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CHAPTER 1 PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 Introduction

This EA (Environmental Assessment) was prepared in accordance with 23 CFR (Code of
Federal Regulations) 771, which prescribes the policies and procedures of the FHWA (Fed-
eral Highway Administration) for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act of
1969, as amended, and the regulations of the CEQ (Council on Environmental Quality), 40
CFR parts 1500 through 1508. This EA is an informational document intended for use by
both decision-makers and the public. As such, it represents a disclosure of relevant envi-
ronmental information concerning the proposed action.

1.2 Description of the Proposed Action

Barnes County, in cooperation with the NDDOT (North Dakota Department of Transporta-
tion) and FHWA, proposes to rehabilitate or replace the West City Park Bridge. The project
is located on 4" Street SW in Valley City, North Dakota and provides a crossing over the
Sheyenne River. The bridge is listed on the NRHP (National Register of Historic Places).
Please refer to Figure 1.1 and Figure 1.2.

The proposed rehabilitation or replacement of the West City Park Bridge is being adminis-
tered by Barnes County and the NDDOT under a project designated as West City Park
Bridge (Project Number BRU-2-990(011)015).
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Figure 1.2 West City Park Bridge §i
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1.3 Need for the Proposed Action

The West City Park Bridge project is needed because the bridge has structural and geomet-
ric deficiencies. The structural deficiencies must be addressed within an estimated five
years, or the bridge may deteriorate to the point of closure. The condition of the bridge must
be addressed to maintain the system linkage along 4" Street SW.

1.3.1 Structural Deficiencies

The West City Park Bridge has been classified by the NDDOT as “structurally deficient”,
with a sufficiency rating of 23.2. The sufficiency rating indicates the bridge’s sufficiency to
remain in service, and its ratings are a percentage in which 100 would represent an entirely
sufficient bridge and zero percent would represent an entirely insufficient or deficient bridge.
The latest NDDOT inspection, conducted in March 2004, listed the superstructure in serious
condition and the overall structural condition as “intolerable, high-priority of repair'.” The
combination of the “structurally deficient” classification and sufficiency rating of 23.2 indi-
cates the structure is in poor condition and eligible for replacement funds (a sufficiency rat-
ing of 0-50 indicates eligibility for replacement, while ratings of 50-80 trigger eligibility for
rehabilitation funds). However, due to the historic significance of this structure, both rehabili-
tation and replacement alternatives have been developed.

The inventory rating of the bridge, which determines the load level that can safely use the
bridge repeatedly, is 7 tons. The operating rating, which is the maximum permissible load
level to be applied on an occasional basis, is 11 tons. To put this into perspective, a small to
average sized sedan weighs approximately 1.5 tons, a mid-sized pickup truck about 2 tons,
a utility truck up to 13 tons, and a garbage truck 20-25 tons. Due to the low inventory and
operating ratings, Barnes County and Valley City have posted the bridge “No Trucks.” This
prohibits the use of emergency vehicles such as fire trucks, as well as garbage trucks, main-
tenance vehicles, and other large vehicles. Barnes County has noted that large vehicles fre-

" Please refer to the SI&A (Structure Inventory and Appraisal) Sheet dated March 2, 2004 and included in Appendix
A.
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quently ignore this posting, as the bridge is located in an urban area where these types of
services are required. When large vehicles disregard the posting and use the bridge, there
is a safety risk to the traveling public—the worst-case scenario is bridge failure. At best, the
“No Trucks" posting impedes the function of 4™ Street SW as a primary east-west corridor

through Valley City.
1.3.2 Geometric Deficiencies

The West City Park Bridge is also geometricaily deficient. The clear roadway width is 24
feet, with two 12-foot driving lanes and no shoulders. A 6-foot sidewalk is cantilevered off
each side of the bridge, separated from the roadway by a 10-inch curb. Both approach road-
ways are 40 feet wide. Narrowing the roadway width through the bridge can create a bottle-
neck effect for traffic; however, the greater concern is due to the tack of roadway shoulders.
There is no room for errant vehicle recovery on the bridge, and the 12-foot driving lanes be-
come narrower during the winter months when snow and ice accumulate against the curbs.
The NDDOT has classified the deck geometry as “intolerable, high-priority replacement,”
and the bridge as “functionally obsolete”. The bridge received a deck geometry rating of 2
out of 9, the lowest possible rating for deck geometry for a bridge that is open to traffic.

It should be noted that the East City Park Bridge, located on 4" Street SW just east of the
West City Park Bridge, also has a clear roadway width of 24 feet. However, the East City
Park Bridge was constructed in 1924, and it will need some form of rehabilitation or re-
placement within the next 50 years. Bringing the bridge to current standards will be a pait of
the purpose and need for any future project on the East City Park Bridge. Not addressing
the geometric deficiencies of the West City Park Bridge, using the justification that another
narrow bridge exists next to it, would perpetuate the problem.

1.3.3 System Linkage

The West City Park Bridge is located on 4th Street SW, a minor arterial route. Fourth Street
SW is one of the primary east-west routes in Valley City and provides a connection between
Central Avenue and 8™ Avenue, two of the most heavily traveled north-south routes. In addi-
tion to providing linkage between other minor arteriais, 4™ Street SW serves local traffic as
well as VCSU (Valley City State University), home to nearly 1,000 students and 200 faculty
and staff members. Approximately 2,500 vehicles cross the bridge daily. This project is
needed to maintain the system linkage along 4" Street SW. Please refer to Figure 1.3,

1.4 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The purpose of this project is to improve the structural condition of the bridge to meet
AASHTO (American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials)/NDDOT de-
sign standards/guidelines for the facility type; to improve safety and operational conditions
for the traveling pubilic, including pedestrians, bicyclists, automobiles, trucks, and emer-
gency vehicles; and to maintain the system linkage along 4™ Street SW.
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1.5 History of the Planning Process

This EA follows several other projects focusing on the West City Park Bridge that have been
commissioned by Barnes County and/or the NDDOT. These include a Condition Report,
Rehabilitation Study, Emergency Pavement Removal, Underwater Bridge Inspection, and
Preliminary Engineering Report. Following is a brief summary of the relevant project history.

1.5.1 Condition Report

From 2000-2001, LCE (Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers) and KL&J (Kadrmas, Lee &
Jackson) conducted a study to determine the condition of the West City Park Bridge. They
found that the overall condition of the structure was poor, which concurred with the
NDDOT's “structurally deficient” classification. The results of this evaluation are included in
a document referred to as the Condition Report throughout this EA* and summarized below.
Please refer to Figures 1.4 and Figure 1.5.

2 please refer to the Condition Report for the 4" Street SW Bridge Over the Sheyenne River, Valley City. Barnes
County, North Dakota, prepared by Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers in June 2001 for further information.
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= The structure is in overall poor condition.

« There are large chips and medium to wide cracks at the ends of several stringers
above the piers, resulting in approximately 20-25% bearing area’ loss.

» The top of the deck is in poor condition mainly due to water and salts trapped be-
tween the asphalt surfacing and the concrete deck. The underside of the deck is in
fair condition, with large spalls as a result of long-term deck joint leakage.

» The bridge does not have adequate safety features: the concrete balustrades (deco-
rative railings) on the bridge are geometrically inadequate as pedestrian and/or traf-
fic rails per AASHTO standards and do not appear to meet AASHTO strength
requirements.
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ABUTMENT

CAMTILEVER BEAM e PIER
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Figure 1.4  Existing Bridge Components, Elevation View
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Figure 1.5  Existing Bridge Components, Cross Section View

3 The bearing area is the part of the stringer that sits on the substructure (piers/abutments)
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1.5.2 Rehabilitation Study

During 2001-2003, LCE, KL&J, and Braun Intertec conducted a second study, referred to
as the Rehabilitation Study throughout this document®. The purpose of this investigation
was to answer four questions regarding the possible rehabilitation, use, and reuse of the
West City Park Bridge. The following issues were discussed:

(1) Canthe bridge be upgraded to meet current design standards (HS20 (36 tons)
or H525 (45 tons) truck loading)? — Yes, through replacement of the deck and

floor beams.

(2) Can the bridge be widened to provide a 40-foot roadway? — No, not without
destroying at least one of the false arches and decorative railings, which are
crucial to the historic integrity of the structure.

(8) Can the bridge be raised in order to improve the waterway opening? — No.
(4) Can the bridge be moved from its current location? — No.

The Rehabilitation Study also included an in-depth inspection of the structure, concrete test-
ing program, and rating calculations. The results of this study confirmed again that the West
City Park Bridge was in poor overall physical condition, with various conditions requiring
immediate attention. The top of the deck and the concrete stringers were reported to be in
poor condition; the underside of the deck and the balustrades in fair condition; and the fas-
cia arch beams and substructure above the water level were found to be in good condition.

Results from the concrete testing program were used to determine the load capacity of the
structure. The structure had a 0-ton rating at the inventory and operating levels due to 8” of
asphalt surfacing on the deck.

1.6.3 Emergency Pavement Removal

Following the O ton rating, the city of Valley City and Barnes County posted the bridge “No
Trucks.” In 2002, the city of Valley City removed the existing asphalt wearing surface, which
was approximately 8 inches thick at the roadway centerline, and replaced it with a thinner
(3-inch) layer. Revised rating calculations resulted in an inventory rating of 7 tons and an
operating rating of 11 tons. The bridge remains posted “No Trucks,” which prohibits the use
of emergency vehicles such as fire trucks, as well as garbage trucks, maintenance vehicles,
and other large vehicles.

1.5.4 Underwater Bridge Inspection

During the Rehabilitation Study, an attempt was made to locate the original ptans for the
bridge, which would provide information about the substructure of the bridge. The plans
were not located. Following the Rehabilitation Study, Collins Engineers conducted a routine
underwater bridge inspection in September 2003. Divers found the substructure units to be
in satisfactory condition. However, the foundation type, condition, and structural capacity are
unknown.

* For more detailed information regarding the scope and findings of this study, ptease refer to the Rehabilitation Study
for the 4 Street SW Bridge (West Park Bridge) Over the Sheyenne River. Valley City. North Dakota. prepared by Lich-
tenstein Consulting Engineers in June 2003.
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1.5.5 Preliminary Engineering Report

A PER (Preliminary Engineering Report) was prepared in 2004-2005 by KL&J in conjunc-
tion with the development of this EA. The PER was used to develop improvement alterna-
tives and cost estimates. The alternatives carried forward from the PER are evaluated
based on feasibility and environmental, social, and economic impacts in the following chap-
ters of this document.
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CHAPTER 2 ALTERNATIVES

2.1 Introduction

This chapter provides information on the development and evaluation of project alternatives.
The development of project alternatives is directly tied to the purpose and need for the pro-
ject. Included in this evaluation are analyses of the no-build and build alternatives.

2.2 History and Development Process of Alternatives

Following the identification of the problems associated with the West City Park Bridge (need
for the project) and the specific objectives of this project (purpose), several improvement
alternatives and options were evaluated. These alternatives and options were developed to
improve the structural and geometric deficiencies to meet current NDDOT and AASHTO
design standards/guideiines for the facility type, to maintain system linkage, and to improve
the safety and operational characteristics of the bridge. The aesthetic qualities and historic
significance of the existing bridge were also factors that influenced the development of pro-
ject alternatives.

2.3 Description of the Proposed Alternatives

Analysis of the West City Park Bridge resulted in the development of a no-build alternative
(Alternative 1), two rehabilitation alternatives (Alternatives 2 and 3), and a replacement al-
ternative (Alternative 4). Additional design options were developed to minimize environ-
mental impacts and/or costs, and, in the case of the replacement alternative (Alternative 4),
to mitigate the loss of the historic bridge (Options 4b and 4c). Please refer to Table 2-1.

Table 2-1
West City Park Bridge Project Alternatives and Options
Alternative Description
1 No build
2 Rehabilitate existing bridge

Rehabilitate existing bridge for one-way traffic
Construct adjacent bridge for opposing traffic

3
Option 3a New bridge constructed north of existing
Option 3b New bridge constructed south of existing
Remove existing bridge and replace with new bridge
a Option 4a Modern bridge
Option 4b False arch bridge
Option 4¢ Functioning arch girder bridge
Environmental Assessment, December 2005 2-1
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2.4 Alternative 1: No Build

Alternative 1is the no-build alternative. This would consist of doing nothing at the site, aside
from routine maintenance. The bridge would remain in service and continue to be limited by
the “No Trucks” posted condition. The bridge would continue to deteriorate to the point of
closure, possibly within five years.

There would be no immediate costs associated with Alternative 1. However, future costs
associated with Alternative 1 may include user costs due to the loss of service provided by
the bridge at the point of closure. Alternative 1 would not meet the project purpose and
need.

2.5 Alternative 2: Rehabilitate Existing Bridge

Alternative 2 would rehabilitate the existing bridge at its present location. The rehabilitation
would include the removal and replacement of the bridge deck and stringers. The existing
substructure would be evaluated during construction and reinforced if necessary to accom-
modate the new deck and beams along with a minimum of HS20 loading, the AASHTO rec-
ommendation for loading capacity on a rehabilitated bridge. To meet AASHTO crash
standards, a crash-tested barrier would be added to the new deck. The addition of the bar-
rier would reduce the clear sidewalk width from 6 feet to 5 feet. To meet safety standards for
pedestrian rail openings, the balustrade openings would be covered on the inside face of
the rail with a wire mesh or similar material.

In order to rehabilitate the bridge without affecting its historic integrity, the existing arch fa-
cades and balustrade rails would need to remain in place during and after the rehabilitation
work; these are the key components noted when the bridge was nominated for the NRHP. It
would not be possible to remove the rails and arches during construction for later replace-
ment without damaging them. Dueg to this limitation, the clear roadway width of the bridge
would remain 24 feet, and the bridge would remain deficient geometrically. This would not
meet the project purpose and need. Appendix B contains Plan and Profiles and Cross

Sections.

AASHTO provides guidance regarding the factors to consider when addressing a bridge like
the West City Park Bridge; one whose roadway width is narrower than the roadway ap-
proaches. The first consideration should be the extent to which such features that do not
meet current policies and guidelines are likely to contribute to crash frequency and opera-
tional deficiencies. As discussed previously, the existing bridge has two 12-foot driving lanes
and no shoulders and is along an urban arterial corridor. The bridge was designed and built
in 1929 for a very different type of traffic than exists today. Rehabilitation measures would
have an estimated life of 50 years; that means the 24-foot roadway width, insufficient
enough for today’s traffic to warrant an “intolerable, high priority replacement” rating, wouid
remain in use for another half century. The rehabilitation alternative would require the instal-
lation of a traffic barrier, which would make the narrow bridge width feel narrower than it
does today and may increase the potential for traffic accidents. Measures such as signage,
pavement markings, flashing lights, or other measures could be used to alert drivers to the
bridge’s narrow width. Such measures are considered by AASHTO to be “interim” measures
for special narrow bridges, not permanent solutions.

Further, AASHTO guidance offers the following factors to consider when determining
whether and how to improve a narrow bridge: the remaining life of the bridge, the cost of
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improvements and/or rehabilitation compared to replacement, and the historical signif-
icance, aesthetic value, and notoriety of the structure. These factors are evaluated in the

following discussion.

» Remaining Life — The existing superstructure has an estimated remaining life of
approximately five years at the time of this writing; its useful life is anticipated to
end in approximately 2010. The bridge warrants immediate attention to continue
to function for its intended purpose.

« Cost - As described further in the next section, the cost for rehabilitation of the
bridge is widely uncertain due to a number of potential problems that could rap-
idly lead to higher costs. Rehabilitation of the existing bridge (Alternative 2)
would cost an estimated $1.4 - $2.1 million. Rehabilitation of the existing bridge
for one-way traffic and construction of a new bridge for one-way traffic in the op-
posite direction (Alternative 3) would cost an estimated $2.6 - $4.0 million (due
to the same uncertainties with rehabilitation, the cost estimate for Alternative 3
also varies). Replacement of the bridge with a new bridge would range from an
estimated $1.6 - $2.8 million, depending on which type of replacement structure
was selected as preferred ($1.6 milfion for a modern bridge; $1.9 - $2.0 million
for a new false arch bridge; and $2.7 - $2.8 million for a new functioning arch
bridge).

« Historical Significance — As discussed previously, the West City Park Bridge is
listed on the NRHP and is considered a locally significant structure due to its
aesthetic appeal and presence on the Historic Bridges Tour. However, the Bar-
nes County Historical Society and members of the public are in support of re-
placement of the bridge with a new bridge, provided its design reflects the
history and aesthetics of its surroundings.

= Aesthetic Value — The West City Park Bridge is widely appreciated for its
unique appearance. The bridge is located at the south end of City Park and is
highly visible from the park. The West City Park Bridge is commonly photo-
graphed, and its image appears on marketing materials used to advertise Valley
City as the “City of Bridges.” However, public surveys were used during project
planning to determine whether the general public preferred to rehabilitate (Alter-
native 2 and Alternative 3) or replace the existing bridge (Alternative 4}, as well
as the reasons behind their preference. The responding pubilic clearly identified
that aesthetic appeal was more important than preserving the historic structure.
(Further information about the public input can be found in Chapter 4 of this
document.)

» Notoriety — Although the West City Park Bridge is both well-known and widely
appreciated, the local community is in support of its replacement. A clear major-
ity of the responding public preferred to replace (Alternative 4) the bridge rather
than rehabilitate it (Alternative 2 and Alternative 3). (Further information can be
found in Chapter 4.)

Please refer to Figure 2.1.

Environmentai Assessment, December 2005 2-3
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



Rehabilitation of the bridge would pose unique problems resulting from the unknown sub-
structure of the bridge. In the Rehabilitation Study, LCE noted that there are no plans avail-
able for the existing bridge and that additional investigation would be required to verify that
the piers and abutments are adequate for continued use. Based on the results of the inspec-
tion conducted by LCE and an underwater inspection conducted by Collins Engineering, the
pier and abutment concrete appears to be sound. However, soundness of the concrete is
not the only concern. In order to accurately assess the structural capacity of the piers and
abutments, the foundation type and condition must be verified.

Typically in bridges, there are either concrete footings or pile foundations supporting the
piers and abutments. Based on other bridges in the area built at about the same time, it is
likely that timber piling supports the piers and abutments for this bridge.

There are testing methods available to determine whether or not piles are present, and pos-
sibly to determine the number of piles. However, the only way to accurately determine the
length and soundness of in-place piles is through methods that require testing equipment to
be physically attached to the piles. This type of testing would require the soil around the bot-
torn of the piers and abutments to be excavated and removed to allow access for the testing
equipment. Excavation at the piers and abutments would require the use of cofferdams.

Cofferdams are typically used when constructing new bridge piers in a waterway. Coffer-
dams usually consist of steel sheets driven vertically into the ground, forming an enclosed
space around the work area. Once the sheets are in place, the contractor then pumps the
water out of the enclosed space, providing access to the channel bottom, piers, and abut-

ments.
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While using cofferdams during the construction or rehabilitation of a bridge is common, itis
rare to build cofferdams for preliminary engineering studies. The only practical way to per-
form the testing is to include the work with the bridge rehabilitation. If the testing reveals that
the existing piers and abutments need to be reinforced with additional piling and concrete,
the cofferdams are already in place to facilitate that work. If the testing is done during the
preliminary engineering phase and reinforcement is required, cofferdams would need to be
built again during the construction phase, increasing both costs and impacts to the channel.

For typical bridge pier construction or rehabilitation, individual cofferdams are built at each
pier. This allows the contractor to access the work area while leaving the majority of the
river channel open to carry water. For this project, it is not feasible to build individual sheet
pile cofferdams at each pier. A cofferdam needs to form a completely enclosed loop around
the pier. This would not be possible since the arches and railings cannot be removed. The
contractor would not be able to drive the steel sheets under the arches, preventing the con-
tractor from closing the loop around the pier.

There are two other methods of building temporary cofferdams available; however, these
methods would not be feasible for this bridge. The first type consists of a series of steel
frames placed on the channel bottom with an impervious membrane placed on top of the
framework. Please refer to Figure 2.2.

Figure 2.2  Portable Cofferdam

The second type consists of water in-
flatable barriers made of an impervious
fabric. When the barriers are placed,
they are pumped full of water to provide
the cofferdam. Please refer to Figure
2.3.

Both of these types require workers
and/or equipment (crane or backhoe) to
be in the water to install the systems. It
would bhe very difficult for workers to
install either of these systems for this
bridge, as the minimum water depth at
the bridge site is about 8 feet, due to a

small dam downstream.
Figure 2.3  Inflatable Cofferdam
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The maximum height of water that these systems can retain is 12 feet. With the channel bot-
tom at approximately elevation 1200, this would allow protection up to elevation 1212.0. A
stream flow of approximately 1500 ¢fs (cubic feet per second) would cause a water surface

elevation of 1212.0.

The US Army Corps of Engineers began regulating the Sheyenne River from Baldhill Dam
in 1950. Since that time, the annual peak stream flow measured at the USGS gage in Valley
City has exceeded 1500 cfs 27 times and has been between 1000 and 1500 cfs an addi-
tional 6 times. While the peak flow typically occurs in April, it has occurred during the sum-
mer months (June through September) 16 times since 1950. These factors indicate that
more than half of the time, a peak flow at or above 1500 cfs will occur, and approximately 30
percent of the time, peak flow occurs during the construction season. These combined fac-
tors result in an unacceptable risk to Barnes County. The potential for the river to exceed
the capacity of the portable or inflatable cofferdams, and therefore the potential for damage
to the rehabilitation work and historically significant arches and railings during construction,
makes these cofferdam options not feasible.

The last remaining option is to enclose the entire bridge with a cofferdam. This would re-
quire two lines of sheet piling the entire width of the channel, one upstream and one down-

stream of the bridge.

To allow water to flow through the cofferdam, the contractor would have to either continu-
ously pump the water over the cofferdam, or provide steel pipes welded to the cofferdam
walls to carry water from the upstream side to downstream.

The contractor's cofferdam design would be subject to review by several environmental re-
source agencies, specifically as part of the Section 404 permitting process. The Sheyenne
River is classified as a Class | Fishery (highest valued) by the North Dakota Game and Fish
Department. The US Fish and Wildiife Service and ND Game and Fish Department have
both stated that these methods would have an adverse effect on the Sheyenne River eco-
system (letters are included in Appendix B of this document). The potential impacts to the
Sheyenne River ecosystem from the cofferdam operation may preclude a contractor from
obtaining permission to build the cofferdam.

Since NDDOT specifications require the design of cofferdams to be the responsibility of the
contractor, the contractor (or the contractor's engineer) would be taking a substantial risk
with this scenario. If the river flow exceeded the contractor's capacity to transfer water from
upstream to downstream, the contractor would risk damage to the work being performed as
well as potential damage to upstream properties due to backwater.

Even if the cofferdam operation were approved and successfully constructed, Barnes
County and NDDOT would be taking a serious financial risk in rehabilitating this bridge. The
foundation investigation could reveal that components of the bridge that were ptanned to
remain in place may need to be removed and replaced. For example, the existing founda-
tions are assumed to be intact but in need of reinforcement to meet current design loads. If
the contractor found once they were uncovered that the foundations were not intact (that is,
with broken or cracked concrete) they would need to be repaired or replaced prior to being

reinforced,

Additionally, operating heavy construction equipment on and near the existing bridge would
create the potential to damage the existing bridge, particularly the arches. If one of the
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arches sustained damage or collapsed during construction, the county and NDDOT would
incur substantial costs to repair or replace the damaged components. If the original arches
were not salvaged, the end result would be a bridge with a combination of old and new
components visible to the public, which would not meet the goals of rehabilitating the bridge.

The estimated construction cost for Alternative 2 ranges from $1.4 million to $2.1 million. A
base cost estimate of $1.6 million includes the costs to investigate the existing foundations
and assumes that the existing foundations are intact but inadequate for the design loads
and in need of reinforcement. If the foundation investigation revealed that the existing foun-
dations are adequate for the design loads, the cost of this alternative could be reduced by
up to $200,000. However, the costs also have the potential to grossly exceed the estimate;
a flooding event, mitigation for impacts to the Sheyenne River ecosystem, unanticipated
problems, or any combination of the above could increase the estimated cost by $500,000
of more.

