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M 1 
Dear ITD, 
 
Please consider alternatives suggested by the Palouse Prairie Foundation and Paradise Ridge Stakeholders 
group, because Palouse Prairie is a unique ecosystem that must be preserved. There is less than 1% of the 
original prairie remaining on the Palouse, and that which remains is threatened by invasive exotic weeds 
and human disturbances. The recent re-discovery of the Palouse Giant Earthworm in a prairie remnant 
leads one to believe that these remnants may hold the key to the survival of unique endemic species that 
we don't even know about yet! I am writing this letter to protect Palouse Prairie and to encourage you to 
widen the existing highway, or design an alternative that makes no impact on remnant Palouse Prairie. I 
speak for the lily-white, up-to-three-foot long earthworm that was thought to be possibly extinct up until 
this past May -- Now, there is hope for its continued survival, and a highway alignment should not 
threaten that. Thank you very much for your time and consideration. 
 
Good Luck! 
 
 
M 2 
 
Dear Mr. Helm, 
I am a resident of Latah County.  I support the route alternative C2 for route 95 from Thorncreek to 
Moscow.  My alternative preferences would be for the other C alternatives, followed by W alternatives.  I 
do not support any of the E alternatives.  
Thank you. 
 
 
 
M 3  
 
A suggestion has been made that W4 to the intersection of W2, then on 
W2 to end is a good idea.  Take a look as it makes some sense to me. 
Less costly than W2, and a good compromise. 
 
Thanks 
 
M 4 
 
I have reviewed the proposed changes to Highway 95 a number of times.  I am definitely in favor of the 
eastern most route-- the one that goes over a portion of Paradise Ridge, E2.  I travel to Lewiston and 
points south very frequently and have many times wondered why the original route for 95 didn't bear more 
easterly and cross over Paradise Ridge after passing the town of Genesee.  I am a PhD scientist by training 
and also a closet ecologist.  After examining the documents and data presented by the ITD, I just don't 
buy the 
arguments that the E2 route would have the significant impacts as claimed by its opponents.  It is apparent 
to me that there is significant development already in most of the route.  There are many homes, stables, 
and farmed land in the route-- obviously they people who live there now or farm there now did not have 
to go through the procedure that the IDT did to get approval to " ruin a very rare ecological region."  I 
think it is more a matter of those folks wanting to preserve their privacy.  I don't think it is right or 
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democratic for a few people to be able to inconvenience the majority of the population.  Unfortunately, I 
fear that the vocal minority may "win" simply by waving the "Earth Day" flag around again.  Don't get me 
wrong, I contribute to a number of organizations that are proactive about REAL issues-- such as the 
Nature Conservancy.  If the E2 route is such a tragedy, then why hasn't the Sierra Club or Nature 
Conservancy been actively involved. 
 
In any event, becsuse of its obvious convenience and low impact, I definitely favor the E2 route even 
though it is not a popular stance in Moscow. 
 
 
M 5 
 
Hi Rosemary! 
We wanted you to have a copy of the comment sheet we have submitted to Ken Helm. We have sincerely 
appreciated your participation in this process. 
Respectfully, 
 
  
 To:      Idaho Transportation Department 

Attn: Ken Helm 
Lewiston, ID 83507 
cc: Rosemary Curtin 

  
UComment on U.S. 95 Thorncreek Road to MoscowU 

  
The Eastern alignments are the least appropriate. 

  
1. Adverse visual impact (adverse domination of the viewshed)  

The higher the ground the greater the area over which traffic will be visible. 
  
2. Adverse traffic noise impact over a greater area  

The higher the ground the greater the area over which traffic noise will be heard. 
  
(I dispute the implication in the Evaluation Matrix that traffic noise is relevant only to 
300 feet from the source. Traffic noise is generally unwelcome and can often be heard 
over an area with a radius of many times that distance.) 
  

3. Adverse environmental impact  
     crossing of identified deer, elk and moose habitat 

  
     negative impact on habitat of vulnerable/imperiled species 

  
     could destroy rare remnants of native vegetation including Palouse Prairie 

  
     promoting the spread of invasive species into native, endangered ecosystems (why 

wasn’t this addressed in the Evaluation Matrix?) 
  
We urge that all Eastern alignments be eliminated from consideration. 
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 We own and operate a tree farm. We are ten-year residents of Latah County.   
Thank you very much for welcoming public input. 

   
 (hard copy mailed 1/31/06) 

  
 
M 6  
 
We Believe the I.T.D. had the right plan a few years ago when you wanted the road to go over Paradise 
ridge, which is now E2. I think it is the least disruptive and least expensive for all concerned.  The 
elevation over that route is very minimal in comparison to Reisenauer hill or the hill by Sherm Clydes or 
our house. It is going through much less productive farm land. 
 
All in all I hope you keep your plans that were the original and go with E2. 
 
 
 
M 7 
  
To:Idaho Transportation Department 
Ken Helm 
Lewiston, ID 83501 
cc: Rosemary Curtin 
  
Subject: U.S. 95 Thorncreek Road to Moscow, Public Comment 
  
References:   
Idaho Researcher Finds Rare Giant Palouse Earthworm   
HTUhttp://www.newswise.com/articles/view/517681/#imagetopUTH  
  
IUCN RedList 
HTUhttp://www.redlist.org/search/search.php?freetext=Driloleirus+americanus&modifier=phrase&criteria=wholedb&taxa_specie
s=1&redlistCategory%5B%5D=allex&redlistAssessyear%5B%5D=all&country%5B%5D=all&aquatic%5B%5D=all&regions%
5B%5D=all&habitats%5B%5D=all&threats%5B%5D=all&Submit.x=97&Submit.y=13UTH  
  
We submit the following addendum to our previous comments. 
  
On the afternoon of January 31, 2006 the University of Idaho released a report (please see reference) that a 
recently collected specimen had been confirmed as a rare Giant Palouse Earthworm (Driloleirus americanus), 
native to Palouse Prairie and found in Palouse Prairie remnants. 
  
The Giant Palouse Earthworm is both very rare (see references) and very remarkable, growing to some 
three feet in length and one inch in diameter. 
  
The Giant Palouse Earthworm is on the IUCN Red List, an international list of critically endangered 
species. The process of enrolling the Giant Palouse Earthworm on the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
Threatened and Endangered list is underway. 
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This recent finding is yet another reason why we ask that ITD’s plans for U.S. 95 Thorncreek Road to 
Moscow be informed by the moral and soon presumably legal imperatives to avoid disturbing native 
Palouse Prairie remnants.  
  
