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Mzt. Bob Christensen
Archaeologist, ETS Division
Dept of Transportation

608 East Boulevard Avenue
Bismarck, ND 58505-0700

ND SHPO Ref.: 060923, NDDOT FHO-02-04(001), PCN 16970 “Little Missouri River
Crossing: A Class III Cultural Resource Inventory in Billings, Golden Valley, and McKenzie
Counties, North Dakota” in portions of [T142N R102W Sections 3, 4, 5, 9, 10, 11, 12, 14 &
15] [T143N R102W Sections 1, 2, 6, 15-18, 20-23, 26, 27 & 31-36] [T144N R101W Sections 6
& 7] [T144N R102W Sections 8-19, 21, 22, 27-29, 31, 32, 34 & 35] [T143N R103W Sections 1,
12, 13, 25, 26 & 36] [T144N R103W Sections 13, 24, 25 & 36] [T146N R101W Sections 19, 28
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Dear Mr. Christensen,

We reviewed ND SHPO Ref.: 06-0923, NDDOT FHO-02-04(001), PCN 16970
“Little Missouri River Crossing: A Class III Cultural Resource Inventory in
Billings, Golden Valley, and McKenzie Counties, North Dakota” in portions of
[T142N R102W Sections 3, 4, 5,9, 10, 11, 12, 14 & 15] [T143N R102W Sections
1,2,6,1518,20-23, 26, 27 & 31-36] [T144N R101W Sections 6 & 7] [T144N
R102W Sections 8-19, 21, 22, 27-29, 31, 32, 34 & 35] [T143N R103W Sections 1,
12, 13, 25, 26 & 36] [T144N R103W Sections 13, 24, 25 & 36] [T146N R101W
Sections 19, 28 & 33] & [T146N R102W Sections 10 & 24] and find the report
by Duane Klinner acceptable. We look forward to reviewing the results of the
impact analysis.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions
please contact Lisa Steckler, Preservation Planner at (701) 328-3577, e-mail

Isteckler@nd.gov
Sincerely,
Claudia J. Berg

State Historic Preservation Officer
(North Dakota)

North Dakota Heritage Center » 612 East Boulevard Avenue, Bismarck, ND 58505-0830 = Phone: 701-328-2666 = Fax: 701-328-3710
Email: histsoc@nd.gov « Web site: http:/history.nd.gov « TTY: 1-800-366-6888
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Missouri River Crossing, FHO-02-04(001), PCN 16970: Billings County, North
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Cultural Resource Inventory in Billings, Golden Valley and McKenzie
Counties, North Dakota” for the Expanded Alternative K, Option 1 Area,
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Dear Mr. Christensen,

We reviewed ND SHPO Ref.: 060923, NDDOT FHO-02-04(001) PCN 16970,
County Bridge, Roadway Segment, “Evaluative Testing at 32B1713 for the Little
Missouri River Crossing, FHO-02-04(001), PCN 16970: Billings County, North
Dakota” and “Addendum to “The Little Missouri River Crossing: A Class 111
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with the determination of “No Historic Properties Affected” for Alternative K,
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32BIX948 are not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Place and
we concur with the determinations listed on Page 2 of the documentation dated

11/8/16.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. If you have any questions
please contact Lisa Steckler, Preservation Planner at (701) 328-3577, e-mail

North Dakota Heritage Center & State Museum « 612 East Boulevard Ave., Bismarck, ND 58505-0830 ¢ 701.328.2666

histsoc@nd.gov » history.nd.gov » TTY: 1.800.366.6888
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From: Thornton, Martina -FS <martina.thornton@usda.gov>

Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2019 3:09 PM
To: Ashley Ross
Subject: RE: [CAUTION: Suspicious Link]LMRC BA/BE documents

The Forest Service concurs with the revised BA/BE’s

Martina(Tina) Thornton
Realty Specialist

Forest Service
Dakota Prairie Grasslands, Medora Ranger District

p: 701-227-7809
f: 701-227-7801
martina.thornton@usda.gov

99 23rd Ave. West
Dickinson, ND 58601
www.fs fed.us

LK

Caring for the land and serving people

From: Ashley Ross [mailto:Ashley.Ross@kljeng.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2019 2:08 PM

To: Thornton, Martina -FS <martina.thornton@usda.gov>
Cc: Boehm, Shannon - FS <shannon.boehm@usda.gov>
Subject: [CAUTION: Suspicious Link]LMRC BA/BE documents

PROCEED WITH CAUTION: This message triggered warnings of potentially malicious web content.
Evaluate this email by considering whether you are expecting the message, along with inspection for suspicious
links.

Questions: Spam.Abuse@wdc.usda.gov

Tina,

The revised BA/BEs for the Little Missouri River Crossing project have been uploaded to
https://files.kljeng.com/?ShareToken=F9081E9DBA811B723FE8998DCEFBEA4453473102. The documents will be available
on this link for the next 30 days. Please review and respond with concurrence for inclusion as an appendix to the FIES.

Call if you have any questions.

Thanks!

Ashley Ross

701-250-5961 Direct
4585 Coleman Street
Bismarck, ND 58503-0431
kljeng.com

FE@s o

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the
sender and delete the email immediately.



K.1. Directional Map—North, from US Highway 85
K.2. Directional Map—South, from US Highway 85

K.3. Directional Map—from North Dakota Highway 16
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1. Introduction

The North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT), in conjunction with the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Billings County, is proposing to
construct a new bridge that would span the Little Missouri River in western North
Dakota.

In the area of Billings and Golden Valley counties, there is one bridge (Long X
Bridge) that crosses the Little Missouri River on US Highway 85, south of Watford
City, and two bridges (one eastbound and one westbound) that cross the Little
Missouri River on Interstate 94 (1-94) in Medora. These bridges are nearly 70
highway miles apart. In between these bridges there are 18 unimproved private
fords and one unimproved public ford, which are used by some vehicles to cross the
Little Missouri River. However, these fords are unreliable because of seasonal
conditions and are inaccessible to many types of vehicles. The project would
construct a new crossing over the Little Missouri River in between the Long X Bridge
and 1-94 bridges to provide users with a safe, efficient, and reliable local connection
between the roadways on the east and west sides of the Little Missouri River within
Billings County. The project would improve local connectivity and system linkage
between Billings and Golden Valley counties.

NDDOT and FHWA have prepared a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the project, which was released for public comment on July 6, 2018 and ended
August 20, 2018. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) participated as a
Cooperating Agency and has provided information and comments specific to its
expertise and authority.

1.1 Section 404(b)(1) Regulatory Background
The purpose of the Guidelines developed by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is to
restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of waters of the
United States (WOUS) through the control of discharges of dredged and fill
material. 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 230.1(a). Fundamental to these
Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines is the precept that dredged or fill material should not
be discharged into the aquatic ecosystem, unless it can be demonstrated that such
a discharge will not have an unacceptable adverse impact either individually or in
combination with known and/or probable impacts of other activities affecting the
ecosystems of concern. 40 CFR § 230.1(c).

Section 404 of the CWA authorizes the Corps to issue permits for the discharge of
dredged or fill materials into , including wetlands, defined at 33 CFR Part 328, and
as clarified by interagency “Rapanos” guidance published in 2007 and revised in



2008, include coastal and inland waters, lakes, rivers, and streams, including
adjacent wetlands and tributaries.

The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part 230 et seq.) are the substantive
environmental criteria used by the Corps to evaluate permit applications involving
the discharge of dredged or fill material into WOUS. The Section 404(b)(1)
Guidelines at 40 CFR § 2301.10 impose four restrictions which must be satisfied in
order to make a finding that a proposed discharge of dredged or fill material
complies with the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines
generally state that no discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if:

1. There is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does
not have other significant adverse environmental consequences;

2. The discharge would:

a) Cause or contribute, after consideration of disposal site dilution and
dispersion, to violations of any applicable State water quality standard;

b) Violate any applicable toxic effluent standard or prohibition under Section 307
of the CWA;

c¢) Jeopardize the continued existence of species listed as endangered or
threatened under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, or result
in likelihood of the destruction or adverse modification of a habitat which is
determined by the Secretary of Interior or Commerce, as appropriate, to be a
critical habitat under the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended; or

d) Violate any requirement imposed by the Secretary of Commerce to protect any
marine sanctuary designated under title Il of the Marine Protection, Research,
and Sanctuaries Act of 1972;

3. The discharge would cause or contribute to significant degradation of the
WOUS. Findings of significant degradation related to the proposed discharge
shall be based upon appropriate factual determinations, evaluations, and tests
required by subparts B and G, after consideration of subparts C through F, with
special emphasis on the persistence and permanence of the effects outlined in
those subparts;

4. And, unless appropriate and practicable steps have been taken which will
minimize potential adverse impacts of the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

An alternative is practicable “if it is available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of the overall project
purposes.” 40 CFR 8§ 230.10(a), 230.3(q). “If it is otherwise a practicable alternative, an
area not presently owned by an applicant which could reasonably be obtained, utilized,
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expanded or managed in order to fulfill the basic purpose of the proposed activity may
be considered.” 40 CFR § 230.10(a)(2).

The term “special aquatic sites,” as defined by the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines,
includes “geographic areas, large or small, possessing special ecological characteristics
of productivity, habitat, wildlife protection, or other important and easily disrupted
ecological values.” 40 CFR § 230.3. The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines specifically name
sanctuaries and refuges, wetlands, mud flats, vegetated shallows, coral reefs, and riffle
and pool complexes as special aquatic sites. Each of these six special aquatic sites are
defined in subpart E of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines.

The figures below provide the location and development of the study area as it evolved
from 2006 to 2018 (current). Being located in the badlands between the North and
South units of Theodore Roosevelt National Part and near the Elkhorn Ranch, several
routes were evaluated within this designated study area to adequately evaluate
environmental, historical, tribal, and public concerns.
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Little Missouri River Crossing

Figure 1: Current Study Area (NDDOT, 2018)
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Figure 2: 2008 Study Area (NDDOT, 2018)
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Little Missouri River Crossing

Figure 3: 2006 Study Area (NDDOT, 2018)
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Figure 4: Alternatives Map (NDDOT, 2018)

If the proposed activity would involve a discharge into a special aquatic site, such as a
wetland, the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines distinguish between those projects that are
water dependent and those that are not. A water-dependent project is one that requires
access to or proximity to or siting within a special aquatic site to achieve its basic
purpose, such as a marina. A non-water-dependent project is one that does not require
access to or proximity to or siting within a special aquatic site to achieve its basic
purpose, such as a housing development.

The Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines establish two presumptions for projects that propose a
discharge into a special aquatic site. First, it is presumed that there are practicable
alternatives to non-water dependent projects, “unless clearly demonstrated otherwise.”
40 CFR 8§ 230.10(a)(3). Second, “where a discharge is proposed for a special aquatic
site, all practicable alternatives to the proposed discharge which do not involve a
discharge into a special aquatic site are presumed to have less adverse impact on the
aguatic ecosystem, unless clearly demonstrated otherwise.” 40 CFR § 230.10(a)(3).
The thrust of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines is that applicants should design proposed
projects to meet the overall project purpose while avoiding impacts on aquatic
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environments. This approach is emphasized in a Memorandum of Agreement (“MOA”)
between the EPA and the Department of the Army (“DA”) concerning the determination
of mitigation under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (EPA 1990), as modified by the
Corps and EPA Final Mitigation Rule promulgated at 33 CFR Parts 325, 332; 40 CFR
Part 230. The MOA articulates the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines’ “sequencing” protocol
as first, avoiding impacts; second, minimizing impacts; and third, providing practicable
compensatory mitigation for unavoidable impacts and no overall net loss of functions
and services.

In addition to the 404(b)(1) guidelines, 33 CFR 320.4 — General policies for evaluating
permit applications, also requires the Corps to consider a Public Interest Review, which
considers the probable impacts, including cumulative impacts, of the proposed activity
on public interest, carefully weighing all factors which are relevant in each particular
case. The Corps decision on whether to authorize the proposal, and if so, the
conditions under which it will be considered are determined by the outcome of this
general balancing act. Among the factors considered, including cumulative impacts, are
conservation, economics, aesthetics, general environmental concerns, wetlands,
historic properties, fish and wildlife values, flood hazards, floodplain values, land use,
navigation, shore erosion and accretion, recreation, water supply and conservation,
water quality, energy needs, safety, food and fiber production, mineral needs,
considerations of property ownership and, in general, the needs and welfare of the
people. For activities involving 404 discharges, a permit would be denied if the
discharge that would be authorized by such a permit would not comply with the
404(b)(1) guidelines.

1.2 Organization of the Report
This Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis is based primarily on the findings of the
NDDOT and FHWA Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The impact evaluations
herein are summarized as applicable from the DEIS and subsequent reevaluations for
the proposed project and its alternatives, and the Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis
is intended to be a stand-alone document.

The DEIS was prepared by FHWA (as the lead federal agency), NDDOT and Billings
County in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) (42 USC 4341 et seq.) and in conformance with the Council for Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations implementing NEPA.

This document provides information and analysis that allows the Corps to make a
determination of the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA).
Section 1 provides the Introduction, including the proposed project background, CWA
Section 404(b)(1) regulatory background, and this organization section. Section 2
provides the Description of Proposed Project. Section 3 discusses the Basic and Overall
Project Purpose. Section 4 discusses the Alternatives Considered. Section 5 discusses
the Existing Conditions as it relates to WOUS. Section 6 discusses the Impact Analysis,
as set forth in Subparts C through H of the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. Section 7
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presents Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects. Section 8 discusses Compensatory
Mitigation for unavoidable impacts to Waters of the United States (WOUS). Section 9 is
the Corps conclusion on the 404(b)(1) analysis and Section 10 presents the Literature
Cited.

2. Description of Proposed Project
The proposed project consists of constructing a new bridge over the Little Missouri
River in an area that currently lacks an efficient and safe crossing. The general public,
industry, and emergency vehicles currently cross the Little Missouri River via a low
water crossing, requiring them to drive through the river when environmental
conditionals allow. The project would require the construction of new roadway sections
that would connect with the existing transportation grid. Several alternatives were
developed to properly evaluate the most practicable location for construction.

Figure 5: Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) Wetlands and Other Waters (NDDOT, 2018)

The project would require the establishment of work zones, staging areas, and
temporary work zone traffic-control signing before construction begins. Temporary
erosion control devices would be installed, as necessary, prior to the onset of
construction. The work zone, staging areas, and borrow sites would be cleared and
grubbed and topsoil removed and stockpiled for reclamation of sites following
completion of project. Construction equipment necessary for road and bridge
construction would include cranes, ready-mix trucks, concrete pump trucks, loaders,
bulldozers, scrapers, motor graders, backhoes, trucks and rollers.
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Earthwork would include a combination of hauling and placing of fill material for
construction in areas where additional material would be needed and removing material
in cut areas. Existing roadway approaches would be widened and new approaches
constructed as needed. Drainage structures, including pipes, would be replaced and
installed as required throughout the roadway and approaches to maintain existing
drainage patterns. Bypasses and stream diversions would be utilized as necessary for
construction of drainage structures and creek crossings.

The Little Missouri River Crossing would require in-water work for the construction of
concrete abutments and piers. A typical bridge pier consists of foundation piling, a
footing, and columns. Riprap would be added at each abutment and pier to reduce
stream channel erosion. The bridge superstructure would consist of a reinforced
concrete deck, supported by steel plate girders. Clear roadway width through the bridge
would be a maximum of approximately 36-ft to provide two 12-ft driving lanes and 6-ft
wide shoulder to accommodate large farm and industrial equipment. The total width of
the bridge would be a maximum of 38 to 40-ft, depending on traffic barriers, which
would be determined during final design.

To facilitate access for construction equipment, materials and labor forces, the bridge
contractor would need to place temporary fill in the channel to construct a causeway or
bypass. River flow would be maintained by the installation of temporary culverts or by
leaving part of the river channel open during construction. The contractor may construct
a temporary work bridge in lieu of a causeway if water depths and flows allow.
Temporary steel cofferdams or earthen ring dikes may also be required for bridge pier
construction to provide a dry work area. Once the cofferdams or ring dikes are in place,
the contractor would need to excavate the channel bottom inside the cofferdams to the
required pier foundation elevation. After the footing is constructed, the excavated
material would be backfilled and any excess material would be removed from the
channel and disposed of at an approved location. Upon completion of construction, all
temporary fills and structures would be removed and the stream bed and banks would
be restored to pre-construction condition.

The land adjacent to the bridge under construction would be used to facilitate
construction by providing areas for the following activities:

e Construction equipment staging and maintenance

e Stockpile areas of raw materials prior to their incorporation into the construction
operation

e Temporary field offices and storage facilities

e Access to the bridge work area

e Staging areas

A temporary construction easement would be provided for the project of approximately
400-ft wide and 1500-ft wide. It is anticipated that bridge construction over the Little
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Missouri River would be completed concurrently with roadway construction and may
require up to two construction seasons to complete.

The proposed project would require a CWA Section 404 permit. A revised Aquatic
Resource delineation report was submitted to the Corps in September of 2016. The
Corps responded with an approved and preliminary jurisdictional determination for the
proposed project on November 2, 2016. The approved jurisdictional determination is
valid for five years and would expire in November of 2021.

2.1 Proposed Activities
The proposed activities relative to the discharge of dredged or fill material would be
associated with the reconstruction of existing roadways and the construction of a new
bridge structure. Piers, riprap, and approach fills are generally associated with the
construction of a bridge. Other discharges associated with the project would result from
fill placed during the expansion of existing roadways approaching the Little Missouri
River Crossing. This would also require the replacement and/or extension of existing
culverts, resulting in temporary and permanent impacts to regulated waters. In order to
construct the new bridge, a new portion roadway would need to be constructed to
connect the bridge with the existing transportation grid.

