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Executive Summary 

STUDY DESCRIPTION 

Since the June 2025 public meeting, the Idaho Transportation Department has refined the 
transportation concepts from community input and additional data collection and analysis for the U.S. 

Highway 95 Palouse Region Study. This study is a Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) study 

initiated to help ITD determine solutions and investments in the transportation network that will 
improve safety, mobility, and economic opportunity in the Palouse region of US-95 from Snow Road 
south of Moscow to the Latah/Benewah county line.  

Additionally, the State Highway 8 Moscow to Troy Study has been redefined and will continue forward 
as its own traffic study. However, the SH-8 corridor from Airport Road to Pine Crest Road will remain in 
the US-95 study area as a key part of the transportation network in the Palouse region. 

PUBLIC MEETING OVERVIEW 

ITD hosted the third US-95 Palouse Region Study public meeting on March 26, 2026, in person and 
online. The purpose of this public meeting was to share updates since the last meeting in June 2025, 

including refined transportation concepts from community input and additional data collection and 
analysis, and invite the public to provide input on the screening results and Level 3 Screening evaluation 
criteria.  

The public meeting occurred following a combined community and technical working group session, 
where similar information was shared with community and government representatives.  

• In-Person: March 26, 2026, 4–7 p.m. 
o 168 participants 

o 10 hard copy comment forms received  

• Online: March 19–April 9, 2026  

o 491 unique visitors  
o 52 comment forms received via email 

and online survey 

In total, there were approximately 659 participants and 
62 comments. 

 

168 
people attended the 
in-person event 

10 
comment forms 
in person 

491 
unique visitors to 
online meeting 

52 
emails & online 

survey forms   

 

https://itd.idaho.gov/project/sh-8-traffic-study/
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Meeting Summary 

IN-PERSON PUBLIC MEETING 

The public meeting was held in person on March 26 at the Best Western Plus University Inn (1516 West 
Pullman Road, Moscow). The event was held in an open house format, and people were invited to drop 
by any time between 4 and 7 p.m. to learn more about the refined transportation concepts, ask 
questions, and provide input as the study moves toward the final evaluation phase in fall 2026.  

Compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements and accessibility were considered 
for parking, approaches and entrances, restrooms, and meeting room layouts. Reading glasses were also 
made available. 

Staff were stationed at a table near the entrance of the room with multiple sign-in sheets to 
accommodate attendees as quickly as possible. Contact cards, comment forms, and a Level 2 Screening 
Pamphlet were available in print versions at this table, in addition to a QR code to direct attendees to 
the online public meeting. Light refreshments were also provided. 

Staff were stationed at displays around the room, while others roamed to assist as needed.  

Janet Zarate, ITD project manager, was available at the meeting to directly support media questions and 
answers, along with Shauna Tefft, public involvement specialist and deputy consultant project manager. 

Sky Buffat, ITD public information officer, was available via phone.  

PUBLIC MEETING ATTENDANCE 

There were 168 total attendees who signed in during the in-person event in Moscow, Idaho.  

See public meeting sign-in sheets in Appendix C. Attendance. 

PUBLIC MEETING STAFFING 

The following staff attended the in-person public meeting: 

• ITD 

o Janet Zarate, Project Manager  

o Benjamin Fitzsimmons, Project Manager 
o Jole Wells, Planning 

o Shawn Strong, Operations 

o Shawn Smith, Environmental  
o Will Moore, Associate Engineer 

• Consultant Team 

o Kurt Wald, Project Manager 

o Mitch Skiles, Traffic 

o Glenn Blackwelder, Traffic 

o Shauna Tefft, Public Engagement 
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o Chris Melander, Roadway Design 

o Keira Johnston, Traffic 

o Michelle Anderson, Environmental 

ONLINE COMPONENT 

An online public meeting was available beginning March 19 at www.us95sh8.com. The online 
experience contained the same information and opportunity to submit comments as the in-person 
event. Alternative text was used for graphics and images posted online to support accessibility and 
understanding. 

• Platform: Wix 

• Online public meeting link: www.us95sh8.com 

o See Appendix B. Meeting Materials to view the online meeting in PDF format. 
• Online Comment Platforms: Survey123 and info@us95sh8.com email 

ONLINE MEETING METRICS 

There were 491 unique visitors to the online public meeting. 

 

 

Online meeting metrics are available in Appendix C. Attendance. 

PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS 

The comment period for these public meetings began officially on March 19, 2026, and remained open 
through April 9, 2026.  

Comment forms were available in hard copy at the in-person event and via Survey123 through the 
online public meeting. Comments could also be emailed to the US-95 study team at info@us95sh8.com 

or mailed to ITD District 2, Attention: US-95 Palouse Region Study Team. 

The following questions were included in the comment forms and online survey: 

http://www.us95sh8.com/
http://www.us95sh8.com/
mailto:info@us95sh8.com
mailto:info@us95sh8.com
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1. What do you like or dislike about the US-95 Study Level 2 Screening results and refined 
transportation concepts being considered? Is there anything else the study team should know or 
consider as the study moves forward? 

2. What do you like or dislike about the US-95 Study Level 3 Screening criteria? 

3. Please mark how effective the public meeting was in improving your understanding of the US-95 

Palouse Region Study. Consider the following aspects of your experience:  
• Materials – including maps, informational displays, and handouts 

• Public meeting venue 

• Online public meeting  
• Marketing efforts to promote the event 
• Your discussions with the study team 

• Any other elements that contributed to your experience at the public meeting  

(Five checkboxes were provided for parƟcipants to share their level of understanding: no, 

limited, moderate, good, and clear and comprehensive understanding of the study.) 
4. How did you hear about the US-95 Palouse Region Study public meeting?  

The survey concluded with space for participants to provide optional and voluntary contact and 
demographic information. 

In total, 62 comments were received:  

Comment Source Number of Comments 

Comment Form Responses (in-person or mailed) 10 

Online Survey Responses 48 

Emailed Comments 4 

Total 62 

 

The US-95 Palouse Region Study team reviewed all comments for concerns, suggestions, and questions. 
The most frequently mentioned themes and topics are summarized per study in the Public Comment 
Themes section. All public meeting comments are included in Appendix D. Public Comments, with 
names and other identifiable information redacted.  

PUBLIC MEETING CONTENT 

Meeting handouts, maps, and displays were all available at the in-person public meeting and digitally as 
part of the online public meeting. 

MEETING DISPLAYS 

• Welcome  

• Overview and Updates  

• US-95 Vision and Draft Purpose & Need   

• On-Alignment Concepts / New Alignment Concepts / No Build Concept  
• Screening Process  
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• Recap: Level 1 Screening   

• Level 2 Screening Criteria   

• Traffic Operations: No Build 2050  

• Level 2 Traffic Analysis Summary 

• Concept: Urban Improvements (two boards) 
• New Corridor and Palouse River Drive Concepts  

• New Corridor Travel Times  

• Ranking New Corridors  

• Top Performing New Corridors  

• Concept: Moscow New Corridors (two boards) 
• Concept: Rural Widening / Concept: Potlatch New Corridors   

• Concept: Rural Improvement   
• Concept: Palouse River Drive  

• Concept: New Route — A Street / Concept: New Route — Styner Avenue   

• Concept: Urban Improvements   

• Travel Patterns in the Study Area / Economic Activity in Moscow   

• Community Planning and Implementation / Environmental Considerations   

• Community Outreach  

• Level 2 Evaluation — Scoring (two boards) 
• Next Steps: Level 3 Concept and Criteria Refinement   
• Thank You for Participating  

HANDOUTS 

• Comment form 

• Contact card (with QR code to the online meeting) 
• Level 2 Screening Pamphlet 

All meeting displays and handouts are available in Appendix B. Meeting Materials. 

Public Feedback 

The following question was included in the comment form to gauge participants’ understanding of the 
public meeting information, and the results are listed in the table below.  

How effecƟve was the public meeƟng in improving your understanding of the US-95 Palouse Region 
Study? Consider the following aspects of your experience: 
• Materials, including maps, informaƟonal displays and handouts  
• Public meeƟng venue  
• Online public meeƟng  
• MarkeƟng efforts to promote the event  
• Your discussions with the study team  
• Any other elements that contributed to your experience at the public meeƟng 
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Level of Understanding Number of Responses 

Clear Comprehensive Understanding 5 

Good Understanding 17 

Moderate Understanding 11 

Limited Understanding 14 

No Understanding 2 

DEMOGRAPHICS 

Of the attendees who signed in at the in-person meeting and/or completed a comment form and 
responded to demographic questions, the following groups were represented:  

• Race/Ethnicity 

o American Indian (Tribal Native)/Alaskan Native: 3 

o Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander: 0 

o Black: 0 

o Asian: 1 

o White: 52 

o Hispanic: 1 

o Other: 4 

• Gender 
o Female: 59 

o Male: 76 

• Persons with a disability: 5 

Notification 

(See Appendix A. Notification) 

ITD used a variety of methods to invite community members to learn about the March 2026 US-95 

Palouse Region Study public meeting: 

 

A postcard was mailed on March 4 to 17,354 residents and businesses within the study 
areas. ZIP codes included 83843, 83855, 83871, 83872, 99161, and 99163. 

