Part VI: Comments and Coordination

Part VI: Comments and Coordination

A. Early Coordination

Recognizing that this project interests many people in the Columbia Falls and Hungry Horse areas, several
opportunities for comment were provide at early stages of the project and throughout the development
of the EIS. The major public notices, meetings, and opportunities for comments are listed below.

2 Notice of Intent to Conduct an EIS was published in the Federal Register on July 20, 1989.
(Included on page VI-16)

-] A Letter of Intent was issued to interested public agencies, organizations, and individuals
on August 21, 1989. (Included on page VI-17)

= A scoping meeting to identify major issues and discuss generalized design alternatives
was held on October 3, 1989.

= An informational meeting to discuss design alternatives and preliminary findings of EIS
analyses was held on June 26, 1990.

= An "open forum" workshop and Highway Location and Design Public Hearing were
held in Columbia Falls, Montana at the North Valley Community Center on December
10, 1992.

= An "open house" informational meeting to discuss design modifications to the

preferred alternative made as a result of comments received on the Draft EIS and
provide new information about the project was held on November 9, 1994.

B. Meetings With Community Groups

There were no special meetings held with community groups affected by the proposed action. The EIS
consultant and an MDT representative met with a member of the Kootenai Culture Committee on June
26, 1990 in Badrock Canyon to determine if the proposed action would affect culturally sensitive sites.
Members of the Blackfeet and Flathead Tribes were invited to the meeting but did not attend. Follow-up
contacts and requests for comments on the proposed action were made with the other two Tribes.
A memo describing coordination efforts with Indian Cultural Committees on file in Helena.

C. Scoping Meetings

Scoping meetings were held on October 3, 1989 at the High School Auditorium in Columbia Falls, Montana.
The primary purpose of the meetings was to identify issues and concerns that are important to the
proposed action.

The meetings were advertised in three local newspapers including the Kalispell Weekly News, the Daily
Interiake, and the Hungry Horse News. The newspaper advertisements consisted of bordered notices
placed in the classified sections of each paper two weeks prior to the meeting. Notices of the meeting
were sent to more than 100 agencies and individuals with interests in the project.

A workshop session, held from 6:00 to 7:30 p.m., gave the public an opportunity to meet those responsible
for preparing the EIS and to informally discuss project concerns with them. Approximately 20 people

Changes madae since the Draft EIS are shown in bold-faced fext.
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attended the one and one-half hour long session. Questions and comments at the workshop focused on:
m the time schedule for the project
m pedestrian and traffic safety in Columbia Heights
®m impacts to Berne Memorial Park
m impacts of right-of-way acquisition in Columbia Heights
® the redesign of the US 2/FAS 206 intersection.
Forms were provided for workshop participants wishing to submit written comments on the proposal.

The evening scoping meeting began at 7:30 p.m. and was attended by about 55 people. The meeting
included opening remarks followed by a brief presentation by the EIS consultant describing the purpose
of the proposed action and the EIS process. The presentation also provided a tentative schedule for the
EIS and summarized issues potentially important to the proposed project. An information packet with a
preliminary list of issues generated through contacts with other agencies was made available to the
public. After the presentation, comments were received from the audience. Forms for submitting written
comments on issues and design alternatives were provided at the meeting.

A total of 142 written comments were received as a result of the scoping meetings. The majority of the
written comments (101 of 142 comments) on the proposed action were generated through efforts of the
Coalition for Canyon Preservation (CCP), a local environmental group. The group provided preprinted
comment forms and urged its members and other affiliates to comment on specific issues and support
two-lane design alternatives. The CCP forms were developed to closely resemble the forms provided at
the scoping meeting. A total of 81 of the group’s preprinted scoping comment forms were received
through June, 1990. Additional letters and/or postcards, often containing remarks similar to those on the
preprinted forms, were received from 20 of the individuals who also submitted scoping forms supplied by
the CCP. Twenty comments were received on the preprinted forms provided at the scoping meeting.

Copies of the comments received following the October meeting and before an informational meeting held
in June, 1990 are on file in Helena.

1. DEVELOPMENT OF PROJECT ISSUES

The 142 initial comments received after the scoping meeting were reviewed and used to identify the
issues important to the proposed action. The comments submitted by the public were analyzed and
categorized into broad issues for consideration in the EIS or supplementary studies. Specific concerns
relating to each broad issue were then grouped for further analysis.

The issues and concerns generated through the initial scoping activities were reviewed for their importance
to the proposed action. This evaluation was necessary to determine the issues that should be examined
in detail by the EIS. Less important issues were addressed briefly in appropriate sections of the document.
The ranking of project issues was based on the following considerations:

B requirements to address specific impact categories,

m the number of public comments received on the issue, and
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m the strength of convictions raised in each comment.

Equal consideration was given to the previously mentioned factors during the ranking of issues. Since many
issues are subjective by nature, it is difficult if not impossible to rank them without incorporating some
degree of subjectivity into the process.

2. MAJOR PROJECT ISSUES

The following table identifies the major issues for the proposed reconstruction of US 2 between Columbia
Heights and Hungry Horse. TABLE VI-1 summarizes the origin of the issues, the number of comments
received, and how the EIS addresses each item. Please note that this summary is based on the 142
comments received after the initial scoping meetings. Major comments received after the June 26, 1990
meeting are summarized in Section D. of this Part. The scope of the EIS was subsequently revised to
address these comments.

D. Comments on Alternatives
1. MEETINGS ON ALTERNATIVES

A secondary purpose of the October 3, 1989 scoping meeting was to present possible design alternatives
and receive comments about the type of highway that should be constructed in the project corridor. This
meeting provided an opportunity to present a range of possible designs for the highway and solicit
comments from the audience about them. A handout describing the major features of each general highway
design and comment forms were offered to the public. The handout contained a drawing of the types of
highway designs being considered and requested comments on the features needed for this section of US

As indicated previously, 142 comments were received following the scoping meetings on the proposed
action. Most comments specified a preference for a design alternative in addition to important issues. Many
of the public comments also suggested considerations that should be included in the project’s design. The
considerations mentioned most often were:

m reconstructing the highway through Badrock Canyon to provide a lower level of service in the
design year,

m reducing travel speeds in Columbia Heights and Badrock Canyon,

®m ensuring that the preferred design is the most cost-effective of the alternatives,

E improving winter driving conditions in the corridor,

m providing a facility that will safely accommodate bicyclists and pedestrians, and

m providing a design that is sensitive to the features of Badrock Canyon.
Alternatives for the proposed action were also presented to the public at an informational meeting held on
June 26, 1990 at the High School Auditorium in Columbia Falls. Some 40 people attended the meeting and
16 persons presented oral comments. MDT recorded the proceedings of this meeting for its files.
A total of 86 written comments were submitted after the June meeting. Twenty-five of the comments were

received on preprinted forms distributed by the CCP which supported for two-lane designs (Alternative 3
in Columbia Heights and Alternative 4 in rural areas). The CCP form only allowed respondents to select
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two-lane alternatives and did not list the other alternatives as options for the proposed action. Nine
individuals who submitted CCP forms, also submitted postcards supporting the two-lane alternatives. Eight
comments on alternatives were received on preprinted forms provided at the June, 1980 meeting. Of the
comments that specified an alternative, 38 supported two-lane designs, 3 supported 4-lane designs, and
one supported no-action.

The remainder of the comments related to issues or specific design features for the new traffic facility. Of
concem to most individuals was the need for reduced travel speeds through Columbia Heights and Hungry
Horse, pedestrian and bicyclist safety and facilities in the corridor, the need for reconstructing the US 2/FAS
206 intersection, and the potential impacts of the project on Badrock Canyon and Berne Memorial Park.

Thirty-three of the 86 comments called for the agencies involved in the preparation of the EIS to undertake
a study of the Flathead River downstream of Hungry Horse for possible inclusion in the Flathead Wild and
Scenic River system. Other materials submitted included three completed surveys forms from users of the
spring at Berne Memorial Park and three completed survey forms about recreational use in the corridor
and the potential visual impacts of features related to the highway. These surveys were privately initiated
and distributed.

Copies of these comments are on file in Helena. Note that a listing of written public comments received
up to the publication date of the Draft EIS and the type of comment received is included in APPENDIX
9.

2. SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS ON ALTERNATIVES

TABLE VI-2 contains a summary of all written comments from the public about the alternatives considered
for the proposed action. The table summarizes all comments pertinent to the alternatives received to date,
including those received prior to the June, 1990 meeting. It should be noted that not all comments specified
a particular design alternative, therefore, a more general assessment was made to show support for
two-lane alternatives and four-lane designs.

Support 4-lane alternatives

Support 2-lane alternatives 135
No-Action 9
Alternative Not Specified or Issues Only 66
Other: 30" wide 2-lane 1
Tunnel 1
Close US 2 1
Use Alternate Route 1
Tiered Road 1

As indicated previously, a substantial amount of support for two-lane design options was generated through
efforts of the CCP. A total of 106 comments about alternatives were received on preprinted forms provided
by the group and many letters or postcards from its affiliates. The CCP’s success in generating comments
supporting two-lane alternatives skewed the results shown in TABLE VI-2.
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E. Public Agency Coordination

1. COOPERATING AGENCIES

Several federal agencies were invited to be cooperating agencies for this project because of their
jurisdiction over elements of the EIS or special interests in the project area. The agencies that were
contacted included:

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Flathead National Forest (7/28/89)

U.S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers (8/9/89)

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service (7/20/89)

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Glacier National Park (7/31/90)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (7/26/89)
Letters from each of these agencies are included on pages VI-18 through VI-20.
The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and the Environmental Protection Agency declined the opportunity to
participate as cooperating agencies for the EIS. However, the agencies did express their desire to provide

review comments on the document.

2. FEDERAL AND STATE AGENCIES

Comments from agencies with interests in the proposed action were obtained as a result of early
coordination and through direct requests for comments. The agencies that responded with comments are
listed below. Pertinent comments are included in the letters that follow on pages Vi-21 through VI-50.
These letters, listed on the following pages by agency, have been placed in chronological order for
convenience. Each cooperating agency was given the opportunity to review preliminary versions of this
Draft EIS. Comments from the agencies are included on pages VI-45 through VI-48.

FEDERAL AGENCIES

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Flathead National Forest, U.R. Morgan for Allen
L. Christophersen, District Ranger, Hungry Horse Ranger District (5/4/90)

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Region 1, James A. Lawrence for John M. Hughes,
Acting Regional Forester, Missoula (1/8/92)

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Flathead National Forest, Allen L. Christophersen,
District Ranger, Hungry Horse District (3/12/91)

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Bozeman, Richard J. Gooby, State
Conservationist (9/5/89)

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Service, Kalispell, Rich Pettersen, District
Conservationist, (1/19/90) and Form AD-10086, (5/24/90)

Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration, Upper Columbia Area, Spokane, WA,
William A. Freeland, Area Environmental Coordinator (9/26/89 and 6/26/90)
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Department of Energy, Bonneville Power Administration, Portland, Oregon, Leslie Kelleher,
Environmental Specialist, letter to Kevin Hart, Montana Department of Natural Resources
and Conservation, Energy Division (11/19/92)

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena, Montana State Office, Kemper
M. McMaster, Acting State Supervisor (8/22/89)

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena, Fish and Wildlife Enhancement,
Kemper M. McMaster, Field Supervisor, Montana/Wyoming Office (1/4/91)

U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service, Helena, Montana State Office, Dale
Harms, State Supervisor (11/4/91 and 3/24/92)

U.S. Department of Transportation, Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division, Duane C.
Lewis, Assistant Division Administrator (12/20/91)

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Montana Office, John F. Wardell, Director (5/21/92)
STATE AGENCIES

Montana Department of Commerce, Aeronautics Division, Helena, Barbra Proulx for Gerald C.
Burrows, Chief, Airport/Airways Bureau (9/7/89)

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Fisheries Division, Helena, Stream Protection
Coordinator (9/18/89)

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Parks Division, Helena, Mary Ellen Poole,
Administration Officer |, Operations Bureau (11/24/89)

Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Parks Division, Helena, Arnie Olson, Administrator
(7/26/90)

Montana Department of Highways, Environmental Section, correspondence to Marcella Sherfy,
State Historic Preservation Officer from Edrie L. Vinson (7/25/90)

Montana Department of Highways, Environmental Section, correspondence to Marcella Sherfy,
State Historic Preservation Officer from Edrie L. Vinson (8/15/90)

Montana Department of Highways, Environmental Section, Correspondence to Marcella Sherfy,
State Historic Preservation Officer from Edrie L. Vinson (8/10/90)

Montana Department of Highways, Environmental Section, Correspondence to Marcella Sherfy,
State Historic Preservation Officer from Edrie L. Vinson (8/10/90) with SHPO concurrence (8/20/90)

Montana Department of Highways, Environmental Section, Correspondence to Marcella Sherfy,
State Historic Preservation Officer from Edrie L. Vinson (8/1/81)

Montana Department of Highways, Environmental Section, Correspondence to Marcella Sherfy,
State Historic Preservation Officer from Edrie L. Vinson (10/7/91)

Montana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, Air Quality Bureau, Helena, Warren
Norton, Environmental Specialist (8/24/89)
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Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Energy Division, Kevin Hart,
Environmental Program Manager, (12/2/92)

Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Engineering Bureau, Floodplain Management
Section, Helena, John R. Hamill, Supervisor (3/21/90)

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Helena, Jim Bond, Information
Officer (10/31/89)

State Historic Preservation Office, Montana Historical Society, Helena, Mary McCarthy, SHPO
Intern, (9/11/89)

State Historic Preservation Office, Montana Historical Society, Helena, Katherine M. Huppe,
Historical Survey Reviewer, (6/13/90)

State Historic Preservation Office, Montana Historical Society, Helena, Katherine M. Huppe,
Historical Survey Reviewer (7/2/91)

State Historic Preservation Office, Montana Historical Society, Helena, Mark F. Baumler, Ph.D.,
Deputy SHPO/Archaeologist (10/25/91)

State Historic Preservation Office, Montana Historical Society, Helena, Marcella Sherfy, State
Historic Preservation Officer (12/17/91)

COOPERATING AGENCY COMMENTS ON PRELIMINARY DEIS

U.S. Department of the Interior, National Park Service, Glacier National Park, West Glacier, MT,
for H. Gilbert Lusk, Superintendent (12/19/90).

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Flathead National Forest, Hungry Horse Ranger
District, Hungry Horse, Allen L. Christophersen, District Ranger (3/12/91).

Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Omaha District, Planning Division, Omaha, Nebraska,
Gerard E. Mick, Chief, Environmental Analysis Branch (3/28/91).

F. Agency Comments on the Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation

The following section includes comments on the Draft EiS/Section 4(f) Evaluation submitted by
federal, state, and local agencies. Agency comments were subsequently reviewed and responses
were drafted when appropriate. Comments generally suggested corrections to text, or technical data
and sometimes requested that materials be added to the document. Practical and reasonable
criticism was incorporated into the Final EIS in an effort to improve the overall quality of the
document. Modifications to the Final EIS are identified in the responses that accompany agency
letters.