2.2 Avoidance, Minimization and Compensation
During the initial project design phase, impacts on wetlands and Other Waters within the
area were minimized to the maximum extent practicable. For all of the alternatives, the
alignment would follow an existing roadway as closely as possible to minimize new
roadway construction and potential permanent impacts on wetlands and Other Waters.
Unavoidable impacts on wetlands would be mitigated onsite, adjacent to the project, or
at an NDDOT-approved mitigation site or bank, as necessary. During final design, a
Section 404 permit application (and mitigation plan, if necessary) would be provided to
the USACE for their consideration of impacts on wetlands and Other Waters under
USACE jurisdiction. Further minimization would occur with the implementation of Best
Management Practices (BMP’s). Some examples of this include the use of fiber rolls
and silt curtains to limit the effects associated with the discharge of fill material on
adjacent and downstream aquatic resources. For naturally occurring wetlands outside of
USACE jurisdiction requiring mitigation under EO 11990, impacts would be mitigated
onsite, offsite, or an approved wetland site or bank. Mitigation would be accomplished in
a manner consistent with FHWA'’s program-wide goal of ‘net gain’ of wetlands through
enhancement, creation, and preservation.

Temporary impacts, such as fills associated with a causeway in the river for bridge
construction and temporary impacts associated with staging areas and borrow sites,
would be restored to pre-construction conditions within 90-days following construction.

Prior to construction activities, the contractor would be required to obtain a North
Dakota Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NDPDES) permit and develop a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would outline phasing for
erosion- and sediment-controls, stabilization measures, pollution-prevention measures,



and prohibited discharges. The SWPPP would also include BMPs to minimize erosion,
sedimentation, and storm-water runoff (e.g., fiber rolls, straw waddles, erosion mats, silt
fencing, turbidity barriers, mulching, filter fabric fencing, sediment traps and ponds,
surface water interceptor swales, ditches). The SWPPP would require that secure and
contained refueling areas are located away from surface waters, maintenance and
monitoring measures are implemented to reduce the potential for spills and leaks, and
the amount of stockpiled material is minimized and stored away from surface waters. In
addition, waste material would be disposed of in accordance with state and federal laws
and in a manner that avoids impacts on the Little Missouri River channel.

The Corps initially had concerns regarding the developed alternatives within the DEIS.
NDDOT, FHWA, and Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson Inc. met with Corps staff on
September 21, 2018, to discuss the development of a Least Damaging Practicable
Alternative (LEDPA). Taking the Corps concerns regarding the presented alternatives,
FHWA and NDDOT minimized the impacts to wetlands and other waters. The refined
impacts to Alternative K1 brought the total impacts below 0.50 acres.

Once execution of the project begins, culverts and corrugated pipes would be placed 1-
ft below the existing channel bottom at locations captured by the North Dakota Regional
Conditions for the 2017 Nationwide Permitting Program. This allows for the re-
establishment of natural substrate, ensuring sediment related functions and fish
passage would remain following construction activities. This is a general form of
minimization often used within the State of North Dakota to ensure there are no
permanent loss of streams with the installation of concrete box culverts and corrugated

pipes.
2.2.1 Compensation

Wetland mitigation for the project is anticipated to be accomplished through the creation
of wetland mitigation site(s) and/or purchasing credits at a wetland mitigation bank or in
lieu fee program. Mitigation would be determined during final design and permitting.
Primarily, resources to be impacted include palustrine emergent wetlands, intermittent
and ephemeral streams (unnamed tributaries), and larger perennial rivers such as the
Little Missouri River. Compensation for impacts to streams and other waters may be
required.

As per the 2008 Final Mitigation Rule, the fundamental objective of compensatory
mitigation is to offset environmental losses resulting from the unavoidable impacts to
WOUS authorized by DA permits. The Corps must determine the compensatory
mitigation to be required for a DA permit, based on what is practicable and capable of
compensating for the aquatic resource functions that would be lost as a result of the
permitted activity. In making this determination, the Corps must assess the likelihood
for ecological success and sustainability, the location of the compensation site relative
to the impact site and their significance within the watershed, and the costs of the
compensatory mitigation project. In many cases, the environmentally preferable
compensatory mitigation may be provided through mitigation banks or in-lieu fee
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programs because they usually involve consolidating compensatory mitigation projects
where ecologically appropriate, consolidating resources, providing financial planning
and scientific expertise. Compensatory mitigation requirements must be commensurate
with the amount and type of impact that is associated with a particular DA permit.

For individual permits, the permittee must prepare a draft mitigation plan and submit it to
the Corps for review. The approved mitigation plan must contain performance
standards that will be used to assess whether the project is achieving its objectives.
Performance standards should relate to the objectives of the compensatory mitigation
project, so that the project can be objectively evaluated to determine if it is developing
into the desired resource type, providing the expected functions, and attaining any other
applicable metrics (e.g., acres). For the Little Missouri River Crossing Project, a
complete mitigation plan may be required and impacts would be mitigated at a minimum
of a 1:1 ratio.

It should be noted that several factors may affect the amount of impacts for this project.
The Corps is anticipating new guidance and rule-making on the definition of Waters of
the U.S. prior to the permitting phase of the project. This would require a re-evaluation
of the impacts during the permitting phase as well. It is unknown at this time whether
that would result in a decrease or increase in potential impacts of the proposed project.
Approved jurisdictional determinations are valid for a 5-year period, so this project may
need to be re-evaluated.



3. Basic and Overall Purpose

3.1 Basic Project Purpose and Water Dependency
The basic project purpose comprises the fundamental, essential, or irreducible purpose
of the proposed project, and is used by the Corps to determine whether the applicant’s
project is water dependent (i.e., whether it requires access or proximity to or siting
within a special aquatic site). The basic project purpose for the proposed project is road
construction, which is not water dependent. As noted in Section 1.1, the Section
404(b)(1) Guidelines at 40 CFR § 230.10(a)(3) set forth two rebuttable presumptions
when the activity associated with a discharge is proposed in a special aquatic site, as
defined at 40 CFR Part 230, subpart E. The Little Missouri River Crossing project would
result in a discharge of fill material into special aquatic sites.

3.2 Overall Project Purpose
The overall project purpose serves as the basis for the Corps’ Section 404(b)(1)
alternatives analysis and is determined by further defining the basic project purpose in a
manner that more specifically describes the applicant’s goals and accounts for logistical
considerations for the project while also considering the public’s perspectives, and
which allows a reasonable range of alternatives to be analyzed. It is critical that the
overall project purpose be defined to provide for a meaningful evaluation of alternatives.
It should not be so narrowly defined as to give undue deference to the applicant’s
wishes, thereby unreasonably limiting the consideration of alternatives. Conversely, it
should not be so broadly defined as to render the evaluation unreasonable and
meaningless.

The overall project purpose is to construct a bridge over the Little Missouri River, in
order to provide safe and efficient travel for vehicles operated by the general public,
industrial and commercial companies, and agricultural equipment.

4. Alternatives Considered (NDDOT, 2018)

The FHWA, NDDOT and Billings County have prepared a Draft EIS with the Corps and
U.S. Forest Service as cooperating agencies. The EIS was developed in accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), as amended, and the
regulations of the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), 40 CFR parts 1500 through
1508. An EIS is a full disclosure document that details the process through which a
project is developed, describes the purpose and need for the action, and includes
consideration of a range of reasonable alternatives, analyzes the potential impacts
resulting from the alternatives, and demonstrates compliance with other applicable
environmental laws and executive orders.

During the FHWA EIS process, a multidisciplinary process was undertaken to identify a
range of reasonable alternatives to be studied in detail in the EIS. The lead federal
agency sent out early naotification to, and solicited the views and comments of several
federal, state and local agencies; special interest groups; committees; and associations
on February 19 and May 14, 2007 and again on May 30, 2012. Agency Scoping
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Meetings were held on March 5, 2007 and a 30-day comment period was initiated from
March 5 to March 26, 2007. Public scoping meetings were held on March 5, 2007 as
well in Medora, North Dakota. Alternatives workshops were held for the project on July
22,2008 and again on May 23, 2012 with FHWA, NDDOT, KLJ, USACE, USFS, NPS,
USFWS, NDGFD, NDDH, NDPRD and NDSHPO. A Public Alternatives workshop was
held on July 17, 2008 and again on June 5, 2012. The purpose of the workshops was
to provide agencies and the public an opportunity to comment on the proposed project.
During the 2008 public alternatives workshops, three build alternatives were eliminated
from further review based on opposition from the public because of the close proximity
to the Theodore Roosevelt National Park — Elkhorn Ranch Unit and Elkhorn
Ranchlands. For additional information on Alternatives considered but eliminated from
further review, see Section 3.2.1 in the DEIS.

4.1 Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

4.1.1 Features Common to All Alternatives Analyzed in Detail
The presented build alternatives that are in the DEIS for evaluation would all require
approximately 1-2.5 miles of new roadway construction to connect existing
infrastructure with a new bridge. These alternatives would also require a similar amount
of overall road work leading up to the construction of the bridge in order to meet design
standards for the established speed limit. The total length of these alternatives range
from 8-11 miles. Alternatives K1 and K3 would both be 600 feet in length with three-
spans under the bridge. Both alternatives A and K2 would require five-spans under the
bridge as a result of an extended lengths around 850 feet and 800 feet, respectively.
See Table 1 below for breakdown. Also refer to the impact tables for wetlands and other
waters at the end of this document for the amounts and reasons for discharge.

Table 1, Summary of Alternatives (NDDOT, 2018)

4.1.2 Activities in Waters of the U.S.
Work to be completed at the discharge sites, within the regulated WOUS, consists of fill
for the construction of the roadway embankment, culvert installation, riprap placement,
and the placement of piers within the Little Missouri River. The culverts would be placed
in several intermittent and ephemeral stream crossings immediately adjacent to the
roadway. Riprap would be placed at the inlets and outlets of the culverts to prevent
scour and erosion in an area of North Dakota that consists of highly erodible soils. Other



impacts associated with the bridge crossing include approach fills and rip rap to protect
the bank of the Little Missouri River adjacent to the proposed bridge. Each alternative
that has been proposed for evaluation include the same type of impacts within regulated
waters.

4.1.3 Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative)
Alternative K, Option 1 would be approximately 8.3 miles long; of which, 6.2 miles would
closely follow the existing roadway alignment and 2.1 miles would be new roadway
construction. Alternative K, Option 1, would require approximately 88 acres of
permanent easements from the USFS, approximately 15 acres of permanent ROW from
the North Dakota Department of Trust, and approximately 62 acres of permanent ROW
and 13 acres of temporary easements private landowners.

The alignment would run from Belle Lake Road to Short Road, where it would run north,
between a privately-owned feedlot on the west side of the roadway and privately-owned
agricultural land on the east side of the roadway.

The process for roadway projects is to complete the environmental review, then the
project moves toward final design. Once the design is more developed, landowner
negotiations begin, and then ultimately construction begins. Since the new roadway
under Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) lies primarily on privately-owned
land and it would run in between a feed lot and agricultural land, it was necessary for
the lead agencies to consider and evaluate a larger area for this alternative. This larger
expanded area would facilitate future landowner negotiations to minimize impacts on
agricultural operations. It is approximately 671.9 acres and located in portions of
Sections 22, 23, 27, and 34, Township 143 North, Range 102 West. Most of the time,
during the EIS phase, the lead agencies only design alternatives to a certain point. The
expanded area is evaluated to ensure that any portions of the alignment that are off the
original Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) would be environmentally
cleared. Therefore, any changes to the roadway and bridge alignment after landowner
negotiations are completed would have environmental clearance.

Bridge— Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) would include construction of a
bridge, approximately 600 feet long with three to five spans, resulting in one to three
piers located within the banks of the Little Missouri River. The final number of spans and
piers would be determined during the final design phase and would be dependent on
detailed hydraulic and geotechnical studies. The clear roadway width through the bridge
would be a maximum of 36 feet. The total width of the bridge would be a maximum of
38 to 40 feet, depending on the traffic barriers, which would be determined during final
design.

4.1.4 Alternative A
Alternative A would connect Belle Lake Road with Magpie Creek Road on the north end
of Billings County. The route under Alternative A would be approximately 11 miles long;
of which, 10.1 miles would closely follow the existing roadway alignment and 0.9 miles
would be new roadway construction. Alternative A would cross over Buckhorn Creek,
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and therefore, one crossing would need to be installed within Buckhorn Creek to allow
for flows under the roadway. Approximately 174 acres of permanent easements would
need to be acquired from the USFS and approximately 73 acres of permanent ROW
and 4 acres of temporary easements would need to be acquired from private
landowners. Alternative A would cross over Buckhorn Creek, and therefore, one
crossing would need to be installed within Buckhorn Creek to allow its waters to flow
under the roadway. Alternative A would be the longest of the build alternatives carried
forward for further detailed analysis. This alternative has the most rugged terrain and
would involve the most earthwork.

Bridge— Alternative A would include construction of a bridge, approximately 850 feet
long with five to seven spans, resulting in two to four piers located within the banks of
the Little Missouri River. The final number of spans and piers would be determined
during the final design phase and would be dependent on detailed hydraulic and
geotechnical studies. According to NDDOT, the clear roadway width through the bridge
would be a maximum of 36 feet. The total width of the bridge would be a maximum of
38 to 40 feet, depending on the traffic barriers, which would be determined during final
design. The bridge would be constructed where the current public unimproved ford is
located.

4.1.5 Alternative K, Option 2
Roadway— Alternative K, Option 2 would be approximately 8.4 miles long; of which, 5.8
miles would closely follow the existing roadway alignment and 2.6 miles would be new
roadway construction. Roadway and Bridge ROW/Easements’ would require
approximately 94 acres of permanent easements from the USFS, approximately 15
acres of permanent ROW from the North Dakota Department of Trust, and
approximately 55 acres of permanent ROW and 1 acre of temporary easements from
private landowners.

Bridge— Alternative K, Option 2 would include construction of a bridge, approximately
800 feet long with five to seven spans, resulting in two to four piers located within the
banks of the Little Missouri River. The final number of spans and piers would be
determined during the final design phase and would be dependent on detailed hydraulic
and geotechnical studies. The clear roadway width through the bridge would be a
maximum of 36 feet. The total width of the bridge would be a maximum of 38 to 40 feet,
depending on the traffic barriers, which would be determined during final design.

4.1.6 Alternative K, Option 3
Roadway— Alternative K, Option 3 would be approximately 9.9 miles long; of which, 7.9
miles would closely follow the existing roadway alignment and 2 miles would be new
roadway construction. Roadway and Bridge ROW/Easements’ would require
approximately 125 acres of permanent easements from the USFS, approximately 11
acres of permanent ROW from the North Dakota Department of Trust, and
approximately 61 acres of permanent ROW and 16 acres of temporary easements from
private landowners. In addition to crossing over Roosevelt Creek, Alternative K, Option



3 would also cross over Crooked Creek. Therefore, the crossing over Crooked Creek
would need to be replaced as a result of the roadway alignment and grade change
required to improve the existing roadway. The replacement structure would be a
crossing of similar size or a box culvert of equivalent water capacity.

Bridge— Alternative K, Option 3 would include construction of a bridge, approximately
600 feet long with three to five spans, resulting in one to three piers located within the
banks of the Little Missouri River. The final number of spans and piers would be
determined during the final design phase and would be dependent on detailed hydraulic
and geotechnical studies. The clear roadway width through the bridge would be a
maximum of 36 feet. The total width of the bridge would be a maximum of 38 to 40 feet,
depending on the traffic barriers, which would be determined during final design.

4.1.7 Alternative L, No Build

CEQ regulations require consideration of the No Action Alternative (no-build). The No
Action Alternative serves as a baseline against which the impacts of potential build
alternatives can be evaluated. Under Alternative L, construction of a new bridge across
the Little Missouri River and associated roadway improvements would not occur.
Existing roadways associated with Alternative A and Alternative K (all options) would
persist. The width of these gravel roadways is variable and narrow (i.e., typically less
than 24 feet). In addition, existing roadways have limited sight distance due to sharp
curves and steep grades. Routine maintenance of existing roadways within the study
area would continue.

4.2 Alternatives Considered but Rejected
Several alternatives were originally evaluated in the EIS. Over a period of several years
(2006-present), Alternatives evolved and were refined based on comments from
agencies and the general public.

4.2.1 2006 and 2008
Alternative B, C and D were evaluated for the purposes of connecting Black-tail Road in
Billings County with Forest Highway 2 and Bella Lake Road in Golden Valley County.
These alternatives were presented at a public alternatives workshop July 17 and 22,
2008. Agencies were also presented these three alternatives at an alternatives
workshop on July 22, 2008. Both the agencies and the general public opposed the
project location in these areas due to the projects proximity to the Theodore Roosevelt
National Park (TRNP) — Elk Horn Ranchlands.

4.2.2 2010, 2012, and 2015

Alternatives E, F, G, H, I, and J were evaluated as other areas that could provide logical
termini. These were developed after a study that collected data regarding the areas
current roadway network, location of existing fords, and roadway links that could be
used in the development of alternatives. During the expansion and revision of the study
area, Alternative E was eliminated from farther analysis due to its proximity to TRNP —
Elk Horn Ranchlands. Alternatives F, G, H, and | were dismissed as they would not
meet the 10 percent grade requirement. Additionally, the majority of these alternatives
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would require significantly more roadwork to complete the termini connection. The
increase in roadwork required would have more impacts to the natural environment.
Alternative J was eliminated as it was proposing a route through McKenzie County. As a
result of Billings County funding the proposed project, it must be developed within the
county. McKenzie County had no mechanism to fund the project and had no desire or
intent to construct it.