 

A display ad ran twice in two publicaƟons: 
• Moscow-Pullman Daily News on March 12 and 19  
• Lewiston Tribune on March 12 and 19 

Online ads ran for a total of 40,000 impressions across the Moscow-Pullman Daily News 
and Lewiston Tribune websites from March 12 to 25, and both newspapers shared ITD’s 
Facebook post “US-95 Palouse Region Study Public MeeƟng NoƟce” from March 19 on 
their respecƟve Facebook pages on March 23.  
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PUBLIC FEEDBACK 

The following question was included in the comment form to learn how participants heard about the 
public meeting, and the results are listed in the table below.  

How did you hear about the public meeƟng?  

Delivery Method Number of Responses* 

Email from Study Team 6 

ITD Website 1 

Lewiston Tribune 3 

Moscow-Pullman Daily News  11 

Other 4 

Postcard 33 

Social Media 7 

TV, Newspaper, Radio 1 

Word of Mouth 10 

*Totals represent the number of responses recorded, as parƟcipants could select mulƟple ways they 
heard about the meeƟng. Counts do not equal the number of unique individuals. 

TRANSLATION 

To support accessibility for those needing assistance, printed and online notifications and materials 

included the following accommodation statement:  

Individuals who need special accommodations should contact CivilRights@itd.idaho.gov or 208-334-

8884. TTY/TDD users Dial 711 to use the Idaho Relay System. Persons needing an interpreter should 
contact 208-334-8496. 

 

A news release about the public meeƟng was distributed on March 19. The news release 
informed the community about the in-person and online opportuniƟes to parƟcipate and 
was picked up by Big Country News, KOZE, DailyFly, and more (see below for detailed 

informaƟon on media coverage).  

 

Facebook and X (TwiƩer) posts were published on March 19 and 25 to noƟfy members of 
the community about the public meeƟng. A reminder was also distributed on April 2 to 
remind people to submit comments by April 9. 

 

The study team sent an email to the working group list on March 19 to remind them of 
the public meeƟng and encourage the sharing of informaƟon with each of their 
communiƟes. Sharable social media content and associated messaging regarding the 
public meeƟng were included in the email. 

Three emails were sent to the study email list on Feb. 27, March 13, and March 25 to 
invite and remind them to parƟcipate in the online and/or in-person public meeƟng.  
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The following materials included the accommodation statement: 

• Notifications: Invite postcard, newspaper ad, and the study website  
• Meeting displays:  

o Virtual Welcome webpage 

No phone calls or requests were received for special accommodation during this outreach. 

MEDIA COVERAGE 

Most news articles are included in Appendix A. Notification Materials, except for the articles from the 
Lewiston Tribune and Moscow-Pullman Daily News, which were requested but not received by the date 

of this summary publication. 

Date PublicaƟon Title of ArƟcle 

March 17 Moscow Report US-95 Ring Road Public MeeƟngs Set; Troy Hwy 8 Gets Separate, Smaller 
Study 

March 19 Daily Fly ITD seeks input on US-95 Palouse study 

March 19 Moscow Today ITD Seeks Public Input on US-95 Palouse Study 

March 19 Newsbreak Share your input on US-95 Palouse Region plans by April 9 

March 26 Moscow Today ITD Seeks Public Input for US-95 Palouse Region Study 

March 26 KOZE ITD Seeks Public Input for US-95 Palouse Region Study 

Public Comment Themes  

(See Appendix D. Public Comments) 

US-95 STUDY THEMES 

Comment themes from the third public meeting included: 

1. Support for on-alignment improvements and widening 

• Great interest in improving road safety with turn lanes, passing lanes, widening, and additional 
signals 

2. Bike and pedestrian safety improvements 

• Great interest in improvements to support Moscow as a bike- and pedestrian-friendly town, 
including crossings and enhanced connectivity 

3. Support for an alternative route 

• Favor an alternative route out of downtown Moscow to support growth and enhance 
connectivity 

• Preference for alternatives that divert through traffic away from the city  
• Many suggestions on which route is best  

4. Support for using existing routes 

• Focus on keeping traffic downtown to focus on existing roads and for uncertainty of need for 
alternative route 
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• Desire to support local businesses  

5. Environmental considerations 

• Interest in farmland, wildlife, and natural area considerations 

• Sensitivity to Palouse landscape and ecosystems, including watersheds and changing floodplains  

• Interest in minimizing environmental disruption  
6. Property and land impacts 

• Statements about impacts to residential neighborhoods, private property, farms, and public land  
• Concerns about how routes affect access to and roadway safety near homes, businesses, 

schools, and recreational areas 

7. Evaluation criteria feedback 

• Some feel the criteria are thorough and well thought out  
• Interest in how priorities and factors like cost, environment, and community impact are 

balanced 

Frequently Asked Questions 

The study team provided responses to frequently asked questions and common themes. The following 
responses were posted to the study website. 

GENERAL THEMES 

1. What problem is this study trying to solve, and what are the goals (safety, congestion, 

freight, bike/pedestrian)?  

Before identifying potential improvements, the study team worked with tribes, agencies, stakeholders, 
and the public to define the transportation issues that need to be addressed and to help shape the goals 
the study should try to solve. The Purpose & Need statement guides the development and evaluation of 
potential solutions throughout the study. In summary, this study is focused on addressing existing and 
future traffic congestion, improving safety and freight mobility, and enhancing travel options, where 
appropriate, for people walking, biking, and driving along the corridor. 

2. What is the study timeline? What happens in Level 3 (the final evaluation phase) that is 

anticipated for fall 2026?  

The US-95 Palouse Region Study is following the Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) process (see 
timeline on the study website) to streamline planning and environmental decision-making in 
preparation for future environmental reviews, such as the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
review.  

This PEL process includes three screening levels as part of the central task of evaluating and refining the 
alternatives: 

Level 1: Screened concepts for Purpose & Need and feasibility. The study team used generalized land 
use, planning, geotechnical, roadway engineering, traffic, safety, and environmental data. Concepts that 
did not meet Purpose & Need or that had a fatal flaw (an impact or combination of impacts that prohibit 

https://www.us95sh8.com/overview
https://itd.idaho.gov/project/us-95-palouse-region-study-2/
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a concept from being built) were eliminated. Level 1 screening concluded in 2025, and the results can be 
seen in the Level 1 Screening Pamphlet.   

Level 2: Compared concepts using qualitative and quantitative planning-level data and results include 

either Carried Forward, Eliminated, or Not Recommended concepts.  

• Gathered Data. The study team gathered and analyzed refined datasets for each concept, 
including traffic analysis. 

• Performed Comparative Analysis. The study team used the data to compare each concept's 
performance against the others, evaluating how well each concept met the study's Purpose & 
Need, feasibility, and goals while considering benefits and impacts. 

The Level 2 screening concluded in 2026, and the results can be seen in the Level 2 Screening Pamphlet. 

Level 3: Now, we will analyze concepts using performance measures to refine recommendations. 

Concepts carried forward from Level 2 will be refined to avoid and minimize impacts while meeting 
roadway design, operational, and traffic needs. This will take place in the coming months and a public 

meeting to share those findings is anticipated in late 2026.  

At the conclusion of this study anticipated for early 2027, the US-95 study team may propose short- and 
long-term improvements that, if funded, could progress through a NEPA process. These may include 
multiple reasonable concepts that will be called alternatives in later phases. General timelines for next 
steps, including opportunities for current or future funding, will be determined with the final 
recommendation of improvements. 

However, several near-term projects, identified as a result of community outreach for this study and the 
SH-8 Traffic Study, have already been programmed by ITD: 

• New traffic signal at Mountain View Drive and SH-8 

• Pedestrian improvements with the Little Bear Creek Bridge Replacement in Troy 

• In partnership with the City of Moscow, a new crosswalk near Gritman Medical Center and 
sidewalks at the US-95 and SH-8 intersection 

ITD and Latah County have additional ongoing studies and design and construction projects that may 
overlap with our study areas. Those projects may be seen by visiting Latah County Projects, 2024–Early 
Development. Visit itd.idaho.gov/projects/ for information about all ITD projects. 

3. Has an alternative route been chosen and how did you rank options? 

The study is still ongoing. In Level 3, the study team will continue to refine concepts that passed through 
Level 2 screenings and improve them to: 

• Focus on the highest-performing intersection locations along SH-8 and US-95. 

• Connect the refined intersection locations identified as top performers in the density analysis. 
• Eliminate redundant or lower-performing combinations.  
• Reduce corridor length where possible to increase efficiency and reduce impacts. 
• Minimize property and environmental impacts while preserving congestion relief potential. 

https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/23353-US-95-SH-8-Studies_Level-1-Screening-Pamphlet_SM.pdf
https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2026/07/US-95-Study_March2026_Screening-Pamphlet_SM.pdf
https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/ITD_Latah_County_Projects_2024.pdf
https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/ITD_Latah_County_Projects_2024.pdf
https://itd.idaho.gov/projects/
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Criteria and scoring for Level 2 may be found here, Level 2 Evaluation Scoring, where you can see the 
categories along the top and the scoring per concept to understand the considerations that drove the 
rankings.  