 
 
M 8 
 
To the attention of Idaho Department of Transportation, We feel that federal and state funding designated 
for Highway 95 realignment from Moscow to Thorncreek Road could be better utilized through the 
following: 
 
1. Keep the current nondivided Highway 95 alignment and provide passing and turning lanes. This is 
already a good, well maintained road, through prime agricultural land and lovely landscapes. Passing and 
turning lanes would remove the least amount of agriculture land from production. 
 
2. Keep speed limits at 55 mph, and slower in areas of concern for safety, with plenty of signage and 
lighted speed monitors. A good example of enforced slower speeds through areas of concern is Highway 
195 through Colfax, WA. The Reisenauer grade would be an example of an area of concern for safety and 
could be designated a 45 mph zone. The first sign at the edge of Moscow for south bound traffic could be, 
" If you obey the speed limits you are only 33.8 minutes from Lewiston. Increase your speed 10 mph, you 
save only 5 minutes." 
 
3. Use the money saved from highway construction to hire more Highway Patrol to monitor and enforce 
safe driving. Building a new highway is not going to change the weather. The presence of Highway Patrol 
and diligent enforcement of traffic regulations does modify driving behavior. Instead of building a new 
highway, motorists can be encouraged to drive responsibly and traffic fines can be the maximum allowed 
for each offense, whether it is the first or the tenth offense. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to offer our thoughts on this project. We feel that good stewardship 
regarding our land and tax dollars is extremely important for us and for setting a precedence for future 
generations to use resources wisely.  
 
 
M9 
Attached are my comments on the progress to-date of the reports being prepared for the EIS for the 
HW95 Thorncreek Rd to Moscow Project.  Thank you. 
 
Comments and Concerns -- Draft Consultant Reports for the EIS Being Conducted for the Proposed 
Realignment of US Highway 95, Thorncreek Road to Moscow Project  
 
General Comments 
 
My general reactions to the conduct of the public meeting/public involvement sessions of Jan. 18-19, 
2006, are that they were a major improvement over past Highway 95 public involvement meetings, 
especially in the breadth and detail of the information provided to the public.  I commend ITD for the 
meeting and the professionalism with which it was organized and conducted. 
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That said, I do have major concerns with the substantive content of the reports, the completion and use 
of the Alignment Evaluation Matrix (AEM), and the selection process for choosing 3 alternatives and 
its results. 
 
This document addresses the consultants’ reports and their use in the Alignment Evaluation Matrix 
(AEM).  I address the process for and results of eliminating some alternatives from further 
consideration in a separate document. 
 
My general reactions to the consultant reports are that a number of them are incomplete, inconclusive, 
and in some cases biased, use faulty or no data, and represent selective “cherry-picking” of 
environmental factors to consider in the matrix.  A number of the values and ratings in the AEM also 
are not consistent with the actual findings of direct, indirect and cumulative effects stated in the 
relevant reports.   
 
Also, I am particularly concerned that ITD and its consultants have presented an inaccurate and 
invalid set of findings by ignoring the presence of a major population center – the city of Moscow, ID – 
on the north edge of ITD’s defined study area; any valid depiction of the impacts of this project’s 
alternative routes has to include the large population in this city that would be affected by this project. 
 
Context-sensitive design of highways and the Environmental Impact Assessment process, as specified 
by the National Environmental Policy Act, require this full and complete consideration of all impacts 
and their extent; but the current project studies and analyses essentially treat the project area as if it 
were in “out in the middle of nowhere,” rather than coming through a set of hills on the edge of a 
valley (“Paradise Valley”) in which a major community lies, and potentially over one of the valley’s 
key landmarks, Paradise Ridge. 
 
In short, the consultants completing these reports need to: (1) present their reports in a similar, 
consistent format, especially in terms of having an executive summary at the beginning of each report 
that highlights its main findings; (2) equally important, ensure their summary is clear in documenting 
how the results in their reports are consistent with the ratings/values/levels specified in the Alignment 
Evaluation Matrix; many are not now, and would not be defensible; (3) take into account the context of 
the current study area and the adjacent community of the city of Moscow for their data collection and 
interpretation; and (4) document the practical, pragmatic implications of the various alternatives’  
impacts, especially in terms of the cumulative effects and consequences of the phenomena they are 
documenting.  I provide detailed comments below indicating some of these deficiencies are not 
addressed. 
 
You can choose to ignore my concerns about these reports, but should you have to defend them, I 
consider that you have been alerted here to their shortcomings, and in many cases, their 
inconclusiveness for selecting three alternative routes for further consideration and ultimately a 
preferred alternative for the EIS. 
 
Key Concerns 
 
Several examples are provided here of major problems in the studies conducted.   
 
In the case of Ungulate Wildlife, the Alternative Evaluation Matrix (AEM) shows that there are no 
populations of ungulate wildlife affected by the eastern corridors, yet the wildlife consultant notes in 



Thorncreek Road to Moscow Project 
Email/Mail Comments 

 Page 6 of 70 

his report (pp. 16, 17, 20) that cumulative effects are not a factor on the western routes and that 
collective impacts diminish from the east to the west.  However, at the Jan. 2006 public meeting he 
admitted that the size of this population in terms of number of animals is unknown; and likely impacts 
on specific numbers also are unknown.  An unknown number of animals divided by an unknown 
number of animals can only provide an unknown proportion – thus, stating that the eastern routes (Alt. 
E) will have “no population effect” in the matrix has no basis in any reliable or valid data, and this 
AEM rating cannot be empirically supported by what is merely conjecture. 
 
Also, the AEM indicates that no sites of impacts of plants (under the criterion of “Conservation Data 
Center Plant Survey”) that are on the eastern corridors would be affected.  This is not consistent with 
the results reported in the Conservation Data Center Plant Survey report, which states on p. 15 that all 
the Alt. E routes intercept or adjoin areas of native plant communities, that these areas are suitable 
habitat for silene species, and that highways are the main vector for weeds – the key threat to these 
habitats.   
 
An index that reflects distance of alternative routes from different kinds of sites, the relative value or 
importance of those sites, and the likelihood of, say, infestation from a highway, would provide a more 
valid and precise depiction of plant impacts.  As it is now, for example, a route that intersects or 
adjoins a site of key importance (and thus would have a greater likelihood of affecting, say, Palouse 
Prairie) is not shown to have any greater impact than one that is several miles from a less important 
site.  This binary approach to documenting impacts on plants (yes/no) is inadequate and provides 
biased results. 
 