After the comment letters from agencies were reviewed, preliminary responses to substantive
commentis on the Draft EIS were prepared. Correspondence containing the preliminary responses
were sent to each agency for review. Follow-up letters from the agencies were requested to
determine if the responses adequately address project concerns expressed by each agencies.
Copies of these follow-up letters have been included in this Part of the EIS. Note that not all
agencies submitted responses to the follow-up letters.
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1. COOPERATING AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

All cooperating agencies for this EIS submitted written comments on the Draft EIS. These letters
along with appropriate responses are included on pages VI-51 through VI-59 of the Final EIS. The
following letters were received from cooperating agencies after publication of the Draft EIS/Section
4(f) Evaluation:

U.S. Department of the Army, Corps of Engineers, Omaha District, Richard D. Gorton, Chief,
Environmental Analysis Branch, Planning Division (9/2/92) and (Follow-up 8/4/93)

U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Flathead National Forest, Joel D. Holtrop,
Forest Supervisor, (12/15/92) and (Follow-up 8/13/93)

U.S. Department of the Interior, Office of the Secretary, Jonathan P. Deason, Director, Office
of Environmental Affairs, Washington, D.C. (9/21/92)

2. OTHER AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The following agencies offered comments on the proposed improvements to US 2 between
Columbia Heights and Hungry Horse:

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Montana Office, Eric W. Finke for John F. Wardell
(9/10/92) and (Followup 8/17/93)

Montana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, Air Quality Bureau, Helena,
Robert Raisch for Gretchen Bennitt, PM-10 SIP Coordinator (9/15/92) and (Follow-up 7/29/93)

Montana Department of Health and Environmental Sciences, Water Quality Bureau,
Environmental Sciences Division, Helena, Abe Horpestad, Supervisor, Technical Studies and
Support (7/8/93) and (3/23/94)

Flathead Regional Development Office, Stephen F. Herbaly, Planning Director, (11/13/92)

These comments can be found on pages VI-60 through VI-79 of this Part.

G. Public Comments on the Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation
1. WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation was made available for public review in late July, 1992. The
initial review period for the Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation was extended until December 21, 1992
at the request of some members of the public. Written comments were generally accepted on the
document through December 21, 1992 although some substantive comments were received well
after this date. Written comments on the Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation along with appropriate
responses are included on pages VI-80 through VI-184 of the Final EIS. Necessary modifications to
the Final EIS are identified in the responses that accompany written comments.

2. PUBLIC DESIGN AND LOCATION HEARING
An "open forum" Highway Location and Design Public Hearing was held in Columbia Falls, Montana

at the North Valley Community Center on December 10, 1992. The hearing began at 7:00 p.m. and
lasted until about 9:30 p.m. An "open forum" workshop was also held between 1:30 and 4:30 p.m.
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on December 10 at the center. The purpose of both sessions was to receive oral and written
comments from the public on the Draft EIS/Section 4(f) Evaluation and issues relating to the
proposed improvements to US 2 between Columbia Heights and Hungry Horse.

The afternoon workshop session provided the public with an opportunity to meet one-on-one with
agency representatives familiar with the project and offer comments on the proposed highway
improvements. The informal afternoon workshop was attended by eight people. Comments made
by those attending the session were transcribed by the representatives contacted by members of
the public.

The evening hearing began with a brief public presentation by the EIS consultant explaining the
purpose of the hearing, important issues, the alternatives considered, the major environmental
impacts of proposed improvements to US 2, and measures to mitigate identified impacts. Following
the presentation, opportunities were provided for members of the public to make statements to the
audience or to comment individually to representatives of agencies involved in the project. Public
statements were recorded on tape and one-on-one comments were transcribed onto written
comment forms by the agency representatives contacted by the public. The evening hearing was
attended by about 75 people. Approximately 15 representatives of MDT, FHWA or other agencies
involved in the project were present at the hearing.

A brochure outlining the procedures for making comments at the "open forum" hearing and
summarizing the content of the Draft EIS was made available at the afternoon and evening
sessions. The brochure also contained a form for submitting written comments on the proposed
action or related issues. Information about the right-of-way acquisition process and Relocation
Assistance program for affected landowners was made available at the meetings.

3. PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

As indicated above, those attending the Design/Location hearing were given the opportunity to
submit written comments on forms provided at the hearing, to make public statements in front of
an audience, or to discuss issues one-on-one with agency representatives familiar with the project.
Most members of the public chose to make public statements rather than discuss the project
individually with agency representatives. Public statements made at the hearing were tape-recorded
and ultimately transcribed along with the engineering presentation made at the meeting.

In accordance with 23 CFR 771.111(h)(2)(vi), a transcript of the hearing and documents showing that
a public hearing was held have been submitted to the FHWA. The transcript of the hearing is
presented on pages VI-186 through VI-223. Responses to comments made in public statements are
also included on these pages. Comments made to agency representatives during one-on-one
discussions at the public hearing were transcribed. These comments are included with other written
public comments that follow the transcript on pages VI-224 through VI-279.

H. "Open House" Informational Meeting

An "Open House" informational meeting was held on Wednesday, November 8, 1994 at the North
Valley Community Center in Columbia Falls. The purpose of the "Open House" was to discuss
modifications made to the preferred alternative and make other new information about the project
available to the public. No formal presentations were made at the meeting; however, the public was
given the opportunity to review displays and meet individually with agency representatives and the
EIS consultant to discuss or answer questions about the project. A newsletter outlining design
modifications to the preferred alternative, presenting responses to major comments on the Draft
ElS, and providing new and relevant information was provided at the meeting.
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The afternoon session of the "Open House", attended by about 26 people, began shortly after 1:00
p.m. and concluded about 4:15 p.m. The evening session began about 6:15 p.m. and ended by 9:15
p.m. Attendance during the evening session was estimated to be at least 38 people. Comments
heard by agency representatives during the meeting sessions were similar to many comments
already made on the project. Comments often focused on the impacts of reconstructing US 2 in
Badrock Canyon and requested that the project be designed to avoid impacts on Berne Memorial
Park and to avoid the excavation of the west outcrop in the Canyon. Other comments called for
more vehicle parking in the proposed turnout for the spring at Berne Memorial Park. Members of
the public also wanted to know what the intersection of US 2 and Highway 206 in Columbia Heights
would be like and if traffic signals would be provided. Some residents of the project corridor
suggested that the alignment of US 2 be shifted northward to reduce right-of-way impacts in the
vicinity of Monte Vista Drive. A number of comments supporting the modifications made to the
preferred alternative were also heard.

A summary of the November 9, 1994 "Open House" and comments received as a result of the
meeting are on file in Helena.

I. Permit Requirements

Based on coordination with regulatory agencies, the following permits must be obtained prior to the
construction of the proposed action.

1. WATER-RELATED PERMITS

Section 404 Permit - Under the provisions of Section 404 of the Federal Clean Water Act, any person,
agency, or entity, either public or private, proposing a project that will result in the discharge or placement
of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. A permit application must
be submitted to the COE district regulatory office for review. The EPA also has regulatory review and
enforcement functions under the law.

A permit application and supplemental information must be submitted to the COE for review of: (1) the
proposed placement of fill along the banks of the Flathead River opposite Berne Memorial Park; (2) the
construction of piers for a new bridge over the South Fork of the Flathead River; and (3) the project's
effects on wetlands in the corridor. The type of permit authorization (Nationwide, Regional, or Individual)
required from the COE depends on the size and scope of the intended project.

Correspondence from the COE (included in APPENDIX 15) indicates that the information presented
in the EIS appears sufficient at this time to issue a 404 permit. However, the COE stated that a
decision to issue a permit for the proposed action would not be made until after the Final EIS is
released and comments on the document have been received.

Section 401 Water Quality Certification - MDHES must certify that any discharges into state waters will
comply with certain water quality standards before federal permits or licenses can be granted. The authority
for this action comes from Section 401 of the Clean Water Act. This certification must be provided to the
COE by MDHES prior to the issuance of a Section 404 permit.

NPDES/MPDES Permit - Both the federal and state governments have enacted legislation for the control
of pollutants into navigable waters from point sources. The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) authorizes states to administer this program, thus the Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (MPDES). Involvement with the MPDES on this project would likely be for dewatering of coffer
dams. Storm drainage outfalls are considered as point source discharges, but MDHES, has not instituted
a permitting process for such discharges at this time.
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124 Permit - The Montana Stream Protection Act contains measures to ensure that the fish and wildlife
resources of Montana's waters are protected and preserved. The Act requires any agency or subdivision
of federal, state, county, or city government proposing a project which may affect the bed or banks of a
stream in Montana to submit an application to the FWP. Activities requiring a permit include the
construction of new facilities, or the modification, operation, and maintenance of existing facilities that may
affect the natural existing shape and form of any stream or its banks or tributaries. MDT is responsible for
obtaining this permit.

3A Authorization - The MDHES Water Quality Bureau may authorize temporary exemptions from surface
water quality standards for turbidity, total dissolved solids, or temperature. Any person, agency, or entity,
both public and private, initiating a short-term activity that may cause unavoidable short-term violations of
water quality standards must obtain this authorization prior to beginning construction. The Authorization may
be waived by FWP during its review process under the Natural Streambed and Land Preservation Act (310
Permit) or the Stream Protection Act (124 Permit). The Contractor is generally responsible for obtaining this
Authorization.

Memorandum of Agreement and Authorization (MAA) - This agreement between MDT and
FWP,stipulates the provisions that will be used to maintain the quality of streams and fisheries affected by
highway-related construction. The MAA is intended to document compliance with the Montana Stream
Preservation Act.

Temporary Water Use Permit - Under the Montana Water Use Act, a temporary water use permit will be
required if water is needed for dust control or other construction-related purposes. This permit may be
obtained by the Contractor from the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC)
Water Rights Field Office in Kalispell.

Floodplain Development Permit - A floodplain development permit will be required for new construction
within designated 100-year floodplains of the Flathead River system. Activities requiring such a permit
include road and bridge construction and placement of fill in floodplains. This permit must be obtained
from Flathead County.

2. OTHER PERMITS

DSL Land Use License - The Montana Department of State Lands (DSL) will require MDT to obtain a land
use license and a permanent right-of-way for the new bridge over the South Fork of the Flathead River
west of Hungry Horse. An application must be submitted to the DSL Area Land Office in Kalispell for any
construction below the low water mark of navigable streams.

Air Quality Permit - The suppliers of asphalt materials and crushed rock needed for construction must
have an air quality permit from the MDHES Air Quality Bureau.

Construction Blasting Permit - The Contractor performing any blasting required for the proposed action
must be licensed by the Safety Bureau of the Montana Department of Labor and Industry, Workers'’s
Compensation Division. Local fire departments should be notified by the Contractor

prior to each blasting occurrence, since they may have a blasting permit system in place or have other
safety requirements that must be fulfilled.

Permits for Open Burning - If open burning would occur with the right-of-way clearing activities for
the proposed highway improvement project, several permits may be required before such an action
can be undertaken. A fire control permit may be required from the Department of State Lands for
burning during restricted seasons. Additionally, open burning permits may have to be obtained from
both the MDHES Air Quality Bureau and from Flathead County.
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DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

STAN STEPHENS, GOYERNOR

2701 PROSPECT AVE.

— STATE OF MONTANA

August 21, 1989 Subject: F 1-2 (39) 138
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

NOTICE OF INTENT

To Whom It May Concern:

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the
Montana Department of Highways (MDOH) intends to prepare an
environmental impact statement (EIS) on a proposal to improve 4.4
miles of highway located between Columbia Falls and Hungry Horse
in Flathead County, Montana

This project is located on U.S5. 2 which is a major east-west
highway generally paralleling  the Montana-Canadian border. The
proposed improvement will involve the reconstruction of the
existing two-lane highway beginning at the intersection of U.S5. 2
and Federal Aid Secondary Route 206 (FAS 206) at Columbia Heights
and ending at the west edge of Hungry Horse. The project will
also include the reconstruction of the U.S. 2/FAS 206
intersection and the widening or replacement of the existing two=-
lane bridge over the South Fork of the Flathead River.

Improvements are considered necessary to connect existing four-
lane sections at both ends of the project and to accommodate
current and projected traffic demands. Alternatives under
consideration include (1) taking no action; (2) widening the
existing two-lane highway to four lanes; and (3) replacing the
existing facility with a "special d631gn“ two-lane highway.
Incorporated into and studied with the various build alternatives
will be design variations of roadway width, grades, and
alignment.

In addition to this letter soliciting comments, formal scoping
meetings will be held to determine significant issues and
concerns. There will be public notice of an upcoming scoping
meeting inviting the participation of affected Federal, State and
local agencies and other interested parties to help determine

AN FQUAL OPBORTUNITY EMBLOYER

HELENA, MONTANA 58620

Page 2

significant issues. Other informational meetings will be held
during the development of the EIS. Additionally, a public hearing
will be held as required for this action. The draft EIS will be
available for public and agency review prior to the public
hearing. The time and place for all public meetings will be
advertised locally.

To ensure that a full range of issues related to this proposed
action are addressed and all significant issues identified,
comments and suggestions are invited from all interested
individuals. Comments or guestions concerning this proposed
action and the EIS should be directed to:

Mr. Dale Paulson or Mr. Stephen C. Kologi, Chief
Project Development Engineer Preconstruction Bureau
Federal Highway Administration Montana Dept. of Highways
301 South Park Street 2701 Prospect Avenue

Drawer 10056 Helena, MT 59620

Helena, MT 59626 Telephone: (406) 444-6242
Telephone: (406) 449-5310

The attached list indicates those to whom this letter is being
sent. If you are aware of any other agencies, groups, or
individuals that might be affected or concerned and are not on
the list, please contact the above.

Sincerely,

s{af bige Coidoirls”

Chief, Preconstruction Bureau

SCK:DMN:kjm

Attachments

cc: T.J. Barnard w/Attach
5.C. Kologi "
J.R. Ricker "
R.R. Newhouse n
R.C. Lajoie n
File h
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' Forest * Flathead National Forest
L[I;':h:i::tt“ol S:r::co 1935 Third Avenue East
ngscuum Kallspell, MT 59901
Reply to: 1950/7710
Date:  yiy1 2 8 1989
Federal Highway Administration
D.C. uwg.mmmnmmmmor AUG 141989
301 S, Park, Drawer 10056
ROBERT PECCIA
Helena, MT 59626 X i

Dear Mr, Lewls:

The Forast Service su, the improvement of U.S. Highway 2 from Columbia Helghts to Hungry Horse.
Manyuwamphyammelﬂwdaﬂybﬂhmgetmmammmm during their dally work
schedule. Naturally we are interested in the salest possible standard for the road that can be accommodat-
ed emironmentally. The proposed EIS Is the appropriate means to analyze and arrive at the best solution.

Thera Is approximately 1/2 mile of National Forest System land Impacted by the 4.4 mile proposal. While

40 CFR Pan 1501.smmmmmmmmampqmmw,lmmumwwmmm;
can be minimized due to the press of other priorities.’We are prepared 1o participate Ini the project as

allow
outiined In our Memorandum of Understanding with the Montana Highway Department. This should
for orderly involvement by our Agency In the planning, location, dasign. and easement process.

District Ranger Al Christophersen will ba the Flathead Natlonal Forest mactforlhts project. He s located

at the Hungry Horse District Office (phone 387-5243).
Sincerely,

EDGAR B. BRANNON, JR
Forest Supervisor

cc: Van Natta
HH
Hensler
Peterson
11

-~ ' ~ |z 3| MarmouTz [,
DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY g
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT = :
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Mr./Ms. D.C. Lewis ' ZJ Conevium Bosgn”
Montana Division :

Federal Highway Administration —LSle sy e =
301 South Park Drawer 10056 . —_— e Z
Helena, Montana 59626 I =

Dear D. C. Lewis:

We have received your letter of July 14, 1989, sent to Mr.
Robert Mclnerney of our Helena office, regarding an EIS for U.S.
2 improvements in Flathead County.