4. How will neighborhood and property impacts be considered and handled throughout the 

process?  

As part of the project development process for the PEL study Level 2 Screening and data collection (and 
future studies), the study team considered the potential for each concept to: 

• Avoid and minimize property impacts 

• Minimize property impact costs 

• Support local and regional planning efforts 

• Connect with future projects 

• Provide ease of implementation, including permitting, construction complexity, and duration 

• Proceed with phased implementation  

In Level 3, the study team will continue to review concepts that passed through Level 2 screenings and 
refine them by the criteria described in Question 3, which includes minimizing property impacts. The 
study team recognizes that a new highway corridor through currently undeveloped areas has the 
potential for impacts. We’ll evaluate neighborhood, property, environmental, and community impacts 
as we develop and refine alternatives through the PEL and any future NEPA process. Detailed studies 
and coordination with agencies, property owners, stakeholders, and the public will guide decisions that 

meet the study’s Purpose & Need while avoiding and minimizing impacts as much as practicable. Public 
input will continue throughout future phases.  

Ultimately, potentially affected property owners are consulted during ITD’s right of way process that 
typically occurs during the design process of a project. At the conclusion of this study, anticipated for 
early 2027, the US-95 study team may propose short- and long-term improvements that, if funded, 
would progress through a NEPA process before reaching the design phase. General timelines for next 
steps, including opportunities for current or future funding, will be determined with the final 
recommendation of improvements. 

5. How may downtown Moscow be affected, and are economic impacts being evaluated? 

Economic impacts — including potential effects on downtown Moscow businesses, customer access, 
and local connectivity — are an important consideration throughout the study process. Additionally, 
supporting safety and mobility, and economic opportunity in the downtown Moscow community is an 
important part of this study.  

From the study’s Purpose & Need through each level of screening, the study team is evaluating a range 
of factors related to economic and community impacts alongside traffic flow, safety, and regional 
connectivity. This includes assessing how potential corridor concepts could affect access to businesses, 
travel patterns, freight movement, and the overall function of downtown Moscow. 

The new corridor concepts being studied are intended to improve regional mobility by reducing 
through-traffic congestion in downtown Moscow, particularly for travelers who are not stopping locally. 

https://www.us95sh8.com/level-two-evaluation-scoring


U S - 9 5  P a l o u s e  R e g i o n  S t u d y                 P u b l i c  M e e t i n g  # 3  S u m m a r y  

KN 23353 12 

August 2026 

By shifting some regional trips away from downtown streets, the study team anticipates improved 
access, circulation, and reliability for local users, customers, employees, and deliveries within the 
downtown area. 

The economic study completed as part of the PEL and NEPA process would evaluate the potential effects 
of the proposed alternative route on surrounding communities, including the community with modified 
highway access. The analysis would consider factors such as changes in traffic patterns and access, 
potential effects on local businesses and economic activity, property and land use impacts, regional 
growth and development trends, and potential changes in community connectivity. The study would 
rely on progressively more detailed traffic, demographic, land use, and economic data as it advances 
through future phases. 

Available research and case studies developed by Federal Highways Administration (FHWA) and state 
transportation agencies indicate that alternative highway routes do not uniformly result in long-term 
adverse economic impacts to communities with modifications to highway access. Studies have found 
that while some highway-oriented businesses may experience changes in travel patterns, overall 
community economic vitality is often influenced more heavily by local and regional population, resident 
activity, destination travel, land use, and broader economic conditions. 

The results of the analysis, together with stakeholder coordination and public input, would help inform 
the evaluation and refinement of alternatives and identify opportunities to avoid, minimize, or mitigate 
potential adverse community and economic impacts. 

6. Are specific safety improvements being considered at community-identified hotspots? 

Yes, both safety and spot improvements are being considered. As a result of community outreach for 
this study and the SH-8 Traffic Study, several projects have already been programmed by ITD: 

• New traffic signal at Mountain View Drive and SH-8 

• Little Bear Creek Bridge in Troy 

• In partnership with the City of Moscow, a new crosswalk near Gritman Medical Center and 
sidewalks at the US-95 and SH-8 intersection 

We heard from the public specific locations including Phillips Farm Park, Pine Crest, and Waste Transfer 
Station access. These, along with others, will be studied through the on-alignment improvements passed 
through Level 2 screening. The study team will continue to analyze a range of options including: 

• Passing lanes 

• Turn lanes 

• Roadway signage 

• Wildlife movement 
• Geometric improvements 

• Signal improvements 

• Urban walking and biking improvements 
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ITD and Latah County have additional ongoing studies and design and construction projects that may 
overlap with our study areas. Those projects may be found here: Latah County Projects, 2024–Early 
Development. Visit itd.idaho.gov/projects/ for information about all ITD projects. 

7. How will bike and pedestrian improvements be addressed in the outcomes of this study?  

Bike and pedestrian mobility have been an important consideration throughout the study process. The 
study is evaluating how potential alternative route concepts could affect existing and future bicycle and 
pedestrian connections, including access to neighborhoods, schools, parks, downtown Moscow, the 
University of Idaho, and regional trail systems. 

As alternatives are developed and screened, the study team will identify opportunities to improve 
safety, connectivity, and multimodal travel accommodations. This may include recommendations for 
new or enhanced sidewalks, shared-use paths, crossings, bicycle facilities, or connections to planned 
local and regional networks. ITD does not require every highway to include sidewalks or bike lanes, but 
it does require that bike and pedestrian needs be evaluated during project development and 
incorporated where appropriate for the roadway context and function. 

The study will also coordinate with local and regional transportation plans, community goals, and 
stakeholder input to help ensure that future transportation improvements support safe and accessible 
travel options for all users, not just motorists. This includes not precluding multimodal options that may 
be planned or built by others.  

https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/ITD_Latah_County_Projects_2024.pdf
https://itd.idaho.gov/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/ITD_Latah_County_Projects_2024.pdf
https://itd.idaho.gov/projects/


U S - 9 5  P a l o u s e  R e g i o n  S t u d y                 P u b l i c  M e e t i n g  # 3  S u m m a r y  

KN 23353   A 

August 2026 

Appendix A. Notification Materials  

• Postcard  

• Newspaper Display and Online Ads  

• News Release 

• Social Media Posts 

• Emails 

• Media Coverage 
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Newspaper Display Ad 

 



Online Ads 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 



News Release 

 



Social Media Posts 

Facebook 

March 19, 2026 — Invitation to Public Meeting #3 



March 25, 2026 — Invitation to Public Meeting #3 Reminder 



April 2, 2026 — Public Meeting #3 Reminder for Comments 



X 

March 19, 2026 — Invitation to Public Meeting #3 



March 25, 2026 — Invitation to Public Meeting #3 Reminder 



April 2, 2026 — Public Meeting #3 Reminder for Comments 



Emails 

US-95 Palouse Region Study — Public Meeting on March 26 

 
US-95 SH-8 info@us95sh8.com 
Mar 19, 2026, 2:20 PM 

 

Greetings, 

Thank you to those of you who participated in the working group session for the US-95 

Palouse Region Study on March 11. If you were unable to join us, there are more 

opportunities to hear updates and provide your feedback. 

The Idaho Transportation Department is hosting a public meeting on March 26 to provide 

updates on the refined transportation concepts developed with the help of community 

input from our working groups, the April 2024 and June 2025 public meetings, 

and additional data collection and analysis. Join us to learn more, ask questions, and 

provide input as we move toward the final evaluation phase in fall 2026: 

• Thursday, March 26, 2026

• Drop in between 4 and 7 p.m.

• Best Western Plus University Inn (1516 West Pullman Rd, Moscow)

Unable to attend in person? Starting March 19, join us online at us95sh8.com to view the 

same information and submit comments before April 9. 

We have included outreach copy below and attached a shareable public meeting 

invitation that you can distribute through your communication channels. We appreciate 

your help in increasing the reach of the invitation and participation throughout the Palouse 

Region.  

Outreach Copy: 

Version 1:  

ITD is hosting a public meeting for the US-95 Palouse Region Study. To learn more, ask 

questions, and provide input, join us in person on March 26 in Moscow or view the 

information online March 19 through April 9: us95sh8.com. 

mailto:info@us95sh8.com
http://www.us95sh8.com/
http://www.us95sh8.com/


Version 2: 

ITD wants your input on the refined transportation concepts as the US-95 Palouse Region 

Study moves toward the final evaluation phase. Join us in person on March 26 in Moscow 
for a public meeting or view the information online from March 19 through April 

9: us95sh8.com.  

Thank you,  

US-95 Palouse Region Study Team 

US-95 Palouse Region Study | Idaho Transportation Department 

Email Attachment: Shareable Social Media Content 

http://www.us95sh8.com/
https://itd.idaho.gov/project/us-95-palouse-region-study/




 







ITD seeks input on US-95 Palouse study 

Photo credit: Idaho Transportation Department 

https://www.dailyfly.com/2026/03/19/itd-seeks-input-on-us-95-palouse-study/ 

MOSCOW, ID — The Idaho Transportation Department is asking for public input on 

proposed improvements to U.S. Highway 95 in the Palouse region. 