The noise analysis only accounts for built-structures close to the routes, and not for ambient noise that 
will be greater for, say Alt. E2 (with a grade for trucks to climb out of Moscow and to brake down into 
Moscow); clearly, this route would be louder and noisier for a great many homes located on the hills 
overlooking this route than for other alternative routes.  Highway noise now can be heard from several 
miles away, and impacts of increased noise on the numerous residents of south Moscow need to be 
more accurately and validly represented. 
 
Also, a value for road ice conditions should not be included in the AEM matrix until more complete, 
long-term, and valid data are collected; it is inaccurate to suggest that there are more road ice days (158 
days) on the lower elevation routes to the west (Alt. W and C), as now depicted in the AEM, than those 
on the eastern Alt. E routes (128 days), where winter ice, snow, and fog are much more common and 
long-lasting.  Further, the worst cases, and duration of these, in terms of undesirable weather 
conditions – not just averages – need to be provided, which would document that the E routes have 
more snow and ice; as is, the report shows these routes have 30 percent more precipitation than the W 
and C routes. 
 
In addition, data used now are from an aberrant year – central Idaho has received more snow and ice, 
particularly at higher elevations like Paradise Ridge, in the last three weeks than was the case all last 
winter, which the current weather data represent. 
 
Finally, the socio-economic evaluation criteria are incomplete in that they do not consider any impacts 
on a major population center just to the north of the project and contiguous with it -- the city of 
Moscow ID.  As the FHWA’s own Community Impact Assessment Handbook notes:  “The 
community impact study area typically includes communities within and immediately 
surrounding the project study area (emphasis added.)” 
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Many specific criteria and categories of socio-economic impacts should be considered from a total 
community standpoint (including Moscow) that are currently being ignored.  These kinds of impacts 
include: social and psychological aspects, including social values and quality of life, as well as visual 
and land use impacts in terms of aesthetics (the present visual analysis, according to the consultant, are 
weighted and thus biased to the relatively few persons living in the rural areas of the study area); other 
impacts such as compatibility with existing plans, use of public services and facilities (such as schools, 
recreation facilities, places of worship, and natural areas of special significance to the community) are 
not accounted for. 
 
In particular, the Environmental Justice analysis and report are faulty in suggesting no 
“disproportionate impacts on minorities and lower-income populations.”   Data are not presented that 
clearly establish this conclusion. As this report’s Table 14 shows, the Hidden Village/Benson Park area 
would be adversely affected by C and/or E alternatives in a number of ways, including safety, 
relocation, noise, and visual impacts.  However, this is inconclusive for the purpose of this analysis: 
the key issue here is whether the total number of lower-income residents across the study area 
(including all other low-income residents) represents a disproportionate amount of total residents so 
affected in the study area.  This fact is not available from this report, and without an accounting of 
low-income people per total population affected by each route, the Environmental Justice analysis as 
presented is inconclusive and invalid. 
 
The following specific comments address more specifically problems with and shortcomings of the 
draft reports. 
Specific Comments: 
 
Weather Analysis report:  The findings of the Weather Analysis should indicate that the timing and 
seasonality of differences in both moisture and temperature between higher elevation and lower elevation 
sites are critical.  Variations in temperature in the context of season and elevation require specification, in 
that it is often significantly cooler in lower elevations during warmer seasons (e.g., low-lying frost pockets 
in the fall) that pose less danger for highway travel, and significantly colder conditions in higher elevations 
during the winter that pose much greater threats for safe highway travel.  As noted above, the worst cases, 
and duration of these, in terms of undesirable weather conditions – not just averages – need to be 
provided, which would document that the E routes have more snow and ice.  Significantly for highway 
safety, anyone living in Moscow, including Dr. Qualls, has looked up at Paradise Ridge and observed that 
it is clear or only raining in Moscow at the same time that it is snowing or icy on the Ridge (this 
phenomenon occurred just days before the ITD meeting – on Jan. 16 and 17, 2006 -- when the ridge was 
covered in a sheet of ice, and the next day snowfall, while other locations to the north and west were not).   
 
An understanding of long-term trends for “typical” weather on the different routes needs to be accurately 
documented in this report, and incorporated in the Safety Analysis as well; as it is, this report does not 
adequately assess the indirect impacts of weather for highway maintenance, snow removal, policing, and 
the like.  The Weather Analysis also is incomplete in the context of cumulative effects: this past year was 
an abnormally dry and hot year, and any analysis of weather needs to take a longer-term perspective, as the 
Weather Analysis report recognizes but does not accomplish.  Major variations in conditions on a ridge 
route (Alt. E) would result in people driving too fast for conditions, resulting in higher accident rates and 
thus less safety.  
 
As it is, this analysis is incomplete and invalid for choice of safe route alternatives. Further, the differences 
just noted above need to be accounted for in the Safety Analysis. 
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Safety Analysis report:  The kinds of differences in moisture and temperature also need to be accounted 
for in the Safety Analysis, which currently is a simplistic approach that does not adequately consider the 
differences in weather patterns for varying characteristics of different route alternatives.  This analysis is 
inadequate and provides unrealistic results.   In particular, its failure to consider differences in weather-
related safety and its arbitrary use of “numbers of turns” are not defensible.  
 
This situation is not acceptable for a project whose primary goal, along with increasing traffic 
capacity, is to increase highway safety.  Safe driving conditions will vary considerably depending 
on the route selected for realignment – and a comprehensive, valid analysis would show that Alt. 
E routes are significantly less safe than other alternatives. 
 
As it is now, this analysis simply uses average accident per mile of roadway and estimates numbers of 
accidents based on route distance.  It is not credible to assume a higher-elevation route characterized by a 
micro-climate of conditions of fog, snow and ice, and the accompanying impacts of high winds, will result 
in the same average number of accidents than a lower-elevation route not characterized by these 
conditions. 
 
Specifically, the cumulative impacts of weather on Paradise Ridge, for example, will mean that Alternatives 
C3 and the E routes will have more variations in temperature and moisture leading to conditions of fog, 
snow and ice, and these alternatives will be less safe.  This is common sense, yet the AEM ratings show the 
E routes to be safer in terms of projected number of accidents; this finding is neither credible nor valid. 
 
Assessing cumulative effects also is needed in the Safety Analysis, particularly the consideration of the 
impacts of continued traffic on the existing Highway 95, if it becomes a county road, in addition to traffic 
on a new alternative such as an Alt. E route.  Also, as noted above, this analysis needs to adequately assess 
the indirect and cumulative impacts of weather for highway safety, including its implications for road 
maintenance, snow removal, policing, and the like. 
 