We agree to serve as a2 cooperating ‘agency for this EIS.
Subjects we will need to see addressed include placement_ of £ill,
in wetlands or other water,bodtea,' subject to Corps Seetion 10 and
Section 404 requirements, and placement of materials within
floodways,: subject to a review for impacts®on floodplains:

#Pleaseisend notice of:meetingg-and of .other, developments . to Mr.
MeInerney~and to this office:* ¥ i ] M 8
- Mr. Steve Rothe o
U.S. Army Corps of. Epngineers .
Omaha District, Planning Division

215 North 17th Street i
Omaha, Nebraska 68102 ™'+

1f you have any questions, you can call Mr. Rothe at (402) 221-
4579. Thank you for this involvement opportunity.
Sincerely,

2,

ichard D. Gorton

Chief, Environmental
Analysis Branch

Planning Division
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UNITED STATES :
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERI = » o . ;
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE #13 Mfk“‘ RO "..i A We appreciate your early letter regarding this proposed project. 1I1f you have
Fish 'and Wildlife Enhancement £ ) any questions about this response, plesse feel free to contact Gary Wood at our
Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse ) ' : Billings Suboffice (FTS: 585-6750).
301 South Park EE T : :
P.0. Box 10023 ":"‘ v bt Piona Sincerely, .
ey e 1o Helena, Montana 59626 I} i e
FWE=-61130-BILLINGS L V) a1 =migaay 20 oa ;
H.17(I) é ,,_3 369 3 LA 2 Tharashe ‘7&‘74_‘32.)4. FL soad.
’ - ¥ turtscing Design ; )
M 47 Tentit . Kemper McMaster.
Mr. D.C. Lewis, Assistant Administrator ] H Pub. Hearing : g ;:tin§.52:::e$gngziaor
Federal Highway Administratien = Plalsorammetry nta
T | A4 Cpnauhant Dealy
g:::::; gi;1‘1°; 5. Courthouse 1:1;# jbﬁh,} : cc: Steve Kologi, Montana Dept. of Highways (Relena, MT)
301 s Parks.i a. ﬁr.uer 10056 f i 2 Jeff Ryan, Montana Dept. of Highways (Helena, MT)
H=1¢n; Honéan; '59626 Fhe . | Larcy Lockard, USFHS (FWE-61130-Kalispell)
! ' i T - Suboffice Coordinator, USFWS (PWE-61130-Bi1lings)
. : ) i e SRS (i S PR |

Dear Mr. Lewls v P R elay : _ JCH/de/clh

. o e = i 3
Thie responds to your July 14, 1989 letter concerning a proposal by the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) and the Montana Department of Highwaye (HDOH) te
improve U.5. Route 2 in Flathead County, Hontana. .The proposed improvement
preject would involve reconstruction of 4.4 miles of U.5. 2 from the junction
of Secondary Route 206, east of Columbia Falls, Hontanma, to the west edge of ! .
Hungry Horse, Montana. Replacement of the existing bridge over the South Fork
Flathead River, at the east end of the project, would also be required. Your
July 14 letter invited the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) to be a
formal cooperating agency during preparation of the Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the proposed project.’

6L-IA

Based on the informstion contained in your letter and a subsequent telephone
conversation between Mr. Dale Paulson of FWHA and Mr. Gary Wood of my etaff, we !
would prefer to declime the invitation to participate as & cooperating agency. g |
However, im as much as the project will constitute a "major construction i
activicy" within the meaning of 50 CFR, Part 402, Interagency Cooperation —
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act), it appears appropriate to
work closely with you and any non-Federal representative you may designate to
conduct informal consultation or to prepare a biological assessment -concerning
threatened or endangered speciee. 'InK;hnghysgq;gjepg,ulllrponuen;uin more |
detail during the initial Projept'tev;gq_nnd'Egg.gggpfpg_pgr;qd;hps'outlineq'

i 'your July 14 letter.. laled'dﬂfthaltelcpﬁ&nq*;onya:sqciun between Messrs,
Paulson and Hpod,.it appears th;;";htl,reuponne‘nould.allq;likely be the .. )
appropriate time to provide you with the listed and proposed threatened and
endangered aspecies that may be present in the project ares, as required under’
Section 7(e) of the Act and Section 402.12(¢) of the Interagency Cooperation
Final Rule.

"Take Pride in America™
= T2



IN REPLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
GLACIER NATIONAL PARK
WEST GLACIER, MONTANA 39936
(406) 8883441
FAX: (406) B52-3581

July 31, 1990

Mr. David C. Miller )
Planning and Program Development Engineer
Federal Highway Administration

301 South Park

Helena, Montana 59626

Dear Mr. Miller:

Glacier National Park welcomes the opportunity to participate in
the development of the Environmental Impact Statement that your
agency and the Montana Department of Highways are preparing on the
proposed improvements to US 2 between Columbia Heights and Hungry
Horse.

The park contact for the Highway 2 project will‘be Brace Hayden.
It ig anticipated that both he and Bob Dunkley will provide input
into the development of the EIS.

Sincerely,

. Gilbért Lusk
Superintendent

cec: Edrie Vinson

- e * . ﬂl
P S UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
" REGION VIt, MONTANA OFFICE
\" FEDERAL BULDING, 301 S. PARK, DRAWER 10096
HELENA, MONTANA 59626-0096

Ref: 8MO
July 26, 1989

Mr. D.C. Lewis,

Assistant Division Administrator
Federal Highway Administration-
Federal Building, Drawer 10056
301 South Park

Helena, Montana 59626

F -2 (73

Re: U.S. Highway 2 EIS

Dear Mr. Lewis:

This is in response to your letter of July 14,1989 inviting
EPA to be a cooperating agency with the Federal Highway )
Administration (FHWA) during the preparation of an Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS) for a Federal Aid Highway Project to
reconstruct U. §. Highway 2 east of Columbia Falls.

EPA is interested in providing meaningful and early input on
environmental issues of concern. We are particularly interested
in helping to ensure that proper wetland protection and water
quality protection considerations are incorporated into the
Highway 2 project. The Agencytlhowqyegl;has_r@qoq;cg_!@mitations;
which will have to limit the degree’and extent of EPA‘s/
participation. ¥These resource constyaipts maké it difficult for
‘me to agree to full fledged participation as a cooperating agency
during the preparation of the Highway 2 EIS.

I would appreciate the opportunity to discuss possibilities

for EPA to have a limited but still meaningful role in this
project. Please feel free to call me at FTS 585-5432 if you

would like to discuss this. :
Singerely,
\J‘DL&) ?MJQ,QD

John F. Wardell, Director
Montana Office

B T

. o 2274



Le-in

UNITED STATES Daly Hard. Precans
EPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR §

h EGE'"E FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE MAIL ROUTE | » g : +  Section 7(c) of the Aer requires that Federal agencies proposing major
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement - g & i ’ Federal conetruction actions conduct a2 biological ascessment to determina
% ! / the effects of the proposed actions on listed and proposed species. 1f Ffn 4
Federal Bldg., U.5. Courthouse y
AUG 2 81989 301 South Park ‘ the biological assessment is not inicisced within 90 days of receipt of arg)
P.0. Box 10023 . —-¥ the foregoing list, the list of threatened and endangered species should A
M GERY REFER TROBE A Helena, Montana 59626 > | be verified with the Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) prior to imitriastion .
m‘ﬁliﬁ% N ey ; e By a7 89 | of the assessment. The biologicsl assessment should be completed within 180 |
M.17(1) {ER BY- -‘ 20 ; —j-L | days of initiacion, but can be extended by mutual agreement between your
,",_ ;Df : 444 i agency and the Service. The biological assessment may be undertaken as
b ol g part of your agency's compliance of Section 102 of the Mational Environmental
Hr. Dele Paulson B o Policy Act (NEPA), and incorporated into the draft or final NEPA document. A
Environmental & Project Development Engineer ] Jﬁﬂuﬁ;.;:"' ! Federal agency may desiguate a non-Federal representative to conduct informal
Federal Highvay Administration % ,,q,ﬂmu“::r { consultation or prepare a biological assessment by giving written notice to
301 South Park, Drawer 10058 —t ’11)0111)Q}:T : the Service of such designation. 1f a biological assessment is prepared by
Helena, Hontana 59626 ] the dasignsted non-Federal representative, the Federal agency shall furnish i
= 1 guidance and suparvision-and ehall independencly raview and evaluate the sCopa ... ri
o % G0 - and contents of the blological assessment. The ultimate responeibilicy for 5
Dear Mr. Paulson: : ]

compliance with Section 7 remains with the Federal agency.

e —
This letter is provided in response to a July 20, 1989 Federal Register Notlegw—
by the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) concerning your intent to prepare
&n environmental impact statement for & proposed highway project (U.S. 2 from
the junction of Federal Aid Secondary Route 206 [FAS206] east of Columbia
Falls, Montana, to the west edge of Hungry Horse, Montana, a distance of | 2)
4.4 miles).

We recommend that the biological assessment include:

1) a complete description of the project;

the current status, habitat use, and behavior of listed species in the
project area;

As a consequence of an understanding previously reached between yourself and
Gary Wood of my scaff, documented in a lectter from thie office to Mr. D.C.
Lewis daced July 20, 1989, we are providing the following information on
threatened and endangered apecies at this time.

3) discussion of the methods used to determine the information in item 2;

4) detailed evaluation of the direct and indirect effects of the action on
listed species;

In accordance with Section 7(¢) of the Endangered Species Act as amended (Act),
we have determined that the following listed and proposed threatened or
endangered epecies may be present in the project area:

5) cumulative impacts from federal, state or private projects in the area;

6) coordination measures that will reduce/eliminate adverse impacts to
listed species;

Listed Species Expected Occurrence
7 d - -
Grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis) Resident near project ) :::“;xsai::: ::;:::::: ;i:;:ct‘z::i::::zn?he future (short- and long
1
Gray wolf (Canis lupus) Potential resideat nesr project 8) determination of "no effect/may affect” to listed epecies; .
faldgnghe (Hatlonerur Jeusosyshaies) Beeads i geneEsl praject vielalty; ! 9) review and citation of litersture used in the aesessment; and

wintering concentration along
Flathead and South Fork Flathead

Rivars; seasonal uigrant : 10) personal concacts and views of recognized experts on the species st issue,

to include at a winimum, comments from the Montana Department of Figh,

Peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus) Seasonal migrant Wildlite and Parks.

Proposed SpEcias | If ic ig determined that the project "may affect" any of the above-listed
~foposed species : species, formal consultation should be initiated with us. 1If it is concluded
that "no effect™ is likely, ve should be ssked to review the assessment and

Nong concur with the determination of no effect.

(53



Section 7(c) of the Act requires that the appropriate Federal agency shall not
make any irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources which would
preclude the formulation of reasonable and prudent slternatives until
consultation on listed apecies is completed.

Based on the limited information we now have, it appears that the project

may encroach on the Flathead River at some locations, in addition to requiring
' replacement of the existing bridge over the South Fork Flathead River just west
of Hungry Horse. 1In that regard, we suggest that you or your agent work very

- closely with the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks to minimize

any essential stream encroachment and aseociated fishery lmpacts. We also
recommend that a wetlands ass t be ducted in dance with the
recently-signed, "Interagency Memorandum of Understanding: Management and
Mitigation of Highway Construction Impacts to Wetlande in the State of
Hontlna"

- npm—— -

Plenle contact Mr. Larry Lockard by tolephone at (406) 775-7870 1f we cnn be
v of further essistance or if you have questions regarding this letter.

Sincerely,

I aed

Kemper McMaster
Acting State Supervisor
HMontana State Office

cet Vg;uphen Kologi, Montana Dept. of Highways (Helena, MT)

Jeff Ryan, Montana Department of Highways (Helena, MT)
- Jeff Herbert, Montana Dept. of Fish, Wildlife & Parkl (Helena, MT)

Ken Chrest, Hontana Dept. of Pish, ﬂildlife & Parks (Helena, MT)

Jack Thomas, Montana Dept. of Health, Water Quality Bureau (Helena, MT)
Steve Potts, Environmental Protection Agency (Helena, MT)

John Peters, Environmental Protection Agency (Denver, CO)

Larry Lockard, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service (FWE-61130-Kalispell)
BFA/ERT (Washington, DC)

IJ[JGﬂfdc!clh

"Take Pride in imerica™
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DEPARTMENT OF
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCES
AIR QUALITY BUREAU

(806) 444-3454

August 24, 1989

Mr. Stephen Kologi, Chief
Preconstruction Bureau

Montana Department of Highways
Capitol Station

Helena, MT 59620

Dear Mr. Kolegi:

This is in response to your letter of notification regarding the
highway improvement project designated as F1-2(39)138 Columbia Heights-
Hungry Horse.

In general, any project which will smooth out the traffic flow, and
reduce stopping and 1dling time will also reduce the amount of air
pollution emissions from transportation sources. From this standpoint
the Afr Quality Bureau would 1ike to support your efforts to upgrade the
Montana highway system. Asphalt plants and gravel crushers are the
primary emission sources for highway construction, and they must obtain
an air quality permit from our office to operate in the state.

Sincerely,

Jm%

Harren orton
Environmental Specialist

Date Recd. Preccnst, =
g MAIL HOUTE | >
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United States Seil Faderal Bu

ilding, Room 443
Dapartment of Conservaction 10 Bast Babcackssuee:
Agriculture Service Bozemen, MT 59715

REOE|VED September 5, 1989

0CT 31989

ROBERT PECCIA

Mr, Stephen G. Kologi & ASEOCIATES

Preconstruction Bureau
Department of Highways
2701 Prospect Ava.
Helena, MT 59620

RE: F1-2(39)138 Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse NOTICE OF INTENT
Dear Mr. Kologi:
We have reviewed the sbove Notice of Intent and have no comments to offar. -

Sincerely,

L FL

RICHARD J. GOOBY
State Conservatidnist

ce: "' | Date Recd. Preconat,
b

Ron Batchelor, Stats Bi 5
ologise, SCS, Bozeman, MT -4 MAIL RouTE

T Tl

N
NANERENN

tenijy)

? Gerald C. Burrows, Ch

UEPARTMENT OF COMMEKCE
AERONAUTICS DIVISION

September 7, 1989

Mr. Stephen C. Kologi, P.E.
Chief, Preconstruction Bureau
Department of Highways

2701 Prospect Avenue

Helena, MT 59620

Dear Mr. Kologi:
FILE: F 1-2 (39) 138

Columbia Heights — Hungry Horse
NOTICE OF INTENT

STATE OF NONTANA

The Montana Aeronautics Division has reviewed the above-mentioned project;
and, in our opinion, this project will not have any adverse effects on aero-

nautical activicies in this area.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Michael D. Ferguson, Administrator

Aeronautics Division

Date Fezd, Praconst.-1/A [
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State Historic Preservation Office

\ Montana Historical Society

Mailing Address: 225 North Roberts * Helena, MT 59620-9990
Office Address: 102 Broadway ¢ Helena, MT « (406) 444-7715

RECEIVED

September 11, 1989

Stephen C. Kologi, P.E.

Chief, Preconstruction Bureau NOV 151989
Montana Department of Highways

2701 Prospect Avenue ROBERT PECCIA
Helena, MT 59620 & ASSOCIATES

. RE: F 1-2(39)138-T30RRL13/20W

Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse
Hotice of Intent

Dear Mr, Kologi:

According to site records currently available to us, no sites are
recorded in See. 15, 10, 11, 12, 1-30H-19W or Sec. 6, 7-30N-20W
of the project area.

Thank you for consulting with us.

Sincerely,

‘fna&??nftadﬁxg/

Mary "McCarthy
SHFO Intern

File: MDOH/Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse/1989

i A i 1 T e b b s

&ImLtarLa‘D;;‘mrﬁrm
Fish Wildlife B Parks

1420 East Sixth Avenue
Helena, Montana 59620
September 18, 1989

Steve Kologi

Dept. of Highways
2701 Prospect RE:
Helena, MT 59620

F 1-2(39)138
Columbia Heights—Hungry Horse

Dear Steve:

The Flathead River system has an excellent recreational and
fishery value. Therefore, we request that the new structure over
the South Fork River be designed to adequately span the river.
Where possible the proposed alignment changes should be made away
from the river to reduce instream impacts.

It is my understanding that the project will also impact local
wetlands which should be address by the wetland MOU.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project.

Sincerely,

2ol

Fen Chrest
Stream Protection Coordinator

L lu]fr.
Fisheries Division

Date Recd. Preconst:] i_| [
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Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administration
Upper Columbia Area
Room 561, US. Court House
Woest 920 Riverside Avenue
Spokane, Washington 99201-1083

" September 26, 1989

g
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Mr. Stephen C. Kologi =

i 1 it
Chief, Preconstruction Bureau o - pansaitant
— ] h

SR LY

R

Montana Department of Highways
2701 Prospect Avenue

Helena, Hontana 59620 o __._
Dear Mr. Foelogi: {TA -F’“.