A public open house is set for March 26 from 4 to 7 p.m. at the Best Western Plus University 

Inn in Moscow, where updated transportation concepts for the corridor between Snow 

Road and the Latah/Benewah County line will be presented. 

The study, launched in 2023, is focused on addressing future traƯic growth and improving 
safety and mobility. Refined alternatives are based on earlier analysis and community 
feedback, with the project moving toward a final evaluation phase in fall 2026. 

An online option will also be available March 19 through April 9 at us95sh8.com, with 

opportunities to review materials and submit comments. 

Media Coverage 

https://www.dailyfly.com/2026/03/19/itd-seeks-input-on-us-95-palouse-study/
https://www.us95sh8.com/
https://www.us95sh8.com/








 

ITD Seeks Public Input on US-95 Palouse Study 

Proposed improvements to the highway corridor will be presented at an open house 

on March 26. 

Mar. 19, 2026 at 11:51pm 

The Idaho Transportation Department is asking for public input on proposed improvements 

to U.S. Highway 95 in the Palouse region. A public open house is set for March 26 from 4 to 

7 p.m. at the Best Western Plus University Inn in Moscow, where updated transportation 

concepts for the corridor between Snow Road and the Latah/Benewah County line will be 

presented. 

Why it matters 

The study, launched in 2023, is focused on addressing future traƯic growth and improving 
safety and mobility along the critical US-95 corridor in the Palouse region. Community 

feedback will help shape the final evaluation and recommendations. 

The details 

Refined alternatives for the US-95 corridor are based on earlier analysis and community 

feedback, with the project moving toward a final evaluation phase in fall 2026. An online 
option will also be available March 19 through April 9 at us95sh8.com, where the public 

can review materials and submit comments. 

• The public open house is set for March 26, 2026 from 4 to 7 p.m. 

• The online feedback period will be open from March 19 to April 9, 2026. 

 

https://nationaltoday.com/us/id/moscow/news/2026/03/19/


The players 

Idaho Transportation Department 

The state agency responsible for managing and improving Idaho's transportation 

infrastructure. 

What’s Next 

The project will move toward a final evaluation phase in fall 2026 based on the public input 
received. 

The Takeaway 

This public input process is an important opportunity for Palouse residents to help shape 

the future of the critical US-95 corridor, which plays a vital role in the region's 

transportation network and economic development. 
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Appendix B. Meeting Materials 

• Public Meeting Boards 

• Level 2 Screening Pamphlet 
• Contact Card 

• Comment Form 

• Online Public Meeting PDF 
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US-95 Palouse Region Study: 
Level 2 Screening Results

For more details and an online 
feedback survey, please visit 
us95sh8.com. Comments submitted 
by April 9 will be considered by the 
study teams. 

A No Build Alternative is required in NEPA environmental reviews and maintains the existing roadway network, 
without the proposed project. It serves as the baseline to which other alternatives are compared. The No Build 
Alternative will be Carried Forward in All Screening Levels. 

1

The US-95 Palouse Region Study is following the Planning and Environmental Linkages (PEL) process. The intent of 
the study is to help ITD determine investments in the transportation network that will improve safety, mobility, and 
economic opportunity in the region. 

Evaluation includes several levels of screening that consider the transportation problems, operational context, and 
surrounding environment. Through screening, the study team will identify reasonable alternative(s) that may progress 
into the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review process. 

Current Phase
Level 2: Compared concepts using qualitative and quantitative planning-level data.

1.	 Gathered Data. The study team gathered and analyzed re�ned datasets for each concept, including tra�c analysis.
2.	 Performed Comparative Analysis. The study team used the data to compare each concept’s performance against 

the others, evaluating how well each one met the study’s Purpose & Need, feasibility, and goals.

Results included:

•	 Carried Forward: Considered reasonable and feasible, and may be considered for further evaluation in this study 
or subsequent NEPA review and project development.  

•	 Eliminated: Did not meet Purpose & Need, had a fatal �aw, or was considered unreasonable.  
•	 Not Recommended: Will not be evaluated further due to comparatively negligible bene�ts or higher impacts. 
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Level 2 Screening Criteria
Purpose & Need
Reduce Congestion

•	 Reduce congestion in downtown Moscow
•	 Improve roadway capacity 
•	 Reduce travel times between Lewiston and  

Coeur d’Alene

Enhance Regional North-South Connection

•	 Provide a regional north-south connection that is not 
impacted by street parking

Accommodate Walking and Biking

•	 Accommodate safe, multimodal facilities and 
connections through downtown Moscow 

Promote Safety

•	 Provide a facility that corrects geometric de�ciencies 
in accordance with ITD standards

•	 Improve intersection safety, including at the US-95/ 
3rd Street intersection or US-95/SH-8 intersection 

•	 Include design features that have the potential to  
reduce crashes

Feasibility and Goals
Community

•	 Avoid and minimize property impacts 
•	 Minimize property impact costs
•	 Support local and regional planning e�orts

Environmental Resources

•	 Avoid and minimize impacts on the built 
environment resources

•	 Avoid and minimize impacts on the natural 
environment resources

Implementation

•	 Connect with future projects
•	 Consider ease of implementation (permitting, 

construction complexity, duration)
•	 Consider the ability to proceed with  

phased implementation

Level 2 Traffic Analysis Summary

Concepts/Options Carried 

Forward Through Tra�c Analysis
•	 New Corridors: 17 Concepts

•	 Northeastern corridor concepts did not 
provide tra�c bene�ts compared with other 
corridors. 

•	 New corridor concepts to the south and west 
of Moscow met the Purpose & Need. 

•	 Rural Widening and Rural Improvement 

Concepts

•	 Both concepts passed through tra�c 
analysis.

•	 Signal Operation Improvements

Concepts/Options Eliminated 

Due to Tra�c Analysis
On their own, these concepts do not remove 
enough tra�c from downtown Moscow to meet 
the Purpose & Need of the study.

•	 A Street

•	 Access Management

•	 Lane Reallocations 

•	 Palouse River Drive 

•	 As a stand-alone concept, Palouse River 
Drive did not meet tra�c performance need. 
Palouse River Drive will be a component of 
several New Corridor Concepts in Level 3 
and will potentially be addressed as an o�-
system improvement for other studies.

•	 Styner Avenue 

•	 Eliminating the Styner concept using 
tra�c data does not preclude it from being 
analyzed as part of the crosswalk concepts 
that were carried forward.
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Concept: Urban Improvements
Targeted Roadway Improvements in Moscow on the Current Highway Alignment

Option: Signal Operation Improvements 

Level 2 Screening Result: Carried Forward

Key Components
Optimization of signal timing, including queue management and a review of the overnight �ashing operation 
downtown, will be needed to recalibrate the network as part of any concept advanced out of Level 2 Screening, 
including the No Build option. 

Potential new tra�c signal locations will be analyzed throughout the study process. New tra�c signals may be 
warranted dependent on future tra�c growth and other planning e�orts. 

Results
The Signal Operation Improvements Option was carried forward for re�nement in Level 3.
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Key Components
Targeted improvements for walking and biking 
facilities would be considered for the current  
highway system. 

Results
While the details of speci�c improvement elements 
could be identi�ed and re�ned in Level 3, we anticipate 
considering options such as:

•	 Improved Connection to the Latah Trail 
•	 Bike Lanes on the Roadway
•	 Enhanced Pedestrian Crossing, including  

Mid-Block Crossing

Key Components
Intersections were identi�ed as helpful starting points 
for studying potential new corridors. New corridors 
are drawn at 700-1,000 foot widths. Intersections, 
connecting corridors, and new alignment widths 
will be re�ned in Level 3 and in any future project 
development. For example, Intersection 2 will move 
due to recent development and growth. 

Examples of a bike lane and crosswalk

Concept: Urban 
Improvements

Concept: Moscow 
New Corridors

Targeted Roadway Improvements in Moscow on 
the Current Highway Alignment

New Alignment

Option: Urban Walking and Bike Improvements 

Level 2 Screening Result: Carried Forward

Level 2 Screening Result: 17 Top Performing 

New Corridors Carried Forward
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Key Components
Intersections were identi�ed as helpful starting points for studying potential new corridors. New corridors are drawn 
at 700-1,000 foot widths. Intersections, connecting corridors, and new alignment widths will be re�ned in Level 3 and 
in any future project development. For example, Intersection 2 will move due to recent development and growth. 

Results
Graphic Examples of New Alignment 

Roadway Elements

Because we build new roads to the latest design 
standards, many roadway elements would be 
determined by engineering best practices and 
technical data at the time of �nal design and 
construction. Speci�c roadway elements for a 
new alignment will be re�ned as we progress 
through the process.

Concept: Moscow New Corridors, cont.
New Alignment

Level 2 Screening Result: 17 Top Performing New Corridors Carried Forward
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Concept: Moscow New Corridors, cont.
New Alignment

Level 2 Screening Result: 17 Top Performing New Corridors Carried Forward
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Concept: Moscow New Corridors, cont.
New Alignment

Level 2 Screening Result: 17 Top Performing New Corridors Carried Forward
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Concept: Moscow New Corridors, cont.
New Alignment

Level 2 Screening Result: 17 Top Performing New Corridors Carried Forward
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Key Components
As part of the Level 2 Screening, widening US-95 
outside Moscow was considered on the current 
highway alignment, including consistent four-
lane cross sections where possible. This would be 
considered from north of Moscow (starting at US-95 
milepost 347) to the Latah/Benewah county line.  