5. Existing Site Conditions (NDDOT, 2018)

Within the project area, the largest surface water feature is the Little Missouri River. In
addition to the Little Missouri River, other surface waters include small creeks, drainage-
ways, and wetlands. The Little Missouri River flows across western North Dakota in a
northeasterly direction to join the Missouri River. The Little Missouri River is
approximately 274 miles long and is the only designated State Scenic River in North
Dakota. The river winds through the TRNP — South Unit, LMNG, Theodore Roosevelt
Elkhorn Ranch and Greater Elkhorn Ranchlands National Historic District, Elkhorn
Ranchlands, and TRNP — North Unit. Major tributaries of the Little Missouri River
include Cherry Creek, Beaver Creek, Little Beaver Creek, and Box Elder Creek
(Clausen 2011, ND PRD Undated b). Wetlands are addressed in section '5.12.
Wetlands and Other Waters' on page 69.

According to the US Geological Survey (USGS) National Water Information System, the
recorded monthly mean discharge rate of the Little Missouri River at the Medora Station
(immediately south of the study area in Billings County) varied in 2014 due to seasonal
fluctuations. 12 The discharge rate refers to the volume of water moving down a stream
or river per unit of time (commonly expressed in cubic-feet per second). The highest
discharge rates of the Little Missouri River at the Medora Station were recorded in the
spring in March and April at 2,966 and 1,413 cubic-feet per second, respectively. The
lowest discharge rates were recorded in the late fall-early winter in November and
December at 67.3 and 48.4 cubic-feet per second, respectively.

The USGS uses the term ‘gage height’ (measured in feet) when referring to the height
of water in streams or rivers. The latest monthly mean gage height of the Little Missouri
River at the Medora Station was recorded in April through September in 2015. The
highest gage height was recorded in June at approximately 3.8 feet, and the lowest
gage height was recorded in September at approximately 2.1 feet (USGS 2016).

Consultation with the NDSWC indicated that there are no floodplains identified or
mapped within the project areas. A review of the Federal Emergency Management
Agency Flood Insurance Rate Map for the project areas verified that there are no
mapped floodplains within the project areas (FEMA Undated). However, floodplains, as
defined in terms of river morphology, are present in the project areas in association with
numerous named and unnamed streams and creeks, and the Little Missouri River.
These riverine floodplains and riparian corridors are confined to the immediate area and
are generally less than 100 feet wide.



Field wetland investigations were conducted within project areas for Alternative A and
Alternative K (all options) during the growing seasons of 2012, 2013, 2015, and 2016.
The wetland delineations were conducted in accordance with the USACE Wetland
Delineation Manual (USACE 1987) and Regional Supplement to the USACE Wetland
Delineation Manual: Great Plains Region (USACE 2010). A Field Wetland Delineation
Report — Little Missouri River Crossing (2016) and Field Wetland Delineation Report —
Little Missouri River Crossing Expanded Study Area (2016) were completed by KLJ and
submitted to the USACE for jurisdictional determination. The reports are appended by
reference. Wetland boundaries were determined by completing USACE Wetland
Determination Data Forms for paired test hole points and observing vegetation and
hydrology in the area. Sample point locations were determined using the USFWS
National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) and USGS Topo Quadrangle maps, as well as
visual observation of sites that exhibited a hydrophytic (i.e., water-loving) plant
community and characteristics of wetland hydrology.

The field wetland investigations identified the following:

o A total of 9 wetland segments (approximately 2.97 acres) within the project area
of Alternative A.

o A total of 43 wetland segments (approximately 11.36 acres) within the project
area of Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative).

o A total of 31 wetland segments (approximately 3.02 acres) within the project area
of Alternative K, Option 2.

o A total of 37 wetland segments (approximately 2.71 acres) within the project area
of Alternative K, Option 3.

In the EIS please refer to 'Figure 49, Alternative A Wetlands and Other Waters' on
page 70; 'Figure 50, Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) Wetlands and
Other Waters' on page 71; 'Figure 51, Alternative K, Option 2 Wetlands and Other
Waters' on page 72; and 'Figure 52, Alternative K, Option 3 Wetlands and Other
Waters' on page 73 for overviews of the wetlands identified.

The wetlands identified are classified as palustrine, emergent wetlands. Palustrine
wetlands refer to all non-tidal wetlands dominated by trees, shrubs, emergent
vegetation, mosses, or lichens. Emergent wetlands are characterized by erect,
rooted, herbaceous hydrophytes, excluding mosses and lichens. Vegetation in these
wetlands areas are present for most of the growing season in most years and are
dominated by perennial plants (USFWS 2016a).

During the field investigations, Other Waters were delineated where ordinary high-
water marks were observed, as defined in USACE Regulatory Guidance Letter No.
05-05: Ordinary High-Water Mark Identification (USACE 2005). The Other Waters

identified include the following:

o A total of 10 segments of Other Waters (16,945 feet in length [approximately 5.11
acres]) within the project area of Alternative A.
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o Atotal of 27 segments of Other Waters (26,895 feet in length [approximately
16.32 acres]) within the project area of Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred
Alternative).

e Atotal of 21 segments of Other Waters (16,673 feet in length [approximately 3.69
acres]) within the project area of Alternative K, Option 2.

o Atotal of 22 segments of Other Waters (18,296 feet in length [approximately 5.83
acres]) within the project area of Alternative K, Option 3.

In the EIS please refer to 'Figure 49, Alternative A Wetlands and Other Waters' on
page 70; 'Figure 50, Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) Wetlands and
Other Waters' on page 71; 'Figure 51, Alternative K, Option 2 Wetlands and Other
Waters' on page 72; and 'Figure 52, Alternative K, Option 3 Wetlands and Other
Waters' on page 73 for overviews of the Other Waters identified. All of the identified
Other Waters are classified as naturally occurring creeks, intermittent streams, or
the Little Missouri River.

On November 2, 2016, the USACE provided jurisdictional determination for the Field
Wetland Delineation Reports, stating that the following waters are not jurisdictional
waters of the United States: Wetland Numbers 2 and 3 (Alternative A project area);
Wetland Number 17 (Alternative K [shared portion] project area); and Wetland
Numbers 101, 102, 103, 104, and 106 (Alternative K, Option 1 expanded area).
Therefore, a Section 404 permit would not be required for these wetland areas. The
USACE also prepared a preliminary jurisdictional determination for the remaining
aquatic resources identified within the expanded area of Alternative K, Option 1,
stating that the waterways in the expanded area may be jurisdictional waters of the
United States. If Alternative K, Option 1 includes impacts on any of these
jurisdictional wetland areas, a Section 404 permit would be required prior to
commencement of construction activities. However, if construction activities
associated with Alternative K, Option 1 did not result in a discharge of dredged or fill
material into waters of the United States, a permit pursuant to Section 404 would not
be required.

6. Impact Analysis

6.1. Physical and Chemical Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem
6.1.1. Substrate

The existing aquatic resources consist of naturally occurring wetlands associated
with terraces, drainages, depressions and delineated Other Waters (OW). Wetlands
and intermittent tributaries flow directly or indirectly into the Little Missouri River. All
of the proposed alternatives would impact wetlands, intermittent tributaries, and the
Little Missouri River. The substrate within these resources, as indicated in the
aqguatic resource delineation data sheets, consists of fine sandy loams, silty clay,
silts, loamy sand, and/or sandy clayey loams. The western portion of North Dakota
has highly erodible soils. Substrate in this area consists of granular material between



sand and clay. Undercut banks, scour, and the destruction of terrestrial vegetation
are indicators that substrate within these resources consist of deposited granular
material.

Alternative L: The “No Action” alternative would have no effect on the substrate
found within the existing alignment. The dynamics of sediment movement within the
river channel and across the floodplain wetlands would persist in the future as they
currently exist. With No-Action, while the character of the substrate in any particular
location can be expected to vary over time in response to episodic events, the
substrate in the Study Area as a whole is expected to retain a similar range and
relative abundance of sediment-substrate types and to continue along the recent
trajectory of improving water quality and higher macro-invertebrate diversity. The
“No Build” alternative would continue to have some effect on the aquatic ecosystem
by individuals who would continue to use low-water crossing on the Little Missouri
River. There could be some disturbance on a regular basis to the substrate of the
river.

Alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 would have similar impacts on substrate within these
aquatic resources, because they all would require similar construction methods. Inert
material such as soil and riprap would be placed within these wetlands, tributaries
and the Little Missouri River to reconstruct portions of existing roadways and
construct a new bridge over the Little Missouri River. During the development of the
EIS and recently refined impacts, Alternative K, Option 1 and 2, would have the least
amount of permanent impacts within Wetlands and Other Waters (total), including
the Little Missouri River. Alternative A has less wetland resources within the project
area but requires a significantly larger bridge structure and more earthwork along the
existing roadway, resulting in a more environmental impacts. Alternative A would
cumulatively result in 1870 LF of impacts to tributaries adjacent to the existing
roadway and the Little Missouri River. Alternative K1 would result in significantly less
permanent impacts to 792 LF of tributaries and the Little Missouri River.

6.1.2. Suspended Particulates/Turbidity
The aquatic resources within Alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 regularly experience
increases in turbidity during precipitation events with high levels of suspended
particulate matter within the water column. Particulates settle and turbidity
decreases after precipitation events; however, these resources generally maintain a
high level of suspended particulates with increased turbidity.

Alternative L: Under the No-Action Alternative, concentrations of suspended
sediments in the river and wetlands in the floodway would fluctuate within historic
norms. Sediment would continue to be mobilized by high flows, but retained within
the banks of the river channel except during rare and relatively brief episodes of
overbank flooding. Wetlands in the floodway would continue to experience pulses of
sediment in runoff during heavy rain and high flows. The “No Build” alternative
would continue to have some effect on the aquatic ecosystem by individuals who
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would continue to use low-water crossing on the Little Missouri River. There could
be some disturbance on a regular basis to the substrate of the river.

Alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 would have similar impacts on suspended
particulates and turbidity. As a result of construction activities, wetlands and
tributaries in the project area would experience a temporary increase in turbidity and
suspended particulates. These impacts would be similar for each alternative. Best
Management Practices (BMP’s) would be required by the North Dakota Regulatory
Office and would be identified within the state required Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan. During construction, temporary disturbance would occur due to the
use of heavy equipment required to complete the work, but those impacts would be
relatively short in duration. These temporary impacts would subside following
construction activities as temporarily impacted areas must be restored and
stabilized.

6.1.3. Current Patterns and Water Circulation
Water currently flows through the wetlands and tributaries into the Little Missouri
River. In areas where the resources are bisected by existing roadways, culverts
provide the hydrologic connection and maintain flows to downstream waters. The
majority of the flows throughout the proposed alternatives are intermittent and
ephemeral with shallow water depths. During larger rain events, water depths and
the amount of flows can change, but typically remain short in duration.

Alternative L: With the “No Action” alternative current patterns and water circulation
would remain as they are today and there would be no effect.

Alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 would not result in significant permanent impacts to
current patterns and water circulation. As a general requirement of Section 404
permits, NDDOT would be required to maintained natural flows. Bypasses and
stream diversions would be utilized as necessary for construction of drainage
structures/creek crossings. Construction of the Little Missouri River crossing would
require temporary structures, such as causeway and cofferdams. Any temporary
structures or fill would be removed and pre-construction conditions would be
restored. These methods of construction would be common among all proposed
alternatives. Minor permanent effects would result from the placement of bridge
piers within the Little Missouri River. As indicated in the DEIS, each alternative
requires piers to be placed in the Little Missouri River. Both alternatives A and K2
would require 2-4 piers to be placed below the OHWM and alternative K3 would
require 1-3 piers to be placed within the banks of the Little Missouri River. The
preferred alternative, K1, would require 1-3 piers within the river and the least
amount of overall environmental disturbance in comparison to other alternatives. As
a result, the preferred alternative would have the least amount of impact on current
patterns and water circulation within the Little Missouri River. However, alternatives
A and K3 would have the most permanent impacts to tributaries and other waters.



These impacts, in comparison with the applicants preferred alternative, would have
the most potential for long term effects to water patterns and circulation.

6.1.4. Normal Water Level Fluctuations
Water levels fluctuate significantly throughout the growing season within this portion
of western North Dakota. During the aquatic resource delineation, it was noted that
several wetlands did not have surface water but maintained a high water table.
Earlier in the growing season, wetlands and tributaries are likely to contain more
water, while water levels are typically lower in the latter portion of the growing
season.

Alternative L: With the “No Action” alternative water level fluctuations would remain
as they are today and there would be no effect.

By utilizing existing infrastructure in alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 normal water
fluctuations would be maintained. During construction, there may be temporary
fluctuations in water levels during earth-work activities. Such impacts would cease
once construction is completed. Impacts to wetland functions such as flood flow
alteration, sediment removal, and nutrient and toxic removal are likely to be minimal
and would be mitigated by requiring compensatory mitigation. Furthermore, the
preferred alternative would have the least amount of piers in the river, resulting in
minimal effects to normal water level fluctuations.

6.1.5. Water
After evaluating impacts to the existing substrate, suspended particulates and
turbidity, water circulation, and normal water level fluctuations it has been
determined that each alternative would have similar effects on water within regulated
aguatic resources. These impacts would be minimal and temporary. If the proposed
project is verified under a Nationwide Permit, it is likely that water quality certification
has already been issued. Should the project require review under an Individual
Permit, Section 401 water quality conditions would become special conditions of the
Corps permit. Lastly, because the proposed project would occur in aquatic resources
that typically experience turbid conditions, the deposition of clean fill material would
not have an adverse impact on water.

6.2. Biological Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem

6.2.1. Special Aquatic Sites (wetlands, mud flats, vegetated shallows, riffle and
pool complexes, coral reefs, sanctuaries, and refuges)

Special aquatic sites such as wetlands are present within the project area. These
features are Palustrine emergent wetlands that create anaerobic conditions which
support the establishment of hydrophytic vegetation. The wetland delineation
identified common three-square (Schoenoplectus pungens), Prairie cordgrass
Spartina pectinata), broadleaf cattail (Typha latifolia), sandbar willow (Salix interior),
foxtail barley (Hordeum jubatum), and common spikerush (Eleocharis palustris) as
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some of the dominant species regularly found within the proposed review areas for
each alternative.

Alternative L: The “No Build” alternative would have no impact on special aquatic
sites.

Alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 would impact wetlands as the deposition of fill would
convert portions of these aquatic resources to uplands. Each of these alternatives
would be constructed using the same type of inert material and have similar effects.
Alternative A would have less wetland impacts in the project area but would require
more piers to be placed within the Little Missouri River and would result in 1870 LF
of impacts to streams adjacent to the existing roadway. Alternative K1 would
discharge the least amount of inert material (total) in wetlands compared with
alternative K3 and less than half (792 LF) of impacts to streams and tributaries to the
Little Missouri River when compared to alternative A. Alternative K2 and K1 have
similar impacts while alternative A has less impacts within the aquatic ecosystem but
is the longest project with the largest proposed bridge structure.

6.2.2. Fish, Crustaceans, Mollusks, and Other Aquatic Organisms in the Food Web
Some wetlands in the project area are not regularly inundated and do not provide
ample amounts of habitat for fish, crustaceans and mollusks. Additionally, some of
the intermittent streams and ephemeral tributaries within the project area do not
sustain flows long enough to support vertebrates adapted for life in an aquatic
environment. Wetlands associated with the Little Missouri River would provide areas
for food, spawning and rearing of young, and cover from predators. However,
amphibious species would frequent these wetlands for feeding, breeding, and cover
from predators. The Little Missouri River does provide viable habitat for organisms
adapted for life in aquatic environments such as fish crustaceans and mollusks.

Alternative L: The “No Build” alternative would continue to have some effect on the
aguatic ecosystem by individuals who would continue to use low-water crossing on
the Little Missouri River. There could be some disturbance on a regular basis to the
substrate of the river.

All of the presented alternatives would have minimal impacts to the biological
integrity of wetlands, tributaries, and the Little Missouri River. As a general
requirement all fill material must be clean and free of debris. In order to prevent
impacts on spawning, work within regulated waters would be prohibited from April to
June. Some habitat loss would be expected, requiring aquatic species to seek out
new places of refuge. Alternative A would require the most piers in the Little Missouri
River and has greater potential for habitat destruction below the rivers OHWM. This
would include the permanent structure and temporary structures to install the piers
within the river. Alternatives K1 and K2 would have the least amount of piers within
the river and have the least amount of habitat destruction below the Little Missouri
River's OHWM.



6.2.3. Wildlife Values
Wildlife such as waterfowl, birds, and small mammals may use the wetlands for
cover and food or water sources when present. The Little Missouri River is also a
valuable source of food, water, and cover for several terrestrial mammals and bird
species, including waterfowl. The proposed routes are located in a rural setting with
little development in remote areas of the badlands. Surrounding land use is mostly
ranching activities and oil well pads. Large cities and towns are not located within
the proposed routes.

Alternative L: The distribution, abundance, and diversity of other wildlife under the
No-Action Alternative would remain largely as they are under existing conditions

Alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3, would have minimal impacts on wildlife values at
each proposed crossing. Most of these impacts would be temporary as noise and
increased human activity during construction would discourage wildlife from using
the Little Missouri River adjacent to the project area. Permanent effects following
construction would include a small increase in traffic as the crossing is utilized by the
travelling public. However, the area is rural and traffic numbers are low enough for
animals to cross the roadway safely. Alternatives A and K3 would require more piers
in the river resulting in more temporary impacts to wildlife values associated with the
Little Missouri River and adjacent wetlands. More piers in the river would require
additional temporary structures. Additionally, alternative A would require significant
amounts of earthwork that would destroy other wildlife values. Alternatives K1 and
K2 would reduce effects associated with temporary and permanent impacts with
fewer piers in the river. Limiting the number of piers and associated fill within the
Little Missouri River, reduces the destruction of food and cover for wildlife species
that frequent aquatic resources. Lastly, this would require less fill and other
construction material that may affect water during construction. After evaluating each
of the alternatives, K1 and K2 have the least amount of impacts to regulated waters
of the United States. Alternative A has over 1800 LF of impacts to tributaries while
the preferred alternative would cumulatively result in approximately 800 LF of
impacts to tributaries. Alternative K3 would result in 2935 LF of cumulative impacts
to tributaries and 0.49 acres of wetland impacts.

