access.
22           You know, that type of design takes a
23 whole other set of considerations, then, is how
24 you're going to provide access to all of the
25 adjacent landowners with interchanges and frontage
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1 roads and things like that.
2           EUGENE FEDORENKO:  Okay.  I understand
3 that.  I was going to say:  If this is a road
4 that's going to go all the way from Canada to
5 Mexico, don't you think that that would be a
6 better design?
7           MATT LINNEMAN:  I would say that we have
8 to use the infrastructure we have in place, and we
9 have to make reasonable decisions on the financial

10 impacts of that.
11           You know, something like that, you're
12 talking about doubling, tripling the cost of this
13 project.  Yes, sir?  In the back.
14           DOUG NORDBY:  Doug Nordby, McKenzie
15 County commissioner.  I have a question about the
16 roadbeds going on both sides.
17           I don't know if you've said:  Are they
18 going to be pavement?  Cement?  Are the
19 intersections going to be cement?
20           And then, my other question to go along
21 with that:  If it is pavement -- we have a lot of
22 tracking problems right now north of Grassy Butte
23 on that stretch going up there.  There's severe
24 traction problems.  We've got some very severe
25 accidents when there's hydroplaning with heavy
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1 rain.
2           And then, more importantly, when it's
3 icy out, if you end up on the top and you come
4 across and you slide down through that valley up
5 to the next one, we've had some severe head-on
6 collisions as a result of those things.
7           If it is pavement, do you have any ideas
8 on how to make that last longer and be less
9 dangerous?

10           MATT LINNEMAN:  Your first question
11 is -- you know, the -- I'll just preface
12 everything with:  Since we're in the environmental
13 phase, everything's based on a preliminary level
14 of engineering, so we're not at final design.
15           But the concept would be that it would
16 be an asphalt -- you know, a hot mix asphalt type
17 of roadway, not concrete.
18           Now, there could be potential for
19 concrete if there's areas like at the roundabout
20 or other areas where we need concrete
21 intersections.  Those decisions will be made, you
22 know, during final design.
23           You know, the existing road, as it is --
24 like I said, we're talking about it.  This concept
25 of a divided roadway, you know:  We're going to
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1 use the existing roadway.
2           We'd also put an asphalt-type overlay on
3 the top of that, too.  You know, there's -- we do
4 have techniques to help restore some of the skid
5 resistance by, you know, using chip seals and what
6 we call the microsurfacing technique to restore
7 that friction on the roadway.
8           And some of that might be caused by a
9 little bit of rudding, too, because you get some

10 water pooling in the tire tracks.
11           Hopefully, a new pavement will help, you
12 know, be stiff enough and resilient enough to
13 resist the rudding, as well.  Yes, ma'am?
14           MARINA CARRILLO:  My name is Marina
15 Carrillo.  I'm from Minot.  I'm interested in
16 anything that has to do with the economic side of
17 the state.
18           But my only concern with this plan is
19 that option there on the intersection on
20 Highway 85:  The roundabout.
21           You mentioned that it will be not much
22 in the favor for the truck drivers.  Is there any
23 other option with that intersection, or is that
24 what it's going to be like?
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Well, like I said, the
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1 other option that we were looking at is just your
2 standard "T" intersection-type project -- or,
3 design.  I think there's --
4           MARINA CARRILLO:  Yeah, that one.
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.  Without getting
6 into a ton of detail at this point, you know,
7 there's many things we can do to make sure that it
8 accommodates the loads that go through there:  The
9 freight movement.

10           So like I said, this internal truck
11 apron, we call it, has a low mountable curb so
12 long loads, if they need to cut the corner
13 tighter, they can ramp up on that.
14           Other things:  We'd make sure the cross
15 slope is correct so we don't have a -- as they
16 come off of the -- through the roadway, if it's a
17 big, oversized load or a low load like on a
18 lowboy, that it doesn't scrape bottom.
19           We have some roundabouts in the state
20 where we've built, like, a truck apron on these
21 inside corners, too, to provide additional turning
22 area for loads.
23           So that's something we would work on
24 during the final design.  And like I said, we've
25 learned from some other roundabouts that we've
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1 built on how to address some of those issues.
2 Yes, sir?
3           MICHAEL JONES:  Michael Jones, Watford
4 City.  My question is on, mainly, the three
5 high-traffic oilfield roads from the north unit
6 into Watford City, both into County Road 34 and
7 County Road 30, which is a major one.
8           And both of these impact me where I live
9 and where I work, as well.  Is there going to be

10 any difference between the exit and entrance onto
11 the highway at these high-traffic areas?
12           Because they're very high-traffic
13 oilfield roads, so you're going to have the big,
14 long, heavy, slow-turning loads.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  I'll -- you know,
16 when we -- the traffic study that was done as part
17 of this project did identify some of those
18 intersections.
19           Obviously, things have changed even in
20 the last, you know, couple years.  So when we
21 would go to final design, we would re-look at some
22 of those things.
23           But yeah, especially when -- in the
24 roadway sections where we have, you know, this
25 center median.
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1           I mean, it's a very easy thing to put a
2 turn lane in here, right.  It's, kind of, built
3 in.  And that's what you see between Watford City
4 and Williston, too.
5           And I think we've had, at County
6 Road 30, I think, in a future condition, we
7 thought, at some point, it would be warranting a
8 traffic signal.
9           So between turn lanes and, maybe, one

10 signalized intersection, it is, kind of, where it
11 is at this point.
12           But obviously, things change by the time
13 we build the project.  We re-look at all of these
14 things when we get to final design.
15           MICHAEL JONES:  And I just had one more
16 question on the Badlands area:  What grade is
17 going to be on the north and south sides?
18           MATT LINNEMAN:  It would be very similar
19 to the grades that are out there now because that
20 would -- you know, changing the grade would
21 require substantial amounts of earthwork, and
22 we're already having a pretty good amount of it
23 just to widen the roadway out.
24           MICHAEL JONES:  Sure.
25           MATT LINNEMAN:  Now, one of the things
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1 that we'll talk about a little bit more when we
2 get to the Long X Bridge project itself, when we
3 have the truck-climbing lanes that go up out of
4 there, those would be extended down to the bridge.
5           Since the concept is a four-lane
6 structure, we would build that structure first;
7 and then, we would extend those lanes.
8           That's how it would, kind of, look in
9 the interim before the actual four-lane roadway

10 project would be built to meet it.  Any other
11 questions?  Yes, sir?
12           ROB SAND:  I guess, I have a number of
13 concerns, and I guess I can address those in
14 writing.
15           But I'm concerned about the speeds on
16 that -- I know it's been slowed down somewhat to
17 go through the Badlands.
18           But when you get snow and ice -- I've
19 worked for the highway department, and I would
20 assume that you're going to have to do almost like
21 what they do on the freeways, which is two or
22 three plows at times.
23           And then, there's the slush lanes and
24 all of that stuff.  It seems like there should be
25 at least some warning signs before you exit those
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1 areas to alert people to those conditions and slow
2 them down further.
3           In other words, have a relative speed
4 limit.  But I would, pretty much, recommend
5 getting down closer to 55 for the whole area,
6 partially because of the park.
7           I mean, that's a real big issue.  But
8 the safety issue is you've got people who don't
9 know how to drive on these things.