Results
The Rural Widening Concept was carried forward as 
part of the tra�c screening. 

Key Components
The Potlatch New Corridor Concepts are intended to 
improve the geometry and thus safety of US-95 and 
the major intersection with SH-6 in Potlatch. 

Results
Because tra�c volumes in Potlatch are within the 
typical capacity for two-lane roads and stop-controlled 
intersections, the two Potlatch New Corridor Concepts 
were carried forward as part of the tra�c screening.

Concept: Rural 
Widening

Concept: Potlatch 
New Corridors

On Alignment

New Alignment | 14 to 16 or 14 to 17

Level 2 Screening Result: Carried Forward

Level 2 Screening Result: Carried Forward
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Key Components
Targeted roadway improvements outside Moscow 
city limits were considered as stand-alone 
improvements to the existing roadway. While some 
options address rural congestion, most primarily 
address safety. 

Results
Each of the following options were carried forward 
through tra�c analysis:

•	 Shoulder Widening 
•	 Passing Lanes
•	 Turn Lanes
•	 Roadway Signage 
•	 Wildlife Movement
•	 Geometric Improvements
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Results
The Palouse River Drive Concept as a stand-alone quadrant from 103 to 102 does not remove enough tra�c 
from downtown Moscow to meet the Purpose & Need of this study. However, 103 to 102 appears in multiple top 
performing New Corridor Concepts and will proceed as a connecting element of those concepts.
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Level 2 Screening Result: Eliminated
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Results
This concept does not remove enough 
tra�c from downtown Moscow to meet the 
Purpose & Need of the study.

Results
This concept does not remove enough 
tra�c from downtown Moscow to meet the 
Purpose & Need of the study.
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Results
This concept does not remove enough 
tra�c from downtown Moscow to meet the 
Purpose & Need of the study.

Results
This concept does not remove enough 
tra�c from downtown Moscow to meet the 
Purpose & Need of the study.

ID
A

H
O

W
A

S
H

IN
G

T
O

N
Access management

Existing US-95 and SH-8

Spotswood St.
Veatch St.

Je
�

e
rso

n
 S

t.

L
illy S

t.
A

sb
u

ry S
t.

A
lm

o
n

 S
t.

Rodeo Dr.

D St.

A St.

3rd St.

Fa
rm

 R
d

. L
in

e
 S

t.

L
ie

u
a

lle
n

 S
t.

P
e

te
rso

n
 D

r.
6th St.

Styner Ave.

Troy Rd.

Bake
r S

t.

8

8

UNIVERSITY

OF IDAHO

GRITMAN

MEDICAL

CENTER

GOLF

COURSE
0 mi 0.25 mi

ID
A

H
O

W
A

S
H

IN
G

T
O

N

Possible lane reallocation

Existing US-95 and SH-8

Rodeo Dr.

D St.

A St.

3rd St.

Fa
rm

 R
d

. L
in

e
 S

t.

L
ie

u
a

lle
n

 S
t.

P
e

te
rso

n
 D

r.

6th St.

Styner Ave.

Troy Rd.

Bak
e

r S
t.

8

8

UNIVERSITY

OF IDAHO

GRITMAN

MEDICAL

CENTER

GOLF

COURSE0 mi 0.25 mi

Concept: Urban 
Improvements

Concept: Urban 
Improvements

Targeted Roadway Improvements 
in Moscow on the Current Highway 
Alignment

Targeted Roadway Improvements 
in Moscow on the Current Highway 
Alignment

Option: Access Management 

Level 2 Screening Result: Eliminated
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Re�nement of Intersections and Corridor Locations
As a result of the Level 2 comparative evaluation, the study team intends to re�ne the concepts to:

•	 Focus on the highest-performing intersection locations along SH-8 and US-95.
•	 Connect the re�ned intersection locations identi�ed as top performers in the density analysis.
•	 Eliminate redundant or lower-performing combinations.
•	 Reduce corridor length where possible to increase e�ciency and reduce impacts.
•	 Minimize property and environmental impacts while preserving congestion relief potential.

Level 3 Screening Criteria 
Level 3 will apply the same screening criteria used in Level 2 with more speci�c performance measures.

Next Steps: Level 3 Concept 
and Criteria Refinement

For more details and an online 
feedback survey, please visit 
us95sh8.com. Comments submitted 
by April 9 will be considered by the 
study teams. 



US-95 Palouse 
Region Study

Participate in the 
online public meeting:
www.us95sh8.com



Email: info@us95sh8.com

Website: itd.idaho.gov/project/us-95-palouse-region-study

Phone: 208-799-4218

Your Safety       Your Mobility

Your Economic Opportunity



We appreciate you taking the time to provide feedback. Your input continues to be an 
important part of shaping this study.

This survey includes a few general questions about what you like and  
dislike about the re�ned transportation concepts and criteria for the �nal evaluation 
phase in fall 2026. You may provide answers to any or all questions and are not required 
to respond to each. Comments received by April 9 will be considered by the study team.

This survey is meant to be taken during or after the in-person public meeting or after 
you have reviewed the meeting displays online: us95sh8.com. Identical information  
is available both in person and online. 

Thank you for your interest in the US-95 Palouse Region Study.

US-95 Palouse Region Study
What do you like or dislike about the US-95 Study Level 2 Screening results and re�ned transportation 
concepts being considered? Is there anything else the study team should know or consider as the study 
moves forward?

.

COMMENT FORM

Scan to take 
the survey 



What do you like or dislike about the US-95 Study Level 3 Screening criteria?

Public Meeting Feedback
Please mark how e�ective the public meeting was in improving your understanding of the US-95 
Palouse Region Study. Consider the following aspects of your experience:

•	 Materials—including maps, informational displays, and handouts

•	 Public meeting venue

•	 Online public meeting

•	 Marketing e�orts to promote the event

•	 Your discussions with the project team

•	 Any other elements that contributed to your experience at the public meeting

I have no understanding of the study I have a good understanding of the study

I have a limited understanding of the study I have a clear and comprehensive understanding  
of the study

I have a moderate understanding of the study



How did you hear about the US-95 Palouse Region Study public meeting? 

Postcard Media coverage - TV, newspaper

Public notice: social media ITD website

Public notice: Moscow-Pullman Daily News Email from study team

Public notice: Lewiston Tribune

Other (please specify):

Word of mouth

Contact Information

Name:

Email:

Address: City:

Address 2:

Phone Number:State: ZIP:

This information will only be used to monitor attendance at public meetings and for data collection purposes, as speci�ed by 

law (CFR 23 200.9(4)). It will become part of the public record for this study, though personally identi�able information will 

be redacted. Your information may be added to the stakeholder database for the study, though you may unsubscribe from 

updates at any time.

What race do you most identify as?

 American Indian (Tribal Native)/Alaskan Native

 Hispanic

 White

 Native Hawaiian and other Paci�c Islander

 Black  Other:

The questions below are optional and voluntary.

Are you a person with a disability?

 Yes  No

What is your gender?

 Male  Female

 Asian

You can return your comments at the public meeting to a member of the team or in the comment box at 
the sign-in table. To return comments by email or mail, please send them by April 9, 2025, to:

Individuals who need special accommodations should contact CivilRights@itd.idaho.gov or 208-334-8884.  

TTY/TDD users Dial 711 to use the Idaho Relay System. Persons needing an interpreter should contact 208-334-8496.

Email: info@us95sh8.com Mail:   Idaho Transportation Department, District 2
             Attn: US-95 Palouse Region Study Team
             P.O. Box 837 
             Lewiston, ID 83501

Submit Your Comments



Thank you!
For up-to-date details and  

study information, visit  

itd.idaho.gov/project/us-95-

palouse-region-study/.

Need additional writing space? Continue your comments here.
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Appendix C. Attendance 

• Sign-In Sheets 

o Public Meeting – March 26, 2026 

• Online Meeting Metrics 
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Appendix D. Public Comments 

• Comment Forms (in-person or mailed) 
• Online Survey Comments 

• Emailed Comments 

 

































































Online Survey Comments

Comments What do you like or dislike about the screening results?
What do you like or dislike about 

the US-95 Study Level 3 
Screening criteria?

Online Survey

I was very pleased to read the design plans to make Hwy 8 more safe, especially from the  Moscow city limits to Pine 
Crest Rd.  A turning lane onto Pine Crest, like the one for Mill Rd is needed.  I live on Pine Crest and I certainly know 
how dangerous it can be to turn onto the road from Hwy8.

There is a definite need to extend the Hwy8  improvements to the Waste Transfer Station and create a safer turning 
lane to enter the facility and a lane to re-enter Hwy 8 when exiting the WTS.  Many accidents have occurred at this 
intersection.

I think it is quite thorough.

Online Survey

I appreciate the effort you have put in to this study.  That said, I'm reminded of the old saying regarding if all you see 
are nails, you're only tool is a hammer.  Your job is to design and build roads.  Issues of quality of life, livability, 
downtown death due to ring-roads etc.etc. are not your focus.   Granted you throw in bike lanes, and pedestrian 
improvements as relative footnotes.   