6.2.4. Threatened and Endangered Species Biological Assessment (NDDOT, 2016)
This section evaluates potential impacts to listed Threatened and Endangered
Species. FHWA is the lead federal agency and ultimately responsible for
consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The following
discussion is located in the Biological Assessment for the proposed project which
encompasses the Corps action area as it relates to regulated WOUS and
immediately adjacent uplands.

Current population and habitat conditions are described for each applicable species.
Potential habitat in relation to the proposed action is discussed. Potential habitat
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occurring in the action area is based on information provided through agency
coordination, desktop analysis and onsite observations.

Prior to conducting field surveys, agency coordination including project-specific
email correspondence with USFWS, US Forest Service (USFS) and North Dakota
Parks and Recreation Department (NDPR) occurred regarding known occurrences
of species in the area. Prior to, and throughout the survey process, coordination with
various agencies was organized and specific procedures were followed to gather the
appropriate information for the project evaluation. Pre-survey preparation included
incorporating information from aerial photographs, topographic maps, data searches
and prior personal knowledge of the area.

Detailed biological/botanical pedestrian surveys occurred within a 500-foot wide
corridor centered on the proposed alignment during the 2012 and 2013 field seasons
to facilitate preparation of a USFS Biological Assessment of Threatened and
Endangered Species & Biological Evaluation of Sensitive Species. In addition,
biological/botanical pedestrian surveys were conducted within the expanded study
area in 2016. As part of these surveys, all flora and fauna observed were
documented, and predominant plant communities, unique habitats, rare species and
invasive species were recorded. Outside of USFS lands, general observations of
habitats and species were made. A field wetlands delineation was conducted during
the 2012 and 2015 field seasons on all lands within a 500-foot wide corridor
centered on the proposed alignment. In addition, a field wetlands delineation was
conducted within the expanded study area in 2016.

Areas exhibiting wetland vegetation, soils and hydrology were documented, as well
as Other Waters of the US where an ordinary high water mark was observed. In
areas where Other Waters were recorded and/or the wetland delineation study area
deviated from the existing roadway alignment, a tree and shrub count was
conducted. In addition, drainage structures within the wetland delineation study area
were examined for northern long-eared bat habitat suitability.

Black-Footed Ferret (Mustela nigripes)

Historically, the black-footed ferret could be found throughout the Rocky Mountains
and Great Plains. In North Dakota, the black-footed ferret may potentially be present
within prairie dog towns; the species has not been confirmed in North Dakota for
over 20 years, though unconfirmed reports exist from the southwest portion of the
state (USFWS, 2013b). Preferred habitat includes areas around prairie dog towns,
as black-footed ferrets rely on prairie dogs for food and live in prairie dog burrows. In
the wild, black-footed ferret density is correlated with prairie dog town size, at a rate
of one ferret per 99 to 148 acres of occupied prairie dog habitat (USFWS, 2013a).

One prairie dog town was identified within the action area, though the entire action
area was not surveyed extensively in the field. The town spanned approximately



21.4 acres, which is not large enough to sustain black-footed ferrets. Please refer to
Figure 5 below, Alternative K1 Prairie Dog Towns.

Figure 6, Alternative K1 Prairie Dog Towns (NDDOT, 2016)

Gray Wolf (Canis lupus)

The gray wolf is the largest wild canine species in North America. It is found
throughout northern Canada, Alaska, the forested areas of Northern Michigan,
Minnesota, and Wisconsin, and has been re-introduced to Yellowstone National
Park in Wyoming. While the gray wolf is not common in North Dakota, occasionally
individual wolves do pass through the state (USFWS, 2013d). Gray wolves utilize a
variety of habitat types, including forest, grassland and waterbodies. Gray wolves in
the Midwest live in packs of four to eight members on average, although some
individuals roam alone (USFWS, 2006).

According to North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGF) records for the
period from March 1987 to October 2015, no verified reports? of gray wolves were
recorded in Billings or Golden Valley Counties. Two probable unverified sightings?

! Verified means evidence available, including a carcass of live-captured wolf, photograph or video, DNA analysis
results, or tracks, scat, kill or attacks confirmed as being that of a gray wolf by a qualified wildlife professional.

2 Probable unverified means no evidence available, but report, animal description, and/or location are plausible.
Improbable unverified and unfounded reports were not included in this report.
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were recorded during that period in Billings County. None of the known sighting
locations occurred within the action area.® Please refer to Figure 6 below, Alternative
K1 Reported Gray Wolf Sightings.

3 Location information for one probable unverified sighting in Billings County was not available.
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Figure 7, Alternative K1 Reported Gray Wolf Sightings (NDDOT, 2016)
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Whooping Crane (Grus americana)

The whooping crane is the tallest bird in North America. In the United States (US),
the species can occur throughout the Midwest and Rocky Mountain regions from
North Dakota to Texas. They use shallow, seasonally and semi-permanently flooded
palustrine (marshy) wetlands for roosting, and various cropland and emergent
wetlands for feeding (USFWS, 2012). In addition, whooping cranes are often
recorded in riverine habitats. Suitable migratory stopover habitat for whooping
cranes includes areas of shallow water without visual obstructions (e.g., high or
dense vegetation). Whooping cranes have been documented utilizing a wide range
of wetland sizes for roosting, from small natural palustrine wetlands and manmade
stock ponds to large lakes and rivers. Feeding and palustrine roosting sites are
typically less than 0.5 mile apart; however, distance from feeding to lacustrine or
riverine roosting sites can be separated by more than one mile (Austin and Richert,
2001).

Currently, there are four wild populations of whooping cranes; of these flocks, only
the Aransas Wood Buffalo Population (AWBP) is self-sustaining. Winter 2014-2015
survey results estimated the population of the AWBP to be 308 individuals (USFWS,
2015b). Whooping cranes are documented annually during migration using roosting
and feeding habitat in North Dakota along a band running from the south central to
the northwestern part of the state. The migration period for the AWBP whooping
cranes in North Dakota generally occurs from April 1 to May 15 and September 10 to
October 31 (Austin and Richert, 2001). Migration can take two to six weeks, with
stopovers lasting from one night to up to four weeks (Travsky and Beauvais, 2004).

The proposed action is located on the western edge of the whooping crane
migratory corridor in a swath where approximately 12.5 percent of whooping cranes
pass through during migration. According to USFWS data spanning from 1955
through the spring of 2009, two confirmed whooping crane sightings were reported
in Billings County; none were reported in Golden Valley County. Please refer to
Figure 7 below, Alternative K1 Whooping Crane Migration Corridor and Sightings.

In general, the action area is characterized by rolling and rugged topography, which
acts to limit viewing distance. There are approximately 169.5 acres of cultivated
lands present within the action area. According to the US Geological Survey
National Hydrography Dataset and the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory, there
are approximately 5.9 acres of open water habitat and 106.7 acres of wetlands,
respectively, within the action area. A field wetland delineation extending 250 feet on
either side of the proposed roadway alignment and incorporating the expanded
study area determined that 11.35 acres of wetlands and 16.32 acres of Other
Waters of the US are present within that study area.

There are several existing human disturbances within the action area, including
roadways, residences and other building sites with human activity, and oil and gas



development that may deter whooping cranes from the area. In addition, there are
overhead utility lines within the action area that currently act as strike hazards for
birds in flight. Please refer to Figure 8 below, Alternative K1 Whooping Crane
Potential Habitat and Disturbances. The limited availability of potential stopover
habitat due to visual obstructions from topography and existing disturbances,
coupled with the lack of historical observation of the species in the action area,
indicates that the action area does not provide ideal stopover habitat for the
whooping crane.

Figure 8, Alternative K1 Whooping Crane Migration Corridor and Sightings (NDDOT, 2016)
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Figure 9, Alternative K1 Whooping Crane Potential Habitat and Disturbances (NDDOT, 2016)

Northern Long-Eared Bat (Myotis septentrionalis)

The northern long-eared bat is a medium-sized bat that occurs across central,
eastern and northern portions of the US and across Canada. The main factor in the
proposal to list the species under Section 4 of the ESA is dramatic population
decline due the fungal disease, white-nose syndrome. The Western Population of
northern long-eared bats occurs partially in North Dakota, where the bats have been
observed during the summer in the Turtle Mountains, Missouri River Valley and the
Badlands. While no hibernacula (overwintering sites such as caves, abandoned
mines, or similar constructions) are known to exist in the state, this may be a
function of lack of adequate survey data (USFWS, 2013c). Further, no data on the
northern long-eared bat nor its habitat (i.e., hibernacula or maternity roost trees) in
Billings or Golden Valley Counties is available in the state Natural Heritage Inventory
database.

During summer months, the species commonly roosts singly or in colonies in the
trees of forested areas, and to a lesser extent in caves, mines and the built
environment. Foraging for insects occurs at night within and near forested areas. For
females, the home range has been documented to be from 47 to 425 acres in size.
Roost sites change frequently and can be up to approximately one mile apart from
one another. From mid-summer to fall, bats move to hibernacula to breed and



hibernate. The distance between roost and hibernacula can range from five to 168
miles (USFWS, 2013c).

In a statewide survey of bat distribution, the northern long-eared bat was observed
within Theodore Roosevelt National Park (North and Elkhorn Ranch Units) and the
Little Missouri National Grasslands (Gillam and Barnhart, 2011). None of Gillam and
Barnhart's sampling locations occurs within the action area (E. Gillam, personal
communication, November 25, 2015).

Approximately 1,579.7 acres of wooded habitat occurs within the action area. Given
that the northern long-eared bat utilizes a variety of forested and interspersed non-
forested areas during the summer maternity season, it is reasonable to assume the
wooded habitat within the action area is suitable habitat for the species. Four large
(greater than 60 inches in diameter) corrugated steel pipes are present within the
action area that may be impacted by roadway improvements. These structures did
not exhibit cracks or crevices that would be appropriate for most bat species to roost
during the summer maternity season (i.e. approximately 0.5 to 1.25 inches wide and
12 inches deep). While a bridge present within the action area did contain cracks
and crevices of appropriate size, they exhibited signs of water seepage, thus were
not sealed and would not be appropriate for most bat species to roost (Keeley and
Tuttle, 1999). No evidence of bat use was observed on or beneath the bridge. In
addition, it is reasonable to assume that caves having the potential to function as
hibernacula may be present within the action area.

Considering the information provided above and the proposed elements of the
project, NDDOT and FHWA made effect determinations for each species and is
provided below. The Corps action area remains within the boundaries of wetlands
and below the OHWM of the Little Missouri River. Immediately adjacent uplands is
also included in the Crops action area. The overall review area established by
FHWA as the lead federal agency encompasses the Corps scope of analysis for
threatened and endangered species. Table 2 below includes the determinations for
the federally listed threatened and endangered species.
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Table 2, Alternative K1 Summary of Effects (NDDOT, 2016)
A. Black-Footed Ferret

The proposed action is expected have no effect on the black-footed ferret. The
proposed action would not impact the identified prairie dog colony. Prairie dog
colonies of adequate size to serve as suitable habitat for the black footed ferret are
not known to occur within the action area. This, coupled with the lack of historical
sightings of the species in North Dakota, makes it unlikely that black-footed ferrets
would inhabit the action area.

B. Gray Wolf

The proposed action is expected have no effect on the gray wolf. While potential
dispersal habitat would be impacted within the action area, the proposed action
would be located far from any known gray wolf populations. Should wolves occur
within the action area, it not anticipated that additional transportation development in
this rural area would impact the species, as it is a wide-ranging species known to
survive in urban settings, where tolerated (USFWS, 2011). Substantial similar
habitat exists in the region that is available for use by the gray wolf. Further, much of
the proposed action follows existing roadways, with little new roadway construction
proposed, and traffic volumes are not projected to substantially increase after
construction of the proposed project.

C. Whooping Crane

The proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the whooping
crane. The proposed action would permanently impact up to approximately 14.25
acres of cultivated lands; this area constitutes approximately 8.41 percent of the total



cultivated area within the action area and is likely an overestimate given the
conservative calculation of land use impacts.

The proposed action would permanently impact*up to approximately 1.65 acres of
delineated wetlands and 1.91 acres of delineated Other Waters of the US; these
values are likely an overestimate given the conservative calculation of impacts. At
the request of the Corps, impacts to aquatic resources was refined for the proposed
K1 option expanded review area. Based on the updated information, the project
would permanently impact 0.39 acres of Section 404 regulated wetlands (total) and
permanently impact 756 Linear Feet regulated tributaries and streams (total).

Wetland impacts would be mitigated onsite, adjacent to the proposed action or at an
NDDOT approved mitigation bank to prevent a net loss of wetland habitat.
Permanent impacts to cultivated lands are minor in relation to the setting of the
proposed action. Substantial similar habitat exists in the region along that will remain
available for use by whooping cranes. Given that action area does not provide ideal
stopover habitat for the whooping crane, these land use impacts are not anticipated
to adversely affect the whooping crane.

Temporary water quality disturbance to Little Missouri River habitat as a result of
construction activities would be minimized by implementing conditions of the
SWPPP and BMPs. BMPs may include, but are not limited to, mulching, matting,
and netting; filter fabric fencing; sediment traps and ponds; surface water interceptor
swales and ditches; minimizing the amount of stockpiled material; and storing
stockpiles away from surface waters. After construction of the proposed river
crossing, the river is expected to experience less sedimentation and disturbance
than under existing conditions due to a reduction in vehicles driving directly through
the river. In addition, waste material would be disposed of in accordance with state
and federal laws and in a manner that avoids impacts to water channels and riparian
areas. To minimize the risk of spreading ANS, the contractor would conduct
equipment cleaning and inspections prior to placing any equipment within waters of
the state (i.e., the Little Missouri River).

While no new overhead utility lines would be installed as a result of the proposed
action, lines may need to be raised or offset. Within one mile of suitable whooping
crane stopover habitat, adjusted lines would be marked with bird diverters at a 1:1
ratio and newly installed lines would be marked at a 2:1 ratio to minimize potential
impacts to whooping cranes in flight. Modifications to overhead lines would follow
USFWS guidance. After any overhead utility line relocation, the potential for bird
strikes on lines would still be present; however, the shift in utility line location would

4 Permanent impacts along the proposed alignment were calculated using the area inside of approximate
construction limits. Within the expanded study area where the alignment is yet to be determined, the most
conservative estimate of impacts was generated by considering hypothetical routes and assuming a 500-foot wide
footprint, with the exception of one location where the footprint was expanded to account for rugged terrain.
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be minor and the inclusion of bird diverters that are currently not on the utility lines
would prevent additional collision hazards compared to existing conditions.

Construction activities have the potential to disturb (e.g., flushing from roosts or
habitat) migrating whooping cranes present within the action area. Rugged
topography within the action area is expected to minimize the reach of construction
related stressors (e.g., noise, vibration, visual). The contractor would be required to
notify the project engineer immediately in the event a whooping crane is identified
within one mile of the project. The project engineer would then cease all construction
activities, establish an avoidance area and immediately notify and coordinate with
USFWS, FHWA and NDDOT. The contractor would not be permitted to resume work
within the avoidance area until the project engineer has confirmed that the bird(s)
have left the area.

Operation of traffic on the roadway has the potential to cause whooping cranes
migrating through the area to alter their flight and landing patterns to avoid
disturbance, however, the proposed action occurs on the outer edge of the migration
corridor and substantial habitat exists in the region along the Little Missouri River
that is available for use by whooping cranes. Further, much of the proposed action
follows existing roadways, with little new roadway construction proposed, and traffic
volumes are not projected to substantially increase after construction of the
proposed project. Rugged topography within the action area is expected to minimize
the reach of traffic related stressors (e.qg., noise, visual).

D. Northern Long-Eared Bat

The proposed action may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, the northern
long-eared bat. The proposed action would permanently impact up to approximately
5.71 acres of woodlands that may serve as summer maternity habitat; this area
constitutes approximately 0.36 percent of the total woodland area within the action
area and is likely an overestimate given the conservative calculation of land use
impacts. Tree removal has the potential to affect northern long-eared bats that may
be in and around the trees; however, the action is located outside of the White Nose
Syndrome Zone, thus incidental take is not prohibited (USFWS, 2016). Tree removal
would not occur from June 1 through July 31 to avoid adversely impacting potential
maternity roost trees during pup season. Woody vegetation mitigation measures are
not proposed due to the abundance of similar habitat within the action area (KLJ,
2015).

Drainage structures that may be impacted by the proposed project do not provide
suitable roosting habitat. No known caves or other structures are expected to be
impacted by the proposed action. Bats present in the action area during the summer
maternity season have the potential to be disturbed by construction activities and
operation of traffic upon project completion. Garner et al. found evidence that
Indiana bats, a species similar to the northern long-eared bat in many respects,



continue to roost and forage in the midst of heavy machinery operation (1991), thus
effects of construction noise are not anticipated to adversely affect the northern long-
eared bat. Traffic volumes are not anticipated to increase significantly as a result of
the proposed project. Further, much of the proposed action follows existing
roadways, with little new roadway construction proposed.

The Corps agrees with the information provided in the Biological Assessment dated
September, 2016. At the time of final design and permitting, FHWA as the lead
federal agency would be required to consult and receive concurrence from the
USFWS on the “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” determinations for the
Northern Long-eared bat and Whooping crane. Based on similar construction
methods and materials between alternatives A, K1, K2, and K3 it has been
determined that the effects mentioned above would be similar of all ranges of
alternatives. However, alternative K1 is both a shorter route with less piers in the
Missouri River.