10           When they go barreling down the hill and
11 stuff, it can get pretty tricky, and most people
12 know that.
13           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure, yeah.  That's a
14 good point.  So maybe what you're asking or
15 proposing is that there's, maybe, a message sign.
16           Like, a changeable message sign to alert
17 drivers to weather conditions or roadway
18 conditions?
19           ROB SAND:  Yeah.  With the speed limit
20 electronically --
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.  I think the other
22 thing is, as it would be expanded to a
23 four-lane-type facility, obviously, the snow and
24 ice control and maintenance costs do go up with
25 that.
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1           And the approach to snow removal would
2 have to be done a little bit differently, you
3 know.
4           In our district, we adjust for that.  We
5 have a fleet of toe plows now so that they can
6 take a wider pass; you know, take a gang-type
7 approach to get those areas plowed off.
8           ROB SAND:  Right.
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  Okay.  Well, if there's

10 any other questions, feel free to chime in.  Jen's
11 going to start talking a little bit about the
12 impacts associated with these preferred
13 alternatives.
14           JEN TURNBOW:  All right.  So we're going
15 to talk a little bit about the impacts from the
16 preferred alternative and options.
17           And I'm not going to go through,
18 basically, all the different resource categories
19 that we looked at in the draft EIS.
20           But we are just taking, kind of, a
21 summation of those.  We do have draft EISs in the
22 back of the room.
23           And they are also on the DOT's website,
24 in addition to different public viewing locations.
25 Actually, when we walked in here at Watford City,
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1 we saw the EIS displayed.
2           And there, you can see the full analysis
3 of all the impacts, from the "do nothing"
4 alternative to both Alternatives B and C, and then
5 the different options.
6           So I'm just going to start out with land
7 use.  And with land use, we, kind of, talked about
8 right-of-way and easements.
9           And right-of-ways would be needed from

10 private landowners as well as our federal agency
11 partners.
12           And just to, kind of, touch on that,
13 most of the right-of-way that would be needed from
14 private landowners is adjacent to the highway on
15 either side or both sides.
16           And in addition, we would need some
17 easements from the U.S. Forest Service and also
18 the National Park Service.
19           And I just want to explain that just a
20 little bit more.  So currently, Fed Highway and
21 DOT have a highway easement deed for U.S.
22 Highway 85.
23           But through this process, we would --
24 Fed Highway and DOT would need to obtain a new
25 highway easement deed.
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1           And that would be for the same exact
2 acreage as it is currently.  So through this
3 process, we were able to minimize the roadway to
4 the maximum extent practical.
5           So that is why that acreage is staying
6 the same.  But you will see, in this graphic and
7 in the EIS, there's an asterisk here.
8           And basically, there's 0.2 acres that
9 need to be added from an emergency landslide

10 project that the DOT did a couple years ago.
11           So that 0.2 acres will need to be in the
12 new highway easement deed, but it does not reflect
13 anything from this current U.S. Highway 85
14 proposal on the preferred alternative and options.
15           I'll talk a little bit about social
16 impacts.  And Matt, basically, alluded to this.
17 Under the Federal Highway Administration, they
18 want to look at the social impacts, or impacts to
19 humans; to communities; to residences; to
20 businesses; and that type of thing.
21           And one of the first things that, when
22 we went to the public scoping meetings and then we
23 had subsequent alternatives public workshops and
24 we went to stakeholder group meetings, the number
25 one theme that we received from the public was

Page 56

1 safety.
2           They wanted a safer facility, and they
3 thought that the current facility lacked passing
4 opportunities.
5           At the same time, they also wanted
6 higher reliability; and that, really, is with the
7 Long X Bridge.
8           The bridge has been hit about seven
9 times, and that has resulted in some temporary

10 closures and some detours, so those are really
11 important to the public.
12           So with expanding those -- expanding the
13 highway and also expanding the shoulders, that
14 will help with the overall -- basically, the
15 passing opportunities.
16           In addition to replacing the Long X
17 Bridge, that will give us that higher reliability
18 that the public is after.
19           Additional with communities throughout
20 this project, there would be no relocations of
21 homes or businesses.
22           However, obviously, the highway, with
23 the expansion, would get closer to those homes and
24 businesses.
25           And we have a couple communities
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1 throughout the corridor -- in Fairfield, as Matt
2 said -- we're going to stay on alignment.
3           So there will be -- and the speed limit
4 will stay the same in that community of Fairfield,
5 so there would be relatively minor changes with
6 that.
7           And then, we want to talk a little bit
8 about emergency services.  That was another item
9 that we heard, you know, throughout this public

10 process.
11           Once you expand the roadway, you also
12 expand the shoulder widths.  And once you expand
13 those shoulder widths, traffic enforcement would
14 be able to pull people over on those shoulders,
15 and they would be having a higher reliability to
16 enforcing those traffic laws.
17           In addition, we would improve response
18 times with having additional lanes, as well.  So
19 overall, just helping the emergency services in
20 the area.
21           As most of you know, there's many
22 recreation opportunities in this corridor, ranging
23 from the Little Missouri National Grasslands to
24 the Maah Daah Hey Trail and to Theodore Roosevelt
25 National Park's north unit.
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1           There's quite a few slides after this
2 talking about recreation, but access to those
3 areas will be maintained throughout construction.
4           And there would be some minor and
5 temporary impacts to recreation during that
6 construction -- especially with, you know, some of
7 the dust and the noise -- but it would be
8 temporary in nature from construction.
9           And then, what about just overall