Beyond that, the language used in this online "study" clearly shows your bias towards an ethos of "just build 
something" to justify your funding.  Sorry but if you want an analysis to be truly taken seriously, your "study" would 
include serious statement and analysis by proponents of a solution that is not vehicle centric.  But that is of course 
not your interest.

So like the old song goes ... "pave paradise and put up a parking lot!".

PS:  You might want to distinguish between East Palouse River Dr. and West Palouse River Dr.  for clarity sake.

PSS:  Your perceived reverence for the "Freight Study" in Whitman County should be carefully scrutinized.  The data 
put forth regarding truck traffic is seriously flawed.

Online Survey I need more information about this. I’m not sure either way 

Online Survey
Moscow School District owns land on West Palouse River Drive and is planning on building a new elementary school 
there. 
Routing truck traffic right in front of an elementary school does not make any sense. 

Online Survey

Good job especially your efforts to comply with 
requirements of the NEPA process. Question: Do 
alternative 6, 7, and 8 connect us 95 with foothill drive? 
Thanks for your hard work  
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Online Survey Comments

Online Survey
A through traffic option in the NE quadrant would drastically impede SAFE access to recreational opportunities on 
Moscow mountain. The recreational area is used by people from throughout the city and surroundings. 

Online Survey

The routes create business opportunities at the highway connections - gas stations you could actually get a trailer in. 
How is this taken into consideration? What rules, written or unwritten, encourage or discourage this type of 
development? Have police and fire weighed in on how easy or not easy it will be to get to incidents on one of the 
loops?

It’s unfortunate Palouse River Drive can’t be better 
utilized. I imagine that road bed is not stable enough to 
work with. 

Online Survey

While I appreciate the attention given to the need for improvement to highway 95 I wonder if the proposed concepts 
are enough? Turn lanes and widening the road are valuable and will hopefully make it safer than it currently is for 
travel. But, why not a 4 lane highway from Lewiston to CDA? I grew up in Moscow and returned to the area in 2019. 
The section of highway between Moscow and Worley has always been dangerous and there seem to have been 
minimal changes in that time. Our family travels this road multiple times a year but when doing so our safety is 
always on my mind, not only is travel busy and sometimes slow, it is also unfortunately the only reasonable route 
from here to there. 

Online Survey I support the widening of shoulders, passing lanes.  I support increasing safety for bicyclists and ambulatory folks.

Online Survey
I fully support the improvements in bike and pedestrian safety infrastructure. I commute to work and school via bike 
and on foot and currently do not feel safe crossing US-95 at some points.

Online Survey

Having grown up back East, I've seen small towns wither when bypass routes were used by ALL traffic.  Colfax is an 
example... on-line maps divert traffic from the city center.  90% of travelers follow whatever their map says is the 
fastest route which means fewer stops for food, gas and impulse shopping.  Improvements are needed, but making 
the routes simpler for freight traffic instead of faster makes sense.  This should be coupled with restrictions on exits 
that could service new gas stations and convenience stores which would bleed customer traffic from the current 
shopping areas.

Online Survey I like the thoroughness of the study, and its completeness. I favor the Lenville rd [Palouse River Drive] north route. 

Online Survey
Like Improving existing roadways 
Not in favor of diverting traffic from downtown 
Not in favor of new corridors on east side taking away farmland; unclear if that has been eliminated 
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Online Survey

I prefer the western route along the state line to Estes road as the main diversion for the north/south traffic. 
For SH8 from the 95 south I would prefer an alignment along Palouse River Drive to Mill Road. I feel the mountain 
view alignment will create unneeded congestion in an area of condensed housing development. Traffic joining SH-8 
from the south would not have to pause for an intersection within town. 

Online Survey
I do not like the Almon Street alternatives. I think more can be done to upgrade the existing system within the City. 
Has a roundabout been evaluated at the intersection of 95 & 8? That could most likely perform much better than the 
existing traffic signal or a modified traffic signal.

No comment

Online Survey

The intersection at Mountain View and SH8 presently has many near-accidents.  With the new apartments being built 
on Mountain View, the traffic at this intersection will be increased significantly.  A traffic light at Mountain View and 
SH8 is needed now and definitely  as future traffic to that intersection increases.  This should especially be a 
consideration if a by-pass is considered involving that intersection. 

E Palouse River Drive outside of the Moscow City limits has had multiple high-speed accidents involving vehicles 
moving in speeds significantly in excess of the established speed limit hitting vehicles attempting to turn on to the 
road from the apartment complexes at and near Apex Dr.  In considering routing traffic around Moscow, this 
propensity needs to be considered; should additional lanes be added on E Palouse River Drive to accommodate the 
increase of traffic routed around Moscow? (Cont. in next box)

Lane increases or additional passing lanes on US 95 
between Potlatch and Moscow would increase safety and 
transit times. And be very much appreciated.

The bypass from US 95 near the Estes turnoff to the 
WA/ID state lines would be tremendously helpful to 
efficiently reroute traffic around Moscow.

Online Survey

I live on Border Lane on Steakhouse Hill so that is my area of primary concern. I like the options that take the highway 
over to the state line and then join back into the current alignment at Viola. The snow and ice on the current hill 
combined with cars passing at high speeds on both sides of the hill make it very dangerous. It seems that going 
around the hill to the west would alleviate much of that as well as the dangerous turnoffs to access roads like ours.

However, it looks like no turn lane is being considered at Border Lane if the highway stays where it is. I see 
"geometric improvements" being mentioned but I'm not sure what those are. I would hope for a safer turnoff to our 
road and others.
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Online Survey

The conclusions reached in this study are beyond dissapointing. Road widening will lead to induced demand and 
bottle necks at the edges of the city. Paint on bike lanes instead of actual dedicated separated bike lanes are a joke 
and not real infrastructure. No pedestrian likes walking across a highway and putting an island does not change that. 
Redirecting traffic and road narrowing so that the downtown isn't seen as a pit stop for semitrucks is what is needed. 
This will not hurt businesses. Walkable dense and pleasant spaces attract more foot traffic which ultimately 
correlates more with commerce than commuting cars. Why bother asking for community engagement if you are 
going to ignore it all and proceed with out of date car centric design that only serves to hurt Moscow. Optimizing for 
car traffic flow at all costs is a joke.

Same as my thoughts above.

Online Survey

Online Survey

As someone with a heavy transportation and logistics background, I’m happy to see this project being seriously 
considered.  I like some of the options, but I am concerned about the favor shown to routes 7, 8, and 9 as opposed to 
location 10.  Moscow is a great place to live and the word is out; population (and traffic) growth has been really 
strong the last 5-8 years and we should expect it to only continue.  Accordingly, I think a junction point of 6, 7, 8, or 9 
is too close to the city and will be approaching capacity in 25 years, where a junction at point 10 provides a true 
bypass built to accommodate the area for the long haul. Your data reflects significantly less east-west travel, 
especially on the N side of the city, so there isn’t a particular need for a junction that far S on US-95, or the 
residential disruption it would cause, which would be much higher than at point 10.

N/A

Online Survey

It is very clear that the US 95 realignment should run west of town near the commercial areas and hotels already in 
place. Realignment  of US 95 to the east side of the city would negatively impact the existing residential 
neighborhoods, K-12 schools and require additional access corridors to get to downtown and U of I. That way, 
commercial trucks/trailers can bypass the city and visitors can access hotels and U of I  without increasing traffic in 
existing residential neighborhoods. Access to downtown businesses is also already built in on the west side vs. 
creating new corridors from the new bypass.
Thank you!

Not aware 

Online Survey Like it like it
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Online Survey

The Level 2 - Evaluation Scoring spreadsheet was very difficult to understand especially regarding the new corridor 
concepts. I live near Palouse River Drive in Moscow and the road was listed in several of the new corridors. The new 
corridors that included Palouse River Drive showed different scores. The reasons for the different scores was not 
clear to me. 

The information mentioned the Pullman-Whitman County planning study for Palouse River Drive and the heading 
read "Supporting the Pullman-Whitman Study." A couple pages later the section titled "Concept: Palouse River Drive" 
indicated that the Level 2 Screening Result was "Eliminated." Later in the Level 2 screening results, Palouse River 
Drive is mentioned several times (see first paragraph). It appears to me that Palouse River Drive has not  been 
eliminated as an option. This needs to be clarified. 

I appreciated seeing the focus on improving bike lanes. Bicycle access is especially important in a college town like 
Moscow. 

The Level 3 screening criteria seem appropriate 

Online Survey

Concerning rerouting truck traffic from Highway 195 south of Pullman via Sand Road to Palouse River Drive in 
Moscow:
As a Board member for the UI Arboretum and Botanical Garden, I strongly urge you to consider ways to slow traffic 
and protect drivers and pedestrians who will be entering the Arboretum off of Palouse River Drive. We have a lot of 
visitors all year long. Without proper intervention, the risk of dangerous collisions and other accidents is extremely 
high. I hope you will put in a turn lane and substantially slow traffic coming from Pullman (and Moscow) as they 
approach the Arboretum entrance. Even in the current situation it is difficult to see traffic from the west sometimes. 
Commercial trucks barreling down on cars waiting to turn would be a disaster. Sidewalks would also be very helpful 
as we get a lot of foot traffic year round. Noise mitigation would also be nice.
Thank you for listening.