As noted above, the Weather Analysis also is incomplete in this context of cumulative effects: any analysis 
of weather needs to take a longer-term perspective and must be incorporated in the Safety analysis and 
report.  
 
Wildlife report:  The Wildlife report needs to be clearer about the direct and indirect effects of the 
different routes on white-tailed deer, elk, and moose.  On p. 15, the report mixes its discussion of impacts 
and mitigation without being clear that the easternmost routes (E) without suitable wildlife crossings 
would be much less safe than other alternative routes.  This is the ultimate conclusion and 
recommendation, but needs to be clear at the appropriate place in the report.   
 
The Alternative Evaluation Matrix (AEM), in contrast, shows that there are no populations of ungulate 
wildlife affected by the eastern corridors.  Yet the wildlife consultant admits that the size of this 
population in terms of number of animals is unknown; and likely impacts on specific numbers also is 
unknown.  An unknown number of animals divided by an unknown number of animals can only 
provide an unknown proportion – thus, stating that the eastern routes (Alt. E) will have “no population 
effect” in the matrix has no basis in any reliable or valid data, and this AEM rating cannot be 
empirically supported by what is merely conjecture.  As noted above, there is no basis for assessing 
impacts on ungulate populations for the Alt. E routes. 
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Visual Impact Analysis report: The Visual Impact Analysis and the report presenting its results are 
among the most professional of those provided for this project.   
 
However, a major flaw in this analysis is that it needs to account for differences in the extent of 
development required for each alternative route and the extent of the impact.  As it is now, the current 
analysis assumes that all of the alternatives have the same visual impact, and that each viewpoint represents 
the same number of people and duration involved in their viewing of an alternative route.  These 
assumptions are not defensible: for example, Alt. E2, running over the shoulder of Paradise Ridge, would 
be seen by hundreds of households living in the hills of south Moscow, and this alternative would require a 
truck-escape ramp, major cuts (nearly 128 ft. at one point) and fills (83 ft. at one point, as high as the Wall 
of China), and a major bridge spanning Eid Road (approximately 4 stories high); the cumulative effects of 
these impacts means that this alternative would have much greater visual impacts than other alternative 
routes.   
 
The claim that by ITD engineers that they cannot specify the design requirements for the routes (e.g., 
needed truck escape-ramps, etc.) is not credible.  These engineers have had a year to apply standards to the 
routes and determine their specific requirements – if they can now specify heights of cuts and fills in great 
detail (see, for example, Figure 2 on p. 9 of the Environmental Justice report), they can specify where 
ramps, for example, are needed. 
 
The Visual Analysis needs to be re-done, accounting for the true characteristics of the routes (e.g., escape-
ramps, etc.) and their visual impacts. 
 
Further, as it is now, this visual analysis is biased towards people living in the rural areas, where the 
viewpoints are more evenly distributed -- in effect, the views of these relatively few residents are weighted 
more by hundreds of orders of magnitude than those of the many residents of the ridges to the north 
overlooking the project area.   
 
In sum, this analysis, while it represents a good start, is inadequate and has produced results that are biased 
against more visually intrusive routes, and biased towards rural residents -- when there are many hundreds 
of residents living on the ridges of south Moscow who also would be significantly impacted. 
 
Noise report:  A similar set of concerns applies to the analysis in the Noise report; it is not defensible to 
make a claim that there is no difference in the ambient noise generated by these different routes.  This 
noise analysis is inadequate and has produced unrealistic results. 
 
The current noise analysis only accounts for built-structures close to the routes and does not account 
for ambient noise that will be greater for, say Alt. E2 (with a grade for trucks to climb out of Moscow 
going south, and for those going north, to brake down into Moscow); clearly, this route that would be 
louder and noisier, especially given that a great many homes are located on the hills overlooking this 
route.  Highway noise now can be heard from HW95 several miles away, and impacts on the numerous 
residents of south Moscow as well as elsewhere need to be more accurately and validly represented for 
all the alternative routes.   
 
To conduct a defensible noise analysis, noise sensors should be positioned at varying distances away 
from the current highway and readings of sound volume taken; then these data should be averaged 
based on certain distances from the highway, and finally, applied to the number of structures 
(including houses on the ridges in south Moscow) within certain distances from the various alternative 
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routes, thereby providing a cumulative, weighted, and thus representative indicator of noise impact for 
each route. 
 
This is the basic approach taken in the visual pact analysis (except here we’re obviously dealing with 
noise, not views), and it is not defensible to apply it there and not here in the case of noise impacts – 
although again the weighting of impacts should be representative of all community residents, not just 
rural residents, as noted above. 
 
Community Profile and Induced Development report:  One related problem to the above points is 
that there is no comprehensive assessment of all community impacts of the alternative routes, specifically 
the impacts on residents of the city of Moscow.  As has been pointed out to ITD several times, the Federal 
Highway Administration itself produced a handbook in 1996 for conducting this kind of assessment 
entitled, “Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation,” and legislation makes 
it clear that, as this handbook points out, impacts on communities adjacent to a project are to be assessed, 
just as Moscow is adjacent to the Highway 95 realignment project; as stated in Ch. 2 of the handbook: 
 

“Study Area -- What is the scope of the geographic area to be examined? 

Each technical analysis (i.e., air quality, traffic, and wetlands) may have its own individual study area. 
Community impact analysts should identify a geographic region which incorporates the 
communities expected to be affected by the project based on scoping, public involvement, and 
interagency coordination. This should include the project study area, and may extend beyond it.  
The community impact study area typically includes communities within and immediately 
surrounding the project study area (emphasis added.)” 
 
ITD explicitly recognizes the centrality of the city of Moscow, Idaho, in this project: ITD has 
included this city as part of the community profile presented in this report, and has been holding 
its scoping sessions and public involvement meeting in this community; but this report now limits its 
assessment of current socio-economic conditions and characteristics of the study area to a focus 
primarily on “induced development.” 
 
As the executive summary of the “Community Profile and Induced Development” report now states, "the 
overall objective of this section is to answer the question: How would the U.S. 95 Thorncreek to Moscow 
project affect the location, pattern, and pace of residential, commercial, industrial development in the 
area?” 
 