10 construction periods?  So there would be two lanes
11 maintained at all times and while we expand the
12 highway.
13           And so, the public will have some
14 increased travel times and possibly some minor
15 detour routes in addition to just some different,
16 maybe, access to what you're used to just for the
17 short term while the facility is being built.
18           So this graphic shows the U.S. Forest
19 Service-managed lands throughout the corridor, and
20 the different colors basically show the different
21 management areas throughout.
22           And currently, Fed Highway and DOT does
23 have an existing easement with DOT and Fed
24 Highway, and they would definitely have to have
25 more easements for this roadway.
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1           One of the most important themes besides
2 safety that we heard were impacts to the north
3 unit and to the overall Badlands, as well as to
4 the Little Missouri National Grasslands.
5           So we felt it was important to, kind of,
6 graphically show the different proposals that are
7 going on within the north unit.
8           So to start out, here's Little Missouri
9 River and the Long X Bridge.  And then, as we

10 travel up the corridor, here is the entrance to
11 the park.
12           And there is that existing sign that
13 many of you have seen, welcoming you to Theodore
14 Roosevelt National Park.
15           And through -- kind of, with the roadway
16 expansion, this sign is actually in the existing
17 DOT right-of-way.  And so, the sign would have to
18 moved just slightly to the proposed new sign
19 location.
20           And we did work with the National Park
21 Service as well as the State Historic Preservation
22 Office to relocate that sign slightly.
23           As you travel through the corridor, Matt
24 gave a great explanation of that anchored drilled
25 shaft structure near Horseshoe Bend.
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1           And then, there would be the scenic
2 overlook, which is slightly outside of the park;
3 and then, the two retaining wall areas.
4           In addition, there's some of these lines
5 here where you'll see, as funding eventually takes
6 place and these projects are constructed, there
7 would be some wildlife fencing and jump-outs also
8 in that area.
9           So we knew it was important to minimize

10 these impacts to the north unit.  And so, we, kind
11 of, got into the noise discussion a little bit
12 earlier with some of the questions.
13           And so, through Fed Highway and DOT,
14 each of them have noise policies.  And that's,
15 basically, looking at traffic noise to humans.
16           And they have a pretty straightforward
17 framework for these projects and for the process.
18 And basically, what we do is we look at the
19 existing noise.
20           We go out and monitor different land
21 uses in the area.  So these land uses include
22 residences, parks; that type of thing.
23           And we look at that existing noise data;
24 and then, we model the 2040 traffic, or
25 approximately 25 years in the future, and we look
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1 at those results and what those decibel levels --
2 if there's any difference.
3           So through this project, none of these,
4 basically, land use areas or noise abatement
5 criteria either approach, meet, or exceed those
6 decibel levels.
7           So since we had those results, we knew,
8 especially in this area, that we should possibly
9 look at another type of study to do to see if

10 there would be any, you know, other impacts.
11           So we did a spread analysis, and that's
12 that sound that's emitted from a point source.  So
13 when we looked at that, we did it, basically, in
14 different areas near the park and the management
15 areas.
16           And then, we did a second one for the
17 Long X Bridge construction, when we build the new
18 bridge, in pile driving.  So I'll talk to the
19 first one first and then the different areas of
20 the park.
21           And as outlined in the EIS, in the
22 worst-case scenario, you would possibly be able to
23 hear that noise in the far eastern part of the
24 wildness area of Theodore Roosevelt National Park.
25           And then, secondly, when we looked at
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1 just the pile driving operations, we knew that
2 that would be a noisy endeavor when constructing a
3 bridge.
4           And also, working with the National Park
5 Service, just not only to the visitor overall
6 experience, but also to employees of the park.
7           And so, we came up with, basically,
8 commitments that we could all agree on and put,
9 you know, that best foot forward for the project

10 in constructing the Long X Bridge.
11           And so, those commitments are listed on
12 the side there.  I'm not going to read them all.
13 But basically, some timing instructions.
14           And also, you know, during construction,
15 you have staging areas; and using that downcast
16 lighting, and it's shielded; and doing some visual
17 screening, as well.
18           And then, another thing that we really
19 wanted to look at was quiet pavement.  There's
20 some technology out there to put into the roadway
21 to possibly make those roadways a little bit
22 quieter.
23           And in that research, basically, what it
24 shows is that, for the first couple years, that
25 technology works very well.
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1           After that couple years, basically, it,
2 kind of, reverts back to what the existing sound
3 levels were.
4           So therefore, it's not worth the
5 investment at this time.  I think that is
6 something that they'll look at when these projects
7 are actually constructed to see if that technology
8 furthers or advances.
9           And then, we also knew that, visually,

10 there may be a change.  And so, we wanted to look
11 at some of the areas in the Little Missouri
12 National Grasslands; as well as some of the
13 recreation facilities like the Maah Daah Hey
14 Trail; along with the north unit.
15           And I'll advance the slides here, and
16 we'll talk about a visual assessment.  So what we
17 did is we worked with the Forest Service and the
18 National Park Service and Fed Highway and DOT, and
19 we looked at different locations.
20           And then, we had our visual assessment
21 specialist go out and take photos at those certain
22 locations and then, basically, render a simulation
23 of what the proposed action will look like.
24           And with this, the very top photo here
25 is the existing condition.  So this is a view east
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1 from the river overlook within Theodore Roosevelt
2 National Park.
3           And this bottom photo shows, basically,
4 the proposed roadway.  And you can see that there
5 are some visible affected areas in here.
6           And I would like -- all of these
7 renderings:  There's many of them in many
8 different locations.
9           They're all in one of the appendices of

10 the draft EIS that you can definitely take a look
11 at.
12           Just some other simulations.  This
13 existing photo here is at the Maah Daah Hey Trail
14 at one of the vantage points.
15           And you can see the simulation here
16 where there would be a change in some of these
17 Badlands formations.
18           And the bottom here is an existing photo
19 from the temporary visitor center in the north
20 unit, and this would be the simulation.
21           And you can see there is a change right
22 here in some of those Badlands formations, as
23 well.
24           So for wetland impacts, through the
25 design, we tried hard to minimize all of our
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1 impacts to wetlands.
2           But there would be some permanent and
3 some temporary impacts.  And so, as we go further
4 in final design, we would definitely be mitigating
5 under Section 404, as well as Executive
6 Order 11990.
7           So for this, we have the existing Long X
8 Bridge over the Little Missouri River, and this
9 would be the newly constructed four-lane bridge.