Subject: P1-2{39)138
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

Enclosed are two Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) plan and profile maps,
which contain information on BPA powerlines in the area that you contemplate
for improvement. A location map is also enclosed. If any of your proposed
alternatives would affect such BPA facilities as tower locations, etc., please
contact this office to coordinate impact analysis. We wish to review your
environmental impact statement so that all impacts are adequately covered in
your document.

The information provided herein was also requested by §. L. Willows, Coalition
for Canyon Preservation. That group may have similar concerns that all

signi ficant 1 are addr d. BPA looks forward to cooperating in your
effort to address any significant concerns. Please feel free to contact Mr.
Randy Moy of the BPA Montana State Coordination Office, Federal Building

(Room 162) Drawer 10061, 301 S. Park Avenue, Helena, MT 59626 (406-449-5093),
or myself at the above address, if your desire further information or have any
questions.

Sincerely,

Ared Environmental Coordinator

Bnclosure

|
i
I
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1
|
|
i

DEPAR. I[ENT OF NATURAL RESC ACES
AND CONSERVATION -

LTE METCALF BUILDING

STAN STEPHENS, GOVERNOR 1520 EAST SIXTH AVENUE

—— SIATE OF MONTANA

DIRECTOR'S OFFICE (408) 444-86989
TELEFAX NUMBER (408) 444-6721

HELENA, K MONTANA 36620.2301

REGEIVED

October 31, 1989

NOV 71989

Stephen €. Kologi, P.E.

Chief, Preconstruction Bureau ROBERT PECCIA
& ASSOCIATES

Montana Department of Highways
2701 Prospect
Helena, MT 59620

RE: F 1-2(39)138 Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse
Dear Hr. Kologi:

This department has several concerns sbout the above-referenced project.
First, this project will involve designated floodplains. Therefore, & .
floodplain development permit will have to be obtained from the. Flathead
Regional Development Office, 723 Fifth Ave. East, Kalispell, HMT 59901 (phone
752-5300). !

Second, vater may be needed for dust control or some other construction-
related purpose. If so, a temporary water use permit will have to be
obtained. For information about application forms and procedures, contact the
DNRC Vater Rights Field Office, P.0. Box 860, Kalispell, MT 59903 (phone 732-
2288).

Third, this project may affect irrigation facilities. Care should be taken
during construction not to interfere with existing wvater rights, and any
facilities that may be involved should be maintained or replaced. Our
Kalispell Vater Rights Field Office can provide information on any water

rights that may be affected. )
Date Recd. Preconstl. 259 I
2| 5| MAIL ROUTE [ »[ 5|
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of
Fish Tidlfe (R Faris

Helena, Montana 59620
November 24, 1989

DEC 2« 1989
Mr. David Johnson
Chief, Preconstruction Bureau ROBERT PECCIA
Department of Highways & ASSOCIATES

2701 Prospect
Halena, MT 59620

Dear Mr. Johnson:

RE: F 1-2(39)138
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

We have reviewed your above-mentioned proposed project for
highway reconstruction improvements. The Department of Fish,
Wildlife and Parks knows of no 6(f) or 4(£f) Conversion of Use
which would occur as a result of the proposed highway
reconstruction.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We appreciate your
cooperation.

Sincerely,

RECEIVED

b
o

MARY ELLEN POOLE Z|E| MalL RoUr
Administration Officer I

o

COperations Bureau e
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RECEIVED

JAN 221990,
ROBERT PECCIA
& ASSOCIATES
UNITED STATES SOIL 35 W. Reserve Drive
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION KALISPELL MT 59901
AGRICULTURE SERVICE PHONE 752-4242
1-19-90

Robert Peccia & Associates

BOX 5633
Helena, MT S59B604-5633

Dear Sirs:

In response to your letter requesting information on soils
and farmlands in the area of the proposed reconstruction of
U.S. Highway 2 between Columbia Heights and Hungry Horse.

The SCS Soil Survey does not encompass the entire corridor
of the proposed project, however enclosed you will find all
of the information that we have on the area including
general soils information and prime farmland information
ineluding a copy of the map. To further investigate the
soils further you may want to contact the Supervisors Office
of the Flathead MNational Forest to obtain a copy of the
Forest Soil Survey.

1 hope this information can assist you in the writing of the
E.I.5., If we can be of further assistance to you den't
hesitate to contact us.

Thank You.

Sincerely,

s

Rich Pettersen

.District Conservationist

Enclosures
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— DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
U8, Beporpomni of Agrisutare . AND CONSERVATION

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING

PART | (To be complaiod by Federsl Apency) D16 OF Lond T~slurtion Aomumn

LER METCALY BUILDING
BTAH OTEFHENE, GOVEANOR 1820 LABT JIXTH AVENUE

~ i — SIATE OF VONTNA
2¥y, TELEFAX NUMBER (408) 444.8721 REG Eaﬁﬁ |

..:'. '.l: aH T8 = IHAN G K. HpEd

ari The g}n em_l.l[f[' i
1 na, phe FPRA d - !
aan 24189 ’
fas March 21, 1990 AR 23 i
Sl ROBERT PECCIA . ;
PART Il {To be completed by Federsl Agency) - & ASSOCIATES :
: A._Total Acras To Be Ci d Direcly Hr. Daniel Norderude .
4 8. Toul Acrss To By Canverted Indirectly ?L‘:,‘f_ Transportation Planner ,
Robart Peccla & Associates Engineers :
P.0. Box 5653 :
Helena, MT . 59604
! Farendorad InCounty Of Lo RE: Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse Highway Project EIS
Farmised Iy Govt. hirivdicila,
“ ‘mywﬁgﬁﬁﬁ{ﬂ“gﬁwg ftorlon: Sl Dear Dant '
PART Vi [To ba completed by Feders! Agency) AACT | 'Az-l The City of Columbia Falls and Flathead County are participating
\ . 2. >
Wit B Gl (o arimss ar axplimsie 7 asastl | “Pobma i in the National Flood Insurance Program. Each has adopted a
TNy —lefustinNonurban e 12 =) = floodplain management ordinance that requires a permit for
~ —,"L"“"'L!'.‘."..&'!'..".‘.‘"”“ 1= € [T floodplain development activities. The community of Hungry Horse
2. Teresnt OF S Boing Carrned 22 Z- z is unincorporated and falls under the jurisdiction of Flathead
A, Protection Provided By State And Local Government 2o =) Py c t
.‘Dgu_a_u:mnwhniulmkn — kj/‘g TR — SRR
. Dist Urban Support Sarve 1
7. S!u?'”:'h:u: F:un mm;mwumu MI/; = = You must request the cross-sectional information you mentioned
8, Craution Of Honl Farmlsnd 22 ,fg = through FEMA's regional office. Send your request toi
9. Availability Of Ferm Suppont Services
—10. On-Farm Investments ;_2 T f;’ John Liou, Regional Hydrologist
Jw%vfn;!:ﬂﬂmm 25 = = FEMA, Region 8
2, Computibiliey Exlrting Agrleultural Use = = = Box 25267
TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 180 42 &2 Denver Federal Center
PART VIl (To be completad by Facers! Agancy) . Denver, CO 80225-0267
_::[:;‘_;‘-’*-WFMWNMMVJ ! w0 | I recommend that you call periodically after submitting the
s Boanes Asreysmerd (From Part V1 sbove or @ focal P request to ensure a timely response. We generally have the
TOTAL POINTS (Totef of above 2 Hinas) 260 information you requested, but data for that portion of the
. T e Flathead River is not in our files.
Sire Solocvod:_ S A (AL 1) |Dm0€s~luﬂm 8/9% s T
Aeman For Seleciion; Sincerely,
-5 2 ; ]
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'f Tﬁ 41...“[?: UE‘:WILL \be- fb ‘THE 2 I /John R. Hamill, Supervisor ¥
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Unlted States Forest Hungry Horse Ranger District
Department of Service PO Box 340
Agriculture (406) 387-5243 Hungry Horse, MT 59819-0340
RE c EIVEB Reply to: 1560
MAY 71990 Date: 5/4/80

ROBERT PECCIA

& ASSOCIATES
Mr. Danlel Norderud
Robert Peccia & Assoclates
Box 5653
Helena, MT 59604

Dear Mr, Norderud

Your request for Information necessary to complete the Section 4f Evaluation for the Columbia Heights
to Hungry Horse Highway EIS was forwarded to me for reply. This project has little direct impact on
Forest land. Most of the proposed development is on private land or on land that Is in other non federal
ownership. In this response | will limit my comments to Forest land only.

Forest lands directly effected by the project are inthe N 1/2, NW 1/4, S 7, T30 N, R 19'W, MPM on the
Hungry Horse Ranger District, Flathead National Forest. This encompasses a gross area of approxi-
mately 80 acres. Within this area an estimated 15 acres or less have the potential to be directly impacted
by the highway construction or placement of the new bridge. This land lles along approximately 2600
linear feet of existing highway beginning at the east end of the South Fork Bridge and running toward
the mouth of Badrock Canyon.

Management direction for all Forest fand in the vicinity of the project is specified in the Flathead National
Forest Plan. Forest lands directly effected by this project are subject to the general provisions of the
Forest Plan as well as the specific management direction found in Chapter Il of the Plan. These lands
are within Management Area (MA) 10. A copy of the specific management direction for this area is
attached for your information.

MA-10 consists of lands designated as Administrative Sites. Thesa lands are managed for continued
use as administrative sites. They are not managed for recreation, park, wildlife or waterfowl purposes
nor are they significant for these purposes as specified in Federal Regulations (23 CFR 771.135d).

The eifected Forest lands on the west side of the South Fork of the Flathead River are In Situation 2
Grizzly bear Habitat. Those on the east side of the river are in Situation 3 Grizzly Bear Habitat. Situation
2 is defined as an area that lacks distinct grizzly bear population centers; highly suitable habitat does
not generally occur, atthough some grizzly bear habitat components exist and grizzlies may be present
occaslonally, By definition Situation 2 areas are considered unnecessary for survival and recovery of the
bear. Situation 3 Is defined as areas where grizzly presence Is possible but infrequent; where develop-
ments associated with high levels of human presence result in conditions which make grizzly presence
untenabla for humans andfor grizzlies.

These effected Forest lands are also within essential Bald Eagle habitat (USFS, Bald Eagle Essential
Habitat, September 1978), Bald eagles are know to tse this portion of the South Fork of The Flathead
river as a migratory flyway during the fall and early winter. This constitutes the major use of effected
Forest lands by this species, A few eagles have been observed during the winter, indicating that some
of them winter in the Flathead Valley, There are no known nest sites in the area. The area already has
significant human related disturbances in the form of heavy train and motor vehicle traffic. Additional

Y ALLEN L. CHRI

impacts are most likely to uccur In the form of displacement during the ~onstruction period. We have
nornemdasaass&mpossblehng:wndfactsotthisdsp!acwnmﬁ.Assumhgthanhavqumot
t:al'ﬂcw‘dtbehdapandarnolmowemualhﬁgmaymndard.theorﬂypotemialimpauonaagleswould
N!mmbaﬁgnﬁmmnimdmnmmmehigmmyandlheSmhFoﬂ(. It this
potential can be eliminated or mitigated there should be no additional adverse effects on eagles.

In summary, the project, as proposed, will cross Forest land designated as Management Area 10 that
is not signi for park, recreation, wildlife or waterfowi purposes as specified in Federal Regulations
(23 CFR 771.135d). Based on the land classifications and known uses it should have no long term
effects on the use of Forest lands by threatened or endangered species, provided that the single
concem related 1o bald eagles is addressed.

Forest lands adjacent to the proposed construction in Section 7, and those that lie south of the private
land where the remainder of the construction will take place are not directly effected by this proposal.
In the event that indirect effects become an Issus, it is worthwhile to note the management scheme
prescribed for these lands. They are located in Management Area 3 which consists of non forested lands
and timberiands that are suited for amenity valua resources. These lands are managed to maintain or
enhance amenhy values which include nongame wildiife spacies, visual quality, old growth and water
quality. Generally the area will provide wildiife and fish habitat, including security from human disturb-
ance. Recreation opportunities will ba provided where they will not interfere with wildlife and fish values,
Lands in MA-3 are generally available for recreation, but they are not specifically managed for that
wmmmmeaﬂmmwﬂwpmbammwmslgnmcanlrmaﬁmpgmqs
specified in Federal Regulations (23 CFR 771.135d). There are no significant waterfowl activities on this
land. Existing development in Badrock Canyon (US Highway #2, the Burlington Northern Railroad,
Beme Park) with its associated heavy use has already impacted wildlife use on lh(_asa gcliacent lands.
Although some wildlife usa continues to exist on the MA-3 lands adjacent to the project, s significance
has been reduced by historic development in the canyon. Assuming that the volume of traffic will remain
the same regardless of the highway standard, the project should have little additional impact to wildlife.
Reconstruction of the highway adjacent to the MA-3 Forest lands should not significantly reducae existing
or potential recreation, waterfowl or wildiite opportunities on these lands beyond what exists today. 1 am
enclosing a copy of the MA-3 management direction for your information, 5

These Forest lands in MA-3 are within Situation 2 Grizzly Bear Habitat. Those areas lhaI‘ara within 1/2
mile of the South Fork or the main stem of the Flathead are within Essential Bald Eagle Habitat. The same
statements made in addressing threatened and endangered species in MA-10 apply in this situation.

A very small portion of the project lies within the Middle Fork of the Flathead Recreational River Corridor
{MA-18). It Is located in Lot 14 in the extreme SW comer of section 6. This 0.64 acre parcel is Forest
land which Is crossed by the existing highway. It is well away from and out of site of the main channel
of the Middle Fork. It is unlikely that any construction will have a significant impact on river values within
the Wild & Scenic River comidor. A copy of management direction for MA-18 is Included.

1 am enclosing a map showing the various areas discussed above. It may be worthwhile to note that
the Middle Fork Recreational River Corridor is slightly different than you depicted on the map you sent
with your 3/12/90 letter. This is the correct location.

It we can be of further help, please feel free to contact us again.

Sincerely,

Wy

PHERSEN
District Ranger

CC: D. Paulson
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June 13, 1990 ot 181930 'E'-_J'En.:gg\r_nm_—‘ =
Edrie Vinson, SUEEW]SOL' CIA :;:::l:::k::la;p:ng
Envirormental Unit ROBERT PE?rES i ,Z';-“ T

Montana Department of Highways & ASSOCIA My A e
2701 Prospect Avenue s = T T e

Helena, MT 59620 j—_‘ ~ Y

Re: Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse & e

F 1-2(39)138 _1 4
IRED

Dear Edrie:

Thank you for requesting our comments on HRA's cultural resource
inventory for the project referenced above. There appear to be
sane gaps in their preparation of this report. First, very
little relevant context is provided. For example, donation of
the land which became the Berne Memorial Park suggests that
someone locally thought Berne was worth dediating a memorial to.
A little checking showed that the Berne brothers were pioneer
residents who lived in the area most of their lives, and were
involved in commercial ogperations which may have been important
to local development. These facts are alluded to in the report,
but no evaluation of the potential significance of the brothers
is provided. We are not concarned with their role because of the
park, given lts late date of donation, but because of their
association with the property recorded as 24FH419.

My initial review of that property suggested that some testing
should have been done to determine whether there were subsurfacs
remains which might possess information value. The vegetation
looked pretty thick in the photos provided, and the fact that
there was a dump at least partly exposed with material which
should be datable supported the indications to test. Photos
provided to us, which your department also received copies of, I
believe, confirmed that there was much more to the homestead than
the remains recorded suggest. Under the circumstances, I believe
some further looking at the site is justified. We would like to
know whether the rest of the buildings that were once at the

site are ldantifiable, and what kinds and amounts of subsurface
remains there are in order to evaluate the potential eligibility
of the homestead under Criterion D.