2.6 Alternative 3: Rehabilitate Existing Bridge for One-Way Traffic; Construct Adja-
cent Bridge for Opposing Traffic

Alternative 3 would include rehabilitation of the existing bridge as discussed for Alternative
2. The rehabilitated bridge would be used for one-way traffic. A new modern bridge would
be constructed approximately 50 feet from the centerline and parallel to the existing bridge.
The new bridge would be constructed at a higher elevation than the existing bridge to meet
current floodplain design standards. The new bridge would have a 24-foot roadway width
and carry opposing one-way traffic. The new bridge would have a 6-foot pedestrian walkway
and bridge lights similar to those on the existing bridge. Alternative 3 would involve signifi-
cant approach reconstruction to provide the divided traffic flow through the two structures.
The approach work would extend approximately 250 feet both east and west of the bridges.

2.6.1 Option 3a: New Bridge North of Existing

Option 3a would consist of one-way pairs with the new bridge constructed north of the exist-
ing bridge. The new bridge would block the view of the existing bridge from City Park. The
City Park location currently provides the best vantage point for viewing and photographing
the West City Park Bridge. New right-of-way would be required from City Park, which is pro-
tected under Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 and Section 6(f)
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965. The accesses to City Park would
also be closed for an estimated four weeks during construction. Additionally, two properties
would be relocated, one of which is recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP. The
estimated cost of Option 3a is $2.6 - $3.3 million (the reason for the wide range is as de-
scribed for Alternative 2). Please refer to Figure 2.4 and Figure 2.5.
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2.6.2 Option 3b: New Bridge South of Existing

Option 3b would consist of one-way pairs with the new bridge constructed south of the exist-
ing bridge. The view of the existing bridge from City Park would remain intact (since City
Park is north of West City Park Bridge and the new bridge would be south). However, the
accesses to City Park would be temporarily closed for approximately four weeks during con-
struction. Four homes would need to be relocated to accommodate the new bridge, two of
which are recommended as eligible for the NRHP. The estimated cost of Option 3b is $3.3 -
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$4.0 million (the reason for the range in costs is as described for Alternative 2). Please refer
to Figure 2.6.

2.7 Alternative 4: Remove Existing Bridge and Replace With New Bridge

Alternative 4 would involve removal of the existing bridge and construction of a new bridge
along the current roadway alignment.

A piece of history regarding the West City Park Bridge and the adjacent East City Park
Bridge is noteworthy when examining the replacement options. The East City Park Bridge
was constructed in 1924 as a functioning arch girder bridge-—-meaning that the arches help
support the weight of the bridge as well as the traffic using the bridge. Five years later, the
West City Park Bridge was constructed as a false arch bridge that mimicked the appearance
of the East City Park Bridge. Please refer to Figure 2.7.
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The arches on the West City Park Bridge do not contribute to the function of the bridge; they
were attached to the sides of the bridge for purely aesthetic reasons. With this history in
mind, three bridge replacement options have been developed for this project: Option 4a (re-
place with modern bridge), 4b (replace with false arch bridge), and 4c (replace with function-
ing arch bridge).

For each of the replacement options, the roadway width through the new bridge would be 40
feet, consisting of two 12-foot driving lanes and two 8-foot shoulders. This section would
match that of the approach roadways. The new bridge would incorporate 6-foot sidewalks'
and bridge lighting on both sides of the bridge. The roadway approaches would be raised to
match the elevation of the new bridge. Approximately 200 feet of the approaches would be
reconstructed on either side of the structure, and the entrances to City Park would be relo-
cated for approximately four weeks during construction. Also, some minor shaping of the
channel would be required to transition from the new bridge to the existing banks up and
downstream.

2.7.1 Option 4a: Modern Bridge Replacement

Option 4a would include replacing the existing West City Park Bridge with a modern bridge.
The proposed modern bridge would consist of a prestressed concrete box girder bridge with
a cast-in-place concrete deck. This option could include decorative lighting and railings. The
estimated construction cost associated with Option 4a is $1.6 million. Please refer to Fig-

ure 2.8.

' Please refer to Section 3.6.1 for a further discussion of pedestrian/bicycle facilities.

Environmental Assessment, December 2005 2-10
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



Environmental Assessment, December 2005 2-11
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



2.7.2 Option 4b: False Arch Bridge Replacement

Option 4b would include replacing the West City Park Bridge in-kind, with another false arch
bridge. This would consist of a modern bridge similar to Option 4a with the addition of false
arches along the sides; a design similar to that of the existing bridge. This option could be
designed to look like the existing bridge or as a unique false arch bridge. Unique aesthetic
features, such as colors, form-liner patterns, and decorative lighting and railings could be
used to enhance the appearance of the new bridge. The estimated construction cost for Op-
tion 4b is $1.9 million for a bridge similar in appearance to the existing bridge and $2.0 mil-
lion for a false arch bridge with a distinctive modern design. Please refer to Figure 2.9.

2.7.3 Option 4c: Functioning Arch Bridge Replacement

Option 4¢ would include replacing the West City Park Bridge with a new functioning arch
girder bridge. The new bridge would have cast-in-place concrete arch girders as the main
support members of the bridge. This option could be designed similar to the adjacent East
City Park Bridge, for which the original design plans are available. The new arch bridge
could also be designed with unique aesthetic features, using colors, form-liner patterns, and
decorative lighting and railings. The estimated construction cost for Option 4c is $2.7 million
for a replica of the East City Park Bridge and $2.8 million for a functioning arch bridge with a
distinctive modern design. Please refer to Figure 2.10 and Figure 2.11.

Environmental Assessment, December 2005 2-12
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



i i

Figure 2.11  Option 4c Rendering 2 ¢
Functioning Arch Bridge Replacement §
(design similar to East City Park Bridge shown)

4 P -2 ¥ -

Environmental Assessment, December 2005 2-13
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



2.8 Alternatives Eliminated from Further Study in this EA
2.8.1 Alternative 2: Rehabilitate Existing Bridge

As described previously in this chapter, Alternative 2 would not meet the project purpose
and need. Alternative 2 would introduce numerous issues related to constructability, habitat,
flooding, and financial risk. There is minimal public support for this alternative. For these
reasons, Alternative 2 has been eliminated from further study in this document.

2.9 Alternatives Considered but Discarded After Preliminary Analysis

A preliminary analysis was conducted on five additional build alternatives, which were then
eliminated from detailed study. Following is a brief description of each of those alternatives,
including the reason(s) for their dismissal.

2.9.1 Short-Term Repairs

In the Rehabilitation Study, LCE recommended that if no long-term action were planned for
this structure within the next two years, short-term repairs would be necessary. These re-
pairs would include patching large cracks in the superstructure beams along with repairs to
cracked and spalled areas of concrete throughout the bridge. The repairs would allow the
bridge to remain in service for a longer period of time than the no build alternative. However,
the repairs would not provide an increase in structural capacity, or be a viable solution for a
50-year design life. For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further study.

2.9.2 Rehabilitate and Widen Existing Bridge

Early in the planning process, an alternative to rehabilitate and widen the existing bridge
was investigated. Under this alternative, the existing superstructure and the sidewalk, arch,
and railing would be removed from either the north or south side. The bridge would then be
widened to meet current roadway and traffic standards, and a new false arch, sidewalk, and
railing would be added. However, as the arches and railing were significant factors in the
bridge being placed on the NRHP, the bridge could not be widened without affecting the his-
toric integrity of the bridge. For this reason, this alternative was eliminated from further

study.

2.9.3 Rehabilitate and Eliminate Sidewalks to Increase Roadway Width

Since rehabilitation and widening was ruled out from further study, an alternative was evalu-
ated that would include rehabilitating the bridge and eliminating the sidewalks, allowing the
full deck width for traffic. This would require removal of the existing balustrade rails and
could potentially damage the arches. Because the arches and railing were significant factors
in the bridge being placed on the NRHP, this alternative could not be accomplished without
affecting the historic integrity of the bridge. Additionally, eliminating the sidewalks would
prevent pedestrians from crossing the bridge, and another crossing would need to be pro-
vided. For these reasons, this alternative was eliminated from further study.
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2.9.4 Relocate Bridge; Preserve in New Location

The possibility of bridge adoption was evaluated as a potential measure to minimize harm
associated with the removal of the West City Bridge, per Title 23 U.S.C. 144(0), which
states: “Any State which proposes to demolish an historic bridge for a replacement project
with funds made available to carry out this section shall first make the bridge available for
donation to a State, locality or responsible entity if such State, locality or responsible entity
enters into an agreement to (A) maintain the bridge and the features that give it its historic
significance and (B) ensures all future legal and financial responsibility for the bridge.”

One of the four questions that LCE set out to answer during the bridge inspection and reha-
bilitation study was whether the West Gity Park Bridge could be moved to another location.
It was found that the bridge could not be moved. As reported in the Rehabilitation Study, itis
virtually impossible to move a bridge of this type and maintain its design integrity. Relocating
the structure would reguire a major disassembly and reconstruction of the bridge, including
separating the floor system, fascia arch beams, and miscellaneous appurtenances into sev-
eral manageable segments for transportation to a new site. Much of the historic fabric of the
structure would be lost during the relocation process. The feasibility of this option was
deemed not practical from both an engineering and economic perspective.

2.9.5 Preserve Existing Bridge in Place; Reroute Traffic to New Location

An alternative that would avoid the use of the historic bridge by allowing the bridge to be
adopted in its current location while rerouting traffic to another river crossing was also
evaluated and dismissed. The West City Park Bridge is located on 4th Street SW, a minor
arterial route. Fourth Street SW is one of the primary east-west routes in Valley City and
provides a connection between Central Avenue and 8" Avenue, two of the most heavily
traveled north-south routes. In addition to providing linkage between other minor arterials,
4™ Street SW serves local traffic as well as VCSU, home to nearly 1,000 students and 200
faculty and staff members. Approximately 2,500 vehicles cross the bridge dally. Relocation
of traffic to another river crossing would be impractical on many fronts, including social,
economic, and transportation engineering. Further, the bridge is surrounded by other his-
toric properties. Placing a new bridge on a new alignment to the north would impact City
Park and the City Park Historic District, both of which are eligible for listing on the NRHP.
Placing a new bridge to the south of the existing bridge would impact residential properties
and the VCSU Residential Historic District, both of which are eligible for listing on the
NRHP.
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CHAPTER 3 EXISTING CONDITIONS AND IMPACTS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the positive and negative environmental impacts of the alternatives
carried forward from Chapter 2 and summarized in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1
West City Park Bridge Project Alternatives and Options

Alternative Description

1 No build

Rehabilitate existing bridge for one-way traffic
Construct adjacent bridge for cpposing traffic

Option 3a New bridge constructed north of existing
Option 3b New bridge constructed south of existing
Remove existing bridge and replace with new bridge
4 Option 4a Modern bridge
Option 4b False arch bridge
Option 4¢ Functioning arch girder bridge

Information regarding the existing environment, potential effects to the environment resulting
from each project alternative/option, and avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation meas-
ures for adverse impacts is included.

3.2 Land Use

The land within the project area is primarily zoned for single-family and multi-family residen-
tial use, with City Park providing a recreational area. City Park is located on an oxbow
formed by the Sheyenne River. The West City Park Bridge provides access to City Park
from the west. The central business district is located north of the project area, and the West
City Park Bridge provides access to the central business district from the south. VCSU is
located south of the project area. The West City Park Bridge is used extensively by the
VCSU community as a connection between the campus and the downtown area. As men-
tioned previously, the West City Park Bridge is located on a minor east-west arterial that is
important to Valley City's transportation system. Please refer to Figure 3.1.
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3.2.1 Land Use Impacts/Mitigation

Alternative 1 (No Build) — Under Alternative 1, the West City Park Bridge would deteriorate
to the point of closure, possibly within five years. The 4" Street SW corridor would no longer
be able to function as a minor east-west arterial.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge)
would require the conversion of recreational lands protected under Section 4(f) and Section
6(f) into a transportation corridor as well as the relocation of two homes. Option 3b (new
bridge located south of existing bridge) would require the conversion of land zoned for resi-
dential use to a transportation corridor, including the relocation of four homes of which two
are eligible for NRHP. Please refer to Figure 3.2 and Figure 3.3.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — This alternative would have no impacts on land
use.
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Figure 3.3  Land Use Impacts Associated with Option 3b

3.3 Social Considerations

Social impacts are those that affect the quality of life for residents living within the study
area. Impacts to the social environment may include changes in neighborhoods or commu-
nity cohesion for various social groups; changes in travel patterns and accessibility; impacts
on school districts, recreation areas, churches, businesses, police and fire protection; and/or
impacts on highway, traffic, and overall public safety.
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3.3.1 Social Impacts/Mitigation

Alternative 1 (No Build) — The deterioration and uitimate closure of the West City Park
Bridge, which may occur within five years, would affect the quality of life for residents within
the study area. Travel patterns would change out of necessity. This would impact accessibil-
ity to residential properties, VCSU, City Park, and other properties in the area. The 4" Street
SW corridor would not be able to function as an east-west minor arterial corridor, as in-
tended. This would impact approximately 2,500 vehicle trips per day.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Options 3a and 3b would remove the safety concerns as-
sociated with the narrow bridge deck. However, these alternatives would alter localized traf-
fic maneuvering along and within the project corridor; the 4™ Avenue SW roadway would be
divided with a raised median. There would not be adequate sight distance for drivers making
a left-hand turn onto 4™ Street SW from City Park. It is possible that safety would be further
compromised, at least initially, while drivers, pedestrians, and bicyclists adjust to the new
conditions.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — This alternative would provide the greatest in-
crease in safety by improving both the geometric and structural conditions at the West City

Park Bridge.
3.4 Relocations/Acquisitions

The “Uniform Act,” or Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970, and amendments, provide important protections and assistance for people af-
fected by federally funded projects which, although designed to benefit the public as a
whole, may result in acquisition of private property and displacement of people from their
homes, businesses or farms.

3.4.1 Relocation/Acquisition Impacts/Mitigation
Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would not reqguire any relocations.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge)
would require the acquisition of two residential properties, both of which are occupied. Miti-
gation would consist of following standard NDDOT procedures for relocation assistance,
including obtaining a property appraisal and assisting the relocated parties with finding com-
parable housing. Option 3b (new bridge located south of existing bridge) would require the
acquisition of four residential properties that are currently occupied. Mitigation for these im-
pacts would be as described for Option 3a. An estimated cost for acquisition and relocation
assistance for those affected by this alternative is included in the cost estimate. Please re-

fer to Figure 3.4 and Figure 3.5.

Alternative 4 {Replace Existing Bridge) — This alternative would not require any relocations.
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3.5 Economics

Tourism is the third-ranking source of income in North Dakota, following agriculture and
mineral production. Over the past decade, Barnes County and Valley City (the county seat)
have capitalized on the tourism industry to help revitalize the local economy. In the late
1980s—early 1990s, many of the storefronts in Valley City's downtown business district were
vacant. In the mid-1990s, Barnes County and Valley City leaders, in cooperation with other
local groups, developed a brand for Valley City based on its historic bridges, an-
tique/specialty shops, and unique restaurants.

Valley City and Barnes County have marketed Valley City as the “City of Bridges” and de-
veloped an eight-bridge auto/bicycle/pedestrian tour, which features the West City Park
Bridge. The West City Park Bridge is also featured on the International Volksmarch Tour
and the North Country National Scenic Trail. The image of the bridge is shown on tourist

memorabilia available in local shops.
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There is mounting evidence that the “City of Bridges” marketing campaign is having suc-
cess. Numerous local, regional, and national publications have cited Valley City's "Ameri-
cana Charm” and scenic bridges within the past several years. The Valley City Chamber of
Commerce has noted increasing numbers of tourists each year. The Chamber also reported
that its website, which provides information about Valley City's scenic bridges, has had hits
from all 50 states and 50 countries. The pages of its website that pertain to the West City
Park Bridge have experienced substantial increases in traffic over the past few years (a
69% increase from 2001-2002 and a 73% increase from 2002—-2003). During 2003, the
Chamber distributed over 10,000 copies of the scenic bridges tour self-guided map and re-
ceived well over 300 specific requests for more information pertaining to the bridges. In ad-
dition, every downtown storefront in Valley City is currently filled.

3.5.1 Economic Impacts/Mitigation

Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would allow the West City Park Bridge to deterio-
rate to the point of closure. This would be counterproductive to the use of Valley City's sce-
nic bridges for economic development of the area.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge) may
have a negative affect on the scenic bridge-based tourism in the area. The new bridge
would effectively block the view of the West City Park Bridge from City Park, which is the
premier location to view and photograph the bridge. Option 3b (new bridge located south of
existing bridge) would not affect local economic development.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — Replacement of the West City Park Bridge with a
modern bridge not reflective of the history and aesthetics of its surroundings (Option 4a)
would be inconsistent with the “City of Bridges” tourism campaign. However, replacement
with a new, aesthetically pleasing arch bridge (Option 4b or 4¢) would be consistent with the
economic development of the area.

3.6 Pedestrian and Bicycle Considerations

The Bicycle Transportation and Pedestrian Walkways provisions of Section 217 of Title 23
U.S.C., as amended by the 2005 SAFETEA-LU (Safe Accountable Flexibie Efficient Trans-
portation Equity Act: A Legacy for Users) Section 1954", states that bicycle transportation
facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered, where appropriate, in conjunction
with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation facilities, except where bicycle
and pedestrian uses are not permitted; and that transportation plans and projects shali pro-
vide due consideration for safety and contiguous routes for bicyclists and pedestrians.

The West City Park Bridge currently has sidewalks on both sides of the roadway, allowing
for pedestrian traffic outside the driving lanes. The sidewalks are six feet wide and connect
to existing sidewalks both east and west of the bridge. There are no bicycle facilities along
4 Street SW: bicyclists share the traffic lanes with other vehicles. The pedestrian railing
does not meet current AASHTO safety standards due to the (large) size of the openings be-
tween posts.

' The 1998 TEA-21 (Transportation Equity Act for the 215! Cenlury) expired on September 30, 2003. After 12 exten-
sions were signed into law, President Bush signed SAFETEA-LU on August 10, 2005.
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The city of Valley City currently has several shared-use paths, which run generally north to
south and do not presently connect to each other as a unified system. One of these paths is
in City Park.

Additionally, there are two pedestrian tours in Valley City. The Valley City Volksmarch route
coincides with the automobile-focused Historic Bridges Tour. The other pedestrian tour is
part of the North Country Trail, a hiking trail that passes through Valley City en route be-
tween the Appalachian Mountains in New York State and Lake Sakakawea in North Dakota.
Both of the pedestrian tours go through City Park, and the Volksmarch uses the West City
Park Bridge.

As part of an ongoing Corridor Study,? a conceptual pedestrian/bicyclist trail plan is being
developed for Valley City. The Corridor Study includes the recommendation that the City
prepare a Master Trail Plan for Valley City. The preliminary concepts identify the West City
Park Bridge as a part of a shared-use trail system. Please refer to Figure 3.6.

2 The Valley City Main Street Corridor Study is currently being prepared by KL&J for the <ty of Valley Cily.

Environmental Assessment, December 2005 3-7
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



S10(1L0)066-2-NYg 10eloid ‘ebpug xied AuD 1sem
8-¢ S00Z loqwiada(] ‘JUSWISSaSSY |BIUSWUOIIAUT

e

uejd pelf jenidasuoy  g'g aunbi4

S|iBJL BUNSIXT  e—
ue|d |les) lemdaouo)




3.6.1 Pedestrian and Bicycle Impacts/Mitigation

Alternative 1 (No Build) — The no build alternative would allow the existing sidewalks to con-
tinue to be used until the bridge deteriorated to the point of closure. Once the bridge was no
longer usable, pedestrians and bicyclists would have to travel south to Viking Drive or north
to Main Street to cross the Sheyenne River. These routes would add approximately 0.5- and
0.8-mile round trip, respectively. Please refer to Figure 3.7.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) - Under Alternative 3, pedestrian and bicycle traffic would
use the existing sidewalk for travel in one direction and a 6-foot sidewalk on the new bridge
for traveling in the opposite direction. The existing sidewalk would be reduced to 5 feet to
accommodate a 1-foot traffic barrier on the existing bridge. There would be sufficient room
to stripe a bicycle lane in the roadway on each bridge, if needed.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — The cost estimate for Alternative 4 was based on
including a 6-foot sidewalk on each side of the bridge. However, if itis decided to increase
the width of the sidewalk to accommodate bicyclists or to stripe a bicycle lane in the road-
way, either of these options may be added during project design. Increasing the width of the
sidewalk would add approximately $10,000 - $15,000 per additional foot of width.

ll West City Park Bridge \i .
':_"__‘ o = 3 ;
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3.7 Wetlands

Wetlands are defined both in the 1977 Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands, and
in Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1986, as those areas that are inundated by surface
or groundwater with a frequency to support and under normal circumstances do or would
support a prevalence of vegetative or aguatic fife that requires saturated or seasonally satu-
rated soil conditions for growth and reproduction. Three parameters that define a wetland,
as outlined in the Federal Manual for Delineating Jurisdictional Wetlands (U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, 1987), are hydric soils, hydrophytic vegetation, and hydrology. Wetlands are
an important natural resource serving many functions, such as providing habitat for wildlife,
storing floodwaters, recharging groundwater, and improving water quality through purifica-
tion.

The West City Park Bridge crosses the Sheyenne River. The Sheyenne River has been
classified by the NDG&F (ND Game and Fish Department) as a Class | Fishery (highest
valued).

3.7.1  Wetland Impacts/Mitigation

Estimated permanent wetland impacts associated with each alternative are summarized be-
low. Please refer to Table 3-2.

Table 3-2
Estimated Wetland Impacts Associated with Project Alternatives

Alternative Description ESt(']T::,tlﬁ:r:":ﬁ:!ai:da::rpe'ﬁ;c':s
1 No Build N/A
3 One Way Pairs 0.02
4 Replace Existing Bridge 0.01

Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would not result in permanent impacts to the
Sheyenne River.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Construction of a new bridge would result in the permanent
placement of piers and riprap in the river channel. The area that would be impacted by the
piers and riprap is approximately 0.02 acres.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — Removal of the existing bridge and construction of
a new bridge would result in an impact to approximately 0.01 acres.

The following points apply to all of the project build alternatives:

= All of the project build alternatives would result in temporary construction impacts to
the Sheyenne River; the rehabilitation alternative would require greater temporary
disturbance to the riverine ecosystem than the replacement alternative. (Please re-
fer to Section 3.16, Temporary Construction Impacts.)

» The USFWS (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service) has recommended that unavoidable
impagcts to the Sheyenne River be mitigated, erosion and sedimentation into the
Sheyenne River and its adjacent habitat is minimized, and no river channel altera-
tions or changes in drainage patterns are made. Under any of the build alternatives,
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these recommendations are agreed to and would be carried forward into project de-
sign and construction as commitments.

» The USFWS has also recommended that construction not take place in the river
during April 15-June 1, to minimize impacts to fish during the peak of migra-
tion/spawning. Depending upon which alternative is selected as preferred, this may
or may not be feasible. If warranted, a meeting will be held during project design
with Barnes County, NDDOT, FHWA, and the USFWS and NDG&F to discuss this

issue.

s The USFWS has recommended that additional coordination be conducted with the
USFWS to reduce impacts and develop a comprehensive in-kind mitigation plan for
unavoidable impacts. This will be done during project design.

= Final impact quantifications and mitigation measures would be completed as part of
the Section 404 process, during project design.

3.8 Trees and Vegetation

A Type |l (field) tree review was conducted on November 8, 2005, in accordance with
NDDOT Design Memorandum 05-2005. The area adjacent to West City Park Bridge con-
sists of an urban landscaped setting, including City Park and residential properties. The
vegetation includes trees, shrubs, and mowed grass.

3.8.1 Tree and Vegetation Impacts/Mitigation
Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would not have any impacts to trees.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge)
would impact approximately 80 trees. Option 3b (new bridge located south of existing
bridge) would impact approximately 75 trees.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — This alternative would impact approximately 15
trees.

A mitigation plan for impacted trees will be prepared during project design, in coordination
with the affected property owners. Trees will be mitigated in accordance with the NDDOT
Design Memorandum 05-2005, using a 1:1 ratio for trees mitigated in an urban landscape
setting.

All build alternatives would impact existing vegetation. The US Fish and Wildlife Service has
requested that disturbed areas be reseeded with a native grass mixture. However, the area
disturbed by the build alternatives is not comprised of native grasses; it is mowed grass on
park property. The disturbed vegetation would be replaced in-kind to match the surrounding
vegetation.