10           And basically, the existing bridge here
11 is a three-span.  The Long X Bridge is 969 feet
12 long.
13           And one of those piers is within the
14 Little Missouri River.  When we construct the new
15 four-lane bridge, it would actually be a five-span
16 structure, and two of those piers would be within
17 the Little Missouri River.
18           So I wanted to touch on utilities.  With
19 this corridor, we knew that there would be a large
20 number of utilities, whether those are
21 transmission lines or water lines or fiber.
22           And so, with this process, we started
23 out in the environmental phase a little bit
24 differently.
25           We had all of the utilities mapped from
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1 the get-go.  And then, we also had many different
2 utility coordination meetings.
3           And we did that so we could work with
4 the utilities to see -- some of those bigger
5 transmission lines, you know, we could, maybe,
6 minimize our impact.
7           Or just working through that process
8 earlier up-front so they knew ahead of time about
9 their utilities so that, when the relocation comes

10 in final design, nobody was surprised.
11           So, kind of, through this process, there
12 ended up to be approximately 120 miles of impacts
13 to utilities.
14           So I'm going to switch gears and walk
15 through some of the cultural.  And we did a --
16 basically, a Class III survey, along with an
17 architectural survey.
18           And basically, through all of those
19 studies, at the end of the day, to summarize,
20 there were three, basically, sites that may be
21 impacted.
22           And this first site -- there's a picture
23 here down below -- is some remnants of a
24 farmstead -- or, a homestead, I should say.
25           And the project could not avoid this
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1 site.  And so, as we worked forward with the North
2 Dakota State Historic Preservation Office, we're
3 going to be doing some mitigation to this
4 farmstead -- or, homestead and another homestead.
5 And at the end of the day, we have a "no adverse
6 effect."
7           The second one, we -- I talked about
8 just a little bit earlier is the Theodore
9 Roosevelt National Park sign.

10           This is what it looks like.  Many of you
11 may recognize that sign.  And we will be slightly
12 relocating that sign.
13           And we did work through the National
14 Park Service and SHPO, as well, to have some
15 mitigation, and there would be a "no adverse
16 effect."
17           And finally, the Long X Bridge is a
18 historic structure.  And since the preferred
19 option is to replace that bridge, we would have an
20 adverse effect to that historic structure.
21           So I'm going to talk a little bit about
22 Section 4(F).  And Section 4(F) only falls under
23 the U.S. Department of Transportation, so federal
24 agencies such as the Federal Highway
25 Administration; the FAA; Federal Rail; Federal
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1 Transit.
2           And basically, it protects publicly
3 owned parks; wildlife/waterfowl management areas;
4 and historic sites.
5           And when it comes down to it, you have
6 to look at what is the use.  So a good example of
7 permanent and temporary and constructive use --
8 and as I just said, you know, for the Long X
9 Bridge, we would be replacing that structure.  And

10 so, that would be a permanent use to the Long X
11 Bridge.
12           Secondly, we have temporary use.  And
13 that is something where, basically, you might need
14 just a construction easement from that site, and
15 it's temporary in nature.  And so, that would be a
16 temporary use.
17           And the third is constructive use.  And
18 basically, a lot of times, constructive use comes
19 down to noise and visual to a 4(F) property.
20           So I have a simulation right here.  And
21 this is a Fed Highway, sort of, classic example of
22 constructive use.
23           So in order to meet the test of
24 constructive use, you have to completely diminish
25 the use of that public park, let's say.
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1           So in this example, if you have a park,
2 and you have an amphitheater here, and maybe
3 you're having some plays or concerts or what have
4 you, and you have a two-lane facility near this
5 amphitheater; and then, the proposal is, maybe,
6 constructing a four-lane facility, and now that
7 four-lane facility is, basically, right next to
8 that amphitheater.
9           Now that amphitheater really can't go on

10 to be used as an amphitheater because it might be,
11 you know, too loud.
12           So it has to completely diminish the use
13 of that site.  So we went through the whole
14 corridor, and we looked at Section 4(F) properties
15 and what properties did meet the test of 4(F), and
16 what properties did not.
17           And I just wanted to point out a couple
18 things.  You know, the scenic overlooks, as a
19 whole, are for transportation facility use.  And
20 so, those properties are not Section 4(F).
21           Additionally, when you have an easement
22 for a U.S. highway, either through the U.S. Forest
23 Service or the National Park Service, that's used
24 as a transportation facility.  So therefore, they
25 are not Section 4(F).
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1           And we also had a lot of properties --
2 like the Maah Daah Hey Trail; we had the
3 campgrounds -- that did meet the test of 4(F).
4           But there is no permanent; there is no
5 temporary; and then, we don't have any
6 constructive use because it does not diminish the
7 use of those properties.
8           So basically, where that led us to and
9 what I'm going to spend a little bit of time

10 talking about is the Long X Bridge, because we did
11 have that permanent effect to the bridge.
12           So we did look at, as Matt said, you
13 know, a number of different options for the
14 bridge.
15           And the first one that we looked at:  Is
16 there any way that we can rehabilitate the
17 structure to use -- to just -- to be able to keep
18 using it?
19           And one of the things that we knew is,
20 since it keeps getting hit -- it's been hit seven
21 times -- is the portal height, which is about
22 16 feet.
23           And so, in order to raise those
24 portals -- and it shows, kind of, the number --
25 the blue one to be how many that the portals would
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1 have to be raised, and we looked at 20 feet,
2 6 inches to raise those portals.
3           And then, as Matt had mentioned when he
4 talked about the purpose and need, in 2017, the
5 legislature upped that gross vehicle maximum
6 weight.
7           And so, through that process, then, the
8 bridge deck would also have to be replaced in this
9 rehabilitation option.