Online Survey

Since we live in the Viola area and work in Pullman, we travel the highway a lot.  In the 30 years I have lived here, the 
traffic has gone up exponentially. We would like to see all the proposed turn lanes be implemented for everyone's 
safety.  We have had many close calls  from people passing and turning.  When we are coming home from Coeur 
d'Alene heading south, we turn off at Potlatch and come home along Flannigan Creek Rd that goes to Viola to avoid 
making a left hand turn onto Four Mile Rd into Viola. We've had too many close calls at that intersection from both 
directions.  Viola is a hot spot for people to live and build new homes.  It is close to Moscow, you can live out in the 
country, and you're still in the Moscow School District. It would be nice to have all the turn lanes but it would be even 
nicer to also have a 4 lane highway, regardless of it bearing a center turn lane or grass median.  Thank you for this 
survey.

Online Survey I agree with the addition of a traffic signal at Mountain View Rd and Hwy 8.
I do not see any consideration being given to the impact 
to homes along the proposed routes.  This includes 
eminent domain, traffic noise, driveway access, etc.
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Online Survey  
(this is a 

duplication of the 
information she 

emailed in)

The criteria measures the efficacy of solving traffic issues but it does not measure the impact to  quiet enjoyment, 
property values or community culture.  
A little background: I live in the Canterwood neighborhood in the Northwest quadrant of Moscow.  

Quite Enjoyment. Quiet enjoyment is the right to inhabit or use certain property without disturbance.  A highway 
introduces constant noise (traffic, trucks, braking), vibration and light pollution (headlights at night).  These 
constitute a substantial interference, especially considering the quiet rural residential atmosphere that currently 
exists in Canterwood.  There are no street lights in Canterwood except for the main turn off.  We want to see the stars 
and hear the coyotes at night.  This is why we live here.  

Property Values. Highways reduce nearby residential property values due noise pollution, air pollution, visual 
intrusion and perceived safety concerns.  Proximity to highways is directly correlated to lower desirability and 
increased increase time-on-market for homes.  Properties located near a highway typically experience a 10% to 20% 
reduction in value compared to similar homes in quieter areas.  The proposed corridors near Canterwood will cause 
a measurable reduction in property value, effectively imposing a financial burden on homeowners.

Community Character. Canterwood currently enjoys quiet, low-density living, open space and natural views, 
nighttime darkness (lack of light pollution), and slower pace and low traffic volume.  There are local hobby farms 
practicing small-scale agriculture and livestock raising which support local, community-based economies.  The 
proposed corridors project near Canterwood would cause it to lose its rural identify.  The highway would inevitably 
encourage and experience commercial development and sprawl.  The natural soundscape would be replaced with 
constant traffic and scenic views, which rural Idaho is known and valued for, would be altered.   
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Online Survey

My thoughts in no particular order:
Crosswalks near Gritman: that area is heavily trafficed at certain times, and an on-demand pedestrian crosswalk 
light would need to be very closely aligned with the other lights in those areas. I suppose you know this, but I wanted 
to add it anyway.
The Scoring Chart has several changes I think would help us understand it and understand how to make choices.
 •Name the larger pdf of it with a real name of what it is rather that some random (to us) numerical gibberish.
 •Detail the subdivisions that some of the groupings like Reduce Congestion or Promote Safety so that we can 

understand how parts of the larger group are positive while others are negative.
 •Change the colors of the circles with up and down arrows so us folks with less than optimal color vision can better 

distinguish the two. Additionally, since those circles duplicate the pluses and minuses below them, eliminate one or 
the other. It would make the chart way less busy.
 •Put a link on each concept, either the name or the description, that links to a separate page the gives all the scoring 

information along with the map of the concept. And even better would be if you could point out each score on the 
map and say why it got a plus, minus or neutral score. That would be really helpful.
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Online Survey Comments

Online Survey

I like the addition of a traffic signal at Us-95 and Styner. It has been a very dangerous intersection to exit from either 
as a driver or pedestrian. Cars are often traveling above the posted speed limit and are popping up over a hill from 
two directions, offering limited visibility for crossing. Improved connection to the Latah Trail and for bike/pedestrian 
connectivity across the intersection of US-95/US-8 is important. It is challenging to cross through that intersection 
safely as a pedestrian or cyclist, because of right hand turns over the cross walks. I prefer the new route that uses 
point 2 on US95 south because it doesn't cut into Paradise Ridge or the existing structures on Reisenauer Rd. 
Connecting that to point 11 would create a throughway to the existing Airport Rd that doesn't currently exist and 
would benefit both truck and car travel going to that area of Moscow. Connecting up to point 10 in Viola would bipass 
a dangerous stretch of US-95 in North Moscow and minimizes big truck traffic through that part of town. It also 
allows trucks to continue through Palouse and Garfield up to Spangle and Spokane without cutting through Pullman 
and Colfax. I also like the idea of connecting point 2 to points 3 or 4, using existing portions of Palouse River Drive 
while bypassing a residential stretch of it. I don't think an eastern corridor is entirely necessary, since the southern 
>> western bipass will get traffic to the north with minimal disruption to residential areas. 

I do not like the city of Moscow's plan with the city of Pullman to utilize Palouse River Drive & Mountain View >> Sand 
Rd >> Johnson Rd. It brings dangerous, loud, polluting truck traffic through a residential neighborhood in Southwest 
Moscow, where there are plans to build a new elementary or high school. 

I am indifferent about the Potlatch corridor planning, since much of the timber truck traffic comes from Potlatch and 
might not utilize a new route. 

I think you have done thorough and thoughtful work on 
how to improve the travel infrastructure of our 
community. I appreciate that you have been eliminating 
routes that would have a potentially negative impact on 
our community and environment and I hope that you will 
strongly consider placement of routes running near 
Paradise Ridge. Paradise Ridge is an extremely important 
natural space that should not be considered as a 
neighborhood to be sheared off. It has nearly 1000 acres 
of forest land and is home to dear, elk, and moose, as 
well as part of our watershed. 

I also am appreciative of the approach to protecting and 
improving pedestrian and cyclist access to our 
community as it grows. Adding and improving crossings, 
bike lanes and traffic lights will be an incredible 
improvement. 

Online Survey

Urban Improvement: I would support a traffic light and/or dedicated crosswalk near Gritman for people crossing the 
south bound one-way.  That is becoming dangerous.  Also, a traffic light at Mt. View and Hwy 8 would help.  It's 
getting dangerous to cross Hwy 8 at that point. A light at Rodeo would probably help.  It's difficult to turn south on 95 
at many times.
New Corridors: I would support the 103, 102, 13, 9 route.  That seems to accomplish moving traffic round the south 
and north sides as well as downtown.  Not sure what the least disruptive corridor is between 13 and 9 but should be 
considered or alternative between 13 and 9.  Otherwise it seems to make sense. Palouse River Drive already needs 
to be widened to support increased traffic and bike use.
I support eliminating new corridor concepts in the NE quadrant around Moscow.
However, I would like to see improvements to Mt. View, north of Mt. View Park to better accommodate pedestrian 
and bike traffic.  There is a safety issue with that section out to Foothill.  And, Orchard Ave needs to be widened 
between Lanny Ln and Trail for increased traffic to new developments.
Rural Widening: To get more lanes where possible or at least 3 would be really helpful north of Moscow.  Would be 
fine with added turn lanes and passing lanes.
Potlatch: I would support any of those options moving routes to the west of existing.

I think the criteria are fine.  I would put the most priority 
on safety, reducing congestion in Moscow, and 
minimizing impacts to environment. 
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Online Survey
The resulting options for further study seem reasonable.  One small concern is the possible placement of a street 
light at Morton Street.  Morton Street has very little traffic and highway 95 traffic going north would be forced to stop 
on a fairly steep incline.

Online Survey

i like that the proposed routes remove highway traffic from downtown Moscow and largely do this by routing to the 
south and west of town. This allows growth trends to contuntue to the west and north of town without being 
impacted by the highway and also allows residents to continue their heavy recreational use of Moscow Mountain 
also without having to navigate highway traffic. I also like that safe bike lanes, sidewalks, and crossings are an 
integral part of the plan.

I do not like the drawings that show bike lanes extremely 
close to highway traffic. There needs to be a safe buffer. 
We now know that car/bicycle accidents are becoming 
increasing severe and fatal so extra care needs to be 
taken to reverse this trend.

Online Survey
I think it effectively reduces redundancy, but I don't believe removing the proposed Moscow downtown bypass was a 
good decision.

I think it's an effective project however the elaboration on 
wildlife corridors could have helped taxpayers better 
understand how the new roads will have a minimal 
impact on wildlife.

Online Survey

First, I don’t like that more than a few of the concepts rub right through my farm land, and yet we were never 
contacted by phone or mail in the past two years since my mother died and we inherited the family farm. Second, I 
don’t like that several of your concepts would decimate homes and farms along Mix Road (Almon). There are 
certainly other, less congested areas to put a highway. To even consider Mix is to say you don’t care about the 
homeowners there.