The whole question of Bad Rock Canyon is also left unaddressed in
the report. 1Is it a significant landscape? It is obviously a
long~term travel corridor, and its use to access Glacier National
Park may mean that there are written accounts of travellers
pessing through. If so, these should be checked to ascertain
whether landmarks within the canyon remain which have associative

Vinson

June 13, 1290

Page 2

value. It was also aprcarently the scane of a battle between the

Kootenal(?) and the Blackfeet. What, if anything, is known akout
the particulars of that battle? I see that no Hative American
cocmments had been received when the report was written. I
understand frem Gary McLean on the Flathead National Forest that
both the Blackfeet and the Kootenai have expressed concerns to
him, and intend to comment. They may know the particulars of the
mttle, or even be able to provide oral history which will
address the integrity of the local landscape in terms of its
association with that episode. Given the sacred nature of lands
which are now included within Glacier National Park, other
traditional cultural values may also be involved here. It
aprears to be of utmost importance to secure tribal. comments on
this undertaking.

We received a copy of Gary's letter to you, Edrie, indicating
that his ccmments would be provided oncs he had reczived comments
frem jthe Blackfest., Since the USFS is also a concsrned party to
this uncertaking, we will want to have Gary's comments, toco,
before we completes our review,

Thank you for allowing us to send these preliminary comments, and

we will anticipate further consultation for this project. Please
call if we can be of assistance in the interim.
Sincerely,

P

Katherine M. Huppe
Historical Survey Reviewer ¥

cc: Curly Bear Wagner
Patricia Hewankorn
Gary McLean

File: Comp/MCOH-Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse
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Department of Energy
Bonneville Power Administrati
Upper Columbia Area
Room 561, U.S. Court House
West 920 Riverside Avenue
Spakans, Washington 992011083

ey emw REGEWED

5

DEFARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

. STAN STEPHENS, GOVERMNOR

2701 PROSPECT AVE,

RECEIVED

July 25, 1990

Mr. Daniel Norderud Ui 291990 KUG 291990
Robert ?ecs::;; & Associates ROBERT PECCIA “
P.0. Box & ASSOCIATES ROBERT PECCIA
Helena, MT 59604 Marcella Sherfy & ASBOCIATES

Dear Mr. Norderud:

The towers and transmission lines indicated in your letter to Environmental
Coordinator, William Freeland, dated April 20, 1990, are owned and operated by
Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) rather than the Columbia Falls Aluminum
Company. The lines and structures were purchased from ARCO Metals February
21, 1984, =

The vertical clearance between the road and the 230-kV loop line may fall
below acceptable standards with a vertical adjustment to the elevation of the
road. An elevation adjustment of the towers on each side of the road could be
required. A tower relocation would have a cost associated with it. Tower
relocation may, however, be a better alternative than trying to control the
fill elope in close proximity to the existing towers.

Enclosed is the plan and profile drawings you requested. If you require more

engineering data, please call Don Hawkins, Montana District Engineer in
Missoula at (406) 329-3060.

Sincerely

rea Environmental Coordinator

Enclosure

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana Historical Society

225 North Roberts

Halena, MT S9620

Subject: F 1-2(39)138
Columbia Heights = Hungry Horse
%l
Thank you for your request for additional information on
24FH419, the Freida Wilkes Herrig property, later sold to
Bil].l:g Berne. Highway construction, in 1934, took the
original site of Mrs. Wilkes house. The remnants indicated
on the site map, page 8, are primarily on the north slope
downward where it meets the toe of the slope from the

original highway construction. Figure 5, page 9, gives an
indication of the slope to which I refer.

We have not conducted any. archaeological excavations at this
site because we are unaware of any c information
the site could possibly yield that is not more readily
available in the written record. The dump esuld held tin
cans, which have no particular artifact value. Information
on canned goods available to consumers during the perioed can
be located in period catalogs and in records of mercantile
stores. Other scrap metal parts or pieces could likewise be
available in the same or similar historic records.

As for any possible local significance of Mrs. Wilkes or
Billy Berne, other sites are probably more likely to portray
ties to them than does -this site. The report refers to the
Berne family being associated with a brick yard in Columbia
Falls and that their brick was used in the construction of
many downtown builldings. Perhaps the yard itself, or
buildings constructed with their brick still exist, and
would better represent their possible local significance
than would this site, built and occupied by Mrs. Wilkes.

“AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EUPLOYER™

HELENA, MONTANA 39620
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July 25, 1990

While I am not convincad that sionificant information could
be obtained from a residential site that is not more readily
available elsewhere, I would insist that if such be the
case, that the site itself would have to have integrity.
This property does not, as the 1934 road construction
cbliterated the main portion of the site containing the
residence. This property is further devalued by the surface
disturbanca caused by construction of a gas pipeline a
distribution line and two transmission lines, including the
Bonneville Power Administration line. Following
construction of these, its potential decreased even further
and I do not recommend it as eligible now.

We have concluded our consultation with the Indian Cultural
Commitiees and have no impact ts to report. A copy of a memo
describing that coordination is included for your
information.

; We request your concurrence that this project will have no
leffect on properties on or eligible for listing on the
National Register of Historic Places. If you have further
questions, please call and discuss them with me as we need
to conclude this review promptly. Thank you for your
consideration.

S Vonior

Edrie L. Vinsen, Supervisor
Environmental Section

ELV:D:683.cm
Enclosure

cc: D. S. Johnson
G. A. Jackson
. R. Newhouse
J. T. Weaver
] E?virannental Section, w{enclosure
File

e B e gy I

' o

Helena, MT 59620 _ AUg
July 26, 1990 ' 61930
"OEERT PECCIA
& Associates

Edrie L. Vinson, Supervisor
Environmental Section
Department of Highways

2701 Pzospect Ave.

Helena, MT 59620

Dear Edrie:

I have enclosed a copy of the Smith River Management Plan as
requested in your letter of June 14.

Currenptly, a management plan is being developed for Rock Czeek
(interagency) and the Missouri (department effort). Theré are no
plans for the Flathead or Yellowstone Recreational waterways.

The mere designation of these rivers as recreational waterways does
not necessarily trigger 4-F requirements; however, individual sites
along the river may do so. :

Sincerely,

ARNIE OLSEN
Administrator
Parks Division

1
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DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS

STAN STEPHENS, GOVERNOR 2701 PROSPECT AVE.

—— STATE_ OF MONTANA

HELENA, MONTANA 59620

August 10, 1990

Marcella Sherfy

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana Historical Society :
225 North Roberts

Helena, MT 59620

Subject: F 1-2(39)138
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

Enclosed please £ind supplemental information on the Berne
property. The highway plans you have in your file date to
i928. It shows that the right-of-way purchased from the
Berne family did not include their buildings. 1In 1949,
however, there was an additional purchase, and the land on
which the buildings sat was required for improvements. The
purchased portion is highlighted for your convenience in
reading the plans. Also enclosed is a copy of a memo
regarding the removal of the buildings.

In read through the rough draft of the comments at the
public scoping meeting June 26, 1990. Unfortunately Mr.
Simpson's comments about the house being exactly where the
road is now are not on it. Apparently he made that
statement following the formal meeting, at a time when the
people were gathered around the aerial displays at the front
of the room. These documents, however, show conclusively
that the buildings were taken by the department in 1949.

I believe this is sufficient to demonstrate that this
property no longer possesses integrity, a requirement for
being considered eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. I would appreciate your

AN £OUAL OPPORTYNITY EMPLOVER®

il

Marcella Sherfy
Page 2

August 10, 1990

concurrence that this project will have no effect on
properties on or eligible for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places. Thank you -for you
consideration.

. o f
ﬁfw/)ﬁmm
Edrie L. Vinson, Supervisor
Environmental Section &

ELV:D:ENV:3.mb
Enclosures

ce: D. 5. Johnson, w/attach

G. A. Jackson, i
R. R. Newhouse, "
J. T. Weaver, s

Environmental Section, w/attach
\\\Eile, w/attach .

. CONCUR
) N PROPERTIES O OR ELIGIBLE
FOR NRHP APPEAR UREL 18
BUST WITHIN PROJECT ISAUT ARE
MONTANA SHP0

ums_,(;c___qu?;: Ntc.-/_itf‘;.zbj--.g o
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DESARTMENT OF RIGHWAYS

STANM STEPHENMS, GOVERNOR 2701 PROSPECT AVE.

s ——— SIATE OF MONANA

HELENA, MONTANA 58620
RECGEIVED
AUG LT 1990

ROBERT PECCIA
& ASSOCIATES

August 15, 1990

Marcella Sherfy

State Historic Preservation Officer
Montana Historical Society

225 North Roberts

Helena, MT 59620

Subject: F 1-2(39)138
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

I sant Jon Axtline to the Columbia Heights ar=a to determine
if there were any sites better associated with the Berne.
Brothers than the Bad Rock Homestead site (24FH419). Both
the brickyard and brick home associatad with the brothers
have been destroyed within the last decade. The old St.
Richards Catholic Church in Coalumbia Falls, however, is -
still standing. The church, built with brick acguired from
the brickyard, is already listed in the National Register of
Historic Places.

The Montana Department 'of Highwavs is offering to erect an
historical marker commemorating the Berne family and
directing the readers to the church -- if you recommend that
it should be done. We are firm in our recommendation that
the Berne Site (24FH419) has lost integrity and is not
ealigible for the National Register.

Edrie L. Vinson, Supervisor
Environmental Section

ELV:JA:D:ENV:11l.mb

cc: D. S. Johnson J. T. Weaver .
G. A. Jackson Environmental Section

\\“\gﬁ. R. Newhouse File

aw FOual OPBORTUNITY EVBLOVER

IN REPLY REFER TO:

) . ﬂq
UNITED STATES Lk

THE INTERIOR
DEPARTMENT OF e 1991

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Fish and Wildlife Enhancement i
Federal Bldg., U.S. Courthouse k™ SO REGLIA
301 South Park -« ARESTTIATES
P.0. Box 10023
Helena, Montana 59626

M.17 Fed Highway Admin. (I) January 4, 1991
Mr. Daniel M. Norderud

Robert Peccia and Associates

P.0. Box 5653

Helena, Montana 59604

Dear Mr. Norderud:

This responds to your November 20, 1990 letter addressed to Gary Wood of our
Bi111ngs Suboffice concerning Federal Highway Administration Project F1-
2(39)138, Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse. Your letter transmitted a draft
Biological Assessment for review and requested our comments. The draft
Assessment addresses four endangered/threatened species: grizzly bear (Ursus
arctos horribilis), gray wolf (Canis Jlupus), peregrine falcon (falco
ng.r_egr_i.rlu.s). and bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus).

Based on the information presented, we believe we could concur in the
tentative conclusion in the draft Assessment that the proposed project is not
likely to adversely affect the grizzly bear, gray wolf, or peregrine falcon.

As noted in the draft Biological Assessment, the bald eagle reportedly uses
mature cottonwoods and conifers along the Flathead River within the project
corridor, including along a 1/4 mile reach where a narrow strip of vegetation
(trees) will be largely removed. The Assessment notes that removal of these

" trees could potentially affect foraging sites and flight paths of bald eagles.

It is also noted that, if construction occurs between fall and spring, it is
possible that birds intending to roost or perch in these trees and in the
general vicinlﬁy may be temporarily displaced by noise, dust and construction
activities. The Assessment further notes that widening of the highway may
result in higher vehicular travel speeds, which could conceivably result in
collisions between eagles and vehicles if the former are attracted to road-
killed animals that would serve as food items. Finally, it is noted that if
the numbers of eagles using this area during the winter period should
eventually return to the levels of use existing a few years ago (prior to a
sharp reduction in the migratory kokanee salmon population in this area), then
it is possible that clearance of the trees along the 1/4 mile reach of
Flathead River may contribute to a cumulative effect on wintering eagles due
to the project, logging in the vicinity, and other developments in the general
area,
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Mr. Daniel M. Morderud -
January 4, 1991
Page 2

The draft Assessment concludes that these affects are l1ikely to be
"insignificant or discountable relative to local or regional populations”
(page 4). Regulatfons implementing Sectfon 7 of the Endangered Species Act,
as amended, provide for an exception to formal consultation if the U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service (Service) concurs in writing that a project is not likely
to adversely affect a 1isted species. Service policy implementing these
regulations provide that activities found to-have beneficial, discountable or
insignificant effects on 1isted species or their critical habitats may be
deemed to be in compliance with Section 7(a)2 without formal consultation,
Beneficial effects are those actions which have positive impacts.
Discountable affects relate to the size of the impact, while insignificant
effects are those that are extremely unlikely to occur. While these
conditions may arguably be met by the project, such a conclusion does not
appear necessarily obvious from the information provided in the draft
Biological Assessment. We have been advised through guidance from higher
authority within the Service that the conclusion "not likely to adversely
affect” does not apply to situations where any (non-beneficial) effect has
been predicted, even though the action Agency may have agreed to offsetting
measures during informal consultation that would eliminate most impacts but
that would leave a basis for predicting some residual effects that are not
necessarily clearly “discountable" or “insignificant”. In such situations,
there must be formal consultation. If appropriate, offsetting measures may be
utilized to ensure that there is no likelihood of jeopardy.

For the above reasons, we belfeve the final Biological Assessment must include
additional information before a determination can be made on whether a “not
1ikely to adversely affect is justified with regard to the bald eagle.

In that regard, we recommend the following: 1) the final Assessment should
present a brief summary of what is known or available from appropriate
agencies and experts about present/recent winter use of Badrock Canyon by bald
eagles; this summary should include quantitative data, as well as qualitative
information; 2) the discussion of tree removal should be expanded to disclose
the area/approximate number of trees to be removed and express the extent to
which these can be preserved, especially in the critical 1/4 mile {dentified
in the draft Assessment; 3) a commitment should be made to conduct
the work in the canyon area in the "off" season, or more information provided
regarding the possibility of, and constraints on, this option; 4) an
explanation of by whom and just how “road-kills" will be removed should be
presented; and 5) a discussion should be presented of the prospects or
1ikelihood that kokanee populations may return to historic levels (based on

discussions with relevant fishery managers in the area) and some analysis of
Mr. Daniel M. Norderud

January 4, 1991

Page 3

expert opinion about resultant eagle wintering populations included; in this
regard, it would be helpful to discuss any known conservation measures that it
might be possible to implement in the case of an eventual return to high
winter use of the canyon by eagles.

.He appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft Assessment. Questions

regarding this letter may be directed informally to Mr, Gary Wood of my staff
at our Bi11ings Suboffice FTS: 585-6750.

Sincerely,

emper McMaster
Field Supervisor

Montana/Wyoming Field Office
JGW/dc/ndg

(B:NOROERUD)
cc: Dale Paulson, Federal Highway Administration (Helena, MT)

Asst. Regional Director, USFWS, Fish & Wildlife Enhancement (Denver, CO)
Suboffice Coordinator, USFWS, Fish & Wildlife Enhancement (Billings, MT)
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Marilyn's report for the project referenced above. We do
concur with her judgement that the historic logging camp recorded as 24FH4S5 is not eligible for National
Register listng. [am intrigued by the circular stone (eature, espedially given its proximity to 2 much
traveled prehistoric corridor. If It becomes necessary to test 24FH454, | would recommend a test within
that feature, 100, just to be sure. '
1 will paraphrase Mark's comments on prehistoric resources identified. Given the limited density and
distribution of surface materials in a plowed feld at 24FH453, and the fact that cut facing did not reveal
additional information, we concur that site is not likely to qualify for the Narional Register. While we do
accept Marilyn's research experiencs in similiar-sertings eisewhere a3 good evidence, w0, we do believe

that before this model can be applied totally it should be tested for locations in Montana. Here, for ™~
eample, constriction of the travelway by the canyon may have affected the general pattern of limited and
diversified use along otherwise wniform river banks.

Mark suggests that monitoring of ground disturbance in this area may provide a useful check of the model~- -

Alternativety, the discovery of substantial deposits during work should wigger farther review. Here again,
if testing of 24FH454 is needed, a few tests might be considered.