3.9 Floodplain

Floodpiains constitute lands situated along rivers and their tributaries that are subject to pe-
riodic flooding with a one percent chance of being flooded in any given year, on the average
interval of 100 years or less.
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This project is located in both the Sheyenne River floodplain and the FEMA-identified flood-
way of the Sheyenne River (the Valley City floodplain boundaries are currently under revi-
sion by the USACE (US Army Corps of Engineers); the data used in this report reflect the
FEMA FIRM maps from 1987-1988). Please refer to Figure 3.8.
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Per Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management, issued in 1977, the following criteria
apply to this project. Potential effects on floodplains must be evaluated, and alternatives that
avoid adverse affects and incompatible development in floodplains must be evaluated. If it is
found that the only practicable alternative requires construction in a floodplain, it is neces-
sary to design or modify the project in order to minimize potential harm to or within the

floodplain.

The ND Floodplain Management Act of 1981 and Section 89-14-01-04 of the North Dakota
Administrative Code stipulate that, as the project is located in the Sheyenne River Flood-
way, the 100-year base flood elevation cannot be increased as a result of this project. Addi-
tionally, per the requirements of Chapter 61-16.2 of the North Dakota Century Code, the
State Engineer must grant notification of compliance with state and federal law prior to con-
struction of this project. A Floodplain Development Permit will be acquired from the city of
Valley City prior to construction.

Barnes County and Valley City prefer to raise the clearance line for bridges spanning the
Sheyenne River above the 100-year base flood elevation when practical. The ultimate goal
is to shrink the floodplain boundaries, benefiting the community by reducing the threat of
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flooding to properties adjacent to the Sheyenne River and removing the need for costly flood
insurance. On bridge projects, reducing flood elevations involves providing an adequate wa-
terway opening and/or raising the bridge clearance line above the 100-year base flood ele-
vation, when practical. The community has implemented this flood-planning requirement on
the last seven bridge projects completed in the city since 1980, with a cumulatively positive
effect (0.2- to 0.6-foot reductions) on overall flood conditions throughout the community.

Due to its low clearance line elevation, the West City Park Bridge is susceptible to snagging
ice and debris during major flood events, resulting in the blockage of flow. During April 2004,
the Sheyenne River was flowing at approximately 3,720 cfs (cubic feet per second). Thisis
between a 10-year flood event (3,300 cfs) and a 25-year flood event (4,200 cfs). The water
was close to the top of the arches. Please refer to Figures 3.9, 3.10, and 3.11.

igh Waters at the West City Park Bridge Site durmg April
2004; View of the North Side of the Bridge from City Park

Ve W

Figure 3.10  South Side of the West City Park Bridge, April 2004
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Due to its location adjacent to City Park, located on a fairly flat oxbow with banks at low ele-
vations, the West City Park Bridge has not been reported to have caused backwater during
past flooding events. Rather, the Park has been able to provide temporary storage and con-
tain the backwater. A 100-year flood event would cover the arches and approach the eleva-
tion of the bridge roadway. Please refer to Figure 3.12, Figure 3.13, and Figure 3.14.
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Figure 3.14  Existing Bridge and Floodplain Elevations

3.9.1 Floodplain Impacts/Mitigation

The USACE operates Baldhill Dam, located approximately 12 miles north of Valley City. The
USACE has developed a computer model (HEC-RAS) of the Sheyenne River from Baldhill
Dam to Lisbon, ND, located approximately 50 miles south of Valley City. The model was
developed to update the floodplain maps for the cities of Valley City and Lishon. The model
includes all bridges, dams, and other structures affecting flows and stages on the Sheyenne
River. The build alternatives were added to this hydraulic model to determine the magnitude

of floodplain impacts.

The following table summarizes the water velocity through the bridge and the backwater for
each of the bridge alternatives at the 100-year flood. In this table, backwater is defined as
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the water surface elevation upstream of the bridge minus the water surface elevation atthe
same location if no bridge was present (natural condition). Please refer to Table 3-3.

Table 3-3
Summary of Hydraulic Analysis
Alternative Velocity (feet per second) Backwater (feet)
1 (No Build
3a and Sb( (Existing) Bridge) 5.4 0.4
3a (New Bridge North) 3.5 0.5
3b (New Bridge South) 3.7 0.5
4a (Modern Bridge) 3.9 0.1
4b (False Arch Bridge) 4.5 0.2
4¢ (Functioning Arch Bridge) 4.9 0.3

Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would have no floodplain impacts.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — The existing bridge would remain at its current elevation,
and the new bridge would be constructed approximately two feet higher than the existing
bridge, per design standards. The new bridge would cause a slight increase of 0.1 feet to
the upstream river stage.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — The new bridge would result in a decrease in the
upstream stage. Each of the replacement options would provide a larger waterway opening
than the existing structure. The increase in waterway opening would be approximately 50%,
25%, and 10% for Options 4a, 4b, 4c respectively. The clearance line would be set at or
above the 100-year flood elevation. The final clearance line elevation would be determined
during design, and would depend on the effect the grade raise would have on adjacent
properties. Retaining walls may be required at the right of way line to facilitate the grade

raise.
3.10 Threatened or Endangered Species

In accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, activi-
ties conducted, sponsored, or funded by federal agencies must be reviewed for their effects
on species federally listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered. An endan-
gered species is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant portion of its range. A
threatened species is one that is likely to become endangered in the near future.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service noted that the whooping crane and the bald eagle are
found in Barnes County. Please refer to Table 3-4.
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Table 3-4
Federally Listed Threatened and Endangered Species Summary

. ; . Affect to
Listed Habitat . . Occurrence in | Affectto it

. Status Migration . : Critical

Species Preference Project Area Species Habitat

Whooping Grasslands, Spring/fall

crane (Grus E marshes, and | through west & | Low probability | No affect | No affect

americana) wet prairies central ND

Bald Eagle Open areas, Spring/fall

(Haliaeetus T forests, rivers, along major Low probability | No affect ¢ No affect
leucocephalus) large lakes river courses

3.10.1 Threatened/Endangered Species Impacts/Mitigation

Alternative 1 (No Build) — Alternative 1 would have no effect on threatened or endangered
species.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs), Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — The proposed build
alternatives may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, individual whooping cranes or
bald eagles. The build alternatives are not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of
these species and are not likely to destroy or adversely maodify critical habitat.

3.11 Historic and Archaeological Preservation

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, requires that
federally funded projects be evaluated for the effects on historic and cultural properties in-
cluded or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. The Archaeological
and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 provides for the survey, recovery, and preservation of
significant scientific, prehistoric, archaeological, or pateontological data when such data may
be destroyed or irreparably lost due to a federal, federally-licensed, or federally-funded pro-
ject.

A Class Ill Cultural Resource Survey was completed for this project by Earthworks, Inc®.
The area of potential effect (study area) included twelve properties: City Park, the three
bridges bordering City Park (West City Park Bridge, East City Park Bridge, and Elks Foot
Bridge), and eight residential properties. Of those twelve properties, the survey identified
nine individual propetrties on or eligible for the NRHP. The survey also recognized three his-
toric districts on or eligible for the NRHP: the City Park Historic District, Valley City State
University Residential Historic District, and Valley City State University Historic District. The
ND SHPO (State Historic Preservation Officer) concurred with Earthworks' recommenda-
tions in letters dated March 11, 2005 and October 17, 2005. Please refer to Table 3-5 and

Figure 3.15.

3 Delailed descriptions of these historic properties and districts can be found in the accompanying
report, Valley City’s West City Park Bridge: A Class Il Cuttural Resource Inventory, Barnes County,
North Dakota, prepared in March 2005 by Earthworks, Inc.
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Table 3-5
Historic Status of Properties Surveyed

SITS #° Desctiption Individual Historic District Status
Status
32BA164 City Park Eligible Contributing to City Park Historic District
32BA38 Easgﬁgéepark Eligible Contributing to City Park Historic District
32BA39 Wesé%‘gepark Listed Gontributing to City Park Historic District
32BA882 Elks Foot Bridge Eligible Contributing to City Park Historic District
32BA625 | 404 5" Avenue SW Eligible Contributing to VCSU Residential Historic District
30BAG92 408 4" Strest SW | Not Eligible Located within VCSU He;tdenhai Historic District;
not contributing
th - Located within VCSU Residential Historic District;
32BA1116 | 425 4" Street SW | Not Eligible not contributing
32BA167 512 4™ Street SW | Not Eligible Not located within a district
32BA166 526 4" Street SW Eligible Not located within a district
32BA168 537 4" Street SW Eligible Not located within a district
32BA165° | 556 4" Street SW Eligible Not located within a district
32BA163 | 401 6" Avenue SW Eligible Not located within a district

4 SITS # = the Smithsonian Institution Trinomial System Number
® This property has been removed by FEMA and is not discussed further in this document.

Environmental Assessment, December 2005

West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015

3-18




5 =] 1- . LT K T ¥ “.,
T R 5
: OOULT T Elaa ___1&? b
' L A g v Ve

: .' N smirge.

gt

j%%l e’
k|

; Valley City State University
7 Residential Historic District Boundary p2

i -

% Valley City State University % )
Historic District Boundary

1 m o ::;sf&ﬁ:.ﬂ ]1 ll’{' & S £ 412 :\..'
3.15 Historic District Boundaries

<X
e
=
AGRY, < e A \NEEERRC I, P it i e

3.11.1 Historic and Archaeological Impacts/Mitigation

On April 6, 2004, a meeting was held with ND SHPO, NDDOT, and FHWA. The purpose of
the meeting was to determine the effects that the project alternatives would have to the his-
toric properties and districts. Please refer to Table 3-6.

Alternative 1 (No Build) — Alternative 1 would have No Effectto historic properties or historic
districts.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge)
would have an Adverse Effecton the West City Park Bridge, City Park, one historic residen-
tial property (526 4" Street SW), and City Park Historic District. Option 3a would have No
Effect on the remaining historic properties or historic districts. Option 3b (new bridge located
south of existing bridge) would have an Adverse Effect on three historic residential proper-
ties (537 4" Street SW, 404 5™ Avenue SW, and 401 6" Avenue SW) and the VCSU Resi-
dential Historic District. Option 3b would have No Adverse Effect to the West City Park
Bridge and No Effect to the remaining historic properties or historic districts.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — Alternative 4 result in an Adverse Effect to the
West City Park Bridge and the City Park Historic District. Alternative 4 would have No Effect
on the remaining historic properties or historic districts.
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Table 3-6
impacts to Historic Properties within the Project Area
Alternative
Historic Property/District
1 3a 3b 4
) Adverse
City Park (32BA164) No Effect Effect No Effect No Effect
East City Park Bridge (32BA38) No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
No
. . Adverse Adverse
West City Park Bridge (32BA39) No Effect Effect Adverse Effect
Effect
Elks Foot Bridge (32BA882) No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect
404 5™ Avenue SW (32BA625) No Effect No Effect Aé!;ffzgste No Effect
526 4™ Street SW (32BA166) NoEflect | AIYETS® | NoEffect | No Effect
537 4" Street SW (32BA168) No Effect | No Effect Ag;:;ﬁe No Effect
401 6" Avenue SW (328A163) NoEffect | No Effect Ag;’fz:fte No Effect
. T Adverse Adverse
City Park Historic District No Effect Effect No Effect Effect
VCSU Residential Historic Adverse
District No Effect No Effect Effect No Effect
VCSU Historic District No Effect No Effect No Effect No Effect

On April 15, 2004, a meeting was held with the ND SHFPO, NDDOT, and KL&J to discuss
potential mitigation measures for Adverse Effects to historic properties and/or districts. A
MOA (Memorandum of Agreement) would be required prior to construction of Alternatives 3
or 4. The MOA would stipulate the mitigation measures necessary to compensate for the
Adverse Effectsto any historic properties and/or districts. The FHWA, NDDOT, and Barnes
County would all be signatories on the MOA.

Mitigation for an Adverse Effect to the West City Park Bridge may include the following:
= Remove the West City Park Bridge from the NRHP

= Update the site form with information learned about the existing West City Park
Bridge during its deconstruction.

= Create a maintenance plan for the East City Park Bridge, which identifies any main-
tenance measures that are ongoing as well as suggested maintenance measures.

» Complete a maintenance assessment for the Elks Footbridge that identifies any
maintenance measures that may be beneficial to extend the useful life of the bridge.
The City or County would not be required to maintain the Elks Footbridge as part of
this mitigation, but the assessment would give them the information necessary to
understand issues of concern when making maintenance decisions.
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Mitigation for an Adverse Effect to City Park and the City Park Historic District may include
the following:

» Replacement of the existing West City Park Bridge with a false arch bridge (Option
4b) would be the preferred mitigation. If the existing bridge is replaced with a mod-
ern structure, the design should be visually compatible with the East City Park
Bridge and City Park Historic District.

» A new bridge constructed north of the rehabilitated existing bridge (Option 3a)
should be designed to allow some visibility of the West City Park Bridge from City
Park.

« Nominate the City Park Historic District.

» Create a maintenance plan for the East City Park Bridge and a maintenance as-
sessment for the Elks Footbridge, as described previously.

Mitigation of an Adverse Effectto the VCSU Historic Residential District and individually eli-
gible homes may include the following:

» Update the site forms for the historic district and individual sites. These updates
would include information of the history of the property/house, a deed search, and a
biography on important persons associated with the property/house.

3.12 Visual/Aesthetic Consideration

Visual impacts involve the viewer's response to a resource change and the degree of
change or influence an action has on a view, scenic resource, or man-made feature. The
extent of potential visual contrast/compatibility effects with adjacent landforms and land
uses are addressed from two vantage points: the roadway user traversing the system and
those looking to the roadway from outside the system.

3.12.1 Visual/Aesthetic Impacts/Mitigation

Visual concerns for the roadway user are centered on bridge width and aesthetic appear-
ance of the structure. The existing bridge is narrow by today’s standards, with two 12 driv-
ing lanes and no shoulders, and it is also more narrow than the roadway approaches. On
the other hand, the existing bridge has decorative elements that are aesthetically pleasing.
For those looking to the bridge from City Park, which is the most commonly used viewing
location and provides the best view, the most important criteria is the appearance of the
bridge from the side (arches and decorative railing). The removal of homes (some of which
are historic) associated with Atternative 3 would also result in visual impacts to the roadway
user as well as those looking at the roadway from outside the system. Please refer to Ta-
ble 3-7.
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Table 3-7
Aesthetic/Visual Impacts of Project Alternatives

Alt. Impact to Bridge Users Impact to Those Looking at Bridge
1 Bridge would deteriorate; be closed Bridge would deteriorate; be closed
Bridge width adequate for one-way traffic; two . . .
3a homes removed; view of new bridge from View of bridge from C.'ty Park blocked
- . by new bridge
existing bridge
Bridge width adequate for one-way lraffic; four . . .
3b homes removed; view of new bridge from Parts of ng;\?sli:irrl]dggri\gsfle behind
existing bridge g bridg
4a | Bridge width matching approach roadway width View from City Park less aesthetic
4p | Bridge width matching approach roadway width New decorative arch bridge
4c | Bridge width matching approach roadway width New decorative arch bridge

3.13 Section 4(f) Properties

Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966, as codified in the 49 US.C.§
303, specifies that the Secretary shall not approve any program or project that requires the
use of publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, wildlife or waterfowl refuge of
national, state, or local significance, or land of an historic site of national, state, or local sig-
nificance, as determined by the officials having jurisdiction thereof, unless (1) there is no
feasible and prudent alternative to the use of such land, and (2) such program or project in-
cludes all possible planning to minimize harm resulting from the use.

There are 11 Section 4(f) properties in the project area, comprising 8 historic properties and
3 historic districts. One of the individual properties, City Park, is protected as a public park
as well as a historic property. Please refer to Section 3.11.

3.13.1 Section 4(f) Property Impacts/Mitigation

As defined in the FHWA “Section 4(f) Policy Paper,” dated March 1, 2005, there are three
scenarios that constitute a “use” of a Section 4(f) property:
(1) Land from a 4(f) property is permanently incorporated into a transportation fa-
cility
(2) There is an adverse temporary occupancy of the 4(f) propenty
(3) There is a constructive use of the 4(f) property, meaning that the proximity im-
pacts of a project on the 4(f) property are so severe that the activities, features
or attributes that qualify the property or resource for protection under Section
4(f) are substantially impaired/diminished

For the purposes of this discussion, the three types of 4(f) use will be referred to as “perma-
nent,” “temporary,” and “constructive.” As shown on the table below, afl of the alternatives
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that would meet the project purpose and need would result in Section 4{f) impacts; of these,
Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) would impact the fewest Section 4(f) propeities.
Please refer to Table 3-8 for the Section 4(f) Uses Associated with the Project Alterna-

tives.

Table 3-8

Section 4(f) Use Associated with the Project Alternatives

Section 4{f) Property

Alternative

3a

3b

Permanent Use

City Park (32BA164) Mo Use and Temporary | Temporary Use | Temporary Use
Use
East City Park Bridge (32BA38) Mo Use No Use No Use iNo Use
Waest City Park Bridge (32BA39) No Use ConsJ;u.;ctive No Use Permanent Use
Elks Foot Bridge (32BA882) No Use No Use No Use No Use
404 5™ Avenue SW (32BA625) No Use No Use Permanent Use No Use
526 4" Street SW (32BA166) No Use Permanent Use No Use No Use
537 4" Street SW (32BA168) No Use No Use Permanent Use No Use
401 6" Avenue SW (32BA163) No Use No Use Permanent Use No Use
City Park Historic District No Use Conersléctive No Use Consljrsléctive
VCSU Regg?r?éilal Historic No Use No Use Conslj;L;ctive No Use
VCSU Historic District No Use No Use No Use No Use

Alternative 1 (No Build) — Alternative 1 would have no Section 4(f) impacts.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge)

would result in the following Section 4(f) impacts:
o Permanent Use of City Park — Resulting from right of way acquisition and con-

struction of a new bridge north of the existing bridge

o Temporary Use of City Park — The vehicular access to City Park is located on 4"
Street SW, adjacent to the existing bridge. This access would need to be closed for
an estimated four weeks during construction. Project designers would coordinate
with the Valley City Parks District during design to provide a temporary vehicular ac-
cess to minimize this impact. Additionally, part of City Park may be used for con-
struction staging. The decision of whether and how to use City Park as a staging
area would be worked out between the construction contractor and the Valley City
Park District during the construction phase.
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o Constructive Use of West City Park Bridge — Resulting from the proximity impacts
of the new bridge, which would block the view of the existing bridge from City Park.

o Permanent Use of 526 4" Street SW — Resulting from the permanent acquisition of
this property, the demolition of the structure, and incorporation of the land into the
roadway right of way.

o Constructive Use of City Park Historic District — Resulting from the impacts to
City Park and the West City Park Bridge, which are components of this District.

Option 3b (new bridge located south of existing bridge) would result in the following Section
4(f) impacts:

o Temporary Use of City Park — Resulting from the temporary closure of the venhicu-
lar access to the Park and the potential use of the Park as a construction staging
area, as described for Option 3a.

o Permanent Use of 404 5™ Avenue SW — Resuiting from the permanent acquisition
of this property, the demolition of the structure, and incorporation of the land into the
roadway right of way.

o Permanent Use of 537 4" Street SW - Resuiting from the permanent acquisition of
this property, the demolition of the structure, and incorporation of the land into the
roadway right of way.

o Permanent Use of 401 6™ Avenue SW - Resulting from the permanent acquisition
of this property, the demalition of the structure, and incorporation of the land into the
roadway right of way.

o Constructive Use of VCSU Residential Historic District — Resulting from the im-
pact to 404 5" Avenue SW, which is a component of this District.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — Alternative 4 would result in the following Section
4(fy impacts:

o Temporary Use of City Park — Resulting from the temporary closure of the vehicu-
lar access to the Park and the potential use of the Park as a construction staging
area, as described for Option 3a.

o Permanent Use of West City Park Bridge - Resulting from the demolition of the
structure.

o Constructive Use of City Park Historic District — Resuiting from the impactto the
Waest City Park Bridge, which is a component of this District.

Mitigation for these impacts would be as described previously in Section 3.11, Historic and
Archaeological Preservation. In addition, provision of a temporary vehicular access to City
Park would be mitigation for the temporary closure of the existing vehicular access. If City
Park is used as a construction staging area, restoration of the disturbed areas to pre-
construction or improved conditions would be mitigation for that impact.

3.14 Section 6(f) Properties

Section 6(f}(3) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965, as amended, speci-
fies that no property acquired or developed with assistance from Section 6(f) Funds shall,
without the approval of the Secretary of the Interior, be converted to other than public out-
door recreation uses. The Secretary shall approve such conversion only when: 1) the Secre-
tary finds it to be in accord with the [current] comprehensive statewide outdoor recreation
plan and 2) the recreation propertigs are replaced with other public outdoor recreation prop-
erties of at least equal fair market value and/or reasonably equivalent usefuiness and loca-

tion.
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There have been three Section 6(f) projects within City Park, and the entire park is protected
under Section 6(f). Section 6(f) funds have been used for picnic shelters, playground
equipment, and paving of interior access roads and parking lot {(in 1973); to renovate the
tennis courts (in 1988); and to construct playgrounds in City Park (in 2002).

3.14.1 Section 6(f) Impacts/Mitigation
Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would not affect City Park.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge)
would require right-of-way from City Park. Mitigation would be required per Section 6(f) re-
quirements, which specify that the parkland lost would need to be replaced with other public
outdoor recreation properties of at ieast fair market value and/or reasonably equivalent use-
fulness and location. The mitigation plan would be developed in coordination with the Valley
City Parks and Recreation Department, which has jurisdiction over City Park. Option 3b
(new bridge located south of existing bridge) would not affect City Park.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — Alternative 4 would not affect Gity Park.

3.15 Utilities

Montana Dakota Utilities {(MDU) has two operational 6-inch steel gas lines attached to the
existing bridge. These are main feeds for natural gas in Valley City. There are also a cable
TV feed and an abandoned gas line attached to the existing bridge.

3.15.1 Utility Impacts/Mitigation
Alternative 1 (No Build) - This alternative would not affect the existing utilities.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs), or Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — All of the build
alternatives would require temporary or permanent relocation of the active gas lines, cable
TV feed, and abandoned gas line that are currently attached to the bridge. Although MDU
has stated that it would be difficult to move, reroute, or replace these lines, there is no aiter-
native that meets the project purpose and need that would avoid this impact. Coordination
with the affected utility companies would be required during project design.

3.16 Temporary Construction Impacts

Temporary construction impacts are induced by construction of the project and may last for
the duration of construction. These include increases in noise levels associated with con-
struction equipment, increases in dust levels, detour routes/property access issues, and in-
creases in turbidity and other short-term water quality affects associated with construction in
the river. As the no-build alternative would not require any construction, this discussion is
only relevant to the build alternatives.

Environmental Assessment, December 2005 3-25
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



3.16.1 Noise

Construction would result in temporary increases in noise levels within the vicinity of the pro-
ject. Noise would be generated primarily from heavy equipment used to transport materials
and to construct the bridge/roadway improvements. Measures to limit construction noise
that may be used by the contractor include: work-hour limits, equipment muffler require-
ments, location of haul roads, elimination of “tail gate banging,” reduction of backing up for
equipment with alarms, community rapport, and complaint mechanisms. Appropriate abate-
ment measures would be incorporated into the plans and specifications.

3.16.2 Air Quality

Construction activities could have a short-term impact on air quality, primarily during site
preparation. Particulate matter (dust) is the pollutant of primary concern during the construc-
tion period. Dust is generated during earth moving activities and handling of cement, as-
phalt, or aggregate. Wind erosion of exposed areas and material stockpiles also generates
particulate matter.

The amount of dust generated would vary throughout the construction season, depending
upon the construction activity and local weather conditions. Where excess dust is antici-
pated to be a problem, effective dust control measures would be implemented in accor-
dance with standard NDDOT procedures. Dust control would be the responsibility of the
contractor. The contractor would be required to obtain a NPDES (National Pollutant Dis-
charge Elimination System) Permit from the ND Department of Health prior to construction.
As part of the NPDES Permit, the contractor must have a plan for erosion and sediment
control during and post construction. Methods to reduce temporary air guality impacts that
may be used include:

= Minimizing exposed earth surface

» Temporary and permanent seeding and mulching

» Watering areas during dry periods

= Covering, shielding, or stabilizing material stockpiles

Emissions from construction equipment are regulated by federal standards. Any burning of
cleared materials would be conducted in accordance with applicable state and local laws,
regulations, and ordinances. Current and projected traffic volumes are well below the
thresholds for vehicle emission air quality modeling.