10           And once you do that, under the DOT
11 design manual, it falls into reconstruction.  And
12 so, therefore, you would also have to make that
13 bridge wider.
14           And once you make that bridge wider, for
15 the State Historic Preservation Office, that's an
16 adverse effect.
17           We also looked at an alternative use.
18 And because of the wildlife crossings and also the
19 human activity, those two things just don't jive,
20 and we had many comments from the resource
21 agencies.
22           So that alternative use also was not
23 feasible in the end.  And so, also, this bridge is
24 historic.
25           It's also fracture-critical, which
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1 basically means that, if one of the right members
2 of the bridge were hit, that bridge could
3 collapse.
4           And so, this is a photo on the Long X
5 Bridge of an excavator that fell off the trailer
6 and hit the Long X Bridge.
7           And this photo right here is an example
8 of, in Washington State, where something did
9 impact one of those members, and a portion of that

10 bridge did collapse.
11           So that's also important in the overall
12 reliability and safety of the Long X Bridge.  So
13 that led us to that preferred option of replacing
14 the Long X Bridge.
15           And so, since it's a historic bridge,
16 the bridge is up for adoption.  And I'm sure that
17 you've seen the ads and the news stories.
18           And so, we would definitely --
19 basically, either the whole bridge or a segment of
20 the bridge is up for adoption.
21           And the DOT will fund the disassembly
22 and the transportation of one segment of that
23 bridge within 100 miles.
24           And if anyone is interested, Matt
25 Linneman would love to hear your interest to see
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1 if we can get the Long X Bridge adopted.
2           So before I turn it over to Matt to,
3 kind of, go through what are the next steps of the
4 process and the overall schedule, does anyone have
5 any questions?  Yes, sir?
6           DAN RICHMOND:  Dan Richmond.  Just on
7 the Long X Bridge there, I didn't see it in the
8 study, but in the proposed option, turning it into
9 a walk bridge or anything like that was not

10 acceptable to maintain that?
11           JEN TURNBOW:  Leaving it as-is?
12           DAN RICHMOND:  Leaving it as a walk
13 bridge?  Like, most historic bridges get, you
14 know, decommissioned and then are just maintained
15 for a walk bridge.
16           Especially since there's biking trails
17 and access on each side of that bridge, make it
18 into a walk bridge instead of tearing down an
19 historical site?
20           JEN TURNBOW:  We did look at that.  Do
21 you want to take this one, or do you want me to?
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  Either way.  Sure.  That
23 was -- you know, when I, kind of, talked about the
24 different options and alternatives, as we were
25 considering those, there's a couple things.
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1           With the bridge alternatives, there was
2 three alternatives.  One was the rehab, as Jen
3 said.  That was LX1.
4           LX2 was the alternative use option.  And
5 so, we started at that point, to say, "Could this
6 be used as a walking bridge or a trail?
7           "Or could it even be used as a plaza
8 that people could drive to and then get on and
9 enjoy the river and things like that?"

10           So through that process, there were some
11 conflicts with the way that we wanted the wildlife
12 crossing system to work, as well as trying to
13 minimize the amount of impacts we have on the
14 north unit of the national park.
15           So the trail and the plaza-type ideas,
16 kind of, didn't come through the screening
17 process, I guess.
18           They didn't make it out because of the
19 conflicts because of those other goals of the
20 project, right?
21           JEN TURNBOW:  Correct.
22           MATT LINNEMAN:  So the only alternative
23 use -- and there's still that option.  That was
24 still an option.
25           But the alternative use was,
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1 essentially, for the bridge to just be there to
2 stand as an example of a Warren truss bridge, and
3 it wouldn't have been allowed for any public use.
4           Are there any other questions?  Let's
5 just talk a little bit about where we're at, where
6 we started, where we're going, and the project
7 costs.
8           Here's an estimate of the cost, based on
9 the work that's been done at this point in the

10 development of the project.
11           Like I've been saying, it's based on a
12 preliminary level of engineering and design, but
13 we're looking at about a $480 million project.
14           So it's a little bit less.  This is the
15 whole 62 miles of the preferred alternative, which
16 would be the less than the last time we came to
17 talk to the public.
18           We were using a number more like
19 $800 million to $1 billion, maybe.  A couple
20 things.
21           Obviously, as the design did get more
22 refined, we were able to actually do a better job
23 of quantifying what the costs were going to be, as
24 well as construction costs coming down in the last
25 couple years here.
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1           So that's our cost.  Of that big
2 number -- it's still a big number.  Of that, the
3 only money -- or, the only funding, I should say,
4 that's been identified to build any segment of
5 this project is for the Long X Bridge project.
6           So that, kind of, leads into our
7 schedule or our priorities.  It's not really a
8 schedule because there aren't too many dates
9 associated with things because there's not funding

10 identified yet.
11           But there's, kind of, three priorities.
12 The Long X Bridge, this project, the bridge
13 itself, as well as the approach roadways that go
14 with it, would be the first priority.
15           And that project:  Like I said, it has
16 funding available and identified for that.  Our
17 goal is to finish working through this
18 environmental document.
19           And if things go as according to
20 schedule, we would be looking to start
21 construction of that project in 2019, so next
22 year.
23           Priority two would be, then, the segment
24 between Highway 200 and Watford City; and then,
25 priority three would be from I-94 to 200.
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1           I'll just talk a little bit more about
2 that Long X Bridge project, priority number one.
3 I'll go through the layout here.
4           It's the same layout we have on the
5 board, and the board may be a little bit easier to
6 see than the slide.
7           But essentially, with the new bridge
8 being built alongside the old one, we also have to
9 tie into the curvature of the roadway; as well as,

10 we talked about before, tying into the
11 truck-climbing lanes that are going up in each
12 direction.
13           So there's about 1.75 miles worth of
14 roadway and bridge that are associated with that
15 project.
16           It also is inclusive of that south
17 wildlife crossing right about here.  Somewhere in
18 this area.
19           So that's within the limits of that
20 project, as well.  So I think on the numbers here,
21 we talked about $36 million.
22           That's mostly the bridge and the
23 roadway.  Throw in part of this wildlife crossing
24 system, and it's about -- around $38 million for
25 that segment, that priority segment.
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1           Where are we at?  We started, kind of,
2 the official process of this environmental
3 document back in October of 2015.
4           I've just got to check to make sure that
5 number's right.  It seems like a long time ago.
6 So we worked through the alternatives; developing
7 the purpose and need; public scoping and input;
8 public input on the alternatives development;
9 writing the environmental document; drafting it

10 up; publishing a draft for the public's review;
11 and now, holding our public hearings.
12           So that's where we're at in our steps
13 here.  We're getting closer to the end of the
14 process.
15           So we'll be taking all of your input
16 both here, through our series of public meetings,
17 as well as the comment period that's open right
18 now.
19           We're looking to take all of those.
20 We'll look at those comments, analyze them,
21 incorporate them where appropriate into the
22 document, and work on drafting a final
23 environmental document and presenting it to
24 Federal Highway to make a final decision on the
25 project.  And so, we're looking for that for the
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1 fall of this year.
2           So like I said, the crux that I, kind
3 of, started with is we're here to take input;
4 answer questions; hear from you; raise some
5 awareness about the project and how you can
6 provide input.
7           So many options to do that.  We can do
8 that right here in a discussion setting.  You can,
9 you know, ask questions of us as we're here.