For 24FH454, we concur with Marilyn's recommendation for testng if avoidance 'nn‘-t possible.
We would reaily apprediate i.r. if we could borrow Thoms (1990). Thanks.

Sincerely, )

Lty U e

Katherine ¥ Huppe

Historical Survey Reviewer

File: CompAMDOH-project
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Marcella Sherfy

State Historic Preservation Office
225 Horth Roberts

Helena, MT 59620

F 1-2(39)138
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse
C# 1250

Subject:

The South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge at Hungry Horse
is slated for reconstruction or demolition in 1995. While the
bridge is included under ,  the terms of the Programmatic
Agreement Regarding the Treatment of Historic Roads and
Bridges, the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
believes it is wise to make a Determination of National
Register Eligibility for this structure. By itself, the
bridge is not important to our understanding of the history
and development of steel girder and floor beam bridges in
Montana, instead, it is a typical example of a design common
to the state's highway system.

Constructed in 1938 by Thomas Staunton of Great Falls, the
South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge at Hungry Horse is a
steel girder and floor beam structure. The bridge was
fabricated by the Minneapolis Steel & Machine Company with
reinforced steel manufactured at the Bethlehem Steel Company
plant in Seattle. Consisting of five spans, the bridge is
592-feet in length. The spans include three continuous deck
plate girder spans (two at 110-feet and one at 137'6") and two
simple 92~foot deckplate girder spans. There are two concrete
T-beam approaches leading to the bridge. The concrete deck
is supported by ten I-beam steel girders and approximately 90
steel floor beams placed at right angles to the girders. The
bridge is supported by four concrete piers. The two-lane
bridge is 29'1" wide with a curb-to-curb width of 26-feet.
The bridge was constructed for a standard design load of H-15.

an fAual QPEgRIyMITY [MPLOVEA

gy

2701 PROSPECT AVE. -

MA 59820
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The first steel girder and floor beam bridges were constructed
in Montana for the railroads in the late 1880s. The design
was particularly suited to the railroads since the bridges
were structurally stable and were able to accommodate fast-
moving heavy traffic. WNinety-eight steel girder and floor
beam bridges for vehicular traffic have been constructed in
Montana since 1909. The first steel girder and floor beam
bridge was built in 1909 by Jefferson County construction
crews and ls located three miles north of Basin on Cataract
creek; the bridge was rebuilt in 1979. Although this type of
bridges was constructed continually by the Montana Highway
Department from the 1930s, most of the spans were constructed
in conjunction with interstate projects during the 1960s (34
steel girder and floor beam bridges in Montana are associated
with interstate highways). Of the 98 bridges constructed in
Montana, all ‘are still in use and only 14 have been
rehabilitated.

Four steel girder and floor beam bridges are located in
Flathead County: the South Fork of the Flathead River at
Hungry Horse (1938), the Flathead River northwest of Big Fork
(1955), the South Fork of the Flathead River near Coram (1960)
and the Middle Fork of the Flathead River at Essex (1968).
While the South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge was the
earliest steel girder and floor beam structure constructed in
the county, there are 15 bridges older than that bridge in
Montana--five of which are, located in the northwest part of
the state: Pinkham Creek southwest of Eureka (1914),
Sweathouse Creek near Victor (1917), in Mineral County near
Alberton (1933) and two on the East Fork of the Bitterroot
River southeast of Conner (1937). Only six of the 15 pre-
1938 bridges have been rehabilitated by the Montana Department
of Transportation.

The South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge was one  of 137
bridges built by the Montana Highway Department in 1938. The
majority (93) were timber ‘bridges constructed under Works
Progress Administration (WPA) sponsorship--primarily in
eastern Montana. Twelve counties (Richland, Teten, Blaine,
Carter, McCone, Cascade, Park, Yellowstone, Fallon, Phillips,
Big Horn and Valley) accounted for 75% of the bridges built
that year.

The South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge at Hungry Horse
is not eligible for the National Register since it does not
display any unusual design features and is common to the
style. The first steel girder and floor beam bridge was built
in Jefferson County in 1909 and the last was constructed in

.
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Marcella Sherfy
Page 3
August 1, 1991

1988 in Dawson County. The design of the bridge has changed
little since 1909; the only difference is in the quality of
the building material used in the bridge's superstructure.

gince there are 98 steel girder and floor beam bridges located
on Montana's primary and secondary highways and only 14 of
them have been rehabilitated, this indicates that 84 bridges
retain considerable integrity of design, materials, feeling
and association with the history and development of this style
bridge. The South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge does not
display any unusual design features and is not sinqularly
important to our understanding of the history and development
of bridge construction in Montana. There ara 43 steel girder
and floor beam bridges located on the state's primary and
secondary road system and 55 bridges located on the Interstate
system--all are nearly identical in design. Until recently,
the steel girder and floor beam bridge was commonly used by
the Montana Department of Highways for spanning obstacles
wider than 130-feet. Since the deck is supported by two
girders on this type of bridge, failure of one of the girders
jeopardizes the usefulness of the bridge. Currently, the MDT
relies on four beam girder bridges since the failure of one
girder does not force the closure of the bridge.

We are requesting your concurrence that the South Fork of the
Flathead River Bridge is not eligible for the National
Register of Historic Places. If you have any questions or
concerns, please contact Jon Axline at 444-6258.

Eblecer Vs

Edrie L. Vinson. Supervisor

Environmental Section

ELV:JA:D:ENV:143.mb

cc: D. S. Johnson
C. 5. Peil
P. R. Ferry
J. T. Weaver
E. L. Vinson
File
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Marcella Sherfy

State Historic Presercvation arfice:"'
Montana Historical Society - -

225 North Roberts

Helena, MT 59620

Subject: F 1-2(39)138 (1290)
Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

This letter is to document that the proposed Berne Road
realignment and the adjacent recreational area along
Highway 2 in Flathead County, will have ne efrect -on
significant cultural resources.

The project area inventory conducted by Montana Dapartment
of Transportation archaeologist Marilyn Wyss identified
three cultural.resource .properties.during the survey. Two
of the properties, one historic and the other prehisteriec,
were recommended as not eligible for inclusion to the
National Register of Historic Places. This recommendation
received SHPO concurrence. The third property, 24FH454
required testing for adequate assessment of potential
significance (see attached testing report). Tests conducted
on this site were instrumental in recommending the property
as not eligible. The determination is based on the paucity
of cultural material associated with the site.

Testing conducted at the other sites following SHPO
suggestion, provided additional information but did not
substantially alter the original conclusions.

MDT has determined that there will be no impact on
significant cultural properties within .-the project area;

A EOUAL DPBORTUNIFY S QYER

-ELV Hﬂ D ENV: 15_51

Marcella Sherfy
Page 2
October 7, 1991

“h
therefore, the Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse project will’
have no effect.

Hhs Ve

Edrie L. Vinson, Supervisor
Environmental Section

(- D S. Johnson

C. 5. Peil

J. T. Weaver

P. R. Ferry w/attach (NOT INCLURED WITH CELS, BUT
Environmental Section AWLMLEG M'p"[‘pﬁacg, ] HALENA
File




8€-IA

State Historic Preservation Office

\)) Montana Historical Society

Mailing Address: 225 North Roberts * Helena, MT 59620-9990
‘Office Address: 102 Broadway ¢ Helena, MT * (406) 444-7715

October 25, 1991 MASTER REGENED

Edrie L. Vinson, Supervisor FILE JaN28 1992

P -

Mont:::l Depamnentnof Transportation COPY * ROBERT PECCIA

2701 prospect Ave & ASSOCIATES
. Helena, Montana 59620 5 '

Re: Determination .of Eligibility of 24FH454 [Calumbta Heights-Hungry Horse Fl-
2(39)138(1290)] :

Dear Edrie:

Thank you for requesting our comments on the archaeological testing report prepared by
MDOT Archaeologist Marilyn Wyss to resolve the eligibility of 24FH454, a prehistoric site
identified during survey of the Columbla Heights-Hungry Horse park and road realignment
project.

Based on the results of subsurface testing descn‘bed in the report, we concur that 24FH454
is not eligible for the National Register of Historic Places under Criterion D.

Thank you also for your consideration of our earlier comments on the determinations of
eligibility of 24FH453 (Prch:mnc Site) and 24FH455 (Historic Logging Camp). We agree
that the supplementary testing described at these two sites does not alter the original
determination that these are not National Register eligible properties.

Thank you for consulting with us.

Mark F. Baumler, Ph.D
Deputy SI-IPO!ArCh.amlogm

File: MDOT/Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse/F1-2(39)138

MDOH1025.ELG -

. ¥ [ |
United States Department of the Interior m=
e
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE e
FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT Date Recd. Préconst. =87
FEDERAL BUILDING, US COURTHOUSE >|35| MAIL ROUTE [» |3
301 S PARK - 1*|& HE
~ P 0 80X 10023 2|
HELENA MT 59626 YO Freconst Engr__
30 Assistant :
M.17 FHWA Columbia Heights/Hungry Horse [Nowe 2K |
|| 31 Safety Mgmt. i
s
Paul R. Ferry, P.E. FO{ 33 Enviconment___ ||
34 Hydraulics I

Acting Consultant Design Engineer o

State of Montana e T g, i

Depariment of Highways . i __3;_@@9:«::.‘ =

2701 Prospect Ave. ? 13 s CW"_ -l

Helena, MT. 59620 EE !
LQ. Y

Dear Mr. Ferry, Fa

This is in response to your Octaber 28,1991 letter requesting Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) review of the biological assessment pertaining
to Federally listed threatened and endangered species for the proposed
Project F1-2(39) 138 Reconstruction of U.S. Highway 2 between Celumbia
He!ghts and Hungry Horsa Flathead County, Montana.

The Service has reviewed the biological assessment and disagrees with
the determination that the proposed project is not likely to adversely
affect the endangered bald eagle (Haliaeetus Jeucocephalus). The Service
believes that the proposed action may effect the endangered bald eagle,
therefore, pursuant to the Section 7 Interagency Cooperation Regulations
50 CFR 402.14, formal consultation is required.

As you know the purpose of formal consultation is to determine whether
or not the effects of the action, plus any additional cumulative effects of
State and private actions reasonably certain to occur in the action area,
are likely to jeopardize the continued existence of listed species or resuit
in the destruction or adverse modification of critical habitat.

A written request to initiate formal consuitation should be submitted to
the Service at the above-referenced letterhead address. If we can be of
any further assistance please contact Rob Hazlewood at (406) 449-5225
or FTS 585-5225. Your cooperation in meeting our joint responsibilities
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under the Endangered Species Act are appreciated.

Sincerely, .

0 e

: oy i Dale Harms
' L State Supervisor’
Montana State Office

C

[ MASTER
FILE

State Historic Preserva

\ Montana Historical Society
Mailing Address: 225 North Roberts » Helena, MT 59620-9590
Office Address: 102 Broadway ¢ Helena, MT ° (406) 444-7715

Decemnber 17, 1991

Edrie L. Vinson, Chief
' Environmental and Hazardous Waste Bureau

Highways

Department of Transportation

2701 Prospect
Helena, MT 59620

Re: F1-2(39)138

Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse
Control No. 1290 Yo

Dear Edrie:

hon-O

ffice

Envirozmental u
| Date Received:_ /3¢ /8~ 7/

ACTIINFOT __ Distibtien:
— Ads O
Sy
Coastraction
Erdes
i EWay
Sinvialg
Pl e
FHUl A
R

I am glad to respond to your lerter of December 10, commenting on the signifizance of
the South Fork of the Flathead River Bridge for Section 4(f) of 49 U.S.C. 303 purposes.

I am glad to concur that we have not and do not anticipate finding that bridze
specifically significant (or insignificant) under any legal authority. Having agread to a
Progammatic Agreement for Montana's Roads and Bridges, within the framework of
Section 106 of the Natonal Historic Preservation Act, we concur in your work on the
products specified by that document rather than reverting to property-by-property
review of specific roads or bridges for any legal authority.

Sincerely,

Ve N

Marcella Sherfy

Stare Historic Preservatdon Officer

File: COMP, MDOH
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December 20, 1991
HEP-MT

Dale Harms, State Supervisor

United States Department of Interior

Fish and Wildlife Service
Federal Building, US Courthouse

* 301 S. Park, Box 10023

Helena, MT 59626
Dear Mr. Harms:

Subject: F 1-2(39)138 Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse

Biological Assessment

This is in reply to your November 4, 1991 letter to the Montana
Department of Transportation (MDT) concerning the biological
assessment on the subject project.

You disagreed with the determination in the bioclogical assessment
and asked that the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) initiate

‘formal consultation. Please consider this letter to be our request

to initiate formal consultation.

We are including a supplemental discussion of minor impacts that
may occur if the MDT jointly develops a river access and a historiec
exhibit area in cooperation with the United States Forest Service
(USFS). The concept for this joint development project surfaced
during cooperating agency meetings. Through this process it was
determined that there is an existing need for safe access to the
river for recreational purposes and the USFS was interested in
providing this service to the public. At the same time a need
exists to mitigate road related impacts to Bernie Park. The idea
for a joint development project to meet agency needs and at the
sane time provide a needed amenity for the public, was born out of
this process. However, because the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement has not been released to the public the FHWA respectfully
request that this intergovernmental exchange be withheld under the
Freedom of Information Act (FOIA).

i ke b i bt = b A fr e 4 e s o S g g

The FHWA believes that premature release of this material to any
segment of the public gives some sectors an unfair advantage and
has a chilling effect on intergovernmental coordination and the
success of the cooperating agency concept. For this reason we
respectfully request that the public not be given access to this
information until the Draft Environmental Impact Statement has been
released. ’

We look forward to working with you to meet our Jjoint
responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act and would be
happy to help with any additional conservation measures that you
balieve should be incorporated into the project. We would also be
happy to review and comment on the draft environmental opinion. If
you need any additional information on any aspect of the project
pleasa do not hesitate to contact Dale Paulson at (406) 449-5310 or
FTS 585-5310.

Sincerely;
-~

LS
Duane C. Lewis
Assistant Division Administrator

c: Dan Norderude - Peccia
c: Mark Leighton - State
c: Edrie Vinson = State
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I8 MEPFLY REFER TO:

United States Department of the Interior

. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
* . FISH AND WILDLIFE ENHANCEMENT
" FEDERAL BUILDING, US COURTHOUSE

301 § PARK, I O BOX 10023
HELENA MT 59626

li

Unlted States Reglon 1 Federal Building
Department of Sanrl EcEl P.O. Box 7669
Agriculture M]ssuula, MT 59807
i Sfamae—y
JAN 2 0 1992 Hepfy 1o: 7720 .
ROBERT PECGIA 1Ds e
& ASSOCIATES Dm J; 8 1" '
e L '.--—-!
..... ""Tl S
Ms. Edrie L Vinson, Chief e ‘”—'-}
" Environmental & Hazardous Waste Bureau =7
Montana Department of Transportation 4
2701 Prospect Avenue 1 Ureanes
Helena, MT 59620 ; ; -~
e | S - tad

Dear Ms. Vinson:

This is In response to your December 16, 1991, letter conceming the proposed reconstruction of
U.S. Highway 2 - Columbia Heights Hungry Horse.

Hungry Horse District Ranger Allen Christophersen has reviewed the project proposal on the ground to

~ determine the po(entlal impacts to the Middla Fork of the Flathead River, which is designated as Recreation
In the Wild & Scenic Rivers system. The only portion of the project to be located within the Wild & Scenic
River Carridar is in the extreme southwest comer of Section 6 (Government Lot 14, 0.64 acres). The
proposad raconstruction within the Corridor is located away from the Middle Fork. A copy of the District
Ranger's March 12, 1991, letter to Mr. Robert Newhouse is enclosed for referenca,

We do not believe that a Section 7(a) determination Is required for the proposed bridge reconstruction.
The bridge sita is not within the Wild & Scenic Comridor, and tha reconstruction will not effect the portion
of the Middle Fork of the Flathead River designated as Recreation.