ITD apparently chooses not to conduct a comprehensive assessment of other kinds of impacts to this 
community of the alternative routes, in violation of federal statutes and FHWA directives.  The 
community profile report only selectively addresses the following kinds of impacts on Moscow residents, 
as also listed in the FHWA handbook: 
 

What questions help identify community impacts? 

 Impact Category 

Social and 
Psychological Aspects 

Physical Aspects Visual Environment 
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Changes in Population 
Will the project cause 
redistribution of the 
populations or an influx or 
loss of population? 
 
Community Cohesion 
and Interaction 
How will the project affect 
interaction among persons 
and groups? How will it 
change social 
relationships and 
patterns?  
   
Isolation 
Will certain people be 
separated or set apart 
from others?   
  
Social Values 
Will the project cause a 
change in social values?   
  
Quality of Life 
What is the perceived 
impact on quality of life?  

Barrier Effect 
Is a wall or barrier effect 
created (such as from 
noise walls or fencing)? 
   
Sounds 
Will noise or vibration 
increase?  
   
Other Physical 
Intrusions 
Will dust or odor increase? 
Will there be a shadowing 
effect on property?  

Aesthetics 
Will the community's 
aesthetic character be 
changed? 
    
Compatibility with Plans 
Is the project compatible 
with community goals? 
Has aesthetics surfaced 
as a community concern?  

Impact Category (Continued) 

Land Use Economic Conditions Mobility and Access 

Land-Use Patterns 
Will there be loss of 
farmland? Does it open 
new areas for 
development? Will it 
induce changes in land 
use and density? What 
changes might be expect? 
  
  
Compatibility with Plans 
Is the project consistent 
with local land use plans 
and zoning?    

Business and 
Employment Impacts 
Will the proposed action 
encourage businesses to 
move to the area, relocate 
to other locations within 
the area, close, or move 
outside the area? 
    
Short-term Impacts 
How is the local economy 
affected by construction 
activities? Are there both 
positive (jobs generated) and 
negative (detours and loss of 
access) impacts? 
   
Business Visibility 

Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Access 
How does the project 
affect non-motorist access 
to businesses, public 
services, schools, and 
other facilities? Does the 
project impede or enhance 
access between 
residences and community 
facilities and businesses? 
Does it shift traffic?  
 
Public Transportation 
How does the project 
affect access to public 
transportation?  
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Will the proposed action 
alter business visibility to 
traffic-based businesses? 
How will visibility and 
access changes alter 
business activity?   
 
Tax Base 
What is the effect on the 
tax base (from taxable 
property removed from 
base, changes in property 
values, changes in 
business activity)?  
  
Property Values 
What is the likely effect on 
property values caused by 
relocations or change in 
land use?  

 
Vehicular Access 
How does the project 
affect short- and long-term 
vehicular access to 
businesses, public 
services, and other 
facilities? Does it affect 
parking availability? 

Impact Category (Continued) 

Provision of Public 
Services 

Safety  Displacement 

Use of Public Facilities 
Will the proposed action 
lead to or help alleviate 
overcrowding of public 
facilities (i.e., schools and 
recreation facilities)? 
 
Displacement of Public 
Facilities 
Will the project result in 
relocation or displacement 
of public facilities or 
community centers (e.g., 
places of worship)?  

Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Safety 
Will the proposed action 
increase or decrease the 
likelihood of accidents for 
non-motorists? 
 
Crime 
Will the proposed action 
increase or decrease 
crime? 
 
Emergency Response 
Will there be changes in 
emergency response time 
(fire, police, and 
emergency medical)? 

Effect on 
Neighborhoods 
What are the effects on 
the neighborhood from 
which people move and 
into which people are 
related? 
 
Residential 
Displacements 
How many residences will 
be displaced? What 
type(s)-- multi-unit homes, 
single family, rural 
residential, others? Are 
there residents with 
special needs (disabled, 
minority, elderly 
residents)? 
 
Business and Farm 
Displacement 
How many businesses 
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and farms will be 
displaced? What type(s)? 
Do they have unique 
characteristics, such as 
specialty products or a 
unique customer base? 
 
Relocation Sites 
Are there available sites to 
accommodate those 
displaced? 

 
 
 
For example, just one item above, “Compatibility with Plans,” is actually alluded to in the consultant’s 
report, where elements of the city of Moscow’s Comprehensive Plan are mentioned that have a direct 
relationship to the alternatives presented: for example, on page 25, under the Motor Vehicle 
Implementation Policies, the report states that "It is a priority of the city to develop a west U.S. Highway 
95 bypass. It is important that a corridor for the bypass and be identified before land development occurs. 
The alternative to a western bypass the U.S. lacked Highway 95 and is in eastern bypass. However, several 
factors make the Western alignment and more logical choice.”  When a regional approach is taken to 
highway routing, it makes sense that a western alternative would be selected and developed to provide the 
beginning of this bypass. Unfortunately, ITD has refused to address this issue and take the common-sense 
approach.  
 
In addition, the Community Profile report notes the goal in the Moscow Comprehensive Plan "to 
ensure a decent and safe housing in sufficient quantity to accommodate the various housing needs of 
present and future residents of Moscow;” one objective here is: “to maintain a proper environment for 
residential purposes in all residential zones, free from unnecessary noise, traffic, air pollution, and 
other nuisances."  Furthermore, on the same page, the report notes that “Community Design includes 
the following goals, objectives, and policies that are relevant to the proposed project;” it then specifies 
the goal: “Create a pleasant and interesting environment within the city of Moscow that is attractive to 
its residents and visitors;” and an objective here is: “to develop attractive entrances to the city along 
major streets.” In all of these cases, a context-sensitive design would call for an alternative route that 
minimizes the increased visual impacts and noise, and also reduced aesthetics and quality of life that 
would characterize some routes more than others.   
 
In sum, this analysis is inadequate and needs to consider a full range of social and community impacts, 
such as those indicated above.  Additionally, as the report notes (p. 34), an EIS must study the 
“reasonably foreseeable effects” of various alternatives, and this is lacking here, and also as noted 
previously throughout all of these reports. 
 