Construction activities that involve the demolition of structures will comply with the North
Dakota Department of Health Division of Air Quality Asbestos Control Program.

3.16.3 Detours/Accessibility

During construction of any of the build alternatives, a detour route would be used. The con-
tractor would be required to maintain reasonable access to all residences during construc-
tion. Reasonable access may mean that residents have to park a short distance away and
walk to their homes. These impacts would be minimized as much as possible. Please refer
to Figure 3.16.
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3.16.4 Water Quality

Temporary construction impacts to water quality associated with bridge construction gener-
ally include increased erosion, reduced slope stability, and increased turbidity, caused by
disturbing waterway bottoms and re-suspending existing sediments in the water column.
During storm events, an influx of fuel and other pollutants from exposed surfaces could also
occur. Increases in turbidity, suspended sediment, and other pollutants can reduce stream
productivity, reduce feeding opportunities for fish, and result in fish avoidance of important
habitat. Increased turbidity/suspended sediment may also block light transmission and slow
biogeochemical and natural purification processes. Deposited sediments can also reduce
habitat volume by filling pools and inter-gravel spaces that are critical to eggs and young
fish.

The potential for temporary increases in turbidity and other water quality impacts resulting
from construction activities wouid be reduced by the implementation of standard Best Man-
agement Practices and compliance with project-specific conditions to be specified in the
permits and certifications required for the project (Section 404 Permit, Water Quality Certifi-

cation, NPDES Permit).

In addition to the standard temporary construction impacts described above, the methods
required to rehabilitate the bridge would have additional impacts to the Sheyenne River
ecosystem, as described below.
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Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Alternative 3 would require enclosure of the entire bridge
with a cofferdam during construction. This would involve two lines of sheet piling spanning
the entire width of the channel, one upstream and one downstream of the bridge. To allow
water to flow through the cofferdam, the contractor would have to either continuously pump
the water over the cofferdam, or provide steel pipes welded to the cofferdam walls to carry
water from the upstream side to downstream. The cofferdam would be constructed at the
right-of-way, which is 66 feet. The width of the channel is approximately 150 feet; theretore,
the area temporarily impacted would be approximately 0.2 acres.

The US Fish and Wildlife Service and ND Game & Fish Department have stated that this
would have an adverse effect on the ecosystem. Although the US Army Corps of Engineers
deferred comments on the Draft EA, itis anticipated that the adverse effects to the ecosys-
tem may preclude approval of a Section 404 Permit, particularly due to the Sheyenne
River's classification as a Class | fishery.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) — Alternative 4 would involve typical bridge construc-
tion methods, including individual cofferdams at the bridge piers. This would resultin tempo-
rary impacts to approximately 0.1 acres. In addition to pier cofferdams, construction of
Alternative 4c would include the use of falsework in the channel. The falsework would be
needed to support the concrete arches during construction until the concrete attained design

strength.
3.16.5 Construction Staging

During construction of any of the build alternatives, it is anticipated that the contractor would
require construction staging areas outside of the proposed project right of way. Two loca-
tions have been identified as potential staging areas. The first one is the two properties lo-
cated adjacent to 4" Street SW and 6™ Avenue SW. The homes on these two properties
have been recent FEMA buyouts and the properties are currently vacant. The second loca-
tion identified as a potential staging area is City Park. As discussed previously the decision
of whether and how to use Cily Park as a staging area would be worked out between the
construction contractor and the Valley City Park District during the construction phase. This
property is 4(f) and would need to be mitigated accordingly.

3.17 Secondary impacts

Secondary, or indirect, impacts are “caused by an action and are later in time or farther re-
moved in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable” (40 CFR 1508.8). Generally, these
impacts are induced by the initial action and may include impacts such as changes in land
use, water quality, economic vitality, and population density.

Alternative 1 (No-Build) — Alternative 1 would allow for the continued deterioration of the
Waest City Park Bridge. As a result, the load carrying capacity would diminish, which would
restrict recreational/tourist traffic and ultimately lead to a closure of the bridge. This would
have the secondary effects of restricting travel and accessibility to City Park, residential
properties, VCSU, and other area properties. Additionally, other local roads in residential
areas would experience increased traffic, as drivers located alternative routes to their desti-

nations.

None of the project build alternatives (Alternatives 3 and 4) would resultin anticipated sec-
ondary impacts. All of the build alternatives would perpetuate that existing transportation
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system in or in close approximation to its existing location. The build alternatives also would
not involve new capacity or access issues.

3.18 Cumulative Impacts

Cumulative impacts resuit from the incremental consequences of an action “when added to
other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or
person undertakes such other actions” (40 CFR 1508.7). Effects of an action may be minor
when evaluated in an individual context, but these effects can add to other disturbances and
collectively may lead to a measurabie environmental change. By evaluating the impacts of
the proposed action with the effects of other actions, the relative contribution of the pro-
posed action to a projected cumutative impact can be estimated.

Cumulative impacts were reviewed in the context of historic bridges locally in Valley City
and within the state of North Dakota.

On the local level, the West City Park Bridge is one of eight bridges on the Valley City
Bridge Tour. As discussed previously in this chapter, the community of Valley City has un-
dertaken an extensive marketing campaign to brand itself the “City of Bridges.” Valley City's
unique and eye-catching bridges are a primary component of its tourist industry.

A summary of the eight bridges on the Valley City Bridge Tour, as well as context for deter-
mining the potential for a cumulative impact is included below. Please refer to Table 3-9.

Table 3-9
Summary of Eight Bridges on Valley City’s Bridge Tour
. Date of .
Bridge Name Construction History
VCSU Suspension . T
Foot Bridge 1901 Major rehabilitation in 1993-1994
High Line Bridge 1906-1908 Original structure still in place
Elks Foot Bridge 1911 Original wooden structure buitt 1881; replaced in 1911
. . New Marsh Arch Bridge constructed in 2004 as
Rainbow Arch Bridge 2004 replacement for original 1925 bridge
West City Park Bridge 1929 Rehabilitation or replacement currently needed
. . Original wooden structure built 1929; replaced with
Hospital Bridge 1982 conerete structure in 1982
. . Original wooden structure built 1898; replaced with
Mill Dam Bridge 1991 concrete structure in 1936-37; replaced again in 1991
Original wooden bridge constructed in 1935;
Maryvale Bridge 1995 reconstructed in 1969; replaced in 1895 with concrete
structure
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Three of the bridges on the bridge tour are contemporary bridges that were constructed
within the past two decades: the Hospital Bridge, Mill Dam Bridge, and Maryvale Bridge.
The remaining five bridges, as well as the East City Park Bridge, date back to the early
1900s. These bridges are discussed in more detail below:

VCSU Suspension Footbridge. The VCSU Suspension Footbridge was builtin 1901. By the
early 1990s, the bridge was in need of rehabilitation or replacement. In 1992, a vehicle was
driven over the bridge, causing severe damage and closure of the bridge. The VCSU Sus-
pension Footbridge holds great sentimental value for the local community. It provides both a
literal and figurative link between i _

VCSU and the community. Rehabili-
tation and replacement alternatives
were developed and evaluated
closely by project engineers, city,
state, and federal officials, VCSU,
members of the public, and the
State Historical Society. Despite the
fact that the economic cost of reha-
bilitation was nearly double that of
replacement, the bridge was reha-
bilitated in 1993-1994 because of its
significance to the community.

Highline Bridge. The Highline Bridge was constructed between 1906 and 1908 as part of the
Northern Pacific Railroad. At 3,860 feet long and 162 feet above the Sheyenne River, the
Highline Bridge is one of the longest | R
and highest single-track railroad
bridges in the nation. It was of vital
importance in moving supplies and
men during both World Wars and is
used by Burlington Northern Santa
Fe to transport coal today. The
Highline Bridge was recently
awarded the designation of National
Civil Engineering Landmark.

Elks Foot Bridge. The Elks Foot Bridge was constructed in 1911. It has a metal truss struc-
ture with a poured concrete deck. : ———a=)
The bridge provides a pedestrian/ fa¢ .
bicycle connection between Valley |g,
City's Main Street and City Park.
The Elks Foot Bridge, in combina-
tion with the VCSU Suspension
Footbridge, provides a pedes-
trian/bicycle link between the VCSU
Campus and downtown Valley City.
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Rainbow Arch Bridge. The Rainbow Bridge is the only bridge of its kind in the state of North
Dakota and one of approximately 14 in the nation. The original Rainbow Bridge was built in
1925. By the late 1990s, the bridge was in need of rehabilitation or replacement. However,
the bridge had become a well-known symbol of Valley City and was used extensively in
marketing the “City of Bridges.” There were strong public sentiments regarding the fate of
the historic Rainbow Bridge, with the public initially polarized between those in favor of re-
placing the structure with a wider
bridge and those in favor of rehabili-
tation. After an extensive planning
process, a preferred alternative was
identified. At the cost of an addi-
tional one million dollars over a
modern bridge, a new Rainbow Arch
bridge was designed and built using
the patented Marsh Arch design of
the original bridge. The new bridge
was completed in 2004.

East City Park Bridge. The East City Park Bridge was built in 1924 as a functioning girder
arch bridge with an ornamental balustrade (pedestrian railing). The East City Park Bridge
provides a Sheyenne River crossing on 4" Street SW, on the east side of City Park. Al-
though the East City Park Bridge
was built before the West City Park
Bridge and is an aesthetically pleas-
ing structure, it is less visible from
City Park than the west bridge due
both to vegetation and elevation
constraints. The East City Park
Bridge was rehabilitated in 1981.
The structure is in good condition,
and there are currently no plans to
rehabilitate or replace the structure.

West City Park Bridge. The West
City Park Bridge was built in 1929
and was designed to look like the
East City Park Bridge. Unlike the
East City Park Bridge, however, the
arches on the West City Park Bridge
have no function other than aes-
thetic. It is currently in need of reha-
bilitation or replacement.

On a state level, North Dakota has successfully invested in preserving its historic bridges
whenever practical. Within the past 5 years, 11 historic bridges have been rehabilitated and
preserved in place or relocated throughout the state. These bridges exist today in many dif-
ferent settings and are used for a variety of purposes, ranging from those remaining in their
original locations and being used for their original purposes to those relocated to a golf
course, a bible camp, a farm, or a city center, and being used for pedestrian, recreational, or
other uses, or set aside while a relocation site is selected.

Environmental Assessment, December 2005 3-31
West City Park Bridge, Project BRU-2-990(011)015



Three well-known historic structures in the state have been replaced/are programmed for
replacement within a period of approximately five years: the Rainbow Bridge in Valley City;
Four Bears Bridge, located in the northwest part of the state; and the Liberty Memorial
Bridge, located in Bismarck. in each of these cases where it was not feasible and prudent to
preserve existing historic bridges, substantial mitigation measures have been included to
compensate for the loss of the existing structures. All of these projects have been con-
ducted in compliance with NEPA (the National Environmental Policy Act), and Section 106
(of the National Historic Preservation Act).

3.18.1 Cumulative Impacts/Mitigation

Alternative 1 (No Build) — This alternative would result in no action to correct the structural
and geometric deficiencies of the historic West City Park Bridge. There would be no cumula-
tive impacts associated with Alternative 1.

Alternative 3 (One Way Pairs) — Option 3a (new bridge located north of existing bridge) and
Option 3b (new bridge located south of existing bridge) would have a cumulative impact
(negative for 3a, positive for 3b) locally and statewide when viewed in combination with the
other historic bridges that have been rehabilitated.

Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge) ~Replacement of the West City Park Bridge with a
modern bridge (Option 4a) would result in a negative cumulative impact from a historical
perspective when viewed in combination with the other historic bridges that have been lost
in recent years. However, if the bridge were replaced in a manner sensitive to its historical
and aesthetic significance (as under Options 4b or 4c), the local and statewide cumulative
impacts would be minimized.

3.19 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of Resources

As with any construction project, certain irreversible and irretrievabie cornmitments of natu-
ral resources, manpower, materials and fiscal resources are required. Fossil fuels, labor,
and highway construction materials such as cement, aggregate, and bituminous material
would be expended to complete the project. Additionally, labor and natural resources would
be used in the fabrication and preparation of construction materials. These materials are
generally not retrievable. However, they are not in short supply, and their use would not
have an adverse effect on the availability of these resources. Any construction would also
require a one-time expenditure of county, state, and federal funds, which are not retrievable.
However, the anticipated beneficial effects would balance the irretrievable commitment of
resources caused by construction of the build alternatives.

3.20 Short Term Impacts versus Long Term Benefits

The long-term benefits associated with all of the project build alternatives would be consis-
tent with the maintenance and long-term functionality of the West City Park Bridge. How-
ever, the rehabilitation alternatives would create more negative short-term impacts to the
Sheyenne River ecosystem than the replacement alternative, due to the need for coffer-
dams spanning the river channel. Additional short-term impacts associated with all build al-
ternatives would include temporary detours and delays associated with the construction.
The long-term benefits associated with the build alternatives are related to having a safe,
reliable transportation corridor.
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3.21 Permits
The following permits would be needed to construct this project:

Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) — Federal Aviation Regulations, Part 77, Objects
Affecting Navigable Airspace, Paragraph 77.13, requires that a Notice of Proposed Con-
struction or Alteration be submitted to the FAA prior to construction.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers — A Section 404 Permit from the US Army Corps of Engi-
neers is required for any activity in water or wetlands, which involves discharge of dredged
or fill materials into waters of the United States and adjacent wetlands. To obtain a Section
404 Permit, impacts to wetlands must be mitigated through avoidance, minimization, and
compensation measures in accordance with the “Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) be-
tween the Environmental Protection Agency and the Department of the Army concerning the
Determination of Mitigation Under the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelings” (Feb-
ruary 1990).

North Dakota Department of Health — A NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System) Permitis required to discharge stormwater runoff. To apply for a permit, a Notice of
Intent must be submitted along with a SWPP (Storm Water Pollution Prevention) Plan. The
authorization to discharge stormwater requires stormwater to be held onsite to allow sedi-
ment to settle or be filtered out. The contractor will be responsible for obtaining the NPDES

Permit.

North Dakota State Water Commission — Section 61-16.2-14 of the North Dakota Century
Code, signed into law March 27, 2003, requires the approval of a Floodplain Development
Permit and hydraulic analysis prior to construction.

City of Valley City — The North Dakota State Water Commission, in its SOV response letter
dated February 10, 2004, has stated that an application for a Floodplain Development Per-
mit must be submitted to the city of Valley City prior to construction.

3.22 Commitments and Compliance

Barnes County, NDDOT, and FHWA have made the following commitments for this project:

» Unavoidable impacts to wetlands will be mitigated on-site, adjacent to the project, or
at an approved location prior to or at the time of construction. Appropriate avoid-
ance, minimization, and mitigation measures will be determined in cooperation with

the USACE and USFWS.

= Trees impacted during construction will be mitigated in accordance with the NDDOT
Design Memorandum 05-2005, using a1:1 ratio for tees mitigated in an urban land-
scape setting.

» Construction will be avoided in the river between April 15 and June 1, if feasible. If it
is determined not to be feasible, a meeting will be held between Barnes County,
NDDOT, FHWA, USFWS, and NDG&F to determine methods to avoid, minimize, or
mitigate impacts to fish during the peak of migration/spawning.

« Erosion and sedimentation into the Sheyenne River and its adjacent habitat will be
minimized.

» No river channel alterations or changes in drainage patterns will be made.
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= |f this project results in an Adverse Effect to historic properties, Barnes County,
NDDOT, and FHWA will work with the State Historical Society of ND to develop a
Memorandum of Agreement.

= Coordination will take place with the affected utility companies during project design.

« A Phase | Environmental Site Assessment and Asbestos Survey may be required by
the ND Department of Health for any structures that are removed during construc-
tion.

3.23 Environmental Considerations Not Relevant to the Proposed Project

The following environmental considerations were reviewed and found to be not relevant to
the proposed project:

Farmland - The proposed project is located in an urban area, and there are no lands used
for agricultural production.

Air Quality — The proposed project would have no long-term impacts to air quality.
Noise — A traffic noise analysis indicated that noise levels are well below the FHWA thresh-
olds for considering noise abatement. The noise levels were modeled using current and pro-
jected future traffic levels for residential and recreational land use types.

Water Quality — The proposed project would have no long-term impacts to water quality.

Water Body Modifications — The proposed project would not require any long-term modifi-
cations to the Sheyenne River.

Wildlife Impacts — The proposed project would not have any impacts on wildlife or wildlife
habitat. The proposed build alternatives may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect in-
dividual wildlife species. They build alternatives are not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence to wildlife species and are not likely to destroy or adversely madify critical habitat.
Wild and Scenic Rivers — The Sheyenne River has not been designated as wild or scenic.
Coastal Barriers/Coastal Zones — The proposed project is not located in a coastal area.

Hazardous Waste Sites — There are no known hazardous waste sites in the project area.

Energy — This project would not result in any long-term changes to energy use.
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CHAPTER 4 PREPARERS & COORDINATING PARTIES

4.1 Introduction

The names and quaiifications of the principal people contributing information to the EA are
identified in this chapter. In accordance with Part 1502.6 of the CEQ (Council on Environ-
mental Quality) regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act, the ef-
forts of an interdisciplinary team comprising technicians and experts in various fields were
required to accomplish this study.

4.2 Preparers

This Environmental Assessment was prepared by Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc. under a
contractual agreement between Barnes County and Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc.

4.3 AQualifications

Listed below are those individuals with primary responsibility for preparation of this Envi-
ronmental Assessment. Please refer to Table 4-1.

Table 4-1
Preparers

Name

Title

Project Role

Shanna Braun

Environmental Scientist

impact Analysis

Charlotte Brett

Environmental Scientist

Public/Agency Coordination, Impact

Analysis
. Project Coordination, Alternatives
Wade Frank Project Manager Analysis
Sheri Lares Senior Environmental Quality Assurance

Planner

Michael Marks

Senior Engineer

Quality Assurance

Shawn Mayfield

Bridge Engineer

Preliminary Engineering, Alternatives
Analysis

Craig Ruhland

Landscape Architect

Rendering Creation

Barry Schuchard

Principal Engineer

Project Development, Quality Assurance

Skip Skaltum

GIS Analyst

Exhibit Creation

Stacie Taylor

Desktop Publisher

Document Production

Jennifer Turnbow

Environmental Scientist

Quality Control

4.4 Coordination with Agencies, Organizations, and Parties
4.4.1 Solicitation of Views
To initiate communication and coordination, an early notification package to federal, state,

and local agencies and other interested parties was distributed on February 9, 2004. This
Solicitation of Views package included information on the project and an invitation to the first
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public input meeting. Pursuant to Section 102(2) (P) (1V) of the National Environmental Poi-
icy Act of 1969, a solicitation of views was requested to ensure that social, gconomic, and
environmental effects were considered in the development of the Environmental Assess-
ment for the West City Park Bridge project.

At the conclusion of the 30-day comment period, 21 responses were received. These com-
ments provide valuable insight into the evaluation of potential environmental impacts. The
comments were referenced and incorporated where appropriate within the previous chap-
ters of this document. Appendix D contains Agency Comments.

4.4.2 Agency Review of Administrative Draft EA
Due to the sensitivity of the issues involved with this project, specifically regarding the con-

struction methods needed to rehabilitate the bridge, the Administrative Draft EA circulated
on May 11 to the following agencies. Please refer to Table 4-2.

Table 4-2
Administrative Draft EA Agencies
A.%;Szy Agency Contact Person
Federal Emergency Management Agency Director
Federal Highway Administration Allen Radliff
Federal Highway Administration Mark Schrader
Federal United States Army Corps of Engineers Dan Cimarosti
United States Army Corps of Engineers Candace Gorton
United States Army Corps of Engineers Charles Spitzack
United States Fish and Wildlife Service Jeffrey Towner
North Dakota Department of Transportation -Valley City District John Thompson
North Dakota Depaitment of Health L. David Glatt
State North Dakota Game and Fish Dean Hildebrandt
North Dakota Parks and Recreation Jesse Hanson
iNorth Dakota State Water Commission Dale Frink
State Historic Preservation Officer Merl Paaverud
Barnes County Auditor Edward McGough
Barnes County Commissicner Rodger Berntson
Barnes County Commissioner Dale Maasjo
Barnes Gounty Commissioner Harlan Gpdabhl
Local Barnes Counly Commissioner Cindy Schwehr
Barnes County Commissioner Donald Triebold
Barnes County Emergency Management Norima Duppler
Barnes County Highway Superintendent Kerry Johnson
City of Valley City Dave Ramstad
Montana Dakota Utilities Mike Fink

The agencies were given 30 days to review the Administrative Draft EA (May 11-June 10,
2005), and were asked to provide comments. Comments were received from five agencies,
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including: The US Army Corps of Engineers, ND Department of Health, US Fish and Wildlife
Service, ND Game and Fish Department, and the Barnes County Emergency Manager. The
US Fish and Wildlife Service and the ND Game and Fish Department preferred Alternative 4
(Replace Existing Bridge), as it is the most environmentally benign. The Barnes County
Emergency Manager also supported Alternative 4 (Replace Existing Bridge). The two re-
maining agencies, the US Army Corps of Engineers and ND Department of Health, did not
state a preference for any of the presented alternatives. Appendix B contains agency
comments on Administrative Draft EA.

4.5 Public Involvement

Public involvement for this project included two public input meetings, one public hearing,
and presentations to the Valley City Chamber of Commerce and Barnes County Township
Officers. A Public Involvement Summary Document is being prepared to accompany this
document. The Public involvement Summary Document contains copies of all public com-
ments received, as well as other public meeting materials.

4.5.1 Public Input Meeting #1—Scoping Meeting

A Scoping Meeting was held on Thursday, March 11, 2004 from 5:00 pm to 7:00 pm at the
City Auditorium in Valley City. The intent of the meeting was to inform elected officials and
federal, state, regional, and local agencies, as well as the general public, of the project and
obtain local knowledge of concerns related to the proposed study. This meeting also served
as an early notification of the preparation of the Environmental Assessmentand Preliminary

Engineering Report.

In order to involve the general public in the project, three techniques were used to notify the
public of the Scoping Meeting. Prior to the public meeting, a public service announcement
was circulated to local newspapers and radio stations. Second, a legal display advetrtise-
ment was published in the Valley City Times-Record two weeks prior to the meeting. Third,
an invitation to the meeting was included in a newsletter sent to over 60 adjacent landown-
ers within the study area.

Thirty-six people attended the meeting. A presentation was given at the beginning of the
meeting, with an open house format following. Only one person made a formal statement; a
representative from MDU (Montana-Dakota Utilities} stated that MDU had two major gas
lines attached to the bridge, and they were concerned with potential impacts to those lines
and the gas service to the community during construction. At the conclusion of the 15-day
comment period, 9 written comments were received. The comments focused on the follow-
ing issues: aesthetic/historic significance of the bridge, safety concerns associated with the
narrow bridge width, flooding concerns, and pedestrian/bicycle safety.

4,5.2 Public Input Meeting #2—Alternatives Public Workshop

The Alternatives Public Workshop was held on Wednesday, July 28, 2004 from 5:00 to 7:00
pm at the City Auditorium. The intent of the meeting was to inform the general public of the
development and evaluation of alternatives for the project. Gaining public support for the
proposed project is of primary importance in the development of the alternatives for the pro-

ject.
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In order to involve the general public in the project, the same three techniques used to notify
the public of the prior meeting were used again: a public service announcement was circu-
lated to local media, a legal display advertisement was published in the Valley City Times-
Record, and an invitation to the meeting was distributed to adjacent landowners as well as
additional individuals who registered at the first public input meeting.

The Alternatives Public Workshop Open House included a formal presentation followed by
an open house session. Approximately 16 people attended the Alternatives Public Work-
shop. A Public Opinion Survey was distributed at the meeting to determine whether the
general public preferred to rehabilitate or replace the existing bridge, as well as the reasons
behind their preference. At the conclusion of the 15-day comment period, 30 written com-
ments were received.