JOHN M, HUGHES
Acting Regional Forester

Recd. Precmstd&.mtg

MAIL ROUTE [»

Enclosure

o o
ojui
Joeny

¢ | tenmr |

cc:
WRCR - T.Donahue

FLHO - L.Reesman, R.VanNatta
E - B.Harper

30 Assistant
30 Qtfica Mgr
31 Safety Mgmt
32 Road Cesign
33 Environmant
34 Hydiaulics !
[ 35 Survey & Mapping
36 Traffic Eng. t
_37 Traillc Operations
39 Conaultant Dsn.

44

30 Preconst Engr__ '
I
]
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Duane C. Lewis o March 24, 1992
Assistant Division Administrator

U.S. Department of Transportation

Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division )

301 So. Park Streel, Room 448 e i
Helena, Montana 59626 ‘

Dear Mr. Lewis,

This is the Fish and Wildlifa Service's (Service) Biclogical opinion prepared in response to tha
Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division, December 20,1991 request to initiate
formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Spacies Act of 1973 as amended (Act) for
Project F1-2(39) 138 Reconstruction of U.S, Highway 2 between Columbia Heights and Hungry
Horse, a River Access site and exhibit area and construction of a new bridge in Flathead County,
Montana. Your December 20,1991 letter was received by this office on December 23, 1991,
The Service has examined the proposed project in accordance with the Section 7 Interagency
Cooperation Regulations (50 CFR 402, FR 51(106):19957-19963). This biological opinion
refers only to the potential effects on the bald eagle and not the overall environmental
acceptability of the proposed action.

BIOLOGICAL OPINION

It is the Service's biclogical opinicn that implementation of the proposed reconstruction project
is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Pacific bald eagle (Haliagetus
leucocephalus) Population. The Service also concurs with tha conclusions in the Federal
Highway Administrations Biological Assessment that the project will not adversely affect the
endangered gray wolf (Canis lupus) and peregrine falcon (Ealco pereqgrinus) and the threatened
grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horribilis).

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed action is the reconstruction of U.S. Highway 2 between Columbia Heights and
Hungry Horse in Flathead County, Montana. The reconstruction consists of making the two lane
highway into a 64-foot-wide four-lane highway consisting of four 12-foot driving lanes and
two 10-foot shoulders. The project is located on U.S. Highway 2 batween Columbia Heights and
Hungry Horse in Flathead County, Montana. The project begins east of Columbia Falls near the
intersaction of U.S. 2 and Secondary Route 206 and extends northeasterly for some 4.4 miles
across the South Fork of the Flathead River to Hungry Horse. From the project beginning at
milepost (MP) 138.3 o about MP 140.5 the existing highway passes through suburban and
rural residential development. Columbia Haights contains a small but densely developed
commercial strip. The highway enters Badrock Ganyon at about MP 140.5, where it parallels
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or is adjacent 1o the main stem of the Flathead River for two miles. The road ctosses the South
Fork of the Flalhead Fiver just west of Hungry Horse. In Badrock Canyon, U.S. Highway 2 passes
through a moderately thick forest with the steep north slope of Columbia Mountain to the south
of the highway and the main stem of the Flathead to the north. A riprap fill, placed during
previous improvements on U.S. 2, encroaches on the river for 1/2 mile adjacent to Berna
Mamorial Park. A strip of vegetation between the river and the highway near Barne Mamorial
Park in the Canyon supports mature cottonwoods and conifers. A supplemental discussion of
impacts was provided to the Service on December 20, 1991, which describes Montana
Department of Transportation (MDT) additional proposals to develop a river access and a
historic exhibit area on approximately nine acres of land located next to the House of Mystery
and construction of a new bridge over the South Fork of Hungry Horse. The new four-lane
structure would be constructed parallel to and slightly downstream from the existing bridge.

CURRENT STATUS OF THE SPECIES

The bald eagle is listed as endangered in 43 of the 48 conterminous United States, The bald sagle
pepulation in Montana is listed as endangered. : )

Montana falls within the Pacific States Bald Eagle Recovery Plan area (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1986). The primary objective of the Bald Eagle Recavery Plan is to outline steps that
will provide secure habitat for bald eagles in the 7-state Pacific recovery area and increase
pepulations in specific geographic areas to levels whera it is possible to delist the species.
Reclassification from the bald eagles current endangered status should occur on a regionwide
basis and should be based on four criteria, First, a minimum of 800 pairs nesting in the 7-
state recovery area, Second, these pairs should be producing an annual average of at least 1.0
fledged young per palr, with an average success rate per occupied site of not less than 65% over
a 5-year period. Third, population racovery goals must be met in at least 80% of the
management zones with nesting potential. Finally, a persistent, long term decline in any
sizeable (greater than 100 birds) wintering aggregation would provide evidence for not
reclassifying the sp In 1990, 861 pairs were located in the seven-state racovery area
and wintering populations appear to be stable or slightly increasing.

The management zone approach is central to the recovery process because establishment of well-
distributed eagle populations and habitats is important to recovery of the species in the Pacific
recovery area. Seven bald eagle management zones were identified for Montana in the Bald Eagle
Recovery Plan and Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan {(Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan
1986). Implamantation of recovery actions and achievemant of goals are applied on a zone-by-
zone basis. The project area lies within zone 7 Upper Columbia Basin of the Recovery Plan.

The bald eagle may live up to 45 years, achieve sexual maturity at 4-5 years, and produce 1-3
young per year, Publications by U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (1979), Lincer et al. (1979),
Brown and Amadon (1968), and Snow (1973) provide references on the biology of the species.
What is known of the biclogy and behavior of the bald eagle in Montana is generally consistent
with the literature. Bald eagles occur year-round in Montana, but their numbers fluctuate
dramatically between seasons. The greatest numbers occur during the spring and fall migration
periods. Migration peaks during March and November when large numbers of bald eagles move
through the state to and from more southerly wintering areas. Between 1980 and 1990
number of eagles counted during winter surveys ranged from 290 to 620 with an averags of
420 counted per year. Adult to immature ratio averaged 2.7:1 (Flath et al. in prep.).

.

Bald eaglas wintering in Montana tend to congregate near bodies of water. Major river drainages
and large lakes constitute the majority of winter habitat use. Open water and food availability
dictate areas of use throughout the winter months. Upland areas may recaive considerable use
when carrion is available. During migration and at wintering sites, eagles that concentrata on
locally abundant food tend to roost communally. Communal roosts usually are located in stands
of mature of oldgrowth conifers or cottonwoods, and roosts may be several miles from feeding

sitas. . =

Nesting chronology in Montana Is well documented. Nast maint ice and construction occurs
during winter months. Eggs are laid between lale February and late April, with peak laying
during early March. Fledging dates vary accordingly, with most fledging about mid-July. Little
is known of post-fledging behavior in Montana. Bald eagles nested in stands of mature or over-
mature timber with old growth characteristics near significant water bodies. Wright and
Escano (1986) described nest sita characteristics for Mont Most nests are located in
timber stands three acres or larger with canopy closure of less than 80 percent. Live trees
most often selected are panderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menziesii)
and cottonwood (Populus sp.). Snags of these species are also utilized, Most nests are in mature
or over-mature dominant or co-dominant trees with open crowns and sturdy horizontal limbs.
Most nests are found on flat to moderately sloping terrain with northern aspects and in line of
sight to a lake or reservoir greater than 80 acres in size, or fourth order or larger stream. All
nests are within one mile of a watar body with and adequate food supply.

Comprehensive surveys to determine the status of bald eagles in Montana began in 1980, but
preliminary database was compiled from data gathered earlier. The nesting population grew an
average of 14.5% per year from 25 viable territories to 108 between 1980 and 1990,
Increase was comprised of both known age and unknown age territories. Mean brood size for the
decada was 1.812. Number young fledged increased from 29 in 1980 to 130 in 1990. Percent
nesting success and productivity of bald eagles was positively correlated with age of the nesting
territory. In 1991, 63 active territories were found in the Upper Columbia Basin zone. Of the
63 active territories 55 werae successful producing 94 young.

BASIS OF OPINION
Environmental Baseline

Studies of bald eagle migration and habitat use during the past 14 years have clearly documented
the uss of the Flathead River, including Badrock Canyon, as a major flyway and foraging area for
eagles (Young 1983, McClelland P.T. in prep.). Based on review of the project area, Flath
(persbnal communication) reported that bald eagles occur on a year-round basis and that in
addition to winter and migration habitat sufficient foraging habitat is present to accommodate
summer non-breeders and perhaps an 1idditional nesting territory in the future. On December
4,1985 McClelland reported 41 eagles between the House of Mysiery and Hungry Horse
Reservoir. At least 7 bald eagle roosts have been identified on the east side of Columbia
Mountain. Many of the eagles from these roosts use the river corridor in the project area.
Potential nesting habitat exists within the project area. Tha Flathead River and riparian habitat
corridor associated with the river in the project area are considered year-round bald eagle
habitat.
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DRIRECT EFFECTS
Mew South Fork River Crossing - Minor amounts of riparian vegetation would be cleared to

accommeodate the construction of the new bridge (0.35 acres of riparian cottonwoods and
conifers on the west side of the South Fork, immediately north of the existing bridgs) . The
riparian area affected by the proposed bridge construction is unvegetated within the floodplain
of the South Fork and is bordered by a narrow (75-100 feet wide) stand of riparian cottonwood
and conifers, Similar vegetation in the Badrock Canyon is used as perching and foraging sites
for bald eagles.

Proposed Aiver Access Sita - The construction of the boat ramp will require that an area of
riparian vegetation approximately 40 feet by 80 feet be cleared to accommodate the new ramp
to the river. Thig construction would produce a 40 footwide disruption in the continuous screen
of riparian shrub vegetation dominated by willows, redosier dogwood, Rocky Mountain mapls,
and alder. Additionally , construetion of a vahicle parking area and an access road 1o the boat
ramp would require the clearing of an area some 50 feet by 300 feet from the same vegstation
community. The total required clearing at this site is estimated to be 0.4 acres.

Highway Reconstruction - The proposed road construction would remave riparian vegetation
that serves as perching sites and provides screening for eagles to forage along the river bank.
Construction of this four-lane alternative would remove trees and other vegetation from an
estimated 2.7 acres of riparian cottonwood and conifer habitat that exists between Berne Road
and Hungry Horse. MDT will incorporate 1.5:1 fill slopes into the design of the proposed action
in Badrock Canyon which will encroach on the Flathead River.

Primary Direct Effects - The proposed action would direclly affect bald eagles dus to
habitat modifications by removing perch, screening, foraging and potential nesting vegatation
from the river bank in Badrock Canyon, the proposed River Access Site and Bridge Construction
area, Other direct effects such as disturbance and displacement would also result from
construction activities as the project area is considered year-round bald eagle habitat,

Indirect Impacts - One of the greatest indirect impacts of the proposed action would be the
potential for inducing human population growth and increased recreation use due to the
improved access and facilities provided by the project. Assuming that commercial access is
improved and enhanced, strip commercial and private development along the river associated
with tourism could increase causing more people to move to the area. The proposed action has
the potential io accelerate and concentrate growth and recreational use in the project area. Loss
of scraening vegetation would result in increased disturbance to bald eaglss in the project area,
Human disturbance can seriously affect bald eagles during nesting, wintering and migration
seasons. Eagles may react to people walking, bicycling, driving vehicles or snowmobiles,
boaters stopping near nests or passmg near feeding sites, blasting, shooting, tree-harvesting
operations, or operation of loud equipment (Knight 1984, Magaddino 1989, Harmata in prep.).
These activities can disrupt breeding and feeding activities, force eagles to desert a nesting
territory or potential nesting habitat, or displace eagles to less desirable habitats. Wintering,
migrating and nesting eagles may be unduly stressed by human activities if their feeding or
normal social behavior is disrupted. Eagles on the ground, whether feeding or standing, are
more sensitive to disturbances, and eagles will fly greater distances when flushed from river
bars or banks than when flushed form trees (Knight 1984). Human disturbance may also

.

disrupt use of communal roosts, or displace birds to less suitable habitat (Stalmaster 1987).
Bald eagles are lass likely to be disturbed by human activities which are screenaed by vegetation
(Stalmaster and Newman 1978). Although loss of screening vagetation will only occur on the
highway side of the river, this loss will preclude bald eagle use in the areas across from, within
and adjacent to the areas proposed for vegetation removal.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

Cumulative effects are those effects of future State or privale aclivities on endangered and
threatened species or critical habitat that are reasonably certain to occur within the action area
of the Federal action subject to consullation. Future Federal actions will be subject fo the
consultation requirements established in Section 7 and, therefore, are not considered

cumulative in the proposed action.

The continued fragmantation of habitat and loss of riparian vegetation due to vegetation removal
may eventually atfect the eagles ability to adequately use the prey base or other important
habitat features. The Montana Bald Eagle Management Plan emphasized that even though bald
eagle populations have increased in recent years, the continued alteration and removal of
suitable habitat due to human activities may affect the long-term success of recovery efforts.
McClelland, in his letter of May 7,1991 to MDT, states that although bald eagle nesting success
in Montana has shown soma encouraging signs in recent years, we continue to “whittle away * at
remaining habitat. McClelland further points are that the whittlings are cumulative and this is
a long-term concern in relation to migrating eagles as well as those that nest in the state which
will ultimately sffect the long term recovery of the bald eagle in Montana.

Habitat fragmentation and loss of riparian habitat would be expected to continua as secondary
development in the project corridor could create a demand for new public services and

facilities. Tourism and the resident population in northwestern Montana have increased in
recent years. Flathead County population grew approximately 14% during the period 1980-
1990 and was considered one of fastest growing counties in the state, Year-long distribution of
visitors and types of recreational pursuits have changed from seasonal peaks, mainly spring,
summar and fall, to year-round activity. Residential and recreation homasites are also

ir ing in nortt tern Montana. Development in floodplains has, and will continue to have,
a cumulative impact on bald eagles through loss of habitat and continued displacement due to
human disturbance.

The Service does not believe that the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the proposed
project would reduce appreciably the likelihood of both survival and recovery, or alter
appreciably the habitat of the Pacific Bald Edgle Population in the wild by reducing the
reproduction, numbers, or distribution of the species.

INCIDENTAL TAKE

Saction 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibits any taking (harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot,
wound, kill, trap, capture or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of listed species
without a special exemption. Harm is further defined to include significant habitat modification
or degradation that results in death or injury to listed species by significantly impairing
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behavioral patterns such as braeding, feeding, or sheltering. Under the terms of Section 7(b)
{4) and Section 7(0)(2), taking that is incidental to and not intended as part of the agency
actlon Is not considered taking within the bounds of the Act provided that such taking is in
compliance with the incidental take statement. The Service does not anticipate that the proposed
action will result in any incidental take of the bald eagle. Accordingly, no incidental take is
authorized. Should any take occur, the Federal Highway Administration must reinitiate formal
consultation with the Service and provide a description of the circumstances surrounding the
take. The incidental take statement provide in this opinion satisfies the requirements of the
Endangered Species Act, as amended. This stalement does not constitute an authorization for take
of listed migratory birds under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protaction Act or any other Federal statute.

CONSERVATION RECOMMENDATIONS

Section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to utilize thelr authorities to further the
purposes of the Act by carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of endangered and
threatened species. The term conservation recommendations has been defined as Service
suggestions regarding discretionary agency activities to minimize or avoid adverse effects ofa
proposed action on listed species or critical habitat or regarding the development of

information. The recommendation provided hera relates only to the proposed action and doas not
necessarily represent complete fulfillment of the agency's 7{a)(1) rasponsibility for this

spacies.

1. A study should be undertaken by the Montana Departmant of Transportation to evaluate
anhancement opportunities and/or purchase of riparian and riverine habitats within the

project area.

In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions that either minimize cr avoid adversa
effects or that benefit listed species or their habitats, the Service requasts notification of the
implementation of any conservation recommendations.