Finally, the Environmental Justice analysis and report are faulty in providing no conclusive evidence 
about “disproportionate impacts on minorities and lower-income populations.”   Data are not presented 
that clearly establish this conclusion, and the report only notes in its conclusions that “the eastern 
alignments have a moderate adverse effect and mitigation would be needed”. As this report’s Table 14 
shows, the Hidden Village/Benson Park area would be adversely affected by C and/or E alternatives in 
a number of ways, including safety, relocation, noise, and visual impacts.  However, this is not 
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conclusive for the purpose of this analysis: the key issue here is whether the total number of lower-
income residents across the study area (including all low-income residents) represents a 
disproportionate amount of total residents so affected in the study area.  This fact is not available from 
this report, and without an accounting of low-income people per total population affected by each 
route, the Environmental Justice analysis as presented is inconclusive and invalid.  Of particular 
concern, for example, are the Alt. E routes requiring relocation of 2 – 5 residences in Hidden 
Village/Benson Park area that presumably would be lower-income; similar relocations of lower-
income residences on other routes need to be analyzed for relative proportionality and the results 
included in this report. 
 
 
Conclusion 
 
In closing, I would emphasize that stakeholders like the Paradise Ridge Defense Coalition expect that 
ITD’s consultants will correct and complete the above reports and provide full, adequate, conclusive and accurate assessments 
of all of the impacts of all of the alternatives under consideration for this project -- as is anticipated in Federal 
law like the National Environmental Policy Act and in the rules, regulations, and protocols of key agencies, 
such as the Federal Highway Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
M 10 

 
       ITD Comments-Thorn Creek to Moscow                                              
                                                                                                           

February 2, 2006             
  
The following alignments are in my order of preference beginning with the best and ending with the 
worse. 
   
C-3   I like this route the best.  It seems to have the most positive characteristics and the least negative 
ones.  It is one of the shortest, the cheapest, and the least conspicuous.  It uses much of the existing 
highway, but shortens and improves it.   
 
From an environmental stand point it is good, impacting the least prime farmland: having little effect on 
ungulates, Palouse prairie, and conservation species: and the least wet lands impact. It has the least flood 
plain hits, and the high number of tributary crossings is irrelevant since the existing highway already 
crosses them and the existing highway is going to remain.  It will clean up 11 hazardous waste sites. 
 
It impacts the least amount of archeological acreage and no historical sites and requires the least amount of 
right of way acreage. 
 
It displaces only 3 residences, that is about average, and the 15 homes and 19 businesses that will be 
affected by noise are already being affected by the noise of the existing highway. 
 
I think the climate for this route is good.  
  
C-1   This route is very similar to C-3 except for a small section.  It has many of the same attributes, but it 
is a little longer, and displaces more homes. However, these homes are all already located on the highway, 
so I assume the effect for them is not too big of a deal or they would not have chosen to live next to the 
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highway in the first place.  I do question the mileage on this route. I don’t understand how the existing 
highway can be 6.8 miles long and to straighten it and improve it will increase the length to 7.5 miles.  It 
seems to me it should shorten it if you straighten it out some.  Perhaps this was an error. 
  
C-2   Again this route is very similar to C-3 and C-1 with many of the same attributes.  I think this is a fine 
route too. . Perhaps it is better to go along the side of Clyde hill, but I would rather see the new highway 
stay in its present location rather than build a new location for it, although the new location for this option 
is rather short.  
  
 W-4   Again this route is very similar to C-3, C-1, and C-2 with many of the same attributes.  I think this is 
a fine route too.  I do not see the big advantage to going over the top of Clyde Hill.  It seems to me it only 
increases the amount of land that needs to be purchased and moves the highway farther from its existing 
location. 
  
W-2  If you feel that you absolutely have to relocate the entire highway and not use any of the existing 
highway for some absurd reason, then this seems like the best choice to me.  I feel it has the least amount 
of negative attributes and the most positive ones. 
  
W-3   I recommend elimination of this option.  I think it is too long and too visible from all around the 
surrounding area.  There are better choices available.  I would prefer you to use more of the existing 
highway rather than build a new one. 
  
W-1   I recommend elimination of this option.   I think it is too long and too visible from all around the 
surrounding area.  There are better choices available. I would prefer you to use more of the existing 
highway rather than build a new one. 
  
E-1   I recommend elimination of this option.   I think it has too much environmental impact and is too 
visible from all around the surrounding area.  I also feel the weather is preferable in the lower, more 
sheltered locations. I would prefer you to use more of the existing highway rather than build a new one. 
  
E-3   I recommend elimination of this option.   I think it has too much environmental impact and is too 
visible from all around the surrounding area. .  I also feel the weather is preferable in the lower, more 
sheltered locations. I would prefer you to use more of the existing highway rather than build a new one. 
  
E-2   I recommend elimination of this option.  I think it has too much environmental impact and is too 
visible from all around the surrounding area. .  I also feel the weather is preferable in the lower, more 
sheltered locations. I would prefer you to use more of the existing highway rather than build a new one. 
  
  
Additional Comments  
 I am wondering if you are saying that the new highway will increase property values.  It seems to me that 
that may be true for businesses, but not for residential areas. 
  
The parameters you chose for noise seem inadequate.  Only 300’ from the center line of the highway?  It 
seems to me the noise impact will be much farther than that.  Perhaps you meant 3000’? 
  
The parameters you put on the plant and animal species studies seemed to me to be overly specific 
therefore eliminating the effects on non included species like the Palouse Giant Earthworm. 
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I feel your climate data is not very good and does not take the wind into account.  Also, I noticed today 
that the existing highway is out of the snow, but all of the Eastern routes are in the snow. This is very 
normal. Last year was an unusual year as far as weather is concerned, and more data is needed to make a 
reasonable decision. 
  
I would also like to see attention paid to the following items: future attachment to a Moscow Ring Road, 
inclusion of a safe bike path along the route so people can commute to town by bike, commuter lots so 
there is a safe place to park cars for carpooling, and planting of pine trees along the route to replace the 
beautiful trees removed along the Lewiston grade to Genesee section.  I always enjoyed driving past those 
trees and it would be very nice to plant some more along the new route. 
  
  
M 11 
February 3, 2006 
  
Idaho Transportation Department 
Attn: Ken Helms 
PO Box 837 
Lewiston ID  83501 
  
RE: U.S. 95 Thorncreek to Moscow Comments 
  
I’d like to preface these comments by saying that choosing a top pick from each corridor as has been done 
by ITD arbitrarily frames the discussion that should be taking place.   It is my contention that there may in 
fact be two or three alignments in a particular corridor that should be considered superior to all of the 
alignments of another corridor.  Further the entire “East”, “West” and “Central” construct is an artificial 
construct that should have no bearing on the discussion to pare down the options.  I recognize that such a 
construct has benefits in trying to explain the process to the public.  But when it comes to deciding on the 
most viable alignments, I would suggest that they be numbered one to ten and left at that. 
  