6.2.5. Biological Availability of Possible Contaminants in Dredged or Fill Material
The Corps requires that applicants only use clean fill from an NDDOT approved
source. Each alternative would use the same type of inert material. Although the
source of material is not known at the time of final design and permitting, sites which
have already been reviewed and cleared by NDDOT would be utilized for obtaining
fill.

6.3. Human Use Characteristics of the Aquatic Ecosystem

6.3.1. Water Supply
The Little Missouri River provides a source of water for farming activities, industrial
businesses, and smaller towns located near the river. Although it is not certain how
many are located directly downstream of the regulated activities at each evaluated
alternative, NDDOT would be required to complete work in a manner that meets
North Dakota State Water Quality Standards. The conditions of the Water Quality
Certifications become special conditions of the Corps authorization.

Alternative L: The “No build” alternative would have no impact on water supply and
conditions would remain the same as they are now.

Alternatives A and K3 would require more work within the OHWM of the river in
order to install more piers. Alternative K1 would have less impacts on water supply
because it would limit the amount of piers below the OHWM. Material to be
discharged must be clean and free of debris as a general requirement. Based on the
construction methods, the majority of material for the bridge and associated riprap
would be composed of inert material. After evaluating each of the alternatives, K1
and K2 have the least amount of impacts to regulated waters of the United States.
Alternative A has over 1800 LF of impacts to tributaries while the preferred
alternative would cumulatively result in approximately 800 LF of impacts to
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tributaries. Alternative K3 would result in 2935 LF of cumulative impacts to tributaries
and 0.49 acres of wetland impacts.

6.3.2. Recreational and Commercial Fisheries
According to the North Dakota Game and Fish, the Little Missouri River contains
predominantly catfish with some sauger and walleye during the spring spawning
period (2019). Throughout the Little Missouri River, public access can be found with
public lands owned by the USFS and the NPS. Although the Little Missouri River
does not have a diverse fishery it still provides the general public with the ability to
fish from shore or smaller vessels such as kayaks and canoes.

Alternative L: The “No build” alternative would have no impact on recreational or
commercial fisheries.

All build alternatives would require the placement of fill and piers within the Little
Missouri River. Temporary impacts during construction may occur as overall use of
the area immediately surrounding the project would be hindered with the use of
equipment and temporary structures that may be necessary to complete
construction activities. After evaluating each of the alternatives, K1 and K2 have the
least amount of impacts to regulated waters of the United States. Alternative A has
over 1800 LF of impacts to tributaries while the preferred alternative would
cumulatively result in approximately 800 LF of impacts to tributaries. Alternative K3
would result in 2935 LF of cumulative impacts to tributaries and 0.49 acres of
wetland impacts.

6.3.3. Water Related Recreation
As previously mentioned above, smaller vessels could be used for fishing and/or
other recreational activities on the Little Missouri River. This could also include the
hunting of waterfowl species.

Alternative L: The “No build” alternative would have no impact on water related
recreation.

All build alternatives would include the construction of a new bridge would have
minor temporary and permanent effects to water related recreation. Should
members of the general public choose to recreate in the project area during
construction, this would likely impact recreation as individuals would have to avoid
construction equipment and temporary cofferdams. Once construction is completed,
smaller vessels would have to avoid the piers below the OHWM.

These impacts would be minimal for all alternatives as the Little Missouri River is not
a Section 10 waterway and larger vessels do not utilize the shallow river. Each
alternative would require the construction of piers within the banks of the Little
Missouri River. Alternatives K1 and K2 would have the least amount of piers
permanently located within the river. This would have less impacts on individuals
that would like to utilize the river for recreation. After evaluating each of the



alternatives, K1 and K2 have the least amount of impacts to regulated waters of the
United States. Alternative A has over 1800 LF of impacts to tributaries while the
preferred alternative would cumulatively result in approximately 800 LF of impacts to
tributaries. Alternative K3 would result in 2935 LF of cumulative impacts to tributaries
and 0.49 acres of wetland impacts.

6.3.4. Aesthetics (NDDOT, 2018)
The general area associated with the alternatives is characterized as a diverse
landscape comprised of badlands, buttes, and plateaus accented by wooded draws,
all of which support a variety of vegetation types. Cultivated fields, farmsteads, and
oil and gas developments are scattered throughout the area, and the Little Missouri
River flows north through the rugged topography in the area. The transportation
system in the area is comprised of rural, unpaved gravel/graded roads, primitive
roadways, and trails.

For purposes of this analysis, visual resources are characterized from the vantage
point of the user of the areas in the vicinity of the new roadway and bridge (e.g.,
local residents, recreationists, tourists). Human-made visual resources within the
immediate vicinity of Alternative A include a seasonal residence. The seasonal
residence is located approximately 0.1 miles east-northeast of the new roadway and
bridge. This seasonal residence could likely be within the viewshed of the new
roadway and bridge.

Alternative L: The “No build” alternative would have no impact on the visual
aesthetics and the viewshed would remain as it is today.

Human-made visual resources within the immediate vicinity of Alternative K (all
options) include two farmsteads. One farmstead, located approximately 0.6 miles
east-southeast of the new roadway and bridge under Alternative K, Option 1
(Preferred Alternative) and 0.4 miles north-northwest of the new roadway and bridge
under Alternative K, Option 2, could likely be within the viewshed of these
alternatives. The other farmstead, located approximately 0.4 miles south of the new
roadway and bridge under Alternative K, Option 3, could likely be within the
viewshed of this alternative.

The bridge would likely have a small impact on aesthetics in the immediate vicinity
because it would be a new crossing. The bridge would be constructed with a low
profile and designed to blend in with the surrounding environment. Additionally,
depending on where individuals are hunting, camping, and/or floating the Little
Missouri River, the rough terrain in the badlands and vegetation provide a natural
obstruction.

6.3.5. Parks, National and Historical Monuments, National Seashores, Wilderness
Areas, Research Sites, and Similar Areas (NDDOT, 2018)
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Alternative L: The “No build” alternative would have no impact on the Theodore
Roosevelt National Park or any other parks, national and historical monuments and
the viewshed would remain as it is today.

As discussed in the DEIS, Alternatives K1, K2, and K3 are south of the northern unit
of Theodore Roosevelt National Park (TRNP). Photos were taken from various
boundary lines within TRNP, in order to evaluate potential visual effects on the park.
The same approach was taken for Alternative A which is located a few miles north of
TRNP.

No direct impacts on the viewshed of the Elkhorn Ranchlands, TRNP — Elkhorn
Ranch Unit, or National Historic District would be expected. Results of the viewshed
analyses indicate that the new roadway and bridge under Alternative A would not be
able to be seen from the Elkhorn Ranchlands, TRNP — Elkhorn Ranch Unit, Elkhorn
Ranch Headquarters, or National Historic District. Further, Alternative A would not
alter the viewshed or diminish the integrity of the view from the Elkhorn Ranchlands,
TRNP — Elkhorn Ranch Unit, Elkhorn Ranch Headquarters, or National Historic
District.

Alternative A is not expected to generate new traffic. An additional 1 percent would
be added to the 2.5-percent annual baseline traffic growth rate to account for the
redistribution of local trips that may be attracted to the new bridge. Therefore, under
Alternative A, a total annual traffic growth rate of 3.5 percent would be expected for
roads associated with the alternative and adjacent roadways. There would be a
slight increase in fugitive dust emissions from vehicles using roadways within the
study area. However, since Alternative A is located more than 2 miles from the
Elkhorn Ranchlands, TRNP — Elkhorn Ranch Unit, and National Historic District and
the traffic increase would be negligible, potential visual impacts from fugitive dust
emissions would be minor. Overall, fugitive dust emissions during and upon
completion of construction are not anticipated to alter the viewshed or diminish the
integrity of the view from nearby areas, the Elkhorn Ranchlands, the TRNP —
Elkhorn Ranch Unit, or the National Historic District.

Very minimal light pollution from the headlights of vehicles using the roadways within
the study area would be expected. Since the traffic increase would be negligible,
potential light pollution is not anticipated to alter the natural lightscapes of the
seasonal residence, TRNP — North Unit, or TRNP — South Unit or result in visual
impacts on natural night skies.

Construction activities would generate particulate matter emissions as fugitive dust
from ground-disturbing activities. Fugitive dust emissions from construction activities
would be greatest during initial site-preparation activities and would vary from day to
day, depending on the construction phase, level of activity, and prevailing wind and
weather conditions. All fugitive dust emissions from construction activities would be
localized and temporary in nature.



Impacts on farmsteads located within approximately 0.6 miles of the new roadway
and bridge under Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative); 0.4 miles of the new
roadway and bridge under Alternative K, Option 2; and 0.4 miles of the new roadway
and bridge under Alternative K, Option 3 would be expected. These farmsteads
could likely be within the viewshed of the alternatives. However, context-sensitive
solutions would be applied to the final bridge design: the bridge would be low-profile
and constructed to blend with the surrounding environment to the maximum extent
practicable. The new roadway would be constructed similar to the existing roadways
in the study area. The new roadway and bridge are not anticipated to diminish the
integrity of the view from any of the farmsteads.

No direct impacts on the viewshed of the TRNP — Elkhorn Ranch Unit or National
Historic District would be expected. Results of the viewshed analyses indicate that
the roadways and bridges under Alternative K (all options) would not be able to be
seen from the Elkhorn Ranchlands, TRNP — Elkhorn Ranch Unit, Elkhorn Ranch
Headquarters, or National Historic District. Further, Alternative K (all options) would
not alter the viewshed or diminish the integrity of the view from the Elkhorn
Ranchlands, TRNP — Elkhorn Ranch Unit, Elkhorn Ranch Headquarters, or National
Historic District.

Impacts from fugitive dust emissions and light pollution associated with Alternative K
(all options) would be the same as those described for Alternative A.

As a result of the historical significance of the Badlands and TRNP, NDDOT has
developed mitigation measures and design criteria to be implemented at the time of
permitting. For all of the alternatives, the alignment would follow an existing roadway
as closely as possible to minimize new roadway construction. In addition, context-
sensitive solutions would be applied to the final bridge design: the bridge would be
low-profile and constructed to blend with the surrounding environment to the
maximum extent practicable.

Prior to construction activities, the contractor would be required to develop a
SWPPP, which would include dust control measures during construction. Upon
completion of construction activities, Billings County would implement dust-control,
such as applying water, calcium chloride, and/or magnesium chloride to the
roadway, as necessary and when feasible to prevent traffic hazards, damages, and
nuisances to adjacent property owners. In addition, the county uses clay in their
surface aggregate to help control dust.

6.4. Evaluation and Testing
Evaluation must be completed in accordance with the requirements of 40 CFR §
230.60, and if testing is required, must comply with the requirements of 40 CFR
§230.61.

Only fill material composed of soil from uncontaminated sources would be used to
minimize potential impacts to WOUS from fill material. The Contractor would be
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required to provide fill material that is from an approved borrow source certified by
the North Dakota Department of Transportation. No contaminated material would be
placed in the WOUS.

6.5. Cumulative Impacts
Cumulative impacts are considered as the collective effect of a number of individual
discharges of dredge or fill material. An analysis of impacts associated with past,
present and reasonably foreseeable projects when considered with the proposed
project was completed in accordance with 40 CFR §230.11(g).

Past and current actions in the project area having the potential to discharge
dredged or fill material into the WOUS primarily include agricultural activities, oil and
development, and roadway construction/maintenance. These impacts would have
varied from temporary adverse impacts to permanent loss of aquatic resources.

In the past 5 years, authorized permits in the Middle Missouri River watershed
(10110203) have resulted in 1.58 - acres of authorized fill in WOUS (Total).
Approximately 46 Nationwide Permits have been verified, resulting in a permanent
loss of 1.3 acres. The Corps has also authorized impacts to approximately 505 LF of
streams (total). Approximately 205 LF was authorized by 1 Individual Permit. The
Corps required compensatory mitigation for 0.82 acres of wetlands and 205 LF (0.1
— acres) of stream permanently lost in the watershed.

As of January 17, 2019, the Corps does not have any pending actions within the
Middle Missouri River Hydrologic Unit Code 10110203.

When viewed cumulatively, these past projects have resulted in minimal impacts to
regulated waters within the watershed, wildlife resources and recreational hunting
activities. Proper avoidance and minimization technigues would reduce potential
impacts that may occur. While future impacts are not expected at this time, the
requirement to mitigate these impacts assist in minimizing the cumulative impacts
associated with these projects, as the functions provided by these resources would
be re-established and/or created within the watershed.

7.0 Actions to Minimize Adverse Effects

7.1. Planning and Design
During the initial planning of the proposed crossing, under the preferred alternative,
NDDOT presented a larger area with greater impacts. In total, Alternative K1
included approximately 1.25 — acres of permanent impacts and 0.14 of temporary
impacts. The larger area was chosen by NDDOT and KLJ to present a worst case
scenario which would be further refined at final design and permitting. For purposes
of completing a Section 404 (b)(1), the expanded review area was refined to
represent the amount of impacts in a more accurate manner. As of January 18,
2019, Alternative K1 would permanently impact 0.39 — acres of wetlands (total).
Additionally, when compared with Alternatives A, K2, and K3, impacts would be



minimized with K1 because the current design requires less piers within the Little
Missouri River. Alternatives K1 and K2 share a difference of 0.07 acres of overall
wetland impacts and would have the same amount of impacts to 792 LF of streams.
These impacts would be similar; however, alternative K2 would likely require more
piers in the Missouri River.

7.2. Environmental Commitments Record
A number of environmental commitments have been identified and are explained
within the DEIS. The commitments also include environmental impacts as they relate
to aquatic resources. Please refer to the DEIS, Table ES-I, Environmental
Commitments Summary. The implementation of these commitments further promote
avoidance and minimization of impacts associated with the discharge of fill material.

8.0 Compensatory Mitigation (NDDOT, 2018)

Unavoidable impacts on wetlands would be mitigated onsite, adjacent to the project,
or at an NDDOT-approved mitigation site or bank, as necessary. During final design,
a Section 404 permit application (and mitigation plan, if necessary) would be
provided to the USACE for their consideration of impacts on wetlands and Other
Waters under USACE jurisdiction. For naturally occurring wetlands outside of
USACE jurisdiction requiring mitigation under EO 11990, impacts would be mitigated
onsite, offsite, or an approved wetland site or bank. Mitigation would be
accomplished in a manner consistent with FHWA'’s program-wide goal of ‘net gain’
of wetlands through enhancement, creation, and preservation.

9.0 Conclusion

The 404(b)(1) Guidelines are the substantive environmental standards by which all
Section 404 permit applications are evaluated. The Guidelines, which are binding
regulations, were published by the Environmental Protection Agency at 40 CFR Part
230 on December 24, 1980. The fundamental precept of the Guidelines is that
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including
wetlands, should not occur unless it can be demonstrated that such discharges,
either individually or cumulatively, will not result in unacceptable adverse effects on
the aquatic ecosystem. The Guidelines specifically require that "no discharge of
dredged or fill material shall be permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the
proposed discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse
environmental consequences." 40 CFR 230.10(a). Based on this provision, the
applicant is required in every case (irrespective of whether the discharge site is a
special aquatic site or whether the activity associated with the discharge is water
dependent) to evaluate opportunities for use of non-aquatic areas and other aquatic
sites that would result in less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem. A permit
cannot be issued, therefore, in circumstances where a less environmentally
damaging practicable alternative for the proposed discharge exists (except as
provided for under Section 404(b)(2)). (40 CFR 1502.14, 33 CFR Part 325 Appendix
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B(7) and 40 CFR 230.5(c)). However, this regulatory statue does not limit the
inherent flexibility provided in the Guidelines for implementing these provisions.

The preamble to the Guidelines is very clear in this regard:

Of course, as the regulation itself makes clear, a certain amount of flexibility is still
intended. For example, while the ultimate conditions of compliance are "regulatory”,
the Guidelines allow some room for judgment in determining what must be done to
arrive at a conclusion that those conditions have or have not been met.

In conclusion, based on the information provided and the public interest review; the
Corps has determined that Alternative K with options 1 or 2 are very similar in
impacts and would be considered the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternatives (LEDPA) for the Little Missouri River Crossing Project.
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Applicants: Duke Energy Florida,
LLC.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
DEF-FMPA NITSA (SA No. 148)
Amendment (Ft. Meade) to be effective
9/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5059.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18-1883—-000.

Applicants: Midcontinent
Independent System Operator, Inc.,
Michigan Electric Transmission
Company, LLC.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
2018-06—29_SA 3132 METC-Wolverine
T-T to be effective 6/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5060.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18—1884—-000.

Applicants: Duke Energy Florida,
LLC.

Description: Tariff Cancellation: DEF-
City of Ft. Meade NITSA (SA No. 152)
Cancellation Filing to be effective 9/1/
2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5062.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18-1885-000.

Applicants: PJM Interconnection,
L.L.C.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
Revised SA No. 3518 NITSA among PJM
and LGE/KU to be effective 6/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5072.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18-1886—000.

Applicants: Vermont Transco, LLC.

Description: Compliance filing:
compliance 2018 exhibit A to be
effective 7/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5075.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18-1887-000.

Applicants: XOOM Energy, LLC.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
Market-Based Rate Tariff Revisions to be
effective 6/30/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5077.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18—1888-000.

Applicants: Niagara Mohawk Power
Corporation, New York Independent
System Operator, Inc.

Description: Tariff Cancellation:
Niagara Mohawk Power Corporation
Notice of Cancellation of Tug Hill
Agreement No. 125 to be effective
8/24/2017.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5088.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18—1890-000.

Applicants: Gonsumers Energy
Company.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
Blackstart Rate Change to be effective
9/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5121.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18—1891-000.

Applicants: Duke Energy Carolinas,
LLC.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
Amendment to REMC NITSA (SA No.
369) to be effective 7/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5152.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18—-1892-000.