The commenting public clearly identified that aesthetic appeal, having a wider bridge, and
having a functional, economic bridge were more important than preserving the historic struc-
ture. Although the West City Park Bridge is both well-known and widely appreciated, the
public comments received indicated that the local community is in support of its replace-
ment. A clear majority of the public preferred to replace the bridge over rehabilitation. Of
those wishing to replace the bridge, the new false arch design (Alternative 4b) was over-
whelmingly supported. Please refer to Figure 4.1, Figure 4.2, and Figure 4.3.

o Presening the historic
Public Ranking of Project Issues bridge

m Having an attractive

bridge
O Having a functional,
6.0 economical bridge

O Having a wider bridge

m Temporary
construction impacts

@ Awiding impacts to
City Park

m Awiding impacts to
homes in the area

0 Keeping project costs
low

3.4

Level of Importance
- N W A OO N ©

Issue

Figure 4.1. The average level of importance that the responding public placed on the issues
ranked. The graph shows that having an attractive bridge was the most important public issue,
and temporary construction impacts (detours, accessibility, noise, dust, etc.) was the least.
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Public Preference for Project Alternatives

O Rehabilitate
Bridge
31%

® Replace
Bridge
69%

Figure 4.2. Of the 30 members of the public who commented on the project, 31% fa-
vored rehabilitation of the existing bridge, while 69% favored replacement of the bridge.

Public Preference for Replacement Alternatives
0 4a: Modern
Bridge

O 4c: Functioning
15%

Arch Bridge
10%

4b: False Arch
Bridge
75%

Figure 4.3. Members of the public who favored replacement of the bridge preferred re-
placement with a new false arch bridge (4b) over a modern bridge (4a) or a functioning

arch bridge (4c).

4.5.3 Valley City Chamber of Commerce Meeting

On August 6, 2004, members of the project team attended a Valley City Chamber of Com-
merce meeting and conducted a formal presentation summarizing the project purpose and
need and alternatives under consideration.
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4.5.4 Barnes County Annual Township Officers Meeting

On November 18, 2004, members of the project team presented at the Barnes County An-
nual Township Officers Meeting held at the Eagles Club in Valley City. The presentation
summarized the project history, purpose and need, alternatives, impacts, and public in-
volvement to date.

4.6 Public Hearing

A Notice of Availability of the Environmental Assessment and Public Hearing date will be
advertised following FHWA approval of this document.
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Appendix A

Structure Inventory & Appraisal Sheet
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Appendix B

Plan and Profiles
Cross Sections
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Appendix C

Agency Comments, Solicitation of Views



Project BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge
Valley City, Barnes County, North Dakota

Federal Agencigs

US Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service

US Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers - North Dakota Regulatory Office
US Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers — Omaha District

US Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers — St. Paul District

US Department of Defense, Department of the Air Force — Grand Forks Air Force Base
US Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affairs — Great Plains Regional Office

US Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service — Ecological Services

US Department of Transportation — Federal Aviation Administration

State Agericies

North Dakota Department of Health — Environmental Health Section (2)

North Dakota Department of Transportation — Francis Ziegler, Director of Project Development
North Dakota Department of Transportation —~ Bob Christensen, Archaeologist, Design (3)
State Historical Society of North Dakota (3)

North Dakota Game & Fish Department
North Dakota Parks & Recreation Depariment — Planning & Natural Resources Division

North Dakota State Water Commission (2)

Local Agencies

AT&T

Barmnes County Historical Society

BNSF Railroad

Montana-Dakota Utilities

Sheyenne River Valley National Scenic Byway
Valley City Chamber of Commerce

Valley City Commissioner — Bob Werkhoven



January 16, 2004

Mr. Paul Benning

Local Government
NDDOT

608 E. Blvd. Ave.
Bismarck, ND 58505-0700

2 X1§ Solutions company

Kadrmas
RE: Project BRU-2-990(011)015
Lee & West City Park Bridge Project
Iac (SOIl Barnes County, ND

Engineers, Surveyors Dear Mr. Benning:
and Planners

Barnes County is planning an Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation to determine whether to rehabilitate or replace the historic West City
Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on 4™ st SW in Valley City. The
bridge is approximately 131 feet long with a 24-foot wide roadway. The structure
is a cast-in-place concrete bridge with decorative, non-functioning fascia arches
below the bridge deck. It was constructed in 1929 and designed to resemble the
nearby East Gity Park Bridge, which is a functioning arch bridge constructed in
1924. The West City Park Bridge was listed on the National Register of Historic

Places in 1997.

E The West City Park Bridge is currently posted “No Trucks" and is in poor averall

physical condition. Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers prepared a Condition

Report on the bridge in June 2001 and a Rehabilitation Study in June 2003. Both

of these reports provide baseline information which will be used in the
Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation.

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the
development of this project, we are soliciting your views and comments on the
proposed project, pursuant o Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We are particularly interested in
any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, located within
the study area. We would also appreciate being made aware of any proposed
developments your department may be contemplating in the study area. Any
information that might help us in our study would be appreciated.

ENR
F0P500
esrar F IR M

1010 4th Avenue SW ¢ PO Box 937 ¢ Valley City, ND 58072 « 701 B45-4980 = Fx: 701-845-0252



It is requested that any comments or information be forwarded to our office on or
before February 13, 2004. If no reply is received by this date, it will be assumed
that you have no comment on this project.

If further information is desired regarding the proposed improvement, please feel
free to contact me at (701) 845-4980 or Wade Frank, Project Manager, at (218)
287-0300. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

(hdidotte Erett™

Charlotle Brett
Environmental Scientist

Enclosure (Map)

West City Park Bridge Project January 16, 2004
Barnes County, ND Page 2 of 2



January 16, 2004

Mr. Thomas Jewett

Acting State Conservationist
US Department of Agriculture
PO Box 1458

Bismarck, ND 58502-1458

RE: Project BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND

Dear Mr. Jewett:

Barnes County is planning an Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)

a KL} Soluthow eopapeny
. Kadrlnas Evaluation to determine whether lo rehabilitate or replace the historic West City
Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on 4" St SW in Valley City. The

Lee & bridge is approximately 131 feet long with a 24-foot wide roadway. The structure
is a cast-in-place concrete bridge with decorative, non-functioning fascia arches

below the bridge deck. It was constructed in 1929 and designed to resemble the

__JaCkSOIl nearby East City Park Bridge, which is a functioning arch bridge constructed in
Engineers, Surveyors 1924. The West City Park Bridge was listed on the Nationai Register of Historic

and Planners Places in 1997.

The Waest City Park Bridge is currently posted "No Trucks” and is in poor overall
physical condition. Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers prepared a Condition
Report on the bridge in June 2001 and a Rehabilitation Study in June 2003. Both
of these reports provide baseline information which will be used in the

Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f} Evaluation.

This bridge is located in an urban area and there is no farmland in the vicinity.
Therefore, we do not expect any impacts to prime or unique farmland.

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the
N development of this project, we are saliciting your views and comments on the
- proposed project, pursuant to Section 102(2) (D} (IV) of the National
L Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We are particularly interested in
et any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, located within
the study area. We would also appreciate being made aware of any proposed
developments your department may be contemplating in the study area. Any
information that might help us in our study would be appreciated.

January 16, 2004

West City Park Bridge Project
Page 1 of 2

ENIR Barnes County, ND
JOP500
m?wF IRWM

1010 4th Avenue SW e PO Box 937 « Valley City, ND 58072 ¢ 701-845-4980 « Fx: 701-845-0252



It is requested that any comments or information be forwarded to our office on or
before February 13, 2004. If no reply is received by this date, it will be assumed
that you have no comment on this project.

if further information is desired regarding the proposed improvement, please feel
free to contact me at (701) 845-4980 or Wade Frank, Project Manager, at (218)

287-0300. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

il BretC

Charlotte Brett
Environmental Scientist

Enclosure (Map)

January 16, 2004

West City Park Bridge Project
Page 2 of 2

Barnes County, ND
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January 16, 2004

Mr. L. David Glatt

Chief, Environmental Health Section
North Dakota Department of Health
PO Box 5520 '
Bismarck, ND 58506-5520

Dear Mr. Glaft:

RE: Project BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND

Dear:

Barnes County is planning an Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation to determine whether to rehabilitate or replace the historic West City
Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on 4™ St SW in Valley City. The
bridge is approximately 131 feet long with a 24-foot wide roadway. The structure
is a cast-in-place concrete bridge with decorative, non-functioning fascia arches
below the bridge deck. It was constructed in 1929 and designed to resemble the
nearby East City Park Bridge, which is a functioning arch bridge constructed in
1924. The West City Park Bridge was listed on the National Register of Historic

Places in 1997.

The West City Park Bridge is currently posted “No Trucks” and is in poor overall
physical condition. Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers prepared a Condition
Report on the bridge in June 2001 and a Rehabilitation Study in June 2003. Both
of these reports provide baseline information which will be used in the
Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation.

In 1999, the ADT (average daily ftraffic) along this bridge was approximately

© 2500.

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the
development of this project, we are soliciting your views and comments on the
proposed project, pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We are particularly interested in
any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, located within
the study area. We would also appreciate being made aware of any proposed
developments your department may be contemplating in the study area. Any
information that might help us in our study would be appreciated.

January 16, 2004

West City Park Bridge Projecl
Page 1 of 2

Barnes County, ND

1010 4th Avenue SW ¢ PO Box 937 « Valley City, ND 58072 « 701.845-4980 » tx: 701-845-0252



We believe thal the project is consistent with the State Implementation Plan for
Air Quality. Your concurrence in this determination regarding air quality, as well
as your determination on potential impacts to water quality, is requested.

We also understand that under Phase |l of the NPDES Storm Water Program, if
construction of this project would disturb more than 1 acre of land, an NPDES
permit will be required from the ND Department of Health. We are aware that the
Sheyenne River drains into the Red River, which is listed as impaired in the state
of North Dakota. Please advise us of any further requirements or
recommendations regarding erosion/sediment control/storm water management.

It is requested that any comments or information be forwarded to our office on or
before February 13, 2004. If no reply is received by this date, it will be assumed
that you have no comment on this project.

If further information is desired regarding the proposed improvement, please feel
free to contact me at (701) 845-4980 or Wade Frank, Project Manager, at (218)

287-0300. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

Charlotte Bretft
Environmental Scientist

Enciosure (Map)

January 16, 2004

West City Park Bridge Project
Page 2 of 2

Barnes County, ND
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February 9, 2004

Regional Administrator
Regional Office
Department of HUD
633 17th St

Denver CO 80202-3607

RE: Project BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND

Dear Regional Administrator:

Barnes County is planning an Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation to determine whether to rehabilitate or replace the historic West City
Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on 4™ St SW in Valley City. The
bridge is approximately 131 feet long with a 24-foot wide roadway. The structure
is a cast-in-place concrete bridge with decorative, non-functioning fascia arches
below the bridge deck. It was constructed in 1929 and designed to resemble the
nearby East City Park Bridge, which is a functioning arch bridge constructed in
1924. The West City Park Bridge was listed on the National Register of Historic

Places in 1997.

The West City Park Bridge is currently posted "No Trucks" and is in poor overall
physical condition. Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers prepared a Condition
Report on the bridge in June 2001 and a Rehabilitation Study in June 2003. Both
of these reports provide baseline information which will be used in the
Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation.

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the
development of this project, we are soliciting your views and comments on the
proposed project, pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We are particularly interested in
any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, located within
the study area. We would also appreciate being made aware of any proposed
developments your department may be contemplating in the study area. Any
information that might help us in our study would be appreciated.

1010 4th Avenue SW ¢ PO Box 937 ¢ Valley City, ND 58072 » 701-845-4980 = Fx: 701-845-0252



it is requested that any comments or information be forwarded to our office on or
before March 5, 2004. |f no reply is received by this date, it will be assumed that

you have no commentt on this project.

If further information is desired regarding the proposed improvement, please feel
free to contact me at (701) 845-4980 or Wade Frank, Project Manager, at (218)

287-0300. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

Charlotte Brett
Environmentai Scientist

Enclosure (Map)

February 9, 2004

Waest City Park Bridge Project
Page 2 of 2

Barnes County, ND
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January 16, 2004

Mr. Thomas Jewett

Acling State Conservationist
US Department of Agriculture
PO Box 1458

Bismarck, ND 58502-1458

RE: Project BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND

Dear Mr. Jewett:

Barnes County is planning an Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation to determine whether to rehabilitate or replace the historic West City
Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on 4" St SW in Valley City. The
bridge is approximately 131 feet long with a 24-foot wide roadway. The structure
is a cast-in-place concrete bridge with decorative, non-functioning fascia arches
below the bridge deck. it was constructed in 1929 and designed to resemble the
nearby East City Park Bridge, which is a functioning arch bridge constructed in
1924. The West City Park Bridge was listed on the National Register of Historic

Places in 1997.

The West City Park Bridge is currently posted “No Trucks” and is in poor overall
physical condition. Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers prepared a Condition
Report on the bridge in June 2001 and a Rehabilitation Study in June 2003. Both
of these reports provide baseline information which will be used in the
Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evaluation.

This bridge is located in an urban area and there is no farmland in the vicinity.
Therefore, we do not expect any impacts to prime or unique farmland.

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the
development of this project, we are soliciting your views and comments on the
proposed project, pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (IV} of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We are particularly interested in
any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, located within
the study area. We would aiso appreciate being made aware of any proposed
developments your department may be contemplating in the study area. Any
information that might help us in our study would be appreciated.

January 16, 2004

West City Park Bridge Project
Page 1 of 2

Barnes County, ND

1010 4th Avenue SW ¢ PO Box 937 « Valley City, ND 58072 © 701-845-4980 ¢ Fx: 701-845-0252



It is requested that any comments or information be forwarded to our office on or
before February 13, 2004. If no reply is received by this date, it will be assumed
that you have no comment on this project.

If further information is desired regarding the proposed improvement, please feel
free to contact me at (701) 845-4980 or Wade Frank, Project Manager, at (218)

287-0300. Thank you for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

Charlotte Brett
Environmental Scientist

Enclosure (Map)

January 16, 2004

West City Park Bridge Project
Page 2 of 2

Barnes County, ND



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
NORTH DAKOTA REGULATORY OFFICE
1513 5. 12™ STREET
BISMARCHK, NORTH DAKOTA 58504-6640

REPLY TO January 27,2004
ATTENTION OF

North Dakota Regulatory Office

[200460037)

Ms. Charlotte Brette
Kadrmas Lee & Jackson
1010 4" Avenue SW
P.O. Box 937

Valley City, North Dakota 58072

Dear Ms. Brett:

This is in reference to your reqguest for Department of the Army [DA] comments, on behalf of
Barnes County, on the proposed hhistoric West City Park Bridge replacement project located on
the Sheyenne River, in Valley City, North Dakota.

Based on the information you provided to this office and further review of wetland data at the
North Dakota Regulatory Office, it has been determined the above mentioned project area does
contain Department of the Army, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers jurisdictional wetland areas, the
Sheyenne River. Therefore, in accordance with 33 C.F.R. 320-330, a Department of the Army
permit would be required prior to commencing construction activities associated with the proposed
project that would result in impacts to waters of the United States. If however, construction
activities associated with this project are designed to avoid impacts to waters of the United States,

a Department of Army permit would not be required.

The Corps reviewal of this project for Section 10/404 authorization requires the submittal of a

completed DA application [enclosed]. It is essential that you identify impacts to waters of the
United States resulting from this project. Please submit the enclosed DA permit application to
the North Dakota Regulatory Office, 1513 South 12th Street, Bismarck, North Dakota 58504.

If we can be of further assistance or should you have any questions regarding our program,
please do not hesitate to contact me by letter or phone at (701)-255-0015.

Projekt Manager
North Dakota Regulatory Office

Enclosures



APPLICATION FOR DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERMIT OMB APPROVAL NO. 0710-0003
{33 CFR 325} Expires June 30, 2000

The Public burden for this collection of information is sestimated to average 10 hours per response, although the majority of applications should require
= hours or less. This includes the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and
-mpleting and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of
‘ormation, including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Department of Defense, Washington Headquarters Service Directorate of Information
Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington, VA 22202-4302: and to the Office of Management and Budget,
Paperwork Reduction Project {0710-0003), Washington, DC 20603. Respondents should he aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law,
person shall be subject to any penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it does not display a currently valid OMB control
‘mber. Please DO NOT RETURMN your form to either of those addresses. Completed applications must be submitted to the District Engineer having
jurisdiction over the location of the proposed activity.

PRIVACY ACT STATEMENT

athorities: Rivers and Harbors Act, Section 10, 33 USC 403; Clean Water Act, Section 404, 33 USC 1344 Marine Protection , Research and
—anctuaries Act, 33 USC 1413, Section 103. Principal Purpose: Information provided on this form will be used in evaluating the application for a
permit. Routine Uses: This information may be shared with the Department of Justice and other federal, state, and local government agencies.
Submission of requested information is voluntary, however, if information is not provided the permit application cannot be evaluated nor can a permit

rissued. One set of original drawings or good reproducible copies which show the location and character of the proposed activity imust be attached

this application {see sample drawings and instructions) and be submitted to the District Engineer having jurisdiction over the location of the proposed
activity. An application that is not completed in full will be returned.

(TEMS § THRU 4 TO BE FILLED BY THE CORPS)
APPLICATION NO. 2. FIELD OFFtCE CODE 3. DATE RECEIVED 4. OATE APPLICATION COMPLETED
. (ITEMS BELOVY TO BE FILLED BY APPLICANT)
4. APPLICANT'S NAME 8. AUTHORIZED AGENT'S NAME AND TITLE vez egent és rot rez e
.. APPLICANT'S ADDRESS 9. AGEHT'S ADDRESS
7. APPLICANT'S PHONE NOS. VWAREA CAOBE 10. AGENT'S PHONE NOS. V//AREA €ODE
a. Residence a. Residence
b. Business b. Business
il STATEMENT OF AUTHORIZATION
ereby authorize, 1o act in my behalf as my agent in the processing of this application and te furnish, upon request, supplemental infeimation in support of 1

«mit application.

APPLICANT'S SIGNATURE DATE

NAME, LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT OR AGTIVITY

12. PROJEGT NAME OR TITLE ises mstructicns

13. NAME OF WATERBODY, IF KNOWN 7 azpicste 14. PROJECT STREET ADDRESS #f arpteetier

15. LOCATION OF PROJECT

COUNTY STATE

16. OFHER LOCATION OESCRIPTIONS. IF KNOWHN, fsee aastrwericas!

17. DIRECTIONS TD THE SITE

G FORM 4345, Jul 97 . EDNTICN OF FEB 94 IS OBSOLETE. {Proponent: CECYY-ORI



8. MNature of Activity [Descririss of proper, ek o¥ fosteres!

4. Project PU[DUSE fescrits the resssn o porgass oF b PrOECL 88 RIRLTONS

USE BLOCKS 20-22 IF DREDGED ANDJOR FILL MATERIAL IS TO 8f 0ISCHARGED

0 Reasonls) for Discharge

21. Typels) of Material 8eing Discharged and the Amount of Each Type in Cubic Yards

22. Surface Area in Acres of VWetlands or Other Walers Filled fiee sustrncrimnst

23. 1s Any Partion of the York Already Complete? Yes Ha IEXES DESCRIBE THELOMPLETED \WORK

1. Addresses of Adjoining Property Owners, Lessees, Etc., Vfhose Property Adjoins the Walerbady {If more than can be entered here,

please atlach a supplemental list).

25. List of Other Ceitifications or ApprovalsiDenials Received from other Federa), State or Lecal Agencies for Work Desciibed in This Application,

- AGENCY TYPE APPROVAL* IDENTIFICATION NUMBER DATE APPLIED DATE APPROVED DATE DENIED

*Would include but is not restricted to zonfag, buildiag and flood plain permits

5, Agplication is hereby made for 3 permit or permits to autherize the wark described in this appication. [ cedtify that the information in this
application is complete and accurate. [ further certify that | pessess the authority to undeitake the work described herein or am acting as the

duly authorized agent of the applicant.

SIGNATURE OF APPLICANT DATE SIGNATURE OF AGENT DATE

The application must be signed by the persan who desites to undertake the proposed activity (applicant) or it may be signed by a duly

authorized agent if the statement in block 11 has been filfed out and signed.
knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up

18 U.S.C. Section 1001 provides that: YWhoever, in any manner within the jurisdiction of any department or agency of the United States
fraudulem stalements or representations or makes or uses any lalse writing o1 document knowing same L0

¥ rick, scheme, or disguises a material fact or makes any false, fictitious or
Traudulent statements or entey, shall be fined not more than $ 10,008 o1 imprisoned not more than five years or both.

mntain any false, fictitious or




Instructions for Preparing a
Department of the Army Permit Application

wlocks 1 threugh 4. To be completed by Corps of Engineers.

lock 5. Applicant's Name. Enter the name of the responsible party or parties. If the responsible party is an agency, conypany, corporation or other organization,
‘dicate the responsible officer and title. If more than one party is associated with the application, please attach a sheet with the necessary information marked

Block 5.

lock 6. Address of Applicant. Please provide the full address of the party or parties responsible for the application. If more space is needed, attach an extra

sheet of paper marked Block 6.

fock 7. Applicant Telephone Number(s). Please provide the number where you can usually be reached during normal business hours.

Blocks 8 through 11. To be completed if you choose to have an agent.

wloek 8. Authorized Agent's Name and Title. Indicate name of individual or agency, designated by you, to represent you in this process. An agent can be an
attorney, buitder, contractor, engineer or any other person or organization. Note: An agent is not required.

locks 9 and 10. Agent's Address and Teiephone Number. Please provide the complete mailing address of the agent, along with the telephons number where

hefshe can be reachad during normal business hours.
lock 11. Statement of Authorization. To be completed by applicant if an agent is to be employed.

"™ock 12. Proposed Project Name or Title. Please provide name identifying the proposed project {i.e., Landmark Plaza, Burned Hills Subdivision ar Edsall

ammarcial Center).

Rlock 13. Name of Waterbody. Please provide the name of any stream, lake, marsh or other waterway to be directly impacted by the activity. If it is a minor (no

ime) stream, identify the waterbody the minar stream enters.

Block 14. Proposed Project Street Address. If the proposed project is located at a site having a street address {not a box aumber), please enter here.

lock 15. Location of Propesed Project. Enter the county and state where the proposed project is located. |f more space is required, please attach a sheet with
the necessary information marked Block 15.
lock 16. Other Location Descriptions. I{ available, provide the Section, Township and Range of the site andfor the latitude and longitude. You may also provida

description of the proposed project location, such as lot numbers, tract numbers or you may choose to locate the proposed project site from a known point [such as
-t%e right descending bank of Smith Creek, one mile down from the Highway 14 bridge). If a large river or stream, include the river mile of the proposed project site if

.. 10WN,

Rlock 17. Directions to the Site. Provide directions to the site from a known lecation or landmark. Include highway and street numbers as well as names. Also
ovide distances from known lacations and any other informatien that would assist in locating the site.

Block 18. Nature of Activity. Describe the overali activity or project. Give appropriate dimensions of structures such as wingwalls, dikes {identify the materials
~ be used in construction, as well as the methods by which the work is to be done), or excavations {length, width, and height}. indicate whether discharge of

edged or fill material is involved. Also, identify any structure to be constructed on a fill, piles ar float supported platforms.

~1e written descriptions and illustrations are an important part of the application. Please describe, in detail, what you wish to do. If more space is needed, attach

1extra sheet of paper marked Block 18.



3lock 19. Propesed Project Purpose. Describe the purpose and need for the proposed project. What will it be used for and why?
Also include a brief description of any related activities to be developed as the result of the proposed project. Give the

approximate dates you plan to both begin and complete all work.

3lock 20. Reason(s) for Discharge. If the activity involves the discharge of dredged and/or fill material into a wetland or
other waterbody, including the temporary placement of material, explain the specific purpose of the placement of the

naterial (such as erosion controf).

Block 21. Type(s) of Material Being Discharged and the Amount of Each Type in Cubic Yards. Describe the material
o be discharged and amount of each material to be discharged within Corps jurisdiction. Please be sure this description will
agree with your illustrations. Discharge material includes: rock, sand, clay, concrete, etc.

Slock 22. Surface Areas of Wetlands or Other Waters Filled. Describe the area to be filled at each location. Specifically
dentify the surface areas, or part thereof, to be filled. Also include the means by which the discharge is to be done {backhoe.
dragline, etc ) If dredged material is to be discharged on an upland site, identify the site and the steps to be taken (if
necessary) to prevent runoff from the dredged material back into a waterbody. If more space is needed, attach an extra

sheet of paper marked Block 22.

Block 23. Is Any Portion of the Work Already Complete? Provide any background on any part of the proposed project
ilready completed. Describe the area already developed, structures completed, any dredged or fill material already
discharged, the type of material, volume in cubic yards, acres filled, if a wetland or other waterbody (in acres or square feet).

If the work was done under an existing Corps permit, identify the authorization if possible.