That said, I believe that each of the alignments of the “Central Corridor” should be considered superior to 
all of the East and West Corridor alignments.  This opinion is based on the following: 
  

• True Economic Justice:  Individuals that purchased property in the central corridor did so with full 
knowledge of their proximity to the main North/South artery in the state of Idaho.  To locate the 
rerouted road in other areas would be patently unfair unless there was an overriding safety, 
financial or environment concern.  No such concern exists in the Central Corridor.  

• Visual Analysis:  The East and West Corridors have a far higher aggregate visual impact than the 
Central Corridor.  

• Cost:  Alignments within the Central Corridor would cost less.  
  
Within the Central Corridor I would agree with the ITD analysis that alignment C-3 is the superior choice 
for the following reasons: 
  

• Cheapest  
• Lowest Visual quotient  
• Shortest Alignment  
• Lowest number of displacements (tie with C-2)  
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Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
  

 
 M 12 
The attached document contains some comments from the open house on the US 
95 Thorn Creek to Moscow US 95 project. 
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M 13 
 
Please see attached PDF document. In case of problems with that, I am 
copying the text here. 
 
=== 
February 2, 2006 
 
Comment on ITD environmental studies and alternative selections, US 95 Thorncreek Road to Moscow 
 
The Eastern alignments would destroy or threaten more remnant native plant communities, require more 
mitigation effort for big game animals, produce higher cuts and deeper fills, and result in more total length 
of highway in the county than would the central alignments. In addition, the Eastern alignments cause the 
only disruptions to sensitive wildlife species. 
 
All of the Eastern alignments harm Palouse Prairie ecosystems. They take out a Palouse Prairie remnant 
near Cameron Road and Conservation Data Center (CDC) Plant Survey sites at the southern end of the 
alignment. Palouse Prairie is one of the most endangered ecosystems in North America. 
 
Just this week a positive identification was made of a giant Palouse earthworm (Driloleirus americanus) 
found in prairie habitat. This earthworm, which reportedly can grow to 3 feet long, is on the IUCN red list 
of critically endangered species, and has been found only in the Palouse. The previous sighting (around 
1987) was in a forested area near Moscow. These discoveries provide added emphasis to protect the prairie 
grasslands and the forested pockets in the Eastern corridor. 
 
According to the matrix, no CDC plant survey sites are impacted with alignment E2. However, the CDC 
sites—G3(2), H4(2) and H3(4)—near the southern end appear to be impacted by alignment E2 as much as 
they are by alignment E3. All three Eastern alignments would have a direct impact on important remnants 
of Palouse Prairie. Most of the remnants in the project area appear to be suitable habitat for Silene 
Spaldingii (G2/S1, threatened). All remnants contain populations of target species, and because all 
remnants (except the Paradise Ridge CS) are very small, any decrease in size or condition can be expected 
to further degrade the genetic base and threaten the long-term viability of the population. Direct effects to 
a remnant complex translate into the "taking" of the entire remnant because of their small size and an 
imminent threat from weeds. Further, direct effects to any remnant complex, other than Paradise Ridge 
CS, should be considered a taking of any species of concern supported by the remnant. Because the 
habitat is specific and extremely limited, the decrease in habitat size, combined with potential indirect 
effects of weed introduction, will likely result in loss of plant populations over the relatively short term. 
[Lichthardt: Biological Evaluation of Plant Species and Communities of Conservation Concern in the U.S. 
Highway 95—Thorncreek Road to Moscow—Project Area] 
 
Lichthardt states that Alignment E3 intercepts two moderately valuable remnants. Based on plant 
biodiversity alone, alignment E3 would be the least desirable alternative. The biological assessment 
declares that there is 'no effect on threatened and endangered species.' Although there may not be a 
direct threat, the project will both directly and indirectly affect potential habitat for T&E species, and the 
effect will be greatest along the eastern alignments. This rare habitat should be protected for possible 
inclusion of species of concern. 
 
Section III (Environmental Baseline) of the biological assessment does not mention the Palouse Prairie. It 
fails to establish the importance of the Palouse Prairie ecosystem in the project area. 
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All Eastern alignments are detrimental to the habitat of two species of concern, the pigmy nuthatch and 
the long-eared myotis bat. The Central and Western alignments are deemed OK. These species use the 
Ponderosas along the Eastern alignments. Therefore, it is recommended that ITD avoid construction that 
disrupts existing Ponderosa pine stands (that is, avoid E1, E2, and E3). [Melquist: Biological Evaluation on 
the Potential Impacts of Corridor Alternatives From Thorncreek Road to Moscow on Long-Eared Myotis 
and Pygmy Nuthatches] 
 
The Eastern alignments are in bunchgrasses and ponderosa pines, which are valuable to wildlife. Western 
alignments would have no loss of wildlife habitat, but E2 and E3 would. Without mitigation, any Eastern 
alignment would have increased highway mortality. Collective impacts diminish as one goes from Paradise 
Ridge to the west; cumulative effects should not be a factor for Western or Central alignments. [Melquist: 
Biological Evaluation on the Potential Impacts of Corridor Alternatives >From Thorncreek Road to 
Moscow on Large Ungulates] 
 
Wildlife crossing structures and warning signs are recommended for all three corridors, but the eastern 
alternatives (E1, E2, E3) would require the most wildlife mitigation expenditures, including purchase of 
"security habitat" to guide animals to crossing routes, fencing, wildlife exit ramps to allow trapped animals 
to escape the roadway, and addition of other ground to mitigate habitat loss. 
 
Each potential US 95 alignment should be analyzed on its own merits without prejudgment based on its 
corridor. An Environmental Impact Statement is supposed to present a broad range of alternatives. The 
alternatives ITD is proposing to move forward are being limited based on geographical location. 
 
In addition, a broad range of road designs should be presented in the EIS. All of the action alternatives are 
four-lane divided highways. ITD should present options for a non-divided highway with passing and turn 
lanes. 
 
Whatever its location, it is prudent to reduce the highway's 'footprint' as much as possible to reduce its 
environmental impact. Such a design would be more compliant with the Federal Highway Administration’s 
'context sensitive design' guidelines. Placing the highway in the central corridor would best comply with 
the Environmental Protection Agency's guideline to maximize use of existing infrastructure by reusing the 
corridor rather than turning more farmland or prairie grassland into another transportation corridor. 
 
The Palouse Prairie Foundation recommends that NO EASTERN ROUTES BE MOVED FORWARD. 
 