10           We'll be here until 8:00 p.m. tonight.
11 There's comment cards.  Fill out your comment
12 cards and you can turn those in now, or you can
13 think about the project or look at the document
14 and mail those in later.
15           You can send an e-mail to me at this
16 dotus85@nd.gov e-mail address.  Our website has a
17 lot of the project materials that have been
18 presented to this point.
19           After these meetings, we'll also update
20 the website with a lot of the materials that are
21 here today, including the presentations and the
22 boards.
23           You're also welcome to come up and talk
24 to Liz and give her your comments directly.  If
25 you don't want to do it in this public setting --
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1 you know, public forum -- she'll take them
2 directly.
3           Like I said, on the website, too,
4 there's actually a comment box there, too.  So you
5 can just type comments in there and hit "Submit,"
6 and those will come right to me, as well.
7           So what I should have led off with
8 earlier is that we do have some time now to take
9 questions and comments.  Just make sure you state

10 your name, and we'll go from there.  So -- yes,
11 sir?
12           STEVE STENEHJEM:  My name is Steve
13 Stenehjem.  I'm the CEO of First International
14 Bank in Watford City, and I'm a lifetime resident
15 of here.
16           I think you guys have done a great job.
17 And obviously, you've been listening to a lot of
18 stakeholders for a long time on the design that
19 you've made.
20           And, you know, from a banker and as far
21 as the economics go, you're starting at the right
22 place with that bridge, because that's a choke
23 point that's been a problem for many years.
24           It's going to be 60 years old next year.
25 And you might call it "historic," but it's
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1 outlived its time and its usefulness.
2           And when that bridge gets shut down for
3 when people run into it -- like you said, seven
4 times -- it's not only what happens in that day or
5 two of people not being able to get between here
6 and the interstate; but when they're repairing it,
7 it shuts it down, too.
8           And if you have to go to, like,
9 Dickinson or Belfield or Bismarck and try to catch

10 a plane or something, and you head down there, I
11 mean, the traffic will go to the top of the hill
12 on both sides.
13           I mean, it's miles long when only one
14 lane is open.  And, I mean, that creates a huge
15 economic impact for our community and our whole
16 area.
17           Plus, it's so horribly inconvenient.  I
18 have friends that have missed flights and, you
19 know, all kinds of problems like that.
20           So I think getting that bridge fixed:
21 You know, that's a number one priority and a great
22 idea.
23           The other thing:  Your design, I think,
24 with the median -- you know, with the depressed
25 median, more like Highway 2 than between here and
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1 Williston, I think, is a great thing.  Just from a
2 safety standpoint, I think that that's a wonderful
3 thing.
4           Having a bike path between here and the
5 park:  That's a wonderful thing, too.  In the last
6 ten years, my wife and I -- we actually came
7 across a fatality just north of the bridge where
8 people wrecked.
9           They only had one choice and that was

10 hit the ditch, because cars and trucks were coming
11 up.
12           It was a couple of brothers from
13 Mayville hauling a pick-up on a fifth-wheel.  They
14 had to turn; the thing jackknifed; one of them got
15 killed.  Terrible experience.
16           We've had two close friends killed on
17 that road in the last ten years:  One just north
18 of Grassy Butte, and one just south of town.
19           And having a median where they didn't
20 smack into somebody in the other lane or get hit
21 by a truck when they're bicycling down the
22 shoulder:  I mean, that's a big deal.  And it's
23 been too long.  We've been waiting for this for a
24 terribly long time.
25           And, you know, just the economic impact
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1 to our state of that oilfield traffic -- and I'm
2 sure some of you will bring it up -- but the
3 overload permits that go on Highway 85 dwarf any
4 other road in our state.  And, you know, that's a
5 big deal.
6           And to connect Canada to Mexico on this
7 Highway 85 corridor, we have to do our part to
8 make it the highway that it should be.
9           And you guys, you know, have a great

10 design that will help out a great deal, so thank
11 you.
12           MATT LINNEMAN:  Appreciate those
13 comments.  Yes, sir?
14           MIKE KOPP:  Mike Kopp.  What has to be
15 done before construction of the bridge begins?
16           MATT LINNEMAN:  We need to finish this
17 environmental process.  Like I, kind of, laid out
18 in the schedule, we're still working on that.
19           We've started some of the preliminary --
20 like I said, we've done some preliminary
21 engineering, so we have some idea.
22           We have the surveys done; all the
23 studies are done.  So we've started working on
24 some of the design, based on the concepts of the
25 preferred alternative.  But the main thing that we
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1 want to do is get through this environmental
2 process.
3           MIKE KOPP:  And then, let contracts
4 go -- or, happen?
5           MATT LINNEMAN:  Right, right, okay.  So
6 once we get a final environmental decision, then
7 we would finish our final design.
8           We need to -- we've started -- you know,
9 once we made our preferred alternatives public, we

10 started engaging with the landowners in that area,
11 just to make sure that -- well, we tried to time
12 everything so we could talk to them at the same
13 time that the draft EIS came out.
14           It didn't exactly work as -- like we'd
15 always planned, but we've been having
16 conversations with the landowners to let them know
17 that we -- you know, we're going to need some --
18 have some right-of-way needs to get that project
19 built.
20           So final design; right-of-way; and then,
21 we'll need some permits.  You know, obviously, the
22 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is a cooperating
23 agency on this project.  We'll need a permit from
24 them.
25           So, kind of, the whole -- what we always
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1 call the, kind of, final design package would have
2 to be put together.
3           And then, we would advertise that for
4 bids.  We would take bids; and then, award a
5 contract; and then, construction.
6           MIKE KOPP:  And that will be done
7 between now and when?
8           MATT LINNEMAN:  Given that, if
9 everything follows the schedule appropriately,