3fock 24. Names and Addresses of Adjoining Property Owners, Lessees, etc., Whose Property Adjoins the Project
Site. List complete names and full mailing addresses of the adjacent property owners (public and private) lessees, etc..
‘vhose properly adjoins the waterbody or aquatic site where the work is being proposed so that they may be notified of the
sroposed activity (usually by public notice).  If more space is needed, attach an extra sheet of paper marked Block 24.

Information regarding adjacent landowners is usually available through the office of the tax assessor in the county
»f counties where the project is to be developed.

Block 25. Information about Approvals or Denials by Other Agencies. You may need the approval of other Federal,
state or local agencies for your project. Identify any applications you have submitted and the status, if any (approved or
ienied) of each application. You need not have obtained all other permits before applying for a Corps permit.

3lock 26. Signature of Applicant or Agent. The application must be signed by the owner or other authorized party (agent)
This signature shall be an affirmation that the party applying for the permit possesses the requisite property rights to
undertake the activity applied for (including compliance with special conditions, mitigation, etc.).

- DRAWINGS AND ILLUSTRATIONS
- DRAWINGS AND EELUSTRATIONS

ieneral Information.

Thiee types of illustrations are needed ta properly depict the work to be undertaken. These illustratiens or drawings are identified as a Vicinity Map, a Plan
‘fiew or a Typical Cross-Section Map. Identify each illustration with a figure or attachment number.

" Please submit ane original, or good quality copy, of all drawings on 8 If2x11 inch plain white paper (tracing paper or film may be substituted). Use the fewest

number of sheets necessary for your drawings or iltustrations.

cach illustration should identify the project, the applicant, and the type of illustration fvicinity map, plan view or cross-section} . While illustrations need not be
professional {many small, private project illustrations are prepared by hand}, they should be clear, accurate and contain all necessary information.



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
106 SOUTH ISTH STREET
OMAHA. NEBRASKA 68102-1618

January 29, 2004

REPLY TO:
Planmnﬂ Programs and Project Management Division

Ms. Charlotte Breut
Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas. Lee & Jackson
P.O. Box 937

Vallev City. North Dakota 58072

Dear Ms. Brett:

The request for comments regarding the rehabilitation of the West City Park Rridae in Vallev
Cuty, North Dakota in your letter dated January 16, 2004 1s outside of the Omaha Distriet’s ¢ivil works
boundaries but inside our regulatory boundarics. Your request for comments has been forwar ded to the

St. Paul District at the following address:

1. S. Army Corps of Engineers
St. Paul District

ATTN: CEMVP-PD

190 Fifth Street East

St. PPaul, Minnesota 55101-1638

If' you have not already done so, we recommend that you consult with the U.S. F ish and Wildlife
Service and the North Dakota Game and Fish Department regarding fish and wildhte resources. In
addition, the North Dakota Historic Preservation Office should be contacted for information and
recommendations on potential cultural resources in the project area.

If construction activities involve any work in waters of the United States, a Section 404 permit
may be required. For a detailed review of permit requirements, final project plans should be sent to:

Mr. Jim Winters

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Bismarck Regulatory Office
1513 South 12th Street
Bismarck, North Dakota 58504

If you have any questions, pleasc contact Ms. Kristine Nemec at (402) 221-4628. Thank you for

the oppoitunity to review this proposal.

Smcerely,

o o At A

4 _~€Candace M. Gorton, Chief
Environmental, Fconomics and Cultural
Resources Section
Planning Branch



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
ST. PAUL DISTRICT, CORPS OF ENGINEERS
190 FIFTH STREET EAST
ST. PAUL, MN 55101-1638

REPLY TO
ATTENTION OF January 30. 2004

Project Management and Development Branch
Planning, Programs and Project Management Division

SUBJECT: Project BRLU-2-990(01 1015
West Ciiv Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND

Ms. Charlotte Brelt

Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas Lee & Jackson
1010 Fourth Avenue SW

P.O. Box 937
Valley City, North Dakota 58072

Dcear Ms. Brett:

We are responding to your letter of January 16. 2004, regarding rehabilitation or
replacement of the historic West City Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on
Fourth Street SW in Valley City, North Dakota.

The St. Paul District, Corps of Engineers has no projects in the vicinity of the proposed
bridge improvement. As long as the North Dakota State Water Commission floodplain

regulations are met, we have no comments.

Although the project area is within the St. Paul District's civil works boundaries, it 1s
within the Qmaha District's Regulatory jurisdiction. You should coordinate with Mr. Jim Winters
at the Bismarck Regulatory Office, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 1513 South 12" Street,
Bismarck, North Dakota 58504 concerning permit requirements.

Sincerely,

by

Michael R. Knoff, P.E.
Acting Chief, Project Managcmem and

Development Branch




DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
319TH CIVIL ENGINEER SQUADRON
GRAND FORKS AIR FORCE BASE, NORTH DAKOTA

Mary C. Gillner
525 Tuskegee Arrmen Blvd
Grand Forks AFB ND 58205-6434

Kadrnmnas Lee & Jackson

Attn: Charlotle Brett, Environmental Scientist
1010 4™ Avenue SW

PO Box 937

Valley City ND 58072

Dear Ms. Brett:

Your 16 Jan 04 letier concerning proposed rehabilitation or replacement of the historic West City
Park Bridge in Valley City has been reviewed with our Environmental Management and Real
Estale Offices. We have found that Grand Forks AFB owns no property in or adjacent to the
proposed project area and have no pertinent information or commeits to contribute to your
environmental assessment. Thank you for bringing this matter to our attention.

Sincerely,

I\nyL Y O GILTNER
Deputy Base Civil Engineer



. . 2
United States Department of the Interior k

BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS m

Grea Plains Regional Otfece TAKE PRIDE
115 Fourth Avenue S.1:
- IN
Aberdeen. South Dakota 57401 AM ERICA

INREPLY REFER TQ
Branch of Roads

MC-307

JAN 2 8 7004
Charlotte Brett, Environmental Scientist
1010 4™ Avenue SW

P.O. Box 937
Valley City, North Dakota 56072

Dear Ms. Brett:

This is in response to your letter dated January 16, 2004 for Project No. BRU-2-990(011)015,
concerning the West City Park Bridge Project in Barnes County, North Dakota. The work will
consist of rehabilitating or replacing the existing 131 foot long cast-in-place concrete bridge.

We understand you are seeking comments or information regarding the project impact on land
administered by us. We have no environmental concerns with this action and are not aware of

any cultural resources surveys along the proposed project.

If your cultural resource survey for the planned project determines there is a site of cultural or
religious significance for the Native American community, it is your responsibility under the
National Historic Preservation Act to inform our Regional Archaeologist, Dr. Carson Murdy at

(605) 226-7618.

A review of our records indicates no Indian-owned lands administered by us, within the limits of

your project.

If you have any questions call Marilyn Bercier, Environmental Specialist, at (605) 226-7045.
Sincerely,

<

&

S~ . .
& Regional Birector
<



United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
3425 Miriam Avenue
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501

FEB - 3 7006

Ms. Charlotte Breul

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

P.O. Box 937

Valley City, North Dakota 538072

Re: Project # BRU-2-990(011)015

Dear Ms. Brett:

In response to your January 16, 2004, letter, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has
reviewed the proposed bridge replacement in Valley City, Barnes County. An Environmental
Assessment is planned to evaluate whether to rehabilitate or replace the historic West City Park
Bridge. We offer the following comments in accordance with the provisions of the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.}, the Clean:Water Act, and Executive Order 11990,

A 404 permit may be required if fill material will be placed in aquatic sites, including wetlands. |
suggest you contact Mr. Jim Winters, Regulatory Office, Corps of Engineers, 1513 South 12*
Street, Bismarck, North Dakota 58504 (701-255-0G15), to determine their permit requiiements.
If a 404 permit is required, the Service will provide recommendations on this project to the Corps

of Engineers.

Temporary and long-term impacts to ripatian and instream habitat will need to be mitizated. We
suggest Kadrmas coordinate with the Service throughout the planning process to reduce impacts,
and to develop a comprehensive in-kind mitigation plan.

In addition, in order to reduce impacts to the Sheyenne River and its adjacent habitat, ihe Service

recommends that you:

1. Minimize erosion and sedimentation into the Sheyenne River.
2. Make no channel alterations or changes in drainage patterns.
3. Reseed any disturbed areas to a native grass mixiure.

4. Replace unavoidable losses of trees and shrubs on a 2:1 basis.



5. Avoid construction in the river during the fish migration and spawning period from April
15-June 1.

The Service has no property interests near the proposcd construction site.

A list of federally endangered, threatencd, and candidate species that may be present within the
proposed project’s area of influence is enclosed. This list fulfills requirements of the Fish and
Wiidlife Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.

If a Federal agency authorizes, funds, or carries out a proposed action, the responsible Federal
agency, or its delegated agent, 1s required to evaluate whether the proposed action “may affect”
listed species. If the Federal agency determines the action “may affect” a listed species, then the
responsible Federal agency shall request format section 7 consultation with this office. If the
evaluation shows “no cffect” to the histed species, further consultation is not necessary. At this
time, the Service is not aware that any of the listed species frequent the project area.

The Service does not object to the project as proposcd provided our recommendations are
incorporated into the project plan. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments. If
further information is required, please contact Ms. Kelly McDermott of my staff at 701-250-

4402, or at the letterhead address.
Sincerely,

Jeffrey K. Towner
Field Supervisor
North Dakota Field Office

Enclosure



cc: Project Leader, Valley City WMD
COL. Regulatory Office, Bismarck
(Attn: J. Winters)
Dircctor, ND Game and Fish Dept., Bismarck
(Atn: M. McKenna)



FEDERAL THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES
FOUND IN
BARNES COUNTY., NORTH DAKOTA

ENDANGERED SPECIES

Birds

Whooping crane (Grus Americana): Migrates through west and central counties during spring

and fall. Prefers to roost on wetlands and stockdams with good visibility. Young adult
summered in North Dakota in 1989, 1990, and 1993. Total population 140-150 birds.

THREATENED SPECIES

Birds

Bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus): Migrates spring and fall statewide but primarily along
the major river courses. It concentrates along the Missouri River during winter and is

known to nest in the floodplain forest.
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US.Departrment Federal Aviation Administration

of Transportation Bismarck Airports District Office
Federal Aviation 2301 University Drive, Building 23B
Administration Bismarck, North Dakota 58504

February 18, 2004

Ms. Charlotte Brett
Envirommental Scientist
Kadrmas. l.ee & Jackson. lnc.

PO Box 937
Valley City. NI 38072

Dear Ms. Brett:
Re: Project BRU-2-990¢011)015
West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County. ND
The Bismarck Airports District Office has 1o objections to the West City Park Bridge Project
identified in your letter dated February 9, 2004 provided the Federal Aviation Administration

(FAA) is notified of construction or alterations as required by Federal Aviation Regulations, Pait
77, Objects Affecting Navigable Airspace, Paragraph 77.13. (copy attached).

[f not already included in your planning process, we request the Barnes County Municipal Airport
Authority be given the opportunity to provide input and comments.

If you have additional questions, contact our office at (701) 323-7380.

Sincerely,

ol A

Steven J. Obenauer, Manager
Bismarck Airports District Office

Enclosure



§77.13 Construction or alteration requiring notice.
{ Except as provided in §77.15, each sponsor who preposes any of the follawing
¢ struction or sltaralion shall notify the Administcator in the form and manner

pruscrbed in §77.17:
(1) Any consiruction or alleration of more than 200 feet in heighl above the

¢ Jnd level at its site.

2} Any construclion or alteration of greater height than an imaginary surface
eawnding outward and upward at one of the lollowing siopas:

{i} 100 to 1 for a harizontal distance of 20,000 feel from the nearest point of the

sarest runway of each airport spaecified in paragraph (a) (5} of this seclion with

t least one runway more than 3,200 {eet in actual length, excluding haliports.

i} 50 ta 1 for a horizontal distance of 10,000 feet from the nearest point of the

nearest runway of each airport specified in paragraph {a) {5) of this section wilh

- 4s longes! runway no mare than 3,200 feet in actual length, excluding heliports.

i} 25 to | for a horizontat distance of 5,00¢ feet from the nearest point of the

aearest landing and takeoff area of each heliport specified in paragraph {a) (5}

of this seclion.

‘3) Any highway, railroad, or other traverse way for mobile abjects, of a height
w sh, if adjustes upward 17 feet for an Interstale Highway thal is part of the
i onal System of Military and Interstate Highways where overcrossings are
designad for a minimum of 17 feet verical distance, 15 feet far any ather public
roagway, 10 feel or the height of the highest mobile object that would normaily
r erse the raad, whichever is greater, for a privaie road, 23 feet for a railroad,
ar :for a walerway or any olher lraverse way not previously mentioned, an amount
equal lo the height of the highest mobile object that would normally traverse it,
would exceed a standard of paragraph (a) (1) or (2) of this section.

4) When requested by the FAA, any construction or alleration that would be in
al 1strument approach arsa (defined in the FAA standards goveming insirument
approach procedures) and available information indicates it might exceed a

standard of Subpart C of this part.
5} Any construction or alteration on any of the following airports (incfuding

he orts)
() An airport that is available for pubfic use and is listed in the Airport Directory
of lhe cument Airman's Information Manual or in either the Alaska or Pacific
“irman's Guide and Chart Suppfement.

i) An afiport under construction, that is the subject of a notice or proposat on
uie with the Federal Aviation Administration, and except for military airports, is
clearly indicated that that airport will be available for public use.

H) An aimport that is operaled by an armed force of the United States.

(b :ach sponsor who proposes construction or allerafion that is the subject of a
nouce under paragraph (a) of this section and is advised by an FAA regional office
that a supplemental notice is required shall submit that natice on a prescribed form
to * 2 received by the. FAA regional office af least 48 hours before the start of
ca truchon ar alteralion.

{c; »ach spoﬁsor who undertakes conslruction or alteration that is the subject of a
notice under paragraph (a) of this section shall, within 5 days after that
cq-'\.tmchon or alteralion reaches its greatest height, submit 2 supplemental notice
“prescribed form to the FAA regmnal office having jurisdiction over the region

~ved, if -
(1) The censtruction or alteralmn is more than 200 feet above the sufface level

on;

of i< sile; or
) An FAA regional office advises him {hat submission of the form is required.

R " NOTICE OF PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION OR ALTERATION

§77.15 Construction or alteration not requiring notice.

No parson is required to notify the Administrator far any of the following construclio
or alteration:

{a) Any object that would be shieldad by existing structures of a permanent and
substantial character ar by natural terrain or {opographic features of equal or
greater haight, and would be located in the congested area of a cily, lown, or
sefflement where it is evident beyond ail reasonable doubl that the stnuclure so
shielded will not adversely affect safety in air navigalion.

(b) Any antenna structure of 20 feet or less in height except ane that would increas
the height of another antenna stiuclure.

{c} Any air navigation facilily, airport visuai approach or fanding aid, aircraft
amesling device, or meteorolagical device, of a type approved by the Administrator
or an apprapriate military service on military airports, the localion and height of
which is fixed by its functional purposa.

(d) Any construction or alteration for which notice is required by any other FAA

regulation.

§77.17 Form and time of notice.

(a) Each parson who is required lo notify the Administrator under §77 13 (a) shall
send one execuled form set of FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Construction
or Alleratian, to the Manager, Air Traffic Division, FAA Regienal Office having
jurisdiction over the area within which the construction or alteration will be located.
Copies of FAA Form 7460-1 may be obtained from the headquarters of the Federal
Aviation Administration and the regional offices.
{b) The notice required under §77.13 (a) (1) through (4) must be submitted at least
30 days before the earlier of the following dates -

(1) The date the proposed construction or alteration is to begin.

(2} The date an applicalion for a consfruction permit is to be filed.
However, a notice refaling to propased construction or alteration that is subject to
the ticensing requirements of the Federal Communications Act may be sent 1o lhe
FAA at the same lime the application for construction is filed with the Federal
Communications Commissian, or at any time before that filing.
{e) A proposed structure or an alteration to an existing structure that exceeds
2.000 feet in height above the ground will be presumed to be a hazard lo air
navigation and to resull in an inefficient ulilization of airspace and the applicant
has the burden of overcoming that presumption. Each notice submitted under the
pertinent provisions of this part 77 proposing a structure in excess of 2,000 feet
above ground, or an alleration that will make an existing structure exceed that
height, must contain a detailed showing, directed to meeting this burden. Only in
exceptional cases, where the FAA concludes that a clear and compeiling showing
has been made that it would not resuil in an ineffictent utilization of the airspace
and would not resuit in a hazard to air nawgalron will a determination of no hazard

be issued.

{d) In the case of an emergency involving essential public services, public health,
or public safety that requires immediate construction or alteration, the 30 day
requirement.in paragraph {b) of this section does not apply and the notice may be
sent by telephone, telegraph, or other expedilious means, wilth an executed FAA
Form 7460-1 submitted within five (5) days thereafter. Qutside normal business
hours, emergency nolices by telephone or telegraph may be submitted lo the
neaiest FAA Flight Service Station.

(e) Each person who is required fo notify the Administratar by paragraph (b} or (c}
of §77.13, or both, shall send an execuled copy of FAA Form 7460-2, Nolice of
Actual Construction or Alleralion, to the Manager, Air Traffic Division, FAA
Regional Office having jurisdiction over the area involved.

ADDRESSES OF THE REGIONAL OFFICES
Northwest Mountain Region
GO, ID, MT, OR, UT, WA,/'WY
Northwast Maunlain Regional Gffice

Eastarn Region

DC, DE, MD, NJ, NY, PA, VA, WV
Easlam Regional Office

Air Traffic Division, AEA-520

JFK Intemational Airport

Fitzgerald Federal Building

Jamaica, NY 11430

Tel: 718-553-2616

Great Lakes Region

IL, IN, MI, MN, ND, OH, SD, WI
Great Lakes Regional Office

Air Traffic Division, AGL-520

2300 East Davon Avenue

Des Plaines, IL 60018

Tel: 847-294-7568

New England Region
CT, MA, ME, NH, R, VT
MNew England Regional Office
Alr Traffic Division, ANE-520
i2 New Engfand Execulive Park
Burdington, MA 01803-5209 :

Al ika Region

Al

Alasnan Regional Office

Adr Traffic Division, AAL-530
22?2 Wesl 7" Avenue

An rage, AK 99513

Tel 07-271-5693

Central Region

1A, ¥5, MO, NE

Ce 3l Regicnat Office

Air  affic Division, ACE-520
601 East 12ih Slreet
Kansas Cily, MO 64106

Tel 16-426-3408 or 2409

Southwast Region
AR, LA, NM, OK, TX
Southwest Regional Office

Air Traffic Division, ANM-520
7601 Lind Avenue, SW
Renlon, WA 98055-4056
Tel: 425.227-2520

Southern Region

AL, FL, GA, KY, MS, NC, PR,

SC, TN, v!

Soputhem Regional Office

Air Traffic Division, ASO-520
1701 Cofumbia Avenue
College Park, GA 30337

Tel: 404-305-5585

Air Traffic Division, ASW-520
2601 Meacham Boulevard
Fort Worth, TX 76137-0520

Western Pacific Region
HI, CA, NY, AZ, GU
Weslem-Pacific Regional Office
Air Traffic Division, AWP-520
15000 Aviation Boulevard
Hawinhome, CA $0260

Tel: 31G-725-6557



INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING FAA FORM 7460-1

Pl TASE TYPE or PRINT

IT M #1. Please include the name, address, and

phone number of a personal contact point as well as the company name.
ITEM #2. Please include the name, address, and phone number of 2 personal contact point as well as the company name.

[T M #3. New Construction would be a structure that has not yet been built.
the addition of a side mounted antenna, a change to the marking and lighting, a change to

Al -ation is a change to an existing structure such as
power andfor frequency, or a change (o the height. The nature of the alternation shall be included in ITEM #21 “Complete Description of

Pr osal".

E» ting would be a correction to the latitude and/or longitude, a correction to the height, or if filing on an existing structure which has never been
studied by the FAA. The reason for the notice shail he included in ITEM #21 "Complete Description of Proposal™.

[I™M #4. I Permanent, so indicate. If Temporary, such as a crane or drilling derrick, enter the estimated length of time the temporary structure
wi  be up.

[TEM #5. Enter the date that construction is expected to start and the date that construction should be compteted.

[T™M #6. Please indicate the type of structure. DO NOT LEAVE BLANK,
type desired. If no preference, check "other' and indicate

(T M #7. In the event that obstruction marking and lighting is required, please indicate
‘4GL. 1In the absence of

OT LEAVE BLANK. NOTE: High intensity lighting shall be used only for structures over 500
g 15 also required.
d with the FCC, enter the FCC Antenna Structure Registration number here.

[TEM #9. and #10. Latitude and longitude must be geographic coordinates, accurate to within the nearest second or to the nearest hundredth of a
second if known. Latitude and longitude derived solely from a hand-held GPS instrument is NOT acceptable. A hand-held GPS is only accurate

to ithin 100 meters (328 feet} 95 per cent of the time. This data, when plotted, should match the site depiction submitted under ITEM #20.
[TeM #11. NAD 83 is preferred; however, latitude/longitude may be submitted in NAD 27. Also, in some geographic areas where NAD 27 and
NAD 83 are not available other datums may be used. It is important to know which datum is used. DO NOT LEAVE BLANK.

ty/state to the site. If the structure is or will be in a city, enter the name of that city/state.
airport (or heliport) to the site.

“ng preference’. DO N
high intensity lighting for structures over 500' AGL, markin

[T M #8. [fthisis an existing tower that has been registere

[T M #12. Enter the name of the nearest ci
[TeM#13. Enter the full name of the nearest public-use (not private-use) airport (or heliport) or military
ITRM #14. Enter the distance from the airport or heliport listed in #13 to the structure.

IT Vi#15. Enter the direction from the airport or heliport listed in #13 to the structure.

ITEM #16. Enter the site elevation above mean sea level and expressed in whole feet rounded to the nearest foot {e.g. 17' 3" rounds to 17', 17'6"
rornds to 18'). This data should match the ground contour ¢levations for site depiction submitted under ITEM #20.

[T M #17. Enter the total structure height above ground level in whole feet rounded to the next highest foot (e.g. 17'3" rounds to 187). The total
structure height shall include anything mounted on top of the structure, such as antennas, obstruction lights, lightning rods, etc.

['TWM #18. Enter the overall height above mean sea levet and expressed in whole feet. This will be the total of ITEM #16 + ITEM #17.

IT Vi#19. Ifan FAA aeronautical study was previously conducted, enter the previous study number.
o roads, airports, prominent terrain, existing siructures, etc. Aftach an 8-1/2" X 11" non-reduced
Survey (USGS) Quadrangle Map MARKED WITH A PRECISE INDICATION OF THE SITE

[TEM #20. Enter the relationship of the structure
"htip:/mapping.usgs.gov". If available, attach a copy of &

cops of the appropriate 7.5 minute U.S. Geological
LC "ATION. To obtain maps, Contact USGC at 1-800-435-7627 or via Internet at
documented site survey with the surveyor's certification statirig the amount of vertical and horizontal accuracy in feet.

ITEM #21.
For transmitting stations,
- For antennas, include the type of antenn
«  For microwave, include azimuth relative to true north.

For overhead wires or transmission lines, include size and ¢o
11, include coordinates, site elevation, and structure height above ground level or water.
struction materials,

include maximum effective radiated power (ERP) and all frequencies.
a and center of radiation (Attach the antenna pattern, if available).

nfiguration of wires and their supporting structures (Attach depiction).

For each pole/suppo
For buildings, include site orientation, coordinates of each comer, dimensions, and con

For alierations, explain the alteration thoroughly,

For existing structures, thoroughly explain the reason for notifying the FAA (e.g. corrections, no record of previous study, efc.).

ith any

Filing this information with the FAA does not relieve the sponsor of this construction or alteration from complying w
t other rules or regulations apply to your proposal,

other federal state or local rules or regulations. If you are not sure wha
eontact local/state aviation and zoning authorities.