Applicants: Southwest Power Pool,
Inc.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing:
2900R10 KMEA NITSA NOA to be
effective 9/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5154.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

Docket Numbers: ER18—1893-000.

Applicants: New York State Electric &
Gas Corporation.

Description: § 205(d) Rate Filing: Rate
Schedule FERC No. 87 Supplement to
be effective 9/1/2018.

Filed Date: 6/29/18.

Accession Number: 20180629-5163.

Comments Due: 5 p.m. ET 7/20/18.

The filings are accessible in the
Commission’s eLibrary system by
clicking on the links or querying the
docket number.

Any person desiring to intervene or
protest in any of the above proceedings
must file in accordance with Rules 211
and 214 of the Commission’s
Regulations (18 CFR 385.211 and
385.214) on or before 5:00 p.m. Eastern
time on the specified comment date.
Protests may be considered, but
intervention is necessary to become a
party to the proceeding.

eFiling is encouraged. More detailed
information relating to filing
requirements, interventions, protests,
service, and qualifying facilities filings
can be found at: http://www.ferc.gov/
docs-filing/efiling/filing-req.pdf. For
other information, call (866) 208—-3676
(toll free). For TTY, call (202) 502—8659.

Dated: June 29, 2018.

Nathaniel J. Davis, Sr.,

Deputy Secretary.

[FR Doc. 2018-14503 Filed 7-5-18; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-9040-2]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564-7156 or https://www2.epa.gov/
nepa/

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact
Statements

Filed 06/25/2018 Through 06/29/2018
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

Notice

Section 309(a) of the Clean Air Act
requires that EPA make public its
comments on EISs issued by other
Federal agencies. EPA’s comment letters
on EISs are available at: https://
cdxnodengn.epa.gov/cdx-enepa-public/
action/eis/search

EIS No. 20180149, Draft, FHWA, ND,
Little Missouri River Crossing,
Comment Period Ends: 08/20/2018,
Contact: Gary Goff (701) 221-9466.

EIS No. 20180150, Draft, USFS, WY,
Medicine Bow Landscape Vegetation
Analysis (LaVA) Project, Comment
Period Ends: 08/20/2018, Contact:
Melissa Martin (307) 745—-2371.

EIS No. 20180151, Draft, USACE, FL,
Lake Okeechobee Watershed
Restoration Project, Comment Period
Ends: 08/20/2018, Contact: Gretchen
Ehlinger (904) 232-1682.

EIS No. 20180152, Draft, USACE, CT,
Byram River Flood Risk Management
Draft Integrated Feasibility Report and
EIS, Comment Period Ends: 08/20/
2018, Contact: Kimberly Rightler
(917) 790-8722.

Amended Notice

EIS No. 20180146, Final, USFS, WA,
WITHDRAWN, LeClerc Creek Grazing
Allotment Management Planning,
Comment Period Ends: 08/13/2018,
Contact: Gayne Sears (509) 447—7300.
Officially withdrawn per request of

the U.S. Forest Service.
Dated: July 2, 2018.

Robert Tomiak,

Director, Office of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 2018-14495 Filed 7-5-18; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6560-50-P
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activities, please contact Ian Foss, 202—
377-3681.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The
Department of Education (ED), in
accordance with the Paperwork
Reduction Act of 1995 (PRA) (44 U.S.C.
3506(c)(2)(A)), provides the general
public and Federal agencies with an
opportunity to comment on proposed,
revised, and continuing collections of
information. This helps the Department
assess the impact of its information
collection requirements and minimize
the public’s reporting burden. It also
helps the public understand the
Department’s information collection
requirements and provide the requested
data in the desired format. ED is
soliciting comments on the proposed
information collection request (ICR) that
is described below. The Department of
Education is especially interested in
public comment addressing the
following issues: (1) Is this collection
necessary to the proper functions of the
Department; (2) will this information be
processed and used in a timely manner;
(3) is the estimate of burden accurate;
(4) how might the Department enhance
the quality, utility, and clarity of the
information to be collected; and (5) how
might the Department minimize the
burden of this collection on the
respondents, including through the use
of information technology. Please note
that written comments received in
response to this notice will be
considered public records.

Title of Collection: Servicemembers
Civil Relief Act (SCRA): Interest Rate
Limitation Request.

OMB Control Number: 1845-0135.

Type of Review: An extension of an
existing information collection.

Respondents/Affected Public:
Individuals or Households.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Responses: 200.

Total Estimated Number of Annual
Burden Hours: 67.

Abstract: The Servicemembers Civil
Relief Act (SCRA) provides that those
on active duty military service are
entitled to have an interest rate in
excess of 6% be capped at 6% for the
duration of their qualifying military
service. The Department is requesting
am extension of the currently approved
information collection. These Federal
Family Education Loan (FFEL) Program
and Direct Loan Program regulations
have not changed. The regulations
require a loan holder to match its
database against the Department of
Defense’s Defense Manpower Data
Center (DMDC) and automatically apply
the interest rate limitation, as
appropriate, to borrowers under the

Servicemembers Civil Relief Act. The
form in this collection would only be
used in limited cases where the
borrower is not found in the Defense
Manpower Data Center, or does not have
a copy of military orders, but still
wishes to receive benefits under the
SCRA.

Dated: August 14, 2018.
Kate Mullan,
Acting Director, Information Collection
Clearance Division, Office of the Chief Privacy
Officer Office of Management.
[FR Doc. 2018-17744 Filed 8-16-18; 8:45 am|
BILLING CODE 4000-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY

Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission

[Docket No. EL18-192-000]

North Carolina Electric Membership
Corporation v. Duke Energy Progress,
LLC; Notice of Complaint

Take notice that on August 10, 2018,
pursuant to section 206 of the Federal
Power Act, 16 U.S.C. 824e, Rule 206 of
the Federal Energy Regulatory
Commission’s (Commission) Rules of
Practice and Procedure, 18 CFR 385.206
(2018), and section 16.1 of the Fifth
Amended and Restated Power Supply
and Coordination Agreement between
Duke Energy Progress, LLC (DEP or
Respondent) and the North Carolina
Electric Membership Corporation
(NCEMC or Complainant), FERG Rate
Schedule No. 182, NCEMC filed a
formal complaint against DEP alleging
that the Respondent’s Fixed Demand
Rate, Variable Demand Rate, and the
formula production rate that will go into
effect January 1, 2020, are excessive,
unjust and unreasonable, and not cost-
based as required by the Respondent’s
Market-Based Rate Tariff, as more fully
explained in the complaint.

The Complainant certifies that copies
of the complaint were served on the
contacts for the Respondent listed on
the Commission’s list of Corporate
Officials and on the North Carolina
Utilities Commission and the South
Carolina Public Service Commission.

Any person desiring to intervene or to
protest this filing must file in
accordance with Rules 211 and 214 of
the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure (18 CFR 385.211 and
385.214). Protests will be considered by
the Commission in determining the
appropriate action to be taken, but will
not serve to make protestants parties to
the proceeding. Any person wishing to
become a party must file a notice of

intervention or motion to intervene, as
appropriate. The Respondent’s answer
and all interventions, or protests must
be filed on or before the comment date.
The Respondent’s answer, motions to
intervene, and protests must be served
on the Complainant.

The Commission encourages
electronic submission of protests and
interventions in lieu of paper using the
“eFiling” link at http://www.ferc.gov.
Persons unable to file electronically
should submit an original and 5 copies
of the protest or intervention to the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission,
888 First Street NE, Washington, DC
20426.

This filing is accessible on-line at
http://www.ferc.gov, using the
“eLibrary”” link and is available for
review in the Commission’s Public
Reference Room in Washington, DC.
There is an “‘eSubscription” link on the
website that enables subscribers to
receive email notification when a
document is added to a subscribed
docket(s). For assistance with any FERC
Online service, please email
FERCOnlineSupport@ferc.gov, or call
(866) 208—3676 (toll free). For TTY, call
(202) 502-8659.

Comment Date: 5:00 p.m. Eastern
Time on August 30, 2018.

Dated: August 13, 2018.

Kimberly D. Bose,

Secretary.

[FR Doc. 2018-17761 Filed 8-16-18; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 6717-01-P

ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

[ER-FRL-9040-8]

Environmental Impact Statements;
Notice of Availability

Responsible Agency: Office of Federal
Activities, General Information (202)
564-7156 or https://www2.epa.gov/
nepa/.

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact

Statements
Filed 08/06/2018 Through 08/10/2018
Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9.

Notice

Section 309(a) of the Clean Air Act
requires that EPA make public its
comments on EISs issued by other
Federal agencies. EPA’s comment letters
on EISs are available at: https://
cdxnodengn.epa.gov/cdx-enepa-public/
action/eis/search.

EIS No. 20180181, Draft, DOC, NAT,

Draft Environmental Impact

Statement for the Summer Flounder
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Commercial Issues Amendment,
Comment Period Ends: 10/12/2018,
Contact: Emily Gilbert 978-491-8024

EIS No. 20180182, Draft, USFS, NV, Lee
Canyon EIS, Comment Period Ends:
10/01/2018, Contact: Jonathan Stein
702—-515-5418

EIS No. 20180183, Draft, TVA, TN,
Transmission System Vegetation
Management Programmatic EIS,
Comment Period Ends: 10/01/2018,
Contact: Anita E. Masters 423-751—
8697

EIS No. 20180184, Draft, BLM, UT, Draft
Bears Ears National Monument Indian
Creek and Shash Jaa Units Monument
Management Plans and Associated
Environmental Impact Statement,
Comment Period Ends: 11/15/2018,
Contact: Lance Porter 435-259-2100

EIS No. 20180185, Draft, BLM, UT,
Grand Staircase-Escalante National
Monument-Grand Staircase,
Kaiparowits, and Escalante Canyon
Units and Federal Lands Previously
Included in the Monument That Are
Excluded From the Boundaries Draft
Resource Management Plans and
Associated Environmental Impact
Statement, Comment Period Ends: 11/
15/2018, Contact: Matt Betenson 435—
644—-1200

EIS No. 20180186, Final, USFS, OR,
East Hills Project, Review Period
Ends: 09/17/2018, Gontact: Jody
Perozzi 541-353-2723

Amended Notice
Revision to the Federal Register

Notice published 07/06/2018, extend

comment period from 08/20/2018 to 09/

04/2018.

EIS No. 20180149, Draft, FHWA, ND,
Little Missouri Crossing, Contact:
Gary Goff 701-221-9466
Dated: August 14, 2018.

Robert Tomiak,

Director, Office of Federal Activities.

[FR Doc. 2018-17747 Filed 8-16-18; 8:45 am]

BILLING CODE 6560-50-P

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY
COMMISSION

Sunshine Act Meetings

TIME AND DATE: Friday, August 24, 2018,
9:00 a.m. Eastern Time.

PLACE: Jacqueline A. Berrien Training
Center on the First Floor of the EEOC
Office Building, 131 “M” Street NE,
Washington, DC 20507.

STATUS: The meeting will be closed to
the public.

MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED:

Closed Session

The Associate Legal Counsel has
certified that, in her opinion, exemption
10 of the Sunshine Act, 5 U.S.C.
552b(c)(10) and 29 CFR 1612.4(j),
permits consideration of the scheduled
matters at the closed meeting.

Agency Adjudication and
Determination on Federal Agency
Discrimination Complaint Appeals:

The Commission will be considering
four (4) cases.

Note: Any matter not discussed or
concluded may be carried over to a later
meeting. (In addition to publishing
notices on EEOC Commission meetings
in the Federal Register, the Commission
also provides information about
Commission meetings on its website,
www.eeoc.gov., and provides a recorded
announcement a week in advance on
future Commission sessions.)

Please telephone (202) 663-7100

(voice) and (202) 663—4074 (TTY) at any
time for information on these meetings.
The EEOC provides sign language
interpretation and Communication
Access Realtime Translation (CART)
services at Commission meetings for the
hearing impaired. Requests for other
reasonable accommodations may be
made by using the voice and TTY
numbers listed above.
CONTACT PERSON FOR FURTHER
INFORMATION: Bernadette B. Wilson,
Executive Officer on (202) 663—4077.

Dated: August 15, 2018.

Bernadette B. Wilson,

Executive Officer, Executive Secretariat.
[FR Doc. 2018-17922 Filed 8-15-18; 4:15 pm]
BILLING CODE 6570-01-P

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND
HUMAN SERVICES

Centers for Medicare & Medicaid
Services

[CMS—3357—FN]

Medicare and Medicaid Program;
Application From DNV GL—Healthcare
(DNV GL) for Continued Approval of Its
Hospital Accreditation Program

AGENCY: Centers for Medicare &
Medicaid Services (CMS), HHS.

ACTION: Final notice.

SUMMARY: This final notice announces
our decision to approve the DNV GL—
Healthcare for continued recognition as
a national accrediting organization for
hospitals that wish to participate in the
Medicare or Medicaid programs.

DATES: This decision is effective August
17, 2018 through September 26, 2022.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Karena Meushaw (410) 786—6609, or
Monda Shaver (410) 786—3410.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

I. Background

Under the Medicare program, eligible
beneficiaries may receive covered
services from a hospital, provided that
certain requirements are met. Section
1861(e) of the Social Security Act (the
Act), establishes distinct criteria for
facilities seeking designation as a
hospital. Regulations concerning
provider agreements are at 42 CFR part
489 and those pertaining to activities
relating to the survey and certification
of facilities are at 42 CFR part 488. The
regulations at 42 CFR part 482 specify
the minimum conditions that a hospital
must meet to participate in the Medicare
program.

Generally, to enter into an agreement,
a hospital must first be certified by a
State survey agency as complying with
the conditions or requirements set forth
in part 482 of our regulations.
Thereafter, the hospital is subject to
regular surveys by a State survey agency
to determine whether it continues to
meet these requirements. There is an
alternative, however, to surveys by State
agencies.

Section 1865(a)(1) of the Act provides
that, if a provider entity demonstrates
through accreditation by an approved
national accrediting organization that all
applicable Medicare conditions are met
or exceeded, we may deem those
provider entities as having met the
requirements. Accreditation by an
accrediting organization is voluntary
and is not required for Medicare
participation.

If an accrediting organization is
recognized by the Secretary of the
Department of Health and Human
Services as having standards for
accreditation that meet or exceed
Medicare requirements, any provider
entity accredited by the national
accrediting body’s approved program
may be deemed to meet the Medicare
conditions. A national accrediting
organization applying for approval of its
accreditation program under part 488,
subpart A, must provide the Centers for
Medicare and Medicaid Services (CMS)
with reasonable assurance that the
accrediting organization requires the
accredited provider entities to meet
requirements that are at least as
stringent as the Medicare conditions.
Our regulations concerning the approval
of accrediting organizations are set forth
at §488.5. The regulations at
§488.5(e)(2)(i) require accrediting
organizations to reapply for continued
approval of its accreditation program
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Introduction

Thank you for attending today’s public hearing for the Little Missouri River Crossing project. This public hearing provides you

with the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The Draft EIS contains details regarding a
proposed crossing of the Little Missouri River in conjunction with upgrading existing roadways and/or creating new roadways. The
project would connect the transportation network on the east side of the Little Missouri River to the transportation network on the
west side of the Little Missouri River within the study area.

Purpose of the Public Hearing

The objective of the public hearing and public comment period for the Draft EIS is to get the most complete expression of
public opinion regarding the project aspects on the record. Comments provided during the public hearing and public comment
period will be considered before further decisions are made on the project alternatives. This public hearing includes a project
presentation and opportunities to provide verbal and/or written comments. All comments will be entered into the public hearing
record along with the public hearing presentation, exhibits, and materials.

This public hearing will discuss the following aspects of the Little Missouri River Crossing project:
¢ Purpose and need
¢ Recommended Preferred Alternative and its design features
¢ Potential environmental impacts from the Preferred Alternative

¢ Next steps in the environmental documentation process

Purpose and Need for the Project

The purpose of the project is to provide for the safe and efficient
movement of people and commerce. Specifically, the purpose of the
project is to conduct the following:

¢ |mprove the transport of goods and
services within the study area.

¢ Provide the public with a safe, efficient, and reliable connection
between the roadways on the east and west sides of the Little
Missouri River within Billings County (internal linkage) that
also improves the connectivity and system linkage between
Billings County and Golden Valley County roadway networks,
with the added benefit of providing an additional connection
between ND-16 and US Highway 85 within the study area.

+ Construct a new river crossing over the Little Missouri River
in a location that utilizes the existing transportation network,
upgrading existing roadways, and/or creating new roadways
to best meet roadway and structure design standards.

¢ Accommodate a variety of vehicles, ranging from two-wheel-
drive passenger vehicles to agricultural, commercial, and
industrial vehicles and equipment.

page 1
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Alternatives

Two build alternatives (Alternatives A and K) and the no-build alternative (Alternative L) were carried forward for detailed analysis
in the EIS. Alternative K has three options: Alternative K, Option 1; Alternative K, Option 2; and Alternative K, Option 3 (see
Figure 1). The lead agencies, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the North Dakota Department of Transportation
(NDDOT) and Billings County, are recommending Alternative K, Option 1 as the Preferred Alternative (see Figures 2 and 3).

Alternative K, Option 1 would be approximately 8.3 miles long, of which 6.2 miles would closely follow the existing roadway
alignment and 2.1 miles would be new roadway construction. Alternative K, Option 1 would include construction of a three to five
span bridge over the Little Missouri River that would be approximately 600 feet long. Alternative K (all options) and Alternative K,
Option 1 include expanded study areas that were environmentally cleared to provide flexibility in aligning the intersection at Belle
Lake Road and to facilitate future landowner negotiations near the new bridge location, respectively. Construction and right-of-
way/easement acquisition for Alternative K, Option 1 would cost approximately $11.2 million.
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Figure 1, Alternatives for the Project
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Figure 2, Map of Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative)

Figure 3, Alternative K, Option 1 (Preferred Alternative) Bridge Simulation
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Impacts

The lead agencies have identified Alternative K, Option 1 as the recommended Preferred Alternative, as it would meet the project’s
purpose and need with minimal environmental impacts. A summary of impacts from the Preferred Alternative are as follows:

+ No impacts on cultural sites that are Eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The North
Dakota State Historic Preservation Office has concurred with a No Historic Properties Affected determination.