10 like I said, we'd like to start construction in
11 2019.
12           MIKE KOPP:  Beginning?  End of the year?
13 Middle of the year?
14           MATT LINNEMAN:  Spring of '19.  Now,
15 like I said, there's a lot of things that have to
16 fall into place to keep that schedule, so we're
17 doing our best to work towards that.  Yes, sir?
18           CAL KLEWIN:  Cal Klewin, executive
19 director of the Theodore Roosevelt Expressway.  I
20 want to thank you for your efforts so far in
21 moving the draft EIS forward.
22           And hopefully, this project will come to
23 fruition as soon as we can get funding; that type
24 of thing.
25           A couple things that I want to point out
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1 is that this is a main artery for this community
2 in western North Dakota.
3           We have a world-class oil and gas
4 industry moving forward; we have tourism efforts
5 that significantly enhance the economic
6 opportunities of this region.
7           And one of the things that I want to
8 point out that the people living out here and
9 working out here have been dealing with is that

10 this highway, as Steve Stenehjem pointed out,
11 leads all other corridors in North Dakota -- which
12 are four-lane -- leads them two and three times in
13 oversized, over-width permits.  So that's what
14 we're dealing with out here, and that's something
15 that we need.
16           And we show that we have to have some
17 type of corridor that moves the people safely, and
18 the efficient moving of freight.
19           I have those numbers here.  I can submit
20 it electronically, but these are numbers that I
21 get every quarter from the highway patrol.
22           So I think it's something that probably
23 will build the case that this is something that
24 needs to be taken care of as soon as possible for
25 the safety of the people and the enjoyment of the
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1 traveling public.
2           MATT LINNEMAN:  Thank you.  Yup, we
3 would definitely be interested in your
4 information.
5           CAL KLEWIN:  Okay.
6           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah.  Yes, sir?
7           AARON PELTON:  Hi, there.  My name is
8 Aaron Pelton, and I am owner/operator of a group
9 of restaurants in North Dakota.

10           I want to thank you guys for everything
11 that you've done for the public's safety out here.
12 I can't imagine getting into Williston right now
13 without the four-lane highway; getting to Minot
14 without the bridge that we have over there, with
15 the traffic the way it is.  Thank you guys very
16 much.
17           With that being said, we have over
18 200 employees in our company, and we do a lot of
19 recruiting around the country to get people to
20 come here from other states.
21           And the Badlands are a major, major
22 recruitment tool and a big reason that people want
23 to move here.
24           So the citizens of Watford City:  You'd
25 be hard-pressed to find anybody who loved the
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1 Badlands more than the citizens of Watford City.
2           With that being said, we've become
3 landlocked without that bridge.  That bridge needs
4 to be practical, and it needs to be well done, and
5 it needs to be done right.
6           Because, without that bridge, we're --
7 you know, we've, essentially, become an island in
8 McKenzie County.
9           You know, one other thing to keep in

10 mind:  This is all a very, very beautiful project.
11 I love it a lot.
12           We're not exactly swimming with a lot of
13 tourism opportunities in North Dakota, but the
14 Maah Daah Hey is a really, really important one,
15 and the Maah Daah Hey is the one that's -- I think
16 we've just hit the tip of the iceberg.
17           And if we do find a way to get a bike
18 trail down there, that would just be the starting
19 point for that.  So thank you guys very much.
20           MATT LINNEMAN:  Thank you.  Yes, sir?
21           DAN RICHMOND:  Dan Richmond.  Just a
22 question on this trail:  I mean, I've been talking
23 to people about this for a long time and hearing
24 it's coming.  How serious is this?
25           I'd love to see this project move
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1 forward.  If you look at the maps, you don't see
2 any access points; any public parking; you don't
3 see where the trailheads are going to be.
4           You really don't see anything in the
5 documentation right now showing where that stretch
6 is going to be, and where the access points are
7 going to be in that.
8           But, you know -- and I'd also like to
9 comment:  I'd love to see this come forward.  I

10 think it's going to be a great tie-in to the Maah
11 Daah Hey Trail.
12           Especially for me, since it's going
13 right in front of my house.  I can just ride there
14 all the time.
15           And a follow-up question:  Are they
16 taking any precautions -- and I fight this all the
17 time with four-wheelers, snowmobiles -- any kind
18 of plan to keep motorized vehicles off of that
19 trail?
20           MATT LINNEMAN:  A couple questions.
21 I'll try to make sure I pick them up -- get to all
22 of them.
23           One, with the plan:  Obviously, on the
24 north end of the project, it would tie into the
25 plan that McKenzie County and Watford City have
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1 for their trail network, wanting to connect to
2 this.
3           They already show that in their
4 long-range plan.  I think there's been some talk
5 about some sort of thing that -- you know, we're
6 looking at connecting to the county road.
7           I think there's already some type of --
8 well, maybe I can pick on Sue Hale (phonetic) a
9 little bit to answer some of these questions -- as

10 the county is looking at their plan on how they
11 would get people on and off and have trailheads to
12 go with it.
13           The one thing -- you know, it's -- we've
14 been working with the county on this concept, and
15 we wanted to make sure that we get all of the
16 studies necessary to clear the path
17 environmentally so that it could be built.
18           I think that the county has committed to
19 the long-term maintenance and ownership of that
20 trail.
21           We still have -- just like with the
22 roadway, we still have to figure out how we're
23 going to fund the construction of it.
24           And that might -- you know, just
25 because -- you know, we show a lot of things --

Page 91

1 and this is a good example for more things than
2 just the trail -- is that we talk about phase
3 construction along the length of the project;
4 there might also be phase construction across the
5 width of the project.
6           And what I mean by that is that the
7 trail, maybe, comes later than the roadway would
8 if the roadway were ever built.
9           Or, maybe, the -- some of the

10 geotechnical, like the drilled shaft structure:
11 That might have to come before the roadway
12 expansion ever came.  It all depends on the needs
13 and where the funding comes from.
14           So, you know, the path will be cleared
15 environmentally for it; then, it comes down to
16 finding money to build it.
17           With the all-terrain vehicles:  We've
18 had that comment at previous public meetings, too,
19 and we thought about that a little bit.
20           I think the best answer that we have
21 would be signing to do that.  And by signing and
22 having -- probably going with a county ordinance
23 to, maybe, go with it, that would give law
24 enforcement an opportunity to, then, enforce those
25 for keeping motorized vehicles off of the trail.
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1 Yes, sir?
2           ROGER CHINN:  Roger Chinn, Grassy Butte.
3 As a landowner and a resident on U.S. Highway 85,
4 I fully support the project, especially the
5 bridge.  That has been a thorn, as Steve said.
6           I had to come to Watford a lot years
7 ago, and I don't know how many times I would drive
8 over 20 miles north and the bridge was shut down,
9 and I had to go around by Killdeer to get to