Paperwork Reduction Work Act Statement: This information is collected lo evaluate the eftect of praposed construction or
alieration on zir navigation and is not confidential. Providing this information is mandatory for anyone proposing construction ar alteration
(hat meets or exceeds the criteria contained in 14 CFR , part 77. We estimate that the burden of this ¢ollection is an average 19 minutes per
fesponse. An agency may nol conduct or sponsor, and a person is not required to respond to a coilection of information unless R displays a

currently valid OMB control number. The OMB control number for this collection is 2120-0001.

crma T AnEA 0A ATA AONG



Form Approved OMB No. 2120-0001
FOR FAA USE ONLY

'f ase rype or Pranion This Form

Q

U  Departmant of Fransportation
F aral Aviatlon Administratlon

Failure To Provide All Requested Informalion May Delay Processing of Your Notice

Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration

Aeronautical Study Numhber

1. Sponsor {persan, company, etc. proposing this action) :

A, of;

N ne:
Auuress:

c State: Zig:
T..zphone: Fax:

2. 3ponsor's Representative (if other than #1) :

9. Latitude:

10. Longitude:
(0 oOther

11, Datum: [J NAD 83 [ NAD 27
Siate:

12. Nearest: Cily:

13. Nearest Public-use (not private-use) or Military Airport or Heliport:

A Lof:
Name: R
14, Distance from #13. to Slkuclure:
A--ress:
15. Direction from #13. to Structure:
City: State: Zip: 16. Site Elevation (AMSL): ft.
Trtnphone: Fax:

. 17. Total Structure Height (AGL): ft.
3. Notice of: {7 New Construction [ Alteration [0 Exisling { 18, Overall height (#16. + #17.) (AMSL): ft.
4. Turation: {J Permanent [] Temporary { months,  days} | 19, Previous FAA Aeronautical Study Number (if applicable):

5. .lork Schedule: Beginning Eng -OE
6. Type: [J Antenna Tower (J Crane [ Buiiding (] Power Line | 20. Description of Location: (Aflach 2 USGS 7.5 minute
| Landfill 3 Water Tank [ Other Quadrangle Map with the precise site marked and any certified survey.}

7. _MarkingIPainting andfor Lighting Preferred:
(3 ~ed Lights and Paint [ Dual - Red and Medium Intensity White

Dl\'lhite - Medium Intensity [J Dual - Red and High Intensity White

{3 White - High Intensity O Other
8. ZC Antenna'SIructure Registration Number (if applicable):

21. :omplete Description of Proposal:

Frequency/Power (kW)

ol :is required by 14 Code of Federal Regulations, part 77 pursuanl to 48 U.5.C., Section 44718. Persons who knowingly and willingly vinlate the notice
squirements of part 77 are subject to a civil penalty of $1,000 per day until the notice is received, pursuant to 49 U.S.C., section 46301 (a).

he by certify that all of the above statements made by me are true, complete, and corract to the best of my knowledge. In addition, | agree fo
\ar  and/or light the structure in accordance with established marking and lighting standards as necessary.

ate

Typed or Prinled name and Tille of Person Fillng Notice

Signature

NSN: 0052-00-012-0008

AZ« riofm 74601 (2-98) Supercedas Previous Edilion




NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Environmental Health Section

Location: Mailing Address.
1200 Missouri Avenue Fax #: P.O. Box 5520
Bismarck, ND 58504-5264 701-328-5200 Bismarck, ND 58506-5520

January 21. 2004

Charlotie Brett. Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas. Lee & Jackson PC

P.O. Box 937

Valley City. ND 58072-0937

Re: Project #3RU-2-990(011)015
Weet Citv Park Rridge . Vallev City. Bames County

Dear Ms. Breit:

This department has reviewed the information concerning the above-rcferenced project submitted
under date of January 16, 2004, with respect to possible environmental impacts. '

This department believes that environmental impacts from the proposed construction will be
minor and can be controlled by proper construction methods. With respect to construction. we

ftave the following comments:

l. Care is (o be taken during construction activity near any water of the state Lo minimize
adverse effects on a water body. This includes minimal disturbance of stream beds and
banks to prevent excess siltation, and the replacement and revegetation of any disturbed
area as soon as possible after work has been compieted. Caution must also be taken to
prevent spills of ojl and grease that may reach the receiving water from equipment
maintenance, and/or the handling of fuels on the site. Guidelines for minimizing
degradation to waterways during construction are attached.

2. Prcjects disturbing one or more acres are required 0 have a nermit to discharge storm

water runoff until the site is stabilized by the reestablisment of vegetation or other

permanent cover. Also, cilies may impose additional requirements and/or specific best
management practices for construction affecting their storm drainage system. Check with
the local officiats to be sure any local storm water management considerations are

addressed.

The department owns no land in or adjacent to the proposed improvements, nor does it have any
projects scheduled in the area. In addition, we believe the proposed aclivitics are consistent with
the State Implementation Plan for the Control of Air Pollution for the State of North Dakota.

Environmental Health Air Municipal Waste Waler
Section Chief's Office Quality Facilities Management Quality
701-328-5150 701-328-5188 701-328-5211 701-328-5166 701-328-5210

Website: www.health.state.nd.us/ndhd/environ
Printed on recycled paper.




Charlotte Brett 2 January 21, 2004

These comments are based on the information provided about the project in the above-relerenced
submittal. The U.S. Army Corps of Engincers may require a water quality certification from this
department for the project if the project is subject to their Section 404 permitting process. Any
additional information which may be required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under the
process will be considered by this department in our determination regarding the issuance of such

a certification.

If you have any questions regarding our comments. please feel free to contact this office.

L. David Glatt, C

Environmental Hes eclion

L.DG:cc
Attach.



NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Environmental Health Section

Location: Mailing Address:
1200 Missouri Avenue Fax #: P.0O. Box 5520
701-328-5200 Bismarck, ND 58506-5520

Bismarck, ND 58504-5264

December 2000

Construction and Environmental Disturbance Requirements

These represent the minimum requirements of the North Dakota Department of Health.
They ensure that minimal environmental degradation occurs as a result of construction
or related work which has the potential to affect the waters of the State of North Dakota.
All projects will be designed and implemented to restrict the losses or disturbances of
soil, vegetative cover, and pollutants (chemical or biclogical) from a site.

Soils

Prevent the erosion of exposed soil surfaces and trapping sediments being transported.
Examples include, but are not restricted to, sediment dams or berms, diversion dikes,
hay bales as erosion checks, riprap, mesh or burlap blankets to hoid soil during
construction, and immediately establishing vegetative cover on disturbed areas after
construction is completed. Fragile and sensitive areas such as wetlands, riparian
zones, delicate flora, or land resources wili be protected against compaction, vegetation

loss, and unnecessary damage.

Surface Waters

All construction which directly or indirectly impacts aquatic systems will be managed to
minimize impacts. All attempts will be made to prevent the contamination of water at
construction sites from fuel spillage, lubricants, and chemicals, by following safe
storage and handling procedures. Stream bank and stream bed disturbances will be
controlled to minimize and/or prevent silt movement, nutrient upsurges, plant
dislocation, and any physical, chemical, or biclogical disruption. The use of pesticides
or herbicides in or near these systems is forbidden without approval from this

Department.

Fill Material

Any fill material placed below the high water mark must be free of top soils,
decomposable materiais, and persistent synthetic organic compounds (in toxic
concentrations). This includes, but is not limited to, asphalt, tires, treated lumber, and
construction debris. The Department may require testing of fill materials. All temporary
fills must be removed. Debris and solid wastes will be removed from the site and the
impacted areas restored as nearly as possible to the original condition.

Environmental Health Air Municipal Waste Water
Section Chief's Oftice Quality Facilities Management Quality
701-328-5150 701-328-5188 701-328-5211 701-328-5166 701-328-5210

Printed on recycled paper.



=4\ North Dakota
T \ Department of Transportation

David A. Spryvnczvnatvk, PE. John Hoeven
[recton Gioverner

February 9. 2004

Charlotte Brett
Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas, Lee, & Jackson. P.C.

P.O. Box 937
Valley City, ND 58072-0937

PROJECT BRU-2-990(011)015 - WEST CITY PARK BRIDGE PROJECT

This is in response to your January 16 letter, indicating that your firm has been retained by
Barnes County to provide services on the above project.

The bridge was nominated and listed on the National Register in February of 1997. Important
aspects of the bridge fall under Criteria A and C (an unusual design and its aesthetic merit). In
this instance, the aesthetics are directly linked to the adjacent park. The aesthetically-designed
components that emphasize visual details include the ornamental lamp posts, decorative concrete
balustrades, cantilevered sidewalks, and the unusual false arch beams. These are very important

considerations when addressing the proposed rehabilitation alternates.

It is obvious that this is a 4-(f) situation. Furthermore, since the bridge is within and directly
linked to the park, there may be two 4-(f) properties. Both the rehabilitation alternate and the

replacement alternate will have an adverse effect to the structure.

The historic and 4-(f) aspects must be addressed as part of the environmental document and the

decision-making process.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

NS b,

@/FRANCIS G. ZIEGLER, P.E. - DIRECTOR OF PROJECT DEVELOPMENT

20/msg/gmn

608 zast Boulevard Avenue » Bisimarck, North Dakota 58505-0700
Information: (701) 328-2500 » FAX: (701) 328-4545 + TTY: (701) 328-4156 « www.discovernd.com/dot



| Department of Transportation

David A. Sprynczvnatyk, PE. John Hoeven

Director Lovernor

February 6, 2004

Wade Frank

KLIJ

1010 4th Ave SW

PO Box 937

Valley City ND 58072

BRU-2-990(011)015: Cultural Resource Status.

Enclosed is the letter from the ND-SHPO concurring with the need to conduct impact analysis
that the proposed project would have on 32BA39, an National Register listed historic property
(bridge). Once alternatives have been developed, these alternatives will need to be evaluated for
their potential impact on 32BA39. If you have any questions regarding this matter please contact

me at 70i-328-4539,

BOB CHRISTENSEN, ARCHAEOLOGIST, DESIGN

c: Dave Leftwich (Local Government Division)

enc:  NDDOT Project Information - Cultural Resources form (sfn52748)

608 East Boulevard Avenue ¢ Bismarck, North Dakola 58505-0700
Information: (701) 328-2500 » FAX: (701) 328-4545 « TTY: (701) 328-4156 » www.discovernd.c om/do!
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STATE
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SOCIETY

orF NORTH DAKOTA

John Hoeven
Gevernor of North Daketa

North Dalkota
Suie Historical Board

Diane K. Larson
Bismarck - President

Marvin L. Kaiser
Yilliston - Vice President

Albert | Berger
Civand Forks - Secretars

Chester E. Nelson, Jr.

Bismarck

Gereld Gemitholz
Valley City

A. Ruric Todd 1H

Jamestoun

Sara Otre Coleman
Divecior
Townism Division

Kathi Gilmore
State Treasurer

Alvin A. Jaeger
acretary of State

Douglass Prchal
Director

Parks and Recreation
Department

wavid A. Sprynczynatyk
Director
Dep..; tment of Tremsportation

"~ John E. Von Rueden
Bismarck

Aerlan E. Paaverud, Jr
Drvecior

Accredited by the
Amencan Association
of Miseums

February 4, 2004

Robert C. Christensen

Desipgn Division

North Dakota Department of | ransportation
608 East Boulevard Avenue

RBismarck, ND 585252700

ND SHPPO REF.: 04-0262, Consultadion, NDDOT Project BRU-2-990(C11}015,
Valley City, ND.

Myr. Christensen,

We have revicwed vour agency's correspondence of January 27, 2004, Consultation
on NDDOT Projects, State Highway System, NDDOT Project BRU-2-990(011)015,
rehab or replacement of 32BA39, the Valley City West Park Bridge in portions of
Sections 21 and 28, T140N, R58W, Barnes County, ND.

We concur with your agency’s determination to conduct an impact analysis for
evaluating the potential and/or actual impacts to 32BA39, a National Register

listed property.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this project. Please include the ND
SHPO Reference number listed above in any further correspondence for this
specific project. If you have any questions please contact Duane Klinner at (701)

328-3576.

Sincerely,

(T

Merlan E. Paaverud, Ju.
Stare Historic Preservarion Officer

(North Dakota)

North Dakota Heritage Cenler » 612 East Boulevard Avenue, Bismarck, NO 58505-0830 « Phone 701-328-2666 + Fax: 701-328-3710
Email: histsoc@slale nd.us + Web sile: http://DiscoverND.com/hist « TTY: 1-800-366-6888



Department of Transportation

John Hoeven
Governor

Gl B David A. Sprynczynatyk, P.E.
S NORTY Director

March 29, 2005

Charlotte Brett

KLJ

1010 4th Ave SW

PO Box 937

Valley City NI 58072

BRU-2-990(011)015 CULTURAL RESOURCE STATUS - INVENTORY REPORT.

Enclosed are the Earthworks report and copy of the letter from the State Historical Society of
North Dakota accepting the report for the project listed above and concurring with our summary
of effects. When do you predict that an alternative will be selected? If it is soon, we can specify
a particular effect and mitigation methods. If it will be a while, we should develop a document
that takes into account all alternatives and their effects, as wells as our inethods of
minimizing/mitigating the effects for each alternative. If you have any questions regarding this
matter please contact me at 701-328-4539.

QQC,@-:F\

BOB CHRISTENSEN, ARCHAEOLOGIST, DESIGN

c: Dave Leftwich (Local Government Division)
John Morrison (Earthworks)

608 Last Boulevard Avenue « Bismarck, North Dakota 58505-0700
Information: (701) 328-2500 « FAX: (701} 3284545 « 11Y: (701) 328-4156 www.discovernd.com/dot
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Diane K. Larson
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Marvin L. Kaiser
illistar, - Vice President

Albert 1. Berger
Cirand Forks - Secretary

Chester E. Nelson, Jr
Bismarck

Gereld Gerncholz
Valley City

A. Ruric Todd I
Jamestowm

Sara Otte Coleman
Director
Torrism Division

Kelly Schmide
State Treasurer

Alvin A. Jaeger
Secvetary of State

Douglass Prchal
Director

Parlks and Recreation
Deparnment

vavid A. Sprynczynatyk
Direcior
Deprrtment of Transpornation

-+ John E. Von Rueden
Bismarck

Aerlan E. Paaverud, Jr
Director
T

ATARIC T

N Ty

Accredited by the
American Association
of Museumns

Maich 11, 2005

Robert C. Christensen

Archaeologist

Design Division

North Dakota Department of Transportation
608 East Boulevard Avenue

Bismarck, ND 58505-0700

NDSHPO REF. : 04-0262, NDDOT Valley City West Park Bridge
Inventory Report, TI40N R58W, Sections 21 and 28, Barnes County

NDDOT, BRU-2-990(011)015

Dear Bob:

We have reviewed project: “Valley Ciry's West Park Bridge: A Class III Cultural
Resource Inventory, Barnes County, North Dakota,” [INDDOT, BRU-2-
990(011)015] by John G. Marrison, (Earthworks, ROI 10, March 2005) and

find it acceptable.

We concur that sites 32BA166, 32BA168, 32BA165, 32BA625, 32BA163,

32BA38, 32BA8S2Z, and 32BA 164 are significant and are eligible for listing in
the National Register of Historic Places. Site 32BA39 is listed in the National

Register of Historic Places.

Also, we concur that sites 32BA 1116, 32BA167, and 32BA992 are not
significant and are not eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic

Places.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the project. If you have questions
please contact either Mary Kate Ryan at (701) 328-2089 or Paul Picha ar (701)

328-3574.

Sincerely,

Merlan E. Paaverud, Jr.

State Historic Preservation Officer (North Dakota)
and

Director, State Historical Society of North Dakota

Norh Dakola Heritage Center » 612 East Boulevard Avenue, Bismarck, ND 58505-0830 + Phone 701-328-2666 * Fax: 701-328-3710
Email: histsoc@slate.nd.us « Web site: htip://DiscoverND.com/hist « TTY: 1-800-366-6888



North Dakota
Department of Transportation

John Hoeven
Governor

David A. Sprynczynatvk, Pk

Director

April 21,2005

Charlotte Brelt

KI1.J

FO10 4th Ave SW

PO Box 937

Valley City ND 58072

BRU-2-990(011)015

ched is the SHPO response to the letter | sent summarizing the effects of each alternative.

Robert C Christensen
Archaeologist — Design Division

608 East Boulevard Avenue » Bismarck, North Dakota 585050700
tnformation: (701) 328-2500 « FAX: (701) 3284545 « TTY: (701) 3284150 * www.discovernd.com/dot
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STATE
HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

oF NorTH DAKOTA

John Hoeven
Tiovermor of North Dakota

15 April 2005

North Dakota Bob Christensen
State Historical Board X )
ND Depc of Transportation

Diane K. Larson 608 E Boulevard Ave

Bismarck: - President Bismarck ND 58505.0700
Marvin L. Kaiser
Williston - Vice President DT c
RE: SHPO#: 04-0262; (BRU-2-990(011)015)

Aldbert §. Deigee
Grand Forks - Secretary

Dear Bob:

Chester E. Nelson, Jr.
Bismarck
We have received the letter from DOT regarding the proposed alternatives for

Gereld Gemtholz , . . ) . i
the West City Park Bridge project as discussed at our 23 February 2005 meeting

Valley Cirv
A Rusic Todd 1I (DOT, SHPO, and KLJ present).

Jamestoun
Sara Otte Coleman We concur that alternative 2 would have no adverse effect. We concur that
Tourisnt 3&3: alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would all present adverse effects to historic resources as
delineated in the table of the letter dated 14 April 2005.

Kelly Schmidt
State Treasurer

Alvin A. Jaeger Please advise us when an alternative has been chosen for the project. If you
Secretary of State have any questions, regarding this project please contact Mary Kate Ryan,
Architectural Historian, at 328-2089 or Fern Swenson, Deputy SHPO, at 328-

Douglass Prchal
Director
Parks and Recreation 3575.
Department
David A. Sprynczynatyk Sincerely,

i Director
L Zanment of Transportation @%—/—\(

Iohn E. Von Rueden .
Bismarck Merlan J. Paaverud, Jr.
State Historic Preservation Officer

Merlan E. Paaverud, Jr (North Dakota)

Director

Accredited by the
American Association
of Museums

North Dakota Heritage Cenler + 612 East Boulevard Avenue, Bismarck, ND 58505-0830 + Phone 701-328-2666 * Fax: 701-328-3710
Email: histsoc@state.nd.us + Web site: hitp://DiscoverND.com/hist « TTY: 1-800-366-6888



February 14, 2004

Charlotie Brett
Envirommental Scientist
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson
PO Box 937

Valley City, ND 38072

Dear Ms. Brett:

RE:  West City Park Bridge Project
Project BRU-2-990(011)015

This project would replace or rehabilitate an historic bridge across the Sheyenne River. As this
stream is classified as a Class I fishery, construction should not take place below the high-water
mark between April 15 and June 1. We recommend steps be taken to avoid sedimentation and
erosion into the waterway and no changes be made to the existing channel alignment. The Corps
of Engineers’ ND Regulatory Office should be contacted for possible permif requirements under
section 404 of the Clean Water Act. We ask that every effort be made to avoid impacts to woody
vegetation, and any loss of trees and shrubs be replaced on a 2:1 basis.

Sincerely,

DA o

Michael G. McKenna

Chief
Conservation & Communication Division

is



e [600 East Century Avenue, Suite 3
Bisniarck, ND 58503-0649

Phone 701-328-5357

Fax 701-328-5363

E-madl parkrec@state.nd.us
www. NDparks.com

January 21, 2004

Charlotte Bret

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson
1010 4™ Ave. SW

PO Box 937

Valley City, ND 58072

Re: West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND
Project BRU-2-990(011)015

Dear Ms. Brett:

The North Dakota Parks and Recreation Department (NDPRD) has reviewed the above referenced West Clity
Park bridge project submitted by Barnes County located in Sections 21 and 28, T140N, R58W, Barnes County.

Our agency scope of authority and expertise covers recreation and biological resources (in particular rare species
and ecological communities). The project as defined does not affect state park lands that we manage. The West
City Park Bridge is located next to City Park which is protected under the 6f provisions of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund program. Specifically, LWCF projects 38-00384 and 38-00923 are located within the park
boundaries. Under 6f, any land within this park boundary that is converied to other than outdoor recreation use
must be replaced at market value, including land needed for right-of-way or road construction.

The North Dakota Natural Heritage Inventory has limited rare species information from the project area. Due to
the lack of available survey data we cannot give an accurate assesstnent as to potential impacts to rare species and

associated habitats.

The NDPRD recommends that any impacted areas be revegetated with species native to the project area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. Please contact Kathy Duttenhefner (701-328-5370 or
kgduttenhefner @state.nd.us) of our staff if additional information is needed.

esse Hanson, Coordinator
“ Planning and Natural Resources Division

CC: Doug Prchal, Director

R.USNDNHI*1244

'P'Iail i:H our EJa.ck.yc;rd.’



North Dakota State Water Commission

200 EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770 + BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850 + 701-328-2750
DD 701-328-2750 « FAX 701-328-34696 -« |NTERNET: hitp://fwrwrw.swe siate.nd.us/

February 10, 2004

Charlotte Brett

KILJ

PO Box 937,

Valley City, ND 58072

Dear Ms. Brett:

This is in response to your request for review of environmental impacts associated with
Project BRU-2-990(011)015, the rehabilitation or replacement of the West City Park

Bridge in Valley City, ND.

The proposed project has been reviewed by State Water Commission staff members and
the following comments are provided:

Attached is a portion of Valley City’s Flood Insurance Rate Map dated September
16, 1988 depicting the Sheyenne River regulatory floodway. The community
responsible for permitting shall notify the State Engineer of the proposed use prior

to any construction in the regulatory floodway. The State Engineer will
determine whether a functioning hydraulic model is needed to measure the effect

of the proposed use. Senate Bill 2362 amended Section 61-16.2-14 of the North
Dakota Century Code and was signed into law March 27, 2003. The amended

section reads as follows:

State engineer review of development in regulatory floodways — Exceptions.
Before issuing a permit or authorization to allow a use in a regulatory floodway,
the community responsible for permitting or authorizing such use shall notify tne
state engineer of the proposed use. The state engineer shali determine whether a
functioning hydraulic model is needed to measure the effect of the proposed use.
Upon the request of the state engineer, the community shall submit to the state
engineer for review all technical documentation, including a functioning hydraulic
model and other technical information needed for the state engineer’s review to
analyze the proposed use and to identify its proposed impact. The state engineer
shall complete the state engineer’s review within thirty days after receiving the
technical documentation. Upon completion of the state engineer’s review, the
state engineer shall notify the community whether the proposed use is in
compliance with state and federal law. A community may apply to the state
engineer for an exemption on a case-by-case basis from this section. The state
engineer may grant the exemption if the state engineer determines that the

DALE L. FRINK

JOHN HOEVEN, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN SECRETARY AND STATE ENGINEER



community, by using its own technical review, can determine if the proposed use
is in compliance with state and federal law.

The City of Valley City must apply for a floodplain development permit prior to
construction to:

Dave Ramstad, Bldg Insp.

City of Valley City

PO Box 390

Valley City, ND 58072

Telephone (701) 845-1290

- All waste material associated with the project must be disposed of properly and
not placed in identified {loodway areas.

There are no other concerns associated with this project that affect State Water
Commission or State Engineer regulatory responsibilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide review comments. If you have any questions
regarding construction in the floodplain, please call Bruce Lange at (701) 328-2759.

Sincerely,

Larry Knudtson
Research Analyst

[IK:1570
Enclosure
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North Dakota State Water Commission

900 EAST BOULEVARD AVENUE, DEPT 770 + BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58505-0850 +« 701-328-2750
TOD 701-328.2750 + FAX 701-328-3696 « INTERNET: hitp://www.swc.state.nd.us/

: i
August 11, 2004

Charlotte Brett

KLJ

1010 10™ Ave SW
Valley City, ND 58072

Dear Ms Brett:

This is in response to your request for review of environmental impacts associated with
evaluating alternatives to upgrade the West City Park Bridge in Valley City, ND.

The proposed project has been reviewed by State Water Commission staff members and

the following comments are provided:

- The attached partial copy of Valley City's Flood Insurance Rate Map dated
September 16, 1988 depicts the Sheyenne River regulatory floodway. The
community responsible for permitting shall notify the state engineer of the
proposed use prior to construction in the regulatory floodway. The state engineer
shall determine whether a functioning hydraulic model i1s needed to measure the
effect of the proposed use. Section 61-16.2-14 of the North Dakota Century Code

reads as follows:

State engineer review of development in regulatory floodways - Exceptions.
Before issuing a permit or authorization to allow a use in a regulatory floodway,
the community responsible for permitting or authorizing such use shall notify the
state engineer of the proposed use. The state engineer shall determine whether a
functioning hydraulic model is needed to measure the effect of the proposed use.
Upon the request of the state engineer, the community shall submit to the state
engincer for ieview ail techuical documeniation, cluding a functioning hydraulic
model and other technical information needed for the state engineer's review to
analyze the proposed use and to identify its proposed impact. The state engineer
shall complete the state engineer's review within thirty days after receiving the
technical documentation. Upon completion of the state engineer's review, the
state engineer shall notify the community whether the proposed use is in
compliance with state and federal law. A community may apply to the state
engineer for an exemption on a case-by-case basis from this section. The state
engineer may grant the exemption if the state engineer determines that the
community, by using its own technical review, can determine if the proposed use

is in compliance with state and federal law.