¢ Local access to recreational and tourist facilities would be increased.
+ Efficiency and reliability of the transportation system and emergency response times would be improved.

+ Permanent right-of-way, as well as temporary and/or permanent easements, would be acquired from
the North Dakota Department of Trust, US Forest Service (USFS), and/or private landowners.

¢ Temporary impacts during construction from fugitive dust and emissions associated with fossil fuel combustion.
¢ Permanent impacts on 1.65 acres of wetlands and 0.14 acres (1,873 linear feet) of Other Waters.

¢ Temporary construction impacts on Maah Daah Hey Trail where it intersects the roadway, with the trail remaining
open during construction (Department of Transportation Act Section 4(f) temporary occupancy exception).

+ No direct impacts on viewshed of the Theodore Roosevelt National Park—Elkhorn Ranch Unit or
Theodore Roosevelt Elkhorn Ranch and Greater Elkhorn Ranchlands National Historic District.

¢ No traffic noise impacts on sensitive receptors (e.g., Maah Daah Hey Trail).

& May Affect, not likely to adversely affect, two wildlife species protected by the Endangered Species Act and may impact
one USFS-designated sensitive wildlife species. Will impact one and may impact several additional USFS-designated
sensitive plant species. The US Fish and Wildlife Service and USFS have concurred with these determinations.

+ Traffic volume increase of 3.5 percent for roads associated with the Alternative and adjacent roadways. (Not expected
to generate new traffic; however, the redistribution of local trips attracted to the new bridge is anticipated to increase the
typical 2.5 percent traffic growth rates by 1 percent for roads associated with the alternative and adjacent roadways.)
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Document Availability and Comments

The Draft EIS will be available for public review at the following locations:

+ Billings County Courthouse, 495 4th St, Medora, ND, (701) 623-4377
» http://www.billingscountynd.gov/klj

+ Dickinson Area Public Library, 139 W 3rd St, Dickinson, ND, (701) 456-7700
¢ Golden Valley County Courthouse, 150 1st Ave SE, Beach, ND, (701) 872-4331

¢ McKenzie County Public Library, 112 2nd Ave NE,
Watford City, ND, (701) 444-3785

¢ NDDOT Central Office, 608 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-2500
» https://www.dot.nd.gov/projects/dickinson

+ NDDOT Dickinson District Office, 1700 3rd Ave W,
Suite 101, Dickinson, ND, (701) 227-6500

+ NDDOT Williston District Office, 605 Dakota Parkway
W, Williston, ND, (701) 774-2700

+ North Dakota State Library, 604 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-4622

Written statements or comments about the project must be submitted by August 20,
2018, to:

Jen Turnbow, Project Manager
KLJ

PO Box 1157

Bismarck, ND 58502-1157

Or: LMRC@kljeng.com

Next Steps

At the end of the public comment period, the project team will review and consider

all public comments received. The selected Alternative will be noted in the Final EIS
after comments on the Draft EIS have been fully considered. Upcoming milestones in
completing the environmental study for the Little Missouri River Crossing project include
preparation of the Final EIS/Record of Decision for publication. It is the intent of the
FHWA to issue a single document that consists of the Final EIS and Record of Decision
pursuant to Public Law 112-141, 126 Stat. 405, Section 1319(b), unless the FHWA
determines statutory considerations preclude issuance of the combined document
pursuant to Section 1319.

PUBLIC HEARING
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M.6. Public Hearing Press Release - July 13, 2018

Liz Ricciardi

From: Ashley Ross

Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 1:59 PM

To: Liz Ricciardi

Subject: FW: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

Ashley Ross
KLJ - Bismarck
701-250-5961

From: Leben, Kent H. [mailto:khleben@nd.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 1:58 PM

To: Ashley Ross <Ashley.Ross@kljeng.com>

Subject: FW: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

From: Olson, Jamie R.

Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 1:21 PM

To: Leben, Kent H. <khleben@nd.gov>

Subject: FW: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

Here’s the press release and the recipients.

From: Olson, Jamie R.

Sent: Friday, July 13, 2018 9:07 AM

To: 'AP Bismarck' <apbismarck@ap.org>; 'B Nicholson' <bnicholson@ap.org>; 'D Kolpack' <dkolpack@ap.org>; ')
Macpherson' <jmacpherson@ap.org>; Alison Kelly <akelly@kxnet.com>; Alyssa Fitzgerald
<alyssa.fitzgerald@townsquaremedia.com>; Amy Dalrymple <amy.dalrymple @bismarcktribune.com>; 'Bismarck
Tribune' <news@bismarcktribune.com>; 'Carson Press' <gcn@westriv.com>; '‘Center Republic' <star@westriv.com>;
'Glen Ulin Times' <gutimes@westriv.com>; Gloria David <gdavid@bismarcknd.gov>; 'Hazen Star'
<centernews@westriv.com>; 'Hebron Herald' <hherald@westriv.com>; Jim Walsh <jim.walsh@townsquaremedia.com>;
Joey Dee <joey.dee@townsquaremedia.com>; John Hageman <jhageman@forumcomm.com>; KFYR radio
<kfyrnews@iheartmedia.com>; KNDR <onairkndr@midconetwork.com>; KX News <ndfirst@kxnet.com>; 'KX News'
<newsl12@kxnet.com>; Larry Leblanc <larry.leblanc@townsquaremedia.com>; 'Lauren Gray - MOJO 107.5 FM'
<laurengray@mojol075.com>; 'Leann Eckroth' <leann.eckroth@bismarcktribune.com>; 'Linton Emmons County Record'
<info@lintonnd.com>; Malique Rankin <mrankin@kxnet.com>; 'Mandan News' <editor@mandan-news.com>; Mark
Wish <Mark.Wish@townsquaremedia.com>; Matt Bingham <matt.bingham@townsquaremedia.com>; 'McClusky
Gazette' <gazette@westriv.com>; 'MOJO 107.5FM' <mojo@mojo1075.com>; 'Napoleon Homestead'
<homestead@napoleonnd.com>; ‘New Salem Journal' <newsalemjournal@westriv.com>; Phil Parker
<philparker@iheartmedia.com>; 'Radio--Bismarck (Cumulus)' <Dean.Mastel@cumulus.com>; 'Radio--Bismarck (KFYR)'
<kfyr@clearchannel.com>; 'Radio--Bismarck (Prairie Public Broadcasting)' <dthompson@prairiepublic.org>; 'Steele
Ozone & Kidder County Press' <sop@bektel.com>; 'Steve Wallick' <steve.wallick@bismarcktribune.com>; Tia Streeter
<tstreeter@kxnet.com>; 'TV KFYR - Cliff Naylor' <cnaylor@kfyrtv.com>; 'TV KFYR - Henry Blakes' <hblakes@kfyrtv.com>;
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'TV KFYR - Kevin Lawrence weather' <weather@kfyrtv.com>; 'TV--Bismarck (KFYR)' <news@kfyrtv.com>; 'Underwood
News' <unnews@westriv.com>; 'URLRadio - Stacy Sturm' <stacy@urlradio.net>; "Washburn Leader News'
<bhgnews@westriv.com>; 'Washburn/Underwood Leader News' <leadernews@westriv.com>;
'agency@independencecil.org' <agency@independencecil.org>; 'allan.peterson@ndsu.edu’
<allan.peterson@ndsu.edu>; 'bcsap@btinet.net' <bcsap@btinet.net>; '‘bozz@beu.midco.net' <bozz@beu.midco.net>;
'brendac@cap7.com' <brendac@cap?7.com>; 'btelin@Issnd.org' <btelin@Issnd.org>; 'chuck.mgas@midconetwork.com’
<chuck.mgas@midconetwork.com>; 'customerservice@metroplains.com' <customerservice@metroplains.com>;
'dacotah@btinet.net' <dacotah@btinet.net>; 'dhsds@nd.gov' <dhsds@nd.gov>; 'Engelman, Harley D.'
<hengelman@nd.gov>; 'freedom@freedomrc.org' <freedom@freedomrc.org>; 'ghegland@i29.net'
<ghegland@i29.net>; 'info@prideinc.org' <info@prideinc.org>; '-Info-City of Bismarck Planning' <cobplan@nd.gov>; -
Info-DHS Aging Services <dhsaging@nd.gov>; -Info-DHS West Central Human Service Center <dhswchsc@nd.gov>;
'[brager@hitinc.org' <jbrager@hitinc.org>; 'jill.Lhough@ndsu.edu' <jill.hough@ndsu.edu>; 'kess@bektel.com’
<kess@bektel.com>; 'Laurel_nybo@bismarckschools.org' <Laurel nybo@bismarckschools.org>;
'leeann.coresinc@midconetwork.com' <leeann.coresinc@midconetwork.com>; 'lwurtz@aarp.org' <lwurtz@aarp.org>;
Mack, Pamela <pmack@nd.gov>; Mary Siverson <Mary.siverson@ndsu.edu>; 'Moench, Jim' <jimmoench@nddac.org>;
'mrasmussen@nd.gov' <mrasmussen@nd.gov>; 'mremboldt@hitinc.org' <mremboldt@hitinc.org>; 'pamelat@sbci.edu
<pamelat@sbci.edu>; 'Pena, Andrea D.' <apena@nd.gov>; 'pmckenzie61@live.com' <pmckenzie61@live.com>;
'robinw.bisman@midconetwork.com' <robinw.bisman@midconetwork.com>; 'Roy, Crystal M.' <croy@nd.gov>;
'sandy_wollan@bismarckschools.org' <sandy wollan@bismarckschools.org>; 'Saunders, Steve L.' <ssaunder@nd.gov>;
Schiwal, Tom P. <tschiwal@nd.gov>; 'smilovanovic@Issnd.org' <smilovanovic@I|ssnd.org>; 'westndfgp@btinet.net'
<westndfgp@btinet.net>; 'westriver.bisman@midconetwork.com' <westriver.bisman@ midconetwork.com>; 'Beulah
Beacon' <coalnews@westriv.com>; 'Bowman Pioneer' <bowmancountypioneer@countrymedia.net>; 'Dickinson Press'
<newsroom@thedickinsonpress.com>; ‘Glenda Embry' <gembry@mhanation.com>; Golden and Billings
<goldenandbillings@gmail.com>; 'Hazen Star' <independ @restel.net>; 'Hettinger Adams County Record'
<acrnews@ndsupernet.com>; Jason Spiess <rollingstovend @gmail.com>; Ken Miller <kenmiller@nd.gov>; 'Killdeer
Dunn County Herald' <edunn@ndsupernet.com>; Michael Hricik <mhricik@thedickinsonpress.com>; 'New England
Herald ' <therald@ndsupernet.com>; 'Nina Fox' <nfox@mhanation.com>; 'Radio--Beulah' <lee@foxsports1410.com>;
'Radio--Dickinson (KDIX)' <kdix@kdix.net>; 'Radio--Hettinger' <kndc1490@ndsupernet.com>; 'Radio--New Town
(KMHA)' <csun@mhanation.com>; Steve Kirch <skirch@kxnet.com>; 'Studio-The Mix' <studio@themix1057.com>;
‘administration@dickinson.cap.org' <administration@dickinson.cap.org>; 'Beverly.Hafele@ndsu.edu’
<Beverly.Hafele@ndsu.edu>; 'cehlis@state.nd.us' <cehlis@state.nd.us>; 'coa@midstate.net' <coa@midstate.net>;
'cwtrans@pop.ctctel.com' <cwtrans@pop.ctctel.com>; 'eldercare@ndsupernet.com' <eldercare@ndsupernet.com>;
'hazennd@westriv.com' <hazennd @westriv.com>; -Info-DHS Badlands Human Service Center <dhsblhsc@nd.gov>;
'margaret.olheiser@sendit.nodak.edu’ <margaret.olheiser@sendit.nodak.edu>; 'mmccoa@westriv.com'
<mmccoa@westriv.com>; 'Sharon.Hansen@senditnodak.edu' <Sharon.Hansen@senditnodak.edu>; 'Shea, Kari L.'
<kshea@nd.gov>; 'Allan Tinker' <slvrbird @westriv.com>; Carol Walz <Carol.walz@here.com>; 'Clara Marie Gauthier'
<davenemonews@gmail.com>; Highway superintendents <highwaysupts@ndaco.org>; Jeff Eslinger
<jeff.eslinger@ndaco.org>; 'Manitoba Infrastructure Transportation' <roadinfo@gov.mb.ca>; 'Neil Gobelle'
<neil.gobelle@gov.mb.ca>; Nokia Traffic <NTIMCPlains@nokia.com>; '‘Barb Peterson' <barbp@ci.williston.nd.us>;
'Bowbells Burke County Tribune' <tribune@nccray.com>; 'Chris Simon' <csimon@cherrycreekradio.com>; 'Crosby
Journal' <journal@crosbynd.com>; 'Dee James' <deemiller@cherrycreekradio.com>; 'Dustin’
<dustin@bakkenbeacon.com>; 'Haugen' <shaugen@cherrycreekmedia.com>; 'Hotchkiss'
<ehotchkiss@cherrycreekmedia.com>; 'Howard Klug' <howardklug@hotmail.com>; 'Jennifer Kleen'
<jkleen@kxnet.com>; 'Kelly Volk' <kvolk@kxnet.com>; 'KEYZ' <keyznews@cherrycreekradio.com>; 'kumv'
<Gurajpalpreet.sangha@kumv.com>; 'Lalim' <plalim@cherrycreekmedia.com>; 'Mary Gagliardi'
<mgagliardi@kumv.com>; 'Mathew Johansen' <Mjohansen@co.mckenzie.nd.us>; 'Miller"
<deemiller@cherrycreekmedia.com>; '‘Mountrail County Promoter-Stanley' <promoter@midstatetel.com>; ‘Mountrail
County Record' <mcrecord@restel.net>; 'New Town News' <ntnews@restel.net>; 'New Town News/Mountrail County
Record' <nteditor@bhgnews.com>; 'Nicholas Amatangelo' <Nicholas.amatangelo@kumv.com>; 'Rachel Sawicki'
<rachels@ci.williston.nd.us>; 'Radio--Williston (N. Plains) - ' <earlg@nccray.net>; 'Renee Jean'
<riean@willistonherald.com>; 'Stephanie Norman' <farmer@watfordcitynd.com>; 'Tioga Tribune'
<tribune@tiogand.com>; 'TV--Minot (KXMC-TV)' <jolson@kxmcnews.com>; '"TV--Williston (KUMV)' <kumv@kumv.com>;
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'Watford City McKenzie County Farmer' <mcf@watfordcitynd.com>; 'Williston Daily Herald'
<news@willistonherald.com>; 'blockw@fbcc.bia.edu' <blockw@fbcc.bia.edu>; 'chr@dia.net' <chr@dia.net>;
'deeannl@willistoncap.org' <deeannl@willistoncap.org>; -Info-DHS NWHSC <dhsnwhsc@nd.gov>;
'ilguamme@nemontel.net' <jguamme@nemontel.net>; 'julie.quamme@sendit.nodak.edu’
<julie.guamme@sendit.nodak.edu>; 'klarson@dia.net' <klarson@dia.net>; 'lkaae@hotmail.com' <lkaae@hotmail.com>;
'Meyer, Annette R.' <ameyer@nd.gov>; 'pchase@mhanation.com' <pchase@mbhanation.com>; 'seniorse0@yahoo.com’
<seniors60@yahoo.com>; 'wfortier@nccray.com' <wfortier@nccray.com>; 'williston@ndad.org' <williston@ndad.org>
Cc: Leben, Kent H. <khleben@nd.gov>

Subject: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Little Missouri River Crossing

North Dakota Department of Transportation

608 East Boulevard Avenue, Bismarck ND 58505-0700 Toll Free 1-855-NDROADS - 1-855-637-
6237

July 13, 2018

Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

Public hearings will be held:

+ Monday, July 23, 2018, from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (MDT) at the Medora Community Center,
465 Pacific Ave, Medora, ND

¢ Thursday, July 26, 2018, from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (CDT) at the Courtyard by Marriott, 3319
N 14th St, Bismarck, ND

Please note that these hearing dates have been moved from July 17 & 19 to July 23 & 26.

The public hearings will utilize an open house format beginning at 5:00 p.m., with a formal
presentation beginning at 5:30 p.m.

The purpose of the public hearings is to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the proposed Little Missouri River crossing located in Billings County. The public hearings will provide
opportunity for public input. Representatives from Billings County, North Dakota Department of
Transportation (NDDOT), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and KLJ will be on hand to
answer your questions and discuss your concerns.

If you are unable to attend the public hearings, written statements or comments must be sent by
August 20, 2018, to:

Jen Turnbow, Project Manager
KLJ

PO Box 1157

Bismarck, ND 58502-1157

Email: LMRC@kljeng.com
Note “Public Hearing” in the e-mail subject heading.




The Draft EIS is available for public review at the following locations:

*

* O & o

*
*
L4

Billings County Courthouse, 495 4th St, Medora, ND, (701) 623-4377

o http://www.billingscountynd.gov/klj
Dickinson Area Public Library, 139 W 3rd St, Dickinson, ND, (701) 456-7700
Golden Valley County Courthouse, 150 1st Ave SE, Beach, ND, (701) 872-4331
McKenzie County Public Library, 112 2nd Ave NE, Watford City, ND, (701) 444-3785
NDDOT Central Office, 608 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-2500

o https://www.dot.nd.gov/projects/dickinson
NDDOT Dickinson District Office, 1700 3rd Ave W, Suite 101, Dickinson, ND, (701) 227-6500
NDDOT Williston District Office, 605 Dakota Parkway W, Williston, ND, (701) 774-2700
North Dakota State Library, 604 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-4622

The NDDOT will consider every request for reasonable accommodation to provide the following:

¢ An accessible meeting facility or other accommodation for people with disabilities.