CONCLUSION

This concludes formal consultation on this action. Reinitiation of formal consuitation s
required if the amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, if new information reveals
effects of the action that may impact listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent
not considered in this opinion, if the action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an
affect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in this opinion, or if new
species is listed or critical habitat designated that may be affected by the action. ’
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Your cooperation and assistance in meeting our joint responsibilities under the Endangered

Species Act are appraciated.
Sifkergly,

Dale R. Harms
Slate Supervisor
Montana State Office

cc: ARD, FWE, FWS Denver Co.
AFWE/EHC, Washington, D.C. i
Chisf, Environmental Bureau, Montana Dept. of Transportation, Helena, Mt.

n UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VE, MONTANA OFFICE

\" FEDERAL BULDING, 301 S. PARK, DRAWER 10096
HELENA, MONTANA 59626-0096
Ref: 8MO g
e Gt Jidt
May 21, 1992
Mr. Daniel M. Norderud MAY 2 . 1932
Transportation Planner ROBERT PECCIA
Robert Peccila & Associates % ACCONIATES
P.0. Box 5653 T
825 Custer

Helena, Montana 59604

Re: Federal Aid Highway Project
Columbia Heights-Hungry Horse
Project F 1-2 (39) 138
Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Norderud:

This is in response to your letter of May 19, 1992
requesting the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) provide
comments or concerns on the above-referenced project.

The EPA appreciates this coordinated effort to address our
concerns prior to the issuance of the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS). The EPA will, however, reserve any comment
until the DEIS can be fully reviewed.

If you have any questions or we can be of assistance, please
feel free to contact Jeff Bryan of my staff at 406 449-5486.

Sincerely,

John F. Wardell, Director
Montana Office :

cc: Bill Engle, 8MO
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TER NATIONAL PAR

DEC2 3. GLACIER, MONTANA
(406) E88-3441
ROBERT PECCIA "%t umitt
& ASSOCIATES

December 19, 1990

Mr. Robert R. Newhouse

Consultant Design Engineer

State of Montana, Dept. of Highways
2701 Prospect Avenue

Helena, Montana 59620

Dear Mr. Newhouse:

Thank you for meeting with Bob Dunkley and Brace
to discuss revisions to the Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact
Statement and Draft Biclogical Assessment for the Columbia Heights-
Hungry Horse, F 1-2 (39) 138, section of U.S. Highway 2.

The following are our revised comments:

1. The statement of need should be strengthened to make a more
convincing case for upgrading this segment of highway. Problems
with safety, congestion, and inconvenience should be referenced in
addition te the need to meet design standards and a higher level
of service.

2. A stronger justification for selection of the preferred
alternative (alternative 2) should be provided given the
considerable public support for a two-lane alternative shown during
the scoping process for this project. A clearer compariscn of the
differences between alternatives 2 and 3 should be presented in
light of the fact that the former provides many of the stated
objectives for this project while placing less f£ill in the river,
less cut into the hillside, and imposing less of a barrier to
wildlife movements.

3. Strip development along Highway 2 is a significant issue for
the management of Glacier National Park and for many of the park
visitors. Furthermore, there is a high public expectation that
scenic values be considered on a par with other objectives in
highway planning. Improvements made to the highway between Hungry
Horse and West Glacier have undoubtedly been one factor contribut-
ing to the hastening of strip development along the corridor.

The 1982 Scenic Beautification Plan for the earlier Highway
2 reconstruction project included a program to purchase scenic
easements along the highway corridor. However, few such easement
wera ever purchased and it is our understanding that these funds
were later allocated to other highway projects. We hope that follow
through on any similar efforts associated with this project are
mora successful.

To the credit of the MDOH, FHWA and USFS, an effort is being
made to preserve the scenic qualities of the Bernme Park area by
purchasing the total land holdings of the Simpson and Clark Trust
in the project area. We strongly support this effort and find it
to be consistent with statements made in the Tlathead County Master
Plan which establishes as a policy "discouraging additional
commercial development within the planningy jurisdiction along
Highway 2". The Master Plan also encourages the "development of
viable, compact rural commercial centers located in existing
communities”. :

We also encourage the incorporation of measures such as buffer
plantings, increased right-of-way limits, underground utilities and
acquisition of additional scenic easements as part of this project.

4. We suggest that a park-and-ride facility at Columbia Heights
be included in the scope of this project. Such a facility would
be a service to the more than 100 permanent and seascnal employees
of the park that live beyond Columbia Heights, many of whom
carpool. Forest Service and private sector employees would also
benefit from such a facility. The advantages of providing for and
encouraging carpooling include energy censervation, reducing the
number of vehicles on the highway and cost savings for the users.

6. Of the three alternatives for replacement of the Berne Park
facility and provision of a river access site, we prefer the one
that consolidates the facilities at the most jownstream site.. This
will reduce the number of entrances on the highway and will improve
safety, and ease of access. It will also lend itself to combined
use of support facilities such as toilets ard trash receptacles.

8. We disagree with statements made in the biological assessment
that eagle use along this segment of the highway is declining and
that perching trees are plentiful. We feel that the loss of perch-
ing or roosting trees in this area is significant. We encourage
you to discuss this issue with park biologists by contacting either-
Gary Gregory or Riley McClelland at 888-5441.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide our comments on the
document and for participating as a cooperating agency. Should you
have any questions, pleasa contact Mr. Brace Hayden of our staff
at B888-5441. .

s 1@:& rely, Z

7SI

H. Gilbert Lusk
Superintandent

cc: RMR-PP, Mr. Gardner
RMR-MR, Mr. Schiller
Al Christopherson, District Ranger, Hungry Horse, R.D.
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Hungry Horse Ranger District

PO Box 340
Hungry Horse, MT 59919-0340

Department of Service
Agriculture {408) 187-5243

@ United States Forest

Reply to: 1580

Date: March 12, 1991

REGEIVED

MAR 2 2 1991
Mr, Robert Newhouse
Montana Department of Highways ROBERT PECCIA
2701 Prospect Avenua : & ASSOCIATES

Helena, MT 58820
Dear Mr. Newhousa

The Columbia Heights - Hungry Horse Highway Construction Project F1-2(39)138 will cross a small
portion of the Middle Fork of the Flathead Wild and Scenic River Carridor, With this in mind, | fett it
appropriate to offer additional comments conceming potential impacts to the Recreational River Cori-
dor, The land within the Comidor which may be effected by the Project is within the Hungry Horse Ranger
District, Flathead National Forest lying within Lot 14 in the extreme south west comer of Section 6,
Township 30 N, Range 19 W, MPM. This tract is approximately 0.64 acres in size. The following
commenis are relative to this tract of land which is within the boundary of the Wild and Scenic River
Corridor and to other project activities that have the potential to effect values in the Wild and Scenic River
Caorridor,

Background

The Project proposal is to reconstruct US Highway 2 from Columbia Heights to Hungry Horse. A small
portion of the project is on Mational Forest land. The existing highway has been in place on an
established right-of-way since the 1930's. On Forest land the project will entail constructing a bridge
across the South Fork of the Flathead and reconstructing the Highway adjacent to the South Fork for
a distance of approximately 2600 feet to the Forest boundary, The South Fork joins the Middle Fork of
the Flathead Wild and Scenic River approximately one half mile below the proposed bridge. Within the
Middie Fork Wild and Scenic River Corridor, construction activities will be within the existing right-of-way.
Alternatives being considered range from an improved two lane design to a four lane facility. A no action
ahernative is also being considered, Within the river corridor impacts from action alternatives will be
similar except that construction of the four lane facility will invoive an additional ten feet of land each side
of center line.

Free Flowing Status

None of the alternatives will alter the free flowing status of the Middle Fork of the Flathead Wild and
Scenic River. There will be no construction in or in close proximity to the channel of the Middle Fork.

Water Quality

Along tha South Fork of the Flathead River a vegetative screen will ba maintained between the river and
the construction project. This screen will reduce the possibility of road construction sediment reaching
the the South Fork and eventually the Middle Ferk Wild and Scenic River. Construction ot the bridge
may introduce sediment to the South Fork which could eventually reach the Middle Fork Wild and Scenic
River, By following accepted construction practices for riparian areas, sediment production can be
minirmized. The State Department of Highways will obtain appropriate permits from the Corps of Engi-

(cme

neers and state agencies to further insure that potential impacts to water quality are mitigated. Any
reduction of water quality in the Wild and Scenic River will be minimal and short term. Long term water
quality will not be effected.

Recreation

Lands within the Wild and Scenic River Corridor effected by this project receive little recreation use other
than by people traveling through the area on the highway. Any action alternative will disrupt highway
related recreation during the construction period, Other land based activities will not be significantly
effected by the project.

At the present time {loat use on the Middle Fork Wild and Scenic River, in the vicinity of the project, is
light due to the lack of a suitable take out point. Those people who do use the river may be impacted
by the sights and sounds of construction activities. These impacts are short term and not significant,
It an action alternative is selected, and if a new river access site is constructed as a part of the mitigation
for the impacts to the Berne Park area, recreation opportunities on the Wild and Scenic river will be
enhanced.

Thera is a very limited amount of floating use on the South Fork (which is not a classified river) as it runs
through the River Carridor to the confluence with the Middle Fork. These river users will be impacted
by the short term sights and sounds of construction, None of their launch points will be impacted by
the project. There are no safe or accepled take out points within the project area. Floating opportunities |
on the South Fork will be enhanced by the construction of the new river access site.

Cultural Resources

There are no known cultural resource sites within the portion of the Wild and Scenic River Corridor that
will be effected by the project.

Geology

The surface geology within that portion of the Wild and Scenic River Corridor impacted by the project
is not unique from a scientific standpoint and does not contribute significantly to the scenic qualities of
the area. The massive rock outcrops that are a prominent geologic feature of Bad Rock Canyon are
outside and down stream of the Wild and Scenic River Corridor. Disturbance to these teatures would
not be visible from the Corridor.

Fish and Wildlife _ i

Other than the potential for minor short term sedimentation from construction activities, there will be no
impacts to fisheries in the Wild and Scenic River Corridor.

Wildlife use in the River Corridor adjacent to the project area Is limited. The small size of the tract (0.64
acres) makes it generally insignificant from a wildlife standpoint.

The Corridor and adjacent Forest lands south of the project are . are classified as Situation 2 Grizzly
Bear Habitat. By definition Situation 2 areas are lands that lack dis \nct grizzly population centers, where
highly suitable habitat generally does not exist. There are na known grizzly travel routes within the River
Corridor nor has bear presence been documented in the area,

The River Corridor is also within essential Bald Eagle habitat, Eagles are know to use the area as a
migratory flyway during the fall and earty winter. A few eagles have been observed wintering in the
general project area. They may make some use of the River Carridor, There are no known nest sites
in the area. Within the Carridor, the proposed highway construction is away from the water so there will
be no impacts to perch sites.

Other Unique Features

There are no other special or unique features within the Middle Fork Wild and Scenic River Corridor that
will be adversely etfected by the praject.
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Otharmmeshmwm&npaaschadmmproposedpm@octshoudhmmsigmﬁcantimpacts
to the Middle Fork of the Flathead Wild and Scenic River Corridor.

Sincersly,

¥
ALLEN L CHRISTOPHERSE|
District Ranger

CC: R.Vanetta, SO

RECEIVED
g pFR-1 QR 320

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

# b
CORPS OF ENGINEERS. OMAHA DISTRICT f \
215 MORTH I7TH STREET 'i i
OMAHA. NEBRASKA §8102-4978 3 ;
March 28, 1991 \"-r-/
Planning Division

Mr. David C. Miller

Federal Highway Administracion
HMentana Division
301 s. Park

Drawer 10056
Helena, Montana 59626

Dear Mr., Miller:

The Draft Environmental Impact Sracemenc (DEIS) on the Columbia Haighrs-
Hungry Horse reconscruction of U.S. Highway 2 becween Columbia Heights and Hungry
Horse has been reviewed.

Our particular responsibilicy as a cooperating agency in the preparation of
this document is ensuring cthat
raquiremencs.

it sacisfies our Section 404 permiccing
This DEIS generally does
enviror al

a fine job of addressing che
cons s of the proposed action and Eulfilling necessary
requiremencs of a DEIS.

Please nota the following comments:

Scacement on section 404 permit requirements (p. 5-6) should be revised
as follows:
before there is anv

alternacives.
corridar.

1f che proposed action ...

issue the appropriate Section 404 permi:c
8 placement of £ill ...

b. The alternatives analysis apparently coverad all practicable
It seens reasonable cto continue the four-lane highway chrough chis

Tha existing two-land roadvay through tre canyon can be a traffie
bottlensck, especially during the tourist season

c.

The rock prominences in the canyon are unique feacturas and che
&

disturbance on them from the preferred alternacive should be minimized

micigacion plan, Lif possible

d. Wetland micigacion (p. IV-18):

The Draft EIS should include a thorough
Mitigacion plans for the fill ince the Flathead

River should ba more decailed when the permit application is submitted for the

wall and bridge

Sinceraly,

‘é,/%mgC fl::’
Garard E, ML

Chief, Environmencal
Analysis Branch
Planning Division

HaUT AHA pivisr
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Department of Energy e o
Bonneville Power Administration ' 2Ds
Porttand, Oregon 97208~3621

Wt e e

Mr. Kevin Hart

State of Montana .

Deparmment of Natural Resources and Conservation
1520 East Sixth Avenue

Helena, MT" 59620

Dear Kevin:

This letter is to confirm our telephone conversation regarding the role the State of Montana's
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) will have in the Bungry Horse-
Columbia Falls Line Rebuild Project.

FROJECT DESCRIPTION

Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) has ideatified 2 need to zm'prtvve the electric reﬁabilny of the

existing 115,000-volt (115-kV) transmission system which supplies power to the Columbia Falls area
loads. Themnmsymnmamensknfwuioadmg under certain operating conditions. BPA is
proposing to rebuild the existing single-circuit 115-kV ine to 230-k'V single-circuit between Eungry
Horse Dam to the Columbia Falls substation, a distance of about 8 miles. The construction of this
project would be completed in two phases. Phase I would mvolve (1) building the 230-kV line
from the Fimgry Horse switching station to Columbia Falls Substation; (2) building a temporary line
from the dam to the new 230-k'V/ line; and (3) removal of the existing 115-kV line from the dam to
Columbia Falls Substation. The line would operate at 115 kV' capability unril Phase IL Phase I will
be completed when the Burean of Reclamation (BOR) budgets for the upgrade at the Bumgry Horse
switching station. It imvolves the (1) installation of 2 new bay at Hungry Horse switching station
(BOR action); (2) removal of the temporary line from the dam to the new 230-kV line; (3) re-
termination of the 230-kV line at the Hungry Horse switching station; and (4) removal of 2 115-kV
stricture, addition of a 230-kV structure, and restringing the line from the structure to the Columbia.
Falls Substation. A combination of new 230-kV line and existing 230-kV line will be used to avoid
the lines crossing each other, Ses attached photo and map for further details and explanation.

The eavironmental assessment is in the early stages of being prepared. BPA. has conducted field
reviews of the proposed route, and resource specialists have gathered the necessary data and are
preparing the impact analysis for the follomng resources: wetlands, health and safety, agriculture,
soils, visual, threatened and endangered species (plants and wildlife), other wildlife, cultural
resources, water quality, floodplains, recreation, undesirable plants, and local zoning. As we
discussed, the project may necessitate actions by other state agencies, in which case we would need

PO. Box 3621 . =,

to be in compliance with state laws and regulations. Montana DNRC's role would be to contact the
various Montana state agencies (you had mentioned the Montana Deparment of Health and
Environmental Sciences and the Department of Transportation), faciliate discussions with ther, and
perform liaison duties for input from them. We will also be asking DNRC to review the draft
working papers and provide comments at that time,

We are hoping to have the draft EA ready to go out for review in late December, We would
appreciate your comments and those from state agencies no later than December 11, 1992.

If you have any further questions regarding the pmjcct, please feel free to call. We apprcc:ate your-
support and involvement in this project.

Sincerely,

Waf@w_u\,

Leslie Kellcher

Environmental Specialise R

it