The City of Valley City must apply for a floodplain development permit prior to
construction to:

DALE L. FRINK

JOHN HOEVEN, GOVERNOR
CHAIRMAN SECRETARY AND STAIE ENGINEER



Dave Ramstad, Bldg Insp
City of Valley City

P.O. Box 390

Valley City, ND 58072
Tel. 701-845-1290

- All waste material associated with the project must be disposed of properly and
not placed in identified floodway areas.

There arc no other concerns associated with this project that affect State Water
Commission or State Engineer regulatory responsibilities.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide review comments. If you have any questions
on the floodplain construction, please call Bruce Lange or Jeff Klein at 328-2752.

Sincerej‘ly,
L W
~ st M&S

Larry Knudtson
Research Analyst

LIK:1570

Enclosure
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KADRMAS,LEE & JACKSON

RE: WEST CITY PARK BRIDGE [BRU-2-990(011)015]

ATTEN: Charlotte Brett

AT & T will not be involved, and have no future plans for the West City Park Bndge

Jmprovement study ated.

Please note address change for AT&T.

Thank you

&

Bruce Rieniets-ATT
409 157 AVE. NORTH
FARGO,ND 58102



Kadrmas
lee &
_Jackson

Ungineers, Surveyon

and Planners

B
5
2SR

TELEPHONE LOG

Date: 1720/04 Recorded by:

Time:
Project #: BRU-2-990(01 13015

KL&J Project #:

Wade Frank
4:30pm

53037108

[] Iecalled Party Called

Talked with: Lynn Leibfried

Representing: Burlington Northem Sante Fe Railroad
Phone Number: (763)782-3492

RE: SOV Letter

Summary of Conversation:

Lynn left a message on my voicemail stating that she received the SOV letter
from Charlotte Brett. She does not know of any BNSF property that would be
affected by the project and that she is of the understanding that the bridge does
not cross any railroad tracks. She said if this is the case, she has no comment on
the project. She asked that we call her if her understanding is not correct.



" MONTANA-DAKOTA

UTILITIES CO.

A Division of MDU Resources Group. Inc.

February 10, 2004

RE: Project BRU-2-990¢01 1015
West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County. ND

Ms. Charlotte Brell
1010 4™ Avenue SW
PO Box 937

Valley City, ND 58072

Dear Ms. Breu,

In reference o the West City Park Bridge in Valley City, we do have two (2) 67 steel
oas lines that are installed on this bridge. These two lines are the main feeds for
natural gas in Valley City and would be difficult, to say the least. to move, reroute or
replace, should the bridge be replaced. Our preference would be 1o leave our
facilities in place on the bridge if possible and have the bridge rehabilitated in place.

We thank you for the inquiry about our facilities and look forward to working with

KL&J in the future. If you have any questions, please call Gary Speidel in
Jamestown at 1-800-743-2948 or myself at 224-5814. Thank You.

Sincerely,

..44/
Mike Fink

Gas Superinterdent
Dakota Heartland Region



Sheyenne River Valley
National Scenic Byway
1105 7" Street SE
Valley City, ND 58072
701-845-2251

AMERICA'S BYWAYS '™

February 13, 2004

Charlotte Brett
Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas Lee & Jackson
1010 4™ Avenue SW
P.O. Box 937

Valley City, NI} 58072

Charlotte:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed West City Park Bridge rehabilitation
or replacement. We understand that the bridge is in poor physical condition, but as you know the
bridge is listed on the National Register of Historic Places and is also a key location on our
Historic Bridges Tour. For these reasons, this bridge is an important part of Valley City’s
heritage tourism draw that is reaping economic benefits for this community. The bridge 1s also
located on the North Country National Scenic Trail that is becoming another tourism draw to this

community.

The West City Park Bridge’s history and the breathtakingly beautiful image from the view at
City Park is one of the main reasons we chose to highlight this bridge on our Bridges and Byway
Tours. It continues to be one of the most photographed bridges in Valley City. Ifit is
determined that the bridge cannot be rehabilitated, we would respectfully ask that a similarly
designed and aesthetically pleasing bridge be built in its place.

Sincerely,
Bobby Kog¢gplin, Chairperson and Byway Coordinator
Sheyenne River Valley National Scenic Byway



P.O. Box 724

Valley City, North Dakota 58072-0724
Office: 701-845-1891 « FAX: 701-845-1892
www.hellovalley.com

@\

“The City of Bridges™ a name that is harmonious with this community for obvious
reasons. As the Sheyenne River winds its way through Valley City, the structures created

to span its flutd body came of necessity.

Through the years, Valley City has lost two historic bridges to age (Hospital Bridge, 1982
and the Mill Dam Bridge, 1991) and were replaced with Jersey barrier type bridge
designs. Although this serves the simple purpose of vehicular transportation access it
does nothing to preserve the architecture and history of its predecessors,

The branding of the “City of Bridges™ has come to fruition due to the simple placement
of the bridges, however its message is carried forward because of the unique
characteristics and the historical and architectural significance of each of our bridges. The
West City Park Bridge is an integral component of Valley City’s branded image.

Originally constructed in 1929, this bridge was named to the National Register of
Historic Places in 1997. Its design replicates the sister bridge to the east and maintains
identifiable markings duplicated from the Rainbow Arch Bridge originally constructed a

few years prior.

The West City Park Bridge maintains a distinction as being one of the most photographed
bridges in Valley City. Its placement as being immediately adjacent to City Park and its
location in the middle of original Valley City adds to its unique flavor and appeal.

It is adorned with lights that are distinctively ornate and original to this bridge, installed
in 1929, These same lights are placed throughout Valley City and provide the
mnterpretation of this community’s Americana Charm.

The West City Park Bridge has been identified for its own historic and architectural
significance as one of eight stops on Valley City’s scenic historic bridge tour. With this
marks a panel that outiines the history and impact of this bridge for its location. The
bridge tour has been recognized across the world much less tiie United States and aids to
the branding of this community as one of Scenic Bridges and Hidden Treasures.

Following is a statement taken from the bridge panel and used on the following page of
the Chamber’s website www.hellovalley.com/valleycity/bridges/index_html:

This bridge was built in 1929 and is similar to The East Park Bridge which
was built in 1925.The West City Park Bridge was named to the National Register

of Historic Places in 1997.
The 9.25 acres of land known as City Park was first owned by the Northern



Pacific, then purchased by land developer B.W. Benson. In 1879, Benson had it
cleared of its thick underbrush, then platted it for development with residential
properties along the river. The center was set aside for a park. Benson later sold
the rest to the city creating City Park as we know it.

The zoo, street, wading pool and fountain, which once graced the park, are
gone but tennis courts and a playground have been added and concerts are held
at the bandshell during the summer as ave Community Theatre performances.
Seveval state GAR encampments were held here in the early years. A zoo was
installed circa 1910 containing buffalo, bears, elk, eagles, etc. A bandshell was
the site of Sunday concerts of the Community Band. Flower beds and a fountain

adorned the park and there was also a wading pool.

This past year, the above stated page has experienced a 73% increase in traffic over 2002,
which had a 69% increase over 2001. The website, www.hellovaliey.com, has
experienced a 47% increase in traffic overall from 2002. It has witnessed hits from all 50

states and 50 countries to include each major geographical region.

Last year, this Chamber office distributed over 10,000 copies of the scenic bridges tour
self guided map and received well over 300 specific requests for more information on
Valley City’s historic scenic bridges. This simple attraction creates the allure and
romance that draws visitors to our community. This bridge aids in creating economic

vitality.

It is the position of the Valley City Area Chamber of Commerce and Convention and
Visitors Bureau to retain the original structural design of the West City Park Bridge and
preserve its aesthetics, charm, ambiance and history in its entirety.

Valley City is the “City of Bridges” and can onlv retain that image provided that it’s
bridges remain unique, ornate and full of history. It cannot retain the magic of this image
if our bridges all become a mass produced resemblance of contemporary bridge designs.

Sincerely,

ST S

Raymond S. Morrell

Executive Vice President

Valley City Area Chamber of Commerce and CVB
chamber@hellovalley.com

wwyw hellovalley.com
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Commissioners
City of Valley City
FO Box 390
Valley City ND 58072

2 )L} Selutians eompam

Kadrlllas RE: Project BRU-2-990(011)015
Lee & West City Park Bridge Project
Barnes County, ND
_JaCkSC)ll Dear Commissioners:

Engineers, Surveyors
and Planners

Barnes County is planning an Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f)
Evaluation to determine whether to rehabilitate or replace the historic West City
Park Bridge, which crosses the Sheyenne River on 4™ St SW in Valley City. The
bridge is approximately 131 feet long with a 24-foot wide roadway. The structure
is a cast-in-place concrete bridge with decorative, non-funclioning fascia arches
below the bridge deck. It was consfructed in 1929 and designed to resemble the
nearby East City Park Bridge, which is a functioning arch bridge consfructed in
1924. The West City Park Bridge was listed on the National Register of Historic

Places in 1897.

The West City Park Bridge is currently posted “No Trucks" and is in poor overall
physical condition. Lichtenstein Consulting Engineers prepared a Condition
Report on the bridge in June 2001 and a Rehabilitation Study in June 2003. Both
of these reports provide baseline information which will be used in the
Environmental Assessment and Section 4(f) Evailuation.

To ensure that social, economic, and environmental effects are considered in the
development of this project, we are soliciting your views and comments on the
proposed project, pursuant to Section 102(2) (D) (V) of the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as amended. We are particularly interested in
any property that your department may own, or have an interest in, located within
the study area. We would also appreciate being made aware of any proposed
developments your department may be contemplating in the study area. Any
information that might help us in our study would be appreciated.
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Appendix D

Agency Comments, Review of Draft EA



MEMO

Date: May 11, 2005

To: Edward McGough, Bames County Auditor
Rodger Bemtson, Bames County Commissioner
Dale Maasjo, Bames County Commissioner
Harian Opdahl, Bames County Commissioner
Cindy Schwehr, Bames County Commissioner
Donald Tiiebold, Bames County Commissioner
Morma Duppler, Bames County Emergency Management
Kerry Johnson, Bames County Highway Superintendent
John Thompson, NDDOT, VC District
Director, FEMA
Allen Radliff, FHWA
Mark Schrader, FHWA
Mike Fink, MDU
L. David Glatt, NDDH
Dean Hildebrand, NDG&F
Jesse Hanson, NDP&R
Dale Frink, NDSWC
Mer Paaverud, SHPO
Dan Cimarosti, USACE
Candace Gorton, USACE
Charles Spitzack, USACE
Jeffrey Towner, USFWS
Dave Ramstad, City of Valley City

Ce: Dave Kiine, NDDOT

From: Charlotte Brett, KL&J

RE: Administrative Draft Distribution
West City Park Bridge

Project No. BRU-2-990(011)015

This memo accompanies a copy of the Administrative Draft EA (Environmenlal Assessment)
for your review and comment. Please forward any comments of the Administrative Draft EA
to Charlolte Brett, Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, by June 10, 2005.



In your review of the Administrative Draft EA, please note the following: Alternatives 2 and 3
involve rehabilitating the existing bridge at its present focation. The rehabilitation alternatives
would have No Adverse Effect to the historic bridge. However, these alternatives would
require the enclosure of the West City Park Bridge with a cofferdam  during  construction.
This would involve two lines of sheet piling the entire width of the Sheyenne River channel,
one upstream and one downstream of the bridge. To allow water to flow through the
cofferdam, the conltractor would have to either continuously pump the water over the
cofferdam, or provide steel pipes welded to the cofferdam walls to carry water from the
upstream side to downstream.

The rehabilitation alternatives concern FHWA, NDDOT, and Barnes County for the following
reasons:
o Risk of fiooding
o Potential impacts to the Sheyenne River ecosystem, a Class | (highest valued)
fishery
o Uncertainty of ability to obtain approval from resource agencies for construction
permits
o Potential for damage lo the arches/pedestrian railings during construction
Potential for substructure condition to be worse than expected
o Due to many unknowns, potential for costly overruns that Barnes County would be

unable to finance

O

For these reasons, an Administrative Draft EA is being circulated for agency review and comments prior to
FHWA approval as an EA and prior to public review. Please consider these issues in your review of the

Administrative Draft EA.

If you have any questions or comments please feel free to contact me at (701) 845-9451 or
charlotte.brett@kljeng.com. Thank you.




Project BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge
Valley City, Barnes County, North Dakota

Federal Agencies

US Department of Defense, Army Corps of Engineers — Omaha District
US Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service — Ecological Services

State Agencies

North Dakota Department of Health — Environmental Health Section (2)
North Dakota Game & Fish Department

Local Agencies

Barnes County Emergency Manager, Norma Duppler



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
106 SOUTH 15™ STREET
OMAHA NE 68102-1618

REPLY TO May 16, 2005

ATTENTION OF

Planning. Programs and Project Management Division

Ms. Charlotte Brett

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson

P.O. Box 937

Valley City, North Dakota 58072-0937

Dear Ms. Brett:

The request lor comments regarding the West City Park Bridge, Project No BRU-2-
990(011)015, in Valley City, North Dakota, in your letter dated May 10, 2005, is outside of the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Omaha District’s civil works boundary. Your request for
comments has been forwarded to the St. Paul District at the following address:

U. S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District
ATTN: CEMVP-PD

190 Fifth Street East

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1638

[f construction activities involve any work in waters of the United States, a Section 404
permit may be required. For a detailed review of permit requirements, preliminary and final
project plans should be sent to:

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Attention: Bismarck Regulatory Office/Cimarosti
1513 South 12th Street

Bismarck, North Dakota 58504

if you have questions, please contact Mr. Erin Wilson at (402) 221-4882.

Sincerely,

@iﬂ/m/zz@é \é/jﬁ%@

Candace M. Gorton, Chief
Environmental, Economics, and

Cultural Resources Section
Planning Branch

Printed on @ Recycled Papar



SERVICE

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Ecological Services
3425 Miriam Avenue
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501

JUN - 3 100

Ms. Charlotte Brett

Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson

P.O. Box 937

Valley City, North Dakota 58072-0937

Re: Project No. BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge - Valley City

Dear Ms. Brett:

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment
(EA) addressing the proposed rehabilitation or replacement of the West City Park Bridge
spanning the Sheyenne River in Valley City. This project is designed to address serious
structural and geometric deficiencies that could result with the closure of the bridge within five
years. We offer the following comments to assist with the project planning process in
accordance with the provisions of the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.) and
Executive Order 11990 concerning the protection of wetland resources.

The Service previously reviewed this project and submitted comments to your office in a letter
dated February 3, 2004. The recommendations provided in our earlier correspondence have been
adequately addressed in the Draft EA and are included as project environmental commitments or
will be addressed during the project design and construction phases of the project.

The Draft EA evaluates the no build alternative (Alternative 1), two rchabilitation alternatives
(Alternatives 2 and 3), and an alternative to remove the existing bridge and construct a new
bridge (Alternative 4). The Draft EA provides a comprehensive review of the alternatives that
have been considered to replace or rehabilitate the West City Park Bridge and addresses the
anticipated environmental impacts.

The rehabilitation alternatives require the construction of a cofferdam across the entire width of
the Sheyenne River channel to enclose the West City Park Bridge and verify whether the existing
piers and abutments are adequate for continued use. This will require installing sheet piling
upstream and downstream of the bridge and all flows in the Sheyenne River will have to be
pumped over the cofferdam or flow through steel pipes welded to the cofferdam.

LS,
FISH & W1LDLIFE



Based on the information provided in the Draft EA, we believe Alternative 4, removing the
existing bridge and constructing a new bridge, is the least envirommentally damaging practicable
alternative. The rehabilitation alternatives will adversely impact fish migration and passage for
up to three months while the cofferdams are in place. Cofferdams across the Sheyenne River
channel could mcrease the risk of flooding.

The Service concurs with your detcrmination that this project will have “no effect” on threatened
and endangercd species in Bammes County. This concludes consultation under Section 7 of the

Endangered Specics Act.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the May 2005 Draft EA that has been
prepared for the West City Park Bridge in Valley City. If we can provide additional information,
please contact Bill Bicknell of my staff at (701) 250-4481.

Sincerely,

Yoy 74 Povimon

Jeffrey K. Towner
Field Supervisor
North Dakota Field Office

cc: Project Leader, Valley City WMD
Director, ND Game and Fish Dept., Bismarck
(Attn: Mike McKenna)
ND Regulatory Office, COE, Bismarck



ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION

ﬁ 1200 Missouri Avenue, Bismarck, ND 58504-5264
§ NORTH DAKOTA P.O. Box 5520, Bismarck, ND 58506-5520
ﬁ DEPARTMENT Of HEALTH 701.328.5200 (fax)

www.ndhealth.gov

May 23, 2005

Ms. Charlotte Brett
Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson
P.O. Box 937

Valley City, ND 58072-0937

Re:  Draft Environmental Assessment, Project BRU-2-990(01 1015
West City Park Bridge, Valley City, Barnes County

Dear Ms. Brett:

This department has reviewed the Draft Environmental Assessment concerning the above-
referenced project submitted under date of May 1. 2005, with respect to possible environmental

impacts.

This department believes that environmental impacts from the proposed construction will be
minor and can be controlied by proper construction methods. With respect to construction, we
have the following additional comment to add to those in our January 21, 2004 letter to you
(copy attached).

On page 3-20 of the Draft Environmental Assessment, in Section 3.14.2 Air
Quality, the sentences “The contractor would be required to obtain a NPDES
Permit from the ND Department of Health prior to construction.” and “As part of
the NPDES Perinit, the contractor must have a plan for erosion and sediment
control during and post construction.” should be moved to Section 3.14.4 Water

Quality.

If you have any questions regarding our comments, please feel free to contact this office.

Sineerely,

L. David Glatt, P
Environmental He

LDG:cc
Attach.
Environmental Health Air Municipal Waste Water
Section Chief's Office Quality Facilities tManagement Quality
701.328.5150 701.328.5188 701.328.521% 701.328.5166 701.328.5210

Printed on recycled paper.



NORTH DAKOTA DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH
Environmental Health Section

Location: Mailing Address:
1200 Missouri Avenue Fax #: P.O. Box 5520
Bismarck, ND 58504-5264 701-328-5200 Bismarck, ND 58506-5520

January 21, 2004

Charlotte Brett, Environmental Scientist
Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson PC

P.O. Box 937

Valley City, ND 58072-0937

Re: Project #BRU-2-990(011)015
West City Park Bridge . Valley City. Barnes County

Dear Ms. Brett:

This department has reviewed the information concerning the above-referenced project submitted
under date of January 16, 2004, with respect to possible environmental impacts.

This department believes that environmental impacts from the proposed construction will be
minor and can be controlled by proper construction methods. With respect to construction, we
have the following comments:

l. Care is to be taken during construction activity near any water of the state 1o nuininize
adverse effects on a water body. This includes minimal disturbance of stream beds and
banks to prevent excess siltation, and the replacement and revegetation of any disturbed
area as soon as possible after work has been completed. Caution must also be taken to
prevent spills of oil and grease that may reach the receiving water from equipment
maintenance, and/or the handling of fuels on the site. Guidelines for minimizing
degradation to waterways during construction are attached.

2. Projects disturbing one or more acres are required to have a permit to discharge storm
water runoff until the site is stabilized by the reestablisment of vegetation or other
permanent cover. Also, cities may impose additional requirements and/or specific best
management practices for construction affecting their storm drainage system. Check with
the local officials to be sure any local storm water management considerations are

addressed.

The department owns no land in or adjacent to the proposed improvements, nor does it have any
projects scheduled in the area. In addition, we believe the proposed activities are consistent with
the State Implementation Plan for the Control of Air Pollution for the State of North Dakota.

Environmental Health Air Municipal Waste Water
Section Chief's Office Quality Facilities Management Qualily
701-328-5150 ' 701-328-5188 701-328-5211 701-328-5166 701-328-5210

 Website: www.heaith.state.nd.us/ndhd/environ
Printed on recycied paper.




% ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH SECTION
1200 Missouri Avenue, Bismarck, ND 58504-5264

§ NORTH DAKOTA P.O. Box 5520, Bismarck, ND 58506-5520
§ DEPARTMENT 0f HEALTH 701.328.5200 (fax)

s www.ndhealth.gov

Construction and Environmental Disturbance Requirements

These represent the minimum requirements of the North Dakota Department of Heaith.
They ensure that minimal environmental degradation occurs as a result of construction
or related work which has the potential to affect the waters of the State of North Dakota.
All projects will be designed and implemented to restrict the losses or disturbances of
soil, vegetative cover, and pollutants (chemical or biological) from a site.

Soils

Prevent the erosion of exposed soil surfaces and trapping sediments being transported.
Examples include, but are not restricted to, sediment dams or berms, diversion dikes,
hay bales as erosion checks, riprap, mesh or burlap blankets to hold soil during
construction, and immediately establishing vegetative cover on disturbed areas after
construction is completed. Fragile and sensitive areas such as wetlands, riparian
zones, delicate flora, or land resources will be protected against compaction, vegetation

loss, and unnecessary damage.

Surface Waters

All construction which directly or indirectly impacts aguatic systems will be managed to
minimize impacts. All attempts will be made to prevent the contamination of water at
construction sites from fuel spiflage, lubricants, and chemicals, by following safe storage
and handling procedures. Stream bank and stream bed disturbances will be controlled
to minimize and/or prevent silt movement, nutrient upsurges, plant dislocation, and any
physical, chemical, or biological disruption. The use of pesticides or herbicides in or
near these systems is forbidden without approval from this Department.

Fill Material

Any fill material placed below the high water mark must be free of top soils,
decomposable materials, and persistent synthetic organic compounds (in toxic
concentrations). This includes, but is not limited to, asphalt, tires, treated lumber, and
construction debris. The Department may require testing of fill materials. All temporary
fills must be removed. Debris and solid wastes will be removed from the site and the
impacted areas restored as nearly as possible to the original condition.

Environmenial Health ’ Adr Municipal Waste Water
Section Chief's Office Quality Facilities Management Quality
701.328.5150 701.328.5188 701.328.5211 701.328.5166 701.328.5210

Printed on recycled paper.



“VARIETY I[N HUNTING AND FISHING™

103 MORTH BISMARCK EXPRESSWAY  BISMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58504-5095 PHONE 701-328-6300 FAX 701-328-6352

June 10, 2005

Charlotte Brett

Kadrmas, Lee & Jackson, Inc.
PO Box 937

Valley City, ND 58072-0937

Dear Ms. Brett:

RE:  West City Park Bridge Draft EA
Project No. BRU-2-993(011)015

This project proposes to rehabilitate or replace the West City Park Bridge over the Sheyenne
River in Valley City, Noith Dakota. The rehabilitation alternatives would require the
construction of a cofferdam and the pumping or piping of flows downstream. A cofferdam
would increase the potential for adverse impacts to the Sheyenne River, as well as increase the
risk of area flooding. Therefore, the North Dakota Game and Fish Department favors Alternative
4 - Replacement as being the most environmentally benign. This alternative would remove the
existing bridge and replace it with a new bridge.

Sincerely,

W0y i

Michael G. McKenna
Chief
Conservation & Communication Division

Js



Norma Duppler
Barmmes County Emergency Manager
230 NW Fourth Street

Valley City, ND 58072
701-845-8510

June 15, 2005

KLJ
PO Box 937
Valley City, ND 58072

Dear Ms. Brett:

As to the issue of the west City Park Bridge, I believe that any rehabilitation is a waste of
time and money. During floods, the river backs up an extra two feet upstream of the west
City Park Bridge. This is terrible for the people upstream of the bridge.

In its current state, it is unsafe for a truck to travel over, and it also had to have eight
inches of blacktop removed just to make it safe for cars. This is an unsafe bridge, the
arches are mere cosmetic and not functional. The arches back up water. T do not believe
that the bridge will survive many more floods.

Preserving the look of the bridge for mere sentiment is not worth the money.

Please consider safety and flood control with a higher, longer, modern bridge design
replacing the current unsafe structure.

Sincerely,

Vo Rl

Norma Duppler
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