I like, hope, that you will consider the agricultural 
acreage and structures along Mix Road. My farm, in 
particular, fronts the road for nearly half a mile. In 
addition to the farmer who leases the bulk of the land to 
grow wheat, lentils, etc, my family is reviving other parts 
of the farm for small veggies and fruit, something which 
hasn’t happened since my great grandfather passed way 
in 1963. This farm has been in our family since Henry 
Rogers homesteaded it in 1877. 

Online Survey
It is really hard to follow your study presentation. I got the idea that you threw out several ideas, but I can't figure out 
what you actually plan to do. 

Online Survey

I was not at the meeting, but I have some ideas.
There is no reason for the speed limit to go to 65MPH at Nirk Hill to the Latah-Benawah line.  
Between mile markers 365-366 (Old Skunk Hump) needs a double line.  If you drive a sedan, for a short distance you 
can not see cars coming either way.
A turn off lane is needed between mile 369-370 going North, turning left on Deep Creek
Road.  Most of the time someone comes around the corner traveling South just when I want to turn.  I have had more 
than one person following me brake and slide even though I turned on my left hand signal light starting at Elmore 
Church.  For mine & others safety, I  now pull off on Carscallen road turning lane until all traffic clears behind me.

Online Survey

I live in the Canterwood Estates neighborhood, just off of mix Road.  There are a total of 15 homes in the 
neighborhood. Of the 17 top performing new corridors carried forward in level two screening, nearly all of them affect 
Canterwood estates. The least invasive of these corridors exits at Estes Street (nine).  Options 6, 7 and eight are 
unacceptable for the number of private properties the corridor will end up destroying.

No comment. 
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Online Survey

Overall, the criteria seem complete.  The question will be the balance of these objectives.  I would place "regional 
connection not impacted by street parking" at the bottom of the criteria.  I would only consider multi-modal 
transportation needs for safety of existing modes (pedestrian overpasses), not an increase to them (such as new on-
road bike lanes)

I don't believe the overall costs of new corridors, 
especially ones requiring significant new property 
acquisition and new build will be worth the predicted 
gains of reduced congestion/improved travel time, etc.  
New corridors to the east of Moscow or on-alignment 
concepts may not pencil out to have the greatest overall 
impact, but will have a better cost/benefit ratio.

Online Survey
I dislike the concepts being considered that would run a new highway corridor through Almon Street, where there are 
a number of private residences that would be dramatically affected by the increased traffic. I believe it is incumbent 
upon the study team to prioritize corridor options that will not impact existing private residences. 

I dislike the fact that the Level 3 Screening criteria seems 
to prioritize "reducing corridor length" over reducing 
impact to existing private residences. Protecting existing 
private residences must take priority over corridor length. 

Online Survey

For the potlatch corridor, 14 to17 is the better option. It takes the congestion a better way than the 14-16 route. The 
14-16 route is in the flood plain to a greater extent than 14-17. Moving to the 14-17 route will do a better job moving 
deicer away from the public’s water wells and creeks in the flood plain.
For the potlatch to county line there wasn’t a lot of information about entering and exiting the highway and/or what 
that looked like. Or  whether it would be a four lane or not. 

For us the most important criteria is to move the highway 
away from watersheds and the public’s wells, and to 
relieve congestion.  Also, more details about the width of 
the highway and getting on/off the highway

Online Survey
It is my opinion that if you are going to make a by-pass, it should be a real by-pass. Some of the options come 
incredibly close to the city, leaving it hardly any room to grow. 
I believe the best options are #2 and #4 because they allow for plenty of room and expansion. 

I dislike that many of the options are too close to town 
and will interrupt grown of our beautiful city. 

Online Survey
Of the 17 bypasses suggested, I think the #9 to #13 to #2 to #5, makes the most sense. Although Palouse River Drive 
is a more direct route, a bypass would increase congestion in the industrial area near Hiway 95. 

Online Survey

I believe the half loop on the West Side should be as wide 
as possible to maximize future optionality for continued 
growth.  My recommendation for the proposed route on 
the West Side is 9 Estes Road (going behind Canterwood) 
to 13 State line (would  prefer this be pushed out further 
to the Airport) and then connecting to 2 Private Road ( 
would prefer 1 Zietler/Cameron Road).   

I vehemetly oppose options 6, 7, and 8 on the Northwest 
portion of the half loop. 
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Online Survey

ITD should reconsider some of the previously eliminated routes that are farther from Moscow and closer to the 
Pullman-Moscow Regional Airport, as they may better serve the region’s long-term transportation and economic 
needs. These include new corridor concepts 10, 11, 1, 5 that create a true bypass. 
Corridors in closer proximity to the airport create opportunities for integrated regional planning, including improved 
access for passengers, freight, and potential future commercial or industrial development. These routes would 
better support the airport as a regional asset while enhancing connectivity between Idaho and Washington.
Additionally, farther-out alignments are more consistent with long-term growth patterns, preserving land near 
Moscow for housing and community development while avoiding future congestion and costly retrofits. They also 
provide greater flexibility to design a safer, higher-speed corridor with fewer conflicts. New concept 8, Almon St, 
simply moves 95 a few hundred feet, creating the same problem we are trying to solve. 
Eliminating these routes too early may overlook options that offer greater long-term value, better freight mobility, and 
stronger regional connectivity. Re-evaluating them alongside other outer corridors would ensure the final decision 
reflects a truly forward-looking solution.

Locate the US-95 bypass as far from the City of Moscow as practicable. A close or mid-range alignment may appear 
less expensive initially, but it will quickly be constrained by growth and fail to meet long-term regional needs.
US-95 is a critical north–south freight corridor. A farther-out bypass would improve safety and travel reliability by 
separating regional traffic from local traffic, while also creating opportunities for future economic uses such as 
distribution and light industrial development. It would better accommodate regional connections, including access 
to the Pullman-Moscow Regional Airport.
A bypass away from the city preserves quality of life by reducing noise, pollution, and neighborhood disruption. 
(Continued in next column)

 It avoids creating a barrier to future housing and allows 
Moscow to grow in a more logical and affordable way. The 
City of Moscow has plans to annex the area on Almon St 
(Mix Rd) in north Moscow. This is high quality residential 
housing close to the city and University with new 
construction already in progress. Concepts 6, 7, and 8 
cross through established neighborhoods, which would 
be costly to acquire and reduce housing in Moscow, all 
while open farmland exists not far beyond. 
Environmental and cost factors also favor a more distant 
alignment. Areas near the existing corridor—particularly 
low-lying zones such as around Almon St (Concepts 6, 8) 
present flooding and drainage challenges that increase 
long-term construction and maintenance costs.
Of the 17 corridor concepts, the outermost corridors best 
meet the study’s goals for long-term mobility, safety, and 
economic opportunity. Close-in options should be 
eliminated because they do not provide lasting solutions, 
and mid-range options risk becoming obsolete as the 
region grows. The best options are concepts 13, 9, 1, and 
4. Though eliminated concepts 1, 5, 10, and 11 are 
better.
A far-out bypass is the most responsible “build it once, 
build it right” approach for the future of the region.
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Online Survey Comments

Online Survey

I dislike the apparent low weighting of community impacts for the proposed corridors. Many of the "top performing" 
new corridor options (from 13 to 6/7/8/9) go straight through or immediately past the established Canterwood 
community and/or would involve destroying homes built immediately next to Mix/Almon Rd. Putting a new major 
highway between Canterwood and Moscow would negatively impact the ability to get to town - depending on which 
option is selected, these residents would need to cross a divided 4-lane highway just to get out of their 
neighborhood.

Beyond that, the noise introduced by a new highway running directly past this neighborhood would negatively impact 
residents' quality of life.

The area adjacent to Mix Rd/Almon has been slowly developing into a new rural residential community, but the 
introduction of a major highway through this area is going to make this area far less desirable to live in.

Aside from rural community impact, while removing logging trucks from downtown Moscow would be a benefit, at 
the same time a bypass corridor may also have negative effects on commerce in downtown Moscow by removing 
private/individual traffic from town. People are less likely to stop in a town that requires getting off the highway, and 
downtown businesses may be negatively impacted. I am not aware whether this study takes this into account.

I think the stated goal of removing 10-20% of traffic from 
downtown Moscow is not a significant enough reduction 
to justify both the expense of the proposed highway as 
well as the negative rural community impacts arising 
from such a project. If a bypass is truly valuable to 
reduce heavy commercial traffic, then a "lower 
performing" route like 2-13-10 should be given greater 
weight. I also believe community impacts are underrated 
in the existing screening criteria, or at least not given 
sufficient weight in the evaluation process.

Online Survey
I don’t like that Styner Avenue got Eliminated. This intersection is extremely dangerous and has horrible traffic. 
Traffic lights need to be installed there.

Online Survey
I don't understand why US-95 north of Moscow isn't turned into a 4 lane road.  It seems like this road will only get 
busier, meaning that just installing turn lanes is only a temporary fix. Four lanes is the only thing that makes sense 
for the future.

I do like the route that goes up the State Line for the 
bypass highway

KN 23353
August 2026
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