L

Language interpretation for people with limited English proficiency (LEP).

+ Translations of written material necessary to access NDDOT programs and information.

To request accommodations, contact Paula Messmer, Civil Rights Division, NDDOT, at 701-328-2978

or civilrights@nd.gov. TTY users may use Relay North Dakota 711 or 1-800-366-6888.
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M.7. Public Hearing Press Release -July 18, 2018

Liz Ricciardi

From: Ashley Ross

Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 2:00 PM

To: Liz Ricciardi

Subject: FW: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

Ashley Ross
KLJ - Bismarck
701-250-5961

From: Leben, Kent H. [mailto:khleben@nd.gov]

Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 1:59 PM

To: Ashley Ross <Ashley.Ross@kljeng.com>

Subject: FW: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

From: Olson, Jamie R.

Sent: Thursday, November 8, 2018 1:23 PM

To: Leben, Kent H. <khleben@nd.gov>

Subject: FW: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

Here’s this one too.

From: Olson, Jamie R.

Sent: Wednesday, July 18, 2018 1:14 PM

To: 'AP Bismarck' <apbismarck@ap.org>; 'B Nicholson' <bnicholson@ap.org>; 'D Kolpack' <dkolpack@ap.org>; ')
Macpherson' <jmacpherson@ap.org>; Alison Kelly <akelly@kxnet.com>; Alyssa Fitzgerald
<alyssa.fitzgerald@townsquaremedia.com>; Amy Dalrymple <amy.dalrymple @bismarcktribune.com>; 'Bismarck
Tribune' <news@bismarcktribune.com>; 'Carson Press' <gcn@westriv.com>; '‘Center Republic' <star@westriv.com>;
'Glen Ulin Times' <gutimes@westriv.com>; Gloria David <gdavid@bismarcknd.gov>; 'Hazen Star'
<centernews@westriv.com>; 'Hebron Herald' <hherald@westriv.com>; Jim Walsh <jim.walsh@townsquaremedia.com>;
Joey Dee <joey.dee@townsquaremedia.com>; John Hageman <jhageman@forumcomm.com>; KFYR radio
<kfyrnews@iheartmedia.com>; KNDR <onairkndr@midconetwork.com>; KX News <ndfirst@kxnet.com>; 'KX News'
<newsl12@kxnet.com>; Larry Leblanc <larry.leblanc@townsquaremedia.com>; 'Lauren Gray - MOJO 107.5 FM'
<laurengray@mojol075.com>; 'Leann Eckroth' <leann.eckroth@bismarcktribune.com>; 'Linton Emmons County Record'
<info@lintonnd.com>; Malique Rankin <mrankin@kxnet.com>; 'Mandan News' <editor@mandan-news.com>; Mark
Wish <Mark.Wish@townsquaremedia.com>; Matt Bingham <matt.bingham@townsquaremedia.com>; 'McClusky
Gazette' <gazette@westriv.com>; 'MOJO 107.5FM' <mojo@mojo1075.com>; 'Napoleon Homestead'
<homestead@napoleonnd.com>; ‘New Salem Journal' <newsalemjournal@westriv.com>; Phil Parker
<philparker@iheartmedia.com>; 'Radio--Bismarck (Cumulus)' <Dean.Mastel@cumulus.com>; 'Radio--Bismarck (KFYR)'
<kfyr@clearchannel.com>; 'Radio--Bismarck (Prairie Public Broadcasting)' <dthompson@prairiepublic.org>; 'Steele
Ozone & Kidder County Press' <sop@bektel.com>; 'Steve Wallick' <steve.wallick@bismarcktribune.com>; Tia Streeter
<tstreeter@kxnet.com>; 'TV KFYR - Cliff Naylor' <cnaylor@kfyrtv.com>; 'TV KFYR - Henry Blakes' <hblakes@kfyrtv.com>;
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'TV KFYR - Kevin Lawrence weather' <weather@kfyrtv.com>; 'TV--Bismarck (KFYR)' <news@kfyrtv.com>; 'Underwood
News' <unnews@westriv.com>; 'URLRadio - Stacy Sturm' <stacy@urlradio.net>; "Washburn Leader News'
<bhgnews@westriv.com>; 'Washburn/Underwood Leader News' <leadernews@westriv.com>;
'agency@independencecil.org' <agency@independencecil.org>; 'allan.peterson@ndsu.edu’
<allan.peterson@ndsu.edu>; 'bcsap@btinet.net' <bcsap@btinet.net>; '‘bozz@beu.midco.net' <bozz@beu.midco.net>;
'brendac@cap7.com' <brendac@cap?7.com>; 'btelin@Issnd.org' <btelin@Issnd.org>; 'chuck.mgas@midconetwork.com’
<chuck.mgas@midconetwork.com>; 'customerservice@metroplains.com' <customerservice@metroplains.com>;
'dacotah@btinet.net' <dacotah@btinet.net>; 'dhsds@nd.gov' <dhsds@nd.gov>; 'Engelman, Harley D.'
<hengelman@nd.gov>; 'freedom@freedomrc.org' <freedom@freedomrc.org>; 'ghegland@i29.net'
<ghegland@i29.net>; 'info@prideinc.org' <info@prideinc.org>; -Info-City of Bismarck Planning' <cobplan@nd.gov>; -
Info-DHS Aging Services <dhsaging@nd.gov>; -Info-DHS West Central Human Service Center <dhswchsc@nd.gov>;
'[brager@hitinc.org' <jbrager@hitinc.org>; 'jill.Lhough@ndsu.edu' <jill.hough@ndsu.edu>; 'kess@bektel.com’
<kess@bektel.com>; 'Laurel_nybo@bismarckschools.org' <Laurel nybo@bismarckschools.org>;
'leeann.coresinc@midconetwork.com' <leeann.coresinc@midconetwork.com>; 'lwurtz@aarp.org' <lwurtz@aarp.org>;
Mack, Pamela <pmack@nd.gov>; Mary Siverson <Mary.siverson@ndsu.edu>; 'Moench, Jim' <jimmoench@nddac.org>;
'mrasmussen@nd.gov' <mrasmussen@nd.gov>; 'mremboldt@hitinc.org' <mremboldt@hitinc.org>; 'pamelat@sbci.edu’
<pamelat@sbci.edu>; 'Pena, Andrea D.' <apena@nd.gov>; 'pmckenzie61@live.com' <pmckenzie61@live.com>;
'robinw.bisman@midconetwork.com' <robinw.bisman@midconetwork.com>; 'Roy, Crystal M.' <croy@nd.gov>;
'sandy_wollan@bismarckschools.org' <sandy wollan@bismarckschools.org>; 'Saunders, Steve L.' <ssaunder@nd.gov>;
Schiwal, Tom P. <tschiwal@nd.gov>; 'smilovanovic@Issnd.org' <smilovanovic@I|ssnd.org>; 'westndfgp@btinet.net'
<westndfgp@btinet.net>; 'westriver.bisman@midconetwork.com' <westriver.bisman@ midconetwork.com>; 'Beulah
Beacon' <coalnews@westriv.com>; 'Bowman Pioneer' <bowmancountypioneer@countrymedia.net>; 'Dickinson Press'
<newsroom@thedickinsonpress.com>; ‘Glenda Embry' <gembry@mhanation.com>; Golden and Billings
<goldenandbillings@gmail.com>; 'Hazen Star' <independ @restel.net>; 'Hettinger Adams County Record'
<acrnews@ndsupernet.com>; Jason Spiess <rollingstovend @gmail.com>; Ken Miller <kenmiller@nd.gov>; 'Killdeer
Dunn County Herald' <edunn@ndsupernet.com>; Michael Hricik <mhricik@thedickinsonpress.com>; 'New England
Herald ' <therald@ndsupernet.com>; 'Nina Fox' <nfox@mhanation.com>; 'Radio--Beulah' <lee@foxsports1410.com>;
'Radio--Dickinson (KDIX)' <kdix@kdix.net>; 'Radio--Hettinger' <kndc1490@ndsupernet.com>; 'Radio--New Town
(KMHA)' <csun@mhanation.com>; Steve Kirch <skirch@kxnet.com>; 'Studio-The Mix' <studio@themix1057.com>;
‘administration@dickinson.cap.org' <administration@dickinson.cap.org>; 'Beverly.Hafele@ndsu.edu’
<Beverly.Hafele@ndsu.edu>; 'cehlis@state.nd.us' <cehlis@state.nd.us>; 'coa@midstate.net' <coa@midstate.net>;
'cwtrans@pop.ctctel.com' <cwtrans@pop.ctctel.com>; 'eldercare@ndsupernet.com' <eldercare@ndsupernet.com>;
'hazennd@westriv.com' <hazennd @westriv.com>; -Info-DHS Badlands Human Service Center <dhsblhsc@nd.gov>;
'margaret.olheiser@sendit.nodak.edu’ <margaret.olheiser@sendit.nodak.edu>; 'mmccoa@westriv.com'
<mmccoa@westriv.com>; 'Sharon.Hansen@senditnodak.edu' <Sharon.Hansen@senditnodak.edu>; 'Shea, Kari L.'
<kshea@nd.gov>; 'Bottineau Courant' <courant@utma.com>; Dan Lewis <daniel.lewis.23@us.af.mil>; Eloise Ogden
<eogden@minotdailynews.com>; Garrison Independent <editors@bhgnews.com>; 'Harvey Herald Press'
<heraldpress@goNDTC.com>; 'Kenmare News' <news@kenmarend.com>; 'Kent Olson' <kolson@minotdailynews.com>;
KX weather <kxweather@kxnet.com>; 'Lake Metigoshe Mirror' <metigosh@utma.com>; 'Marlyn Matzke'
<marlyn.matzke@minot.af.mil>; 'Minot Daily News' <editor@ndweb.com>; ‘Minot Daily News'
<news@minotdailynews.com>; 'Radio Bottineau' <sunspots@utma.com>; 'Rick Gustafson - Bottineau'
<rickgust@utma.com>; 'Turtle Lake McLean County Journal' <turtle@westriv.com>; 'TV--Minot (KMOT-TV)'
<news@kmot.com>; 'TV--Minot (KXMC-TV)' <jolson@kxmcnews.com>; 'Velva Area Voice' <yournews@srt.com>;
'Westhope Standard' <standard@srt.com>; ‘cgherman@srt.com' <cgherman@srt.com>;
'Cheryl.ekblad@sendit.nodak.edu' <Cheryl.ekblad@sendit.nodak.edu>; -Info-DHS North Central Human Service Center
<dhsnchsc@nd.gov>; 'j.kraft@sendit.nodak.edu’ <j.kraft@sendit.nodak.edu>; 'lsndadmin@Iegalassist.org'
<Isndadmin@legalassist.org>; 'marlin.newman@minotnd.org' <marlin.newman@minotnd.org>; 'mcoapsc@srt.com’
<mcoapsc@srt.com>; 'minot@ndad.org' <minot@ndad.org>; ‘Minotrsvp@srt.com' <Minotrsvp@srt.com>;
'ndcpd@minotstateu.edu’ <ndcpd@minotstateu.edu>; 'sbtransit@srt.com' <sbtransit@srt.com>; 'slarocqu@tm.edu’
<slarocqu@tm.edu>; 'trisms@gondtc.com' <trisms@gondtc.com>; 'wandm@restel.net' <wandm@restel.net>;
'willy@capminotregion.org' <willy@capminotregion.org>; Yung, Peter P. <pyung@nd.gov>; 'Barb Peterson'
<barbp@ci.williston.nd.us>; 'Bowbells Burke County Tribune' <tribune@nccray.com>; 'Chris Simon'
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<csimon@cherrycreekradio.com>; 'Crosby Journal' <journal@crosbynd.com>; 'Dee James'
<deemiller@cherrycreekradio.com>; '‘Dustin’ <dustin@bakkenbeacon.com>; 'Haugen'
<shaugen@cherrycreekmedia.com>; 'Hotchkiss' <ehotchkiss@cherrycreekmedia.com>; 'Howard Klug'
<howardklug@hotmail.com>; 'Jennifer Kleen' <jkleen@kxnet.com>; 'Kelly Volk' <kvolk@kxnet.com>; 'KEYZ'
<keyznews@cherrycreekradio.com>; 'kumv' <Gurajpalpreet.sangha@kumv.com>; 'Lalim'
<plalim@cherrycreekmedia.com>; '"Mary Gagliardi' <mgagliardi@kumv.com>; 'Mathew Johansen'
<Mjohansen@co.mckenzie.nd.us>; '‘Miller' <deemiller@cherrycreekmedia.com>; ‘Mountrail County Promoter-Stanley'
<promoter@midstatetel.com>; '"Mountrail County Record' <mcrecord@restel.net>; 'New Town News'
<ntnews@restel.net>; 'New Town News/Mountrail County Record' <nteditor@bhgnews.com>; 'Nicholas Amatangelo'
<Nicholas.amatangelo@kumv.com>; 'Rachel Sawicki' <rachels@ci.williston.nd.us>; 'Radio--Williston (N. Plains) - '
<earlg@nccray.net>; 'Renee Jean' <rjean@willistonherald.com>; 'Stephanie Norman' <farmer@watfordcitynd.com>;
'Tioga Tribune' <tribune@tiogand.com>; 'TV--Williston (KUMV)' <kumv@kumv.com>; 'Watford City McKenzie County
Farmer' <mcf@watfordcitynd.com>; 'Williston Daily Herald' <news@willistonherald.com>; 'blockw@fbcc.bia.edu’
<blockw@fbcc.bia.edu>; 'chr@dia.net' <chr@dia.net>; 'deeannl@willistoncap.org' <deeannl@willistoncap.org>; -Info-
DHS NWHSC <dhsnwhsc@nd.gov>; 'jguamme@nemontel.net' <jguamme@nemontel.net>;
'julie.quamme@sendit.nodak.edu’ <julie.quamme@sendit.nodak.edu>; 'klarson@dia.net' <klarson@dia.net>;
'lkaae@hotmail.com' <lkaae@hotmail.com>; 'Meyer, Annette R.' <ameyer@nd.gov>; 'pchase@mhanation.com’
<pchase@mbhanation.com>; 'seniors60@yahoo.com' <seniors60@yahoo.com>; 'wfortier@nccray.com'
<wfortier@nccray.com>; 'williston@ndad.org' <williston@ndad.org>

Cc: Leben, Kent H. <khleben@nd.gov>

Subject: NR/NDDOT: Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Little Missouri River Crossing

North Dakota Department of Transportation

608 East Boulevard Avenue, Bismarck ND 58505-0700 Toll Free 1-855-NDROADS - 1-855-637-
6237

July 18, 2018

Public Hearings held on July 23 and July 26, to discuss the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Little Missouri River Crossing

Public hearings will be held:
¢ Monday, July 23, 2018, from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (MDT) at the Medora Community Center,
465 Pacific Ave, Medora, ND

¢ Thursday, July 26, 2018, from 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (CDT) at the Courtyard by Marriott, 3319
N 14th St, Bismarck, ND

Please note that these hearing dates have been moved from July 17 & 19 to July 23 & 26.

The public hearings will utilize an open house format beginning at 5:00 p.m., with a formal
presentation beginning at 5:30 p.m.

The purpose of the public hearings is to discuss the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for
the proposed Little Missouri River crossing located in Billings County. The public hearings will provide
opportunity for public input. Representatives from Billings County, North Dakota Department of
Transportation (NDDOT), Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and KLJ will be on hand to
answer your questions and discuss your concerns.
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If you are unable to attend the public hearings, written statements or comments must be sent by
August 20, 2018, to:

Jen Turnbow, Project Manager

KLJ

PO Box 1157
Bismarck, ND 58502-1157

Email: LMRC@kljeng.com
Note “Public Hearing” in the e-mail subject heading.

The Draft EIS is available for public review at the following locations:

*

LR IR R 2

L R 4

*

Billings County Courthouse, 495 4th St, Medora, ND, (701) 623-4377

o http://www.billingscountynd.gov/klj
Dickinson Area Public Library, 139 W 3rd St, Dickinson, ND, (701) 456-7700
Golden Valley County Courthouse, 150 1st Ave SE, Beach, ND, (701) 872-4331
McKenzie County Public Library, 112 2nd Ave NE, Watford City, ND, (701) 444-3785
NDDOT Central Office, 608 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-2500

o https://www.dot.nd.gov/projects/dickinson
NDDOT Dickinson District Office, 1700 3rd Ave W, Suite 101, Dickinson, ND, (701) 227-6500
NDDOT Williston District Office, 605 Dakota Parkway W, Williston, ND, (701) 774-2700
North Dakota State Library, 604 E Boulevard Ave, Bismarck, ND, (701) 328-4622

The NDDOT will consider every request for reasonable accommodation to provide the following:

¢ An accessible meeting facility or other accommodation for people with disabilities.

L4
L4

To request accommodations, contact Paula Messmer, Civil Rights Division, NDDOT, at 701-328-2978

Language interpretation for people with limited English proficiency (LEP).
Translations of written material necessary to access NDDOT programs and information.

or civilrights@nd.gov. TTY users may use Relay North Dakota 711 or 1-800-366-6888.
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M.9. Public Hearing Newspaper Affidavits — July 4 and 5, 2018
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M.10.Public Hearing Newspaper Affidavits - July 11, 12, and 14, 2018
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M.11.Public Hearing Newspaper Affidavits — August 17, 22, and 23, 2018
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