 
 
M14 
 
I forgot to send these in... 
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M 15 
 
Please see the attached PDF file for comments on the studies. 
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M16 
Dear Mr. Helm- 
  
I am a (rural) Moscow resident and I'd like to comment on the proposed alternative routes for the thorncreek to 
Moscow segment of the Hwy 95 renovation. I haven't been able to make (this round) of the public forums or 
meetings, though I did attend a couple back when this project was first being discussed. However, I've read 
through the descriptions of the various proposed alternatives and thought about my preferences for a route, for 
what its worth.  
  
The major factor I think is important is to avoid developing a whole new line of homes and businesses across 
rural southern Latah county. For this reason, I strongly prefer the routes nearer to the current corridor. Then, 
when I look at the issues that I believe will affect the cost of the project (numbers of homes and businesses to 
be relocated, bridges, millions of yards of dirt to be moved, etc.) it also seems to me that some of the more 
central routes are among the best options. Last, I believe that the environmental impacts of the eastern routes 
that go across the rangeland of Paradise Ridge are also real costs to us local residents that can be avoided. 
There is a lot more wheatland in Latah county than there is bunchgrass prairie... 
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For all these reasons, then, I favor the routes W4 and C3.  
  
Of course, my opinion is not informed by any knowledge of highway engineering - I am assumng that all of the 
proposed routes are satisfactory from a standards and safety point of view.  
  
Please let me know if there is some mechanism other than this e-mail address that I should use to make my 
voice heard among all the others on this issue. 
  
Thanks! 
 
 
M17 
Ken, 
  
I appreciate the time that you and your staff took to present the current status of the Thorncreek project and 
keep local residents up to date. Of the 3 selected routes, I believe the easterly route makes the most sense. 
  
In talking to you and others, it appeared that the 3 proposed routes were tentatively final; however, it is possible 
that other routes may end up in the mix.  
  
IF the w2 route were to be reinstated, I have a request that you adjust it so that its path is east of the knob that 
sits above our house. (The current proposed path for W2 is within 200 yards of our house—we already hear 
highway noise from the existing road and the proposed route for w2 Uwould increase highway noise beyond what 
is acceptableU.) I’m enclosing a snapshot of the ITD topo map along with annotations that identify the location of 
our house, the current route (in green) and my proposed adjustment (in red).  
  
Thank you, 
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M18 
 
Comments on Selection of 3 Alternative Routes for the EIS  
Being Conducted for the Proposed Realignment of US Highway 95, Thorncreek 
Road to Moscow Project  
 
General Comments 
 
As I previously noted in the document submitted on Jan. 29, 2006, my general reactions to the conduct 
of the public meeting/public involvement sessions of Jan. 18-19, 2006, are that they were a major 
improvement over past Highway 95 public involvement meetings, especially in the breadth and detail 
of the information provided to the public.  I commend ITD for the meeting and the professionalism 
with which it was organized and conducted. 
 
As also noted in my comments of Jan. 29, 2006, about the consultants’ reports, a number of them are 
incomplete, inconclusive, and in some cases biased, use faulty or no data, and represent selective 
“cherry-picking” of environmental factors to consider in the matrix.  A number of the values and 
ratings in the AEM also are not consistent with the actual findings of direct, indirect and cumulative 
effects stated in the relevant reports.  Also, I am particularly concerned that ITD and its consultants 
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have presented an inaccurate and invalid set of findings by ignoring the presence of a major population 
center – the city of Moscow, ID – on the north edge of ITD’s defined study area; any valid depiction of 
the impacts of this project’s alternative routes has to include the large population in this city that would 
be affected by this project. 
 
That said, I am commenting here about the use of the Alignment Evaluation Matrix (AEM), the 
selection process for choosing 3 alternatives, and its results. 
 
 
Key Points 
 
Comparisons among the alternatives cannot be made for criteria that current data and analyses are 
incomplete and inconclusive for, including wildlife, weather, noise, socio-economic (especially 
environmental justice), visual, and most importantly, safety.  The AEM ratings for these criteria are 
faulty and misrepresent the reality of the likely impacts of the alternatives, especially for the 3 routes 
selected for final consideration.   
 
Results of adequate, complete, and valid data collection and analyses would show that Alternative E2 
would have the highest negative safety rating and that W4 would have the lowest – this would account 
for climate factors and ungulate wildlife collisions.  The primary goal of this project, along with 
increasing traffic capacity, is to increase highway safety, and safety should be weighted the highest of 
all the criteria evaluated.  E2 also would have the most negative ratings in terms of the following 
criteria: plant, ungulate wildlife, wildlife species of concern, visual, noise, and socio-economic, 
particularly environmental justice.  Of particular significance, relocations and displacement due to E2 
would affect a greater proportion of current lower income residents, resulting in environmental justice 
impacts greater than the other routes.   
 
Alternative C3 is not that different from E2, except that its visual impact rating is lower, the noise 
levels would be high for a greater number of more immediate neighbors, and the number of hazardous 
material sites is greater – leading one to wonder if these sites would increase the cost of this route to 
more than the $33 million indicated. 
 
Alternative W4 would have the least environmental impacts, lower visual impacts, and no wildlife or 
plant impacts.  I am confident that a thorough, rigorous analysis would indicate it is the safest route. 
 
My preference is to use as much of the existing roadway of the existing Highway 95, and thus 
ecological footprint, as possible – thus C3 or W4 are preferable to E2.   
 
I believe that other impacts in terms of visual and noise could be reduced by a route that combines W4 
south of Snow Rd. and W3 north of Snow Rd. – a route to the east of Clyde Hill that would be a 
shorter, straight shot into Moscow. 
 
My personal preference would be a route that combines W4 south of Snow Rd. and roughly along W1 
north of Snow Rd. until the point where it curves to the east – a route up along the state line to the west 
that, instead of creating more roadway south of Moscow, continues W1 north and west with a by-pass 
around the city. 
 
Conclusion 



Thorncreek Road to Moscow Project 
Email/Mail Comments 

 Page 37 of 70 

 
In closing, I would emphasize that stakeholders like the Paradise Ridge Defense Coalition expect that 
the selection of alternatives and their evaluation will be based on complete and sound analyses for all 
relevant evaluation criteria, based on the primary purpose of the project, safety.  ITD has to clearly, 
soundly, and rigorously identify the safest alternative having the least impacts -- as is anticipated in 
Federal law like the National Environmental Policy Act and in the rules, regulations, and protocols of 
key agencies, such as the Federal Highway Administration and the Environmental Protection Agency. 
 
 
M 19 
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