10 Watford City.
11           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
12           ROGER CHINN:  On the design of the road,
13 I fully support the divided highway with the
14 depression in the middle, with one caveat:  I
15 would like to see the whole road built that way.
16           I'm concerned that we're going to build
17 a $400 million, almost $500 million -- that's half
18 of $1 billion, I believe -- road.  And then, we're
19 going to have a choke point when we get there.
20           And we hear a lot about impacts.  On a
21 section of land, if you own a mile of the
22 highway -- you and I figured it last night -- give
23 or take, it's going to be right at 12 acres.
24 Well, that is 1.87 percent of that section that
25 that individual owns.
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1           And I think it's going to take land from
2 me.  I know that.  It's farmland.  But I still
3 support the project.  It's hard to build a road if
4 you don't have any property to put it on.
5           On going wider, if I could ask the
6 question, when you did the design, did you design
7 through the Badlands a little wider divided
8 highway with the depression?  How much more land
9 are we talking would be impacted?

10           MATT LINNEMAN:  At the beginning of the
11 project, when we were still looking at concepts,
12 we looked at both of those.
13           And as we went through the input
14 process -- both the public input as well as
15 working with our agency partners -- it became very
16 clear to us that we needed to set some goals to
17 minimize that footprint.
18           And, you know, the land area -- what
19 happens is, when you get wider, you add quite a
20 bit of property, because it chases down or up the
21 hill, depending on how you're cutting.
22           So it makes it a lot more than just
23 another 10 feet.  That 10 feet might turn into
24 another 200 feet by the time you chase it --
25 before you're, maybe, tied down very close.
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1           You get 10 feet wider; now, you've got
2 to tie down, you know, 200 feet below where you're
3 at.
4           That was, kind of, the main problem.  So
5 that made those impacts a lot greater a lot
6 faster.
7           ROGER CHINN:  Did it raise the costs
8 significantly?  Did you do any work on that?
9           MATT LINNEMAN:  You know, I think, at

10 the point of scoping and, like I said, getting the
11 input, that we thought that our best approach to
12 get this project approved and moved forward fast
13 is I don't think we did go into the level of
14 detailed analysis that we did for the alternatives
15 as -- that we presented today.
16           ROGER CHINN:  Well, using the
17 twelve acres a mile, the map I have shows three
18 and a half miles of federal land managed in the
19 national grasslands that's impacted in that
20 seven-mile stretch.
21           Well, that's forty-two acres, if you
22 take the three and a half.  Our federal neighbors
23 have over a half a million acres in McKenzie
24 County.
25           I don't know if it's too much to ask
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1 them to give up 40 or 50 acres so that we can have
2 a safe highway.  I mean, the percent is so small.
3           And the same way with our friends at the
4 National Park Service.  I hate to see us spend
5 that kind of money and still have a bottleneck.
6           I can see that, as this gentleman said,
7 as tourism picks up and more people drive this
8 road, there will be more traffic turning into that
9 park.

10           And you're coming downhill, turning on a
11 slope.  If people don't know for sure where
12 they're going, there will be wrecks there, just
13 like, as Steve mentioned, there were wrecks along
14 the bridge.
15           MATT LINNEMAN:  Sure.
16           ROGER CHINN:  So I commend you guys and
17 the State of North Dakota for finally recognizing
18 that this is a problem in western North Dakota,
19 and I'll be like Larry the Cable Guy:
20 "Git-R-Done."
21           MATT LINNEMAN:  Yeah, thanks for the
22 comment.  We see your point.  Like I said, the one
23 thing is that it isn't just a straight-line
24 relationship as far as, you know, going to that
25 wider roadway section, that it was just going to
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1 be another 100 feet wide.
2           The problem with the Badlands is you
3 have to get another 200, 300, 400 feet wide to be
4 able to do it.
5           And so, you know, your point being,
6 "Well, that's a small percentage of the federal
7 land."
8           And even at those widths, it still would
9 be.  But I think our -- looking at it in the scale

10 of the impacts of what our project was and trying
11 to keep that footprint down -- because some of the
12 other things it would have impacted was a lot
13 more:  The drainage features; wetlands; trying to
14 stay away from the cultural resources in the area,
15 you know.
16           By using the footprint we did, we really
17 didn't have to deal with a lot of that because we
18 avoided a lot of those impacts.
19           So it helped us move the project
20 forward, and it gives us a lot more confidence
21 that we can get it permitted and get the easements
22 we need with that kind of design.
23           I'm sure there might be a few more
24 questions.  Well, once again, the comment period
25 for this draft document is open until June 25th,
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1 so you'll have plenty of time to still review it
2 and think about other questions or ideas that you
3 have.
4           We will be here:  Representatives from
5 the DOT and KLJ available here until 8:00 o'clock
6 tonight.
7           So I appreciate everyone coming out
8 tonight, and we're really hoping to hear your
9 input.  Thank you.

10           (Whereupon, the public hearing concluded
11 at 8:00 p.m.)
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
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1               REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE
2

3      I, Elizabeth H. Lundquist, a general
4 shorthand reporter, 51 Broadway, Suite 130, Fargo,
5 North Dakota, do hereby certify that the foregoing
6 ninety-seven (97) pages of typewritten material
7 constitute a full, true, and correct transcript of
8 my original stenotype notes, as they purport to
9 contain, of the public input hearing reported by

10 me at the time and place hereinbefore mentioned.
11

12

13

14

15

16 Elizabeth H. Lundquist
51 Broadway

17 Suite 130
Fargo, North Dakota 58102

18

19 Dated this 23rd day of July, 2018.
20

21 THE FOREGOING CERTIFICATION OF THIS TRANSCRIPT
DOES NOT APPLY TO THE REPRODUCTION OF THE SAME BY

22 ANY MEANS, UNLESS UNDER THE DIRECT CONTROL AND/OR
DIRECTION OF THE CERTIFYING COURT REPORTER.

23

24

25
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