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1.0  Coordination Process 

The proposed action has been coordinated with the appropriate federal, state and local 
agencies in order to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act and the 
Montana Environmental Policy Act. The Notice of Availability for the Conner North & 
South Environmental Assessment (EA) was published in two area newspapers on four 
dates as follows: 
 

� The Missoulian, Missoula, MT:  Sunday, February 15, 2004  

� The Missoulian, Missoula, MT:  Tuesday, February 24, 2004 

� The Ravalli Republic, Hamilton, MT:  Monday, February 16, 2004 

� The Ravalli Republic, Hamilton, MT:  Tuesday, February 24, 2004 
 
A copy of the ad notice is contained in Appendix A. The public review period began on 
February 20 and ended on March 22, 2004. Copies of the Environmental Assessment 
were available for review beginning February 20, 2004, at the following locations: 
 

� Darby Public Library, 102 South Main Street, Darby, MT 

� Darby City Offices, 101 East Tanner, Darby, MT 

� Ravalli County Offices, 215 South Fourth St., Suite A, Hamilton, MT 59840 

� Montana Dept. of Transportation, 2100 W. Broadway, Missoula, MT 59807 
 
Copies of the EA were available upon request from MDT and the EA could be viewed at the 
MDT website address of www.@mdt.state.mt.us/environmental/eis-ea/. State and Federal 
agencies, and local entities, were notified by letter that the EA was available for review. 
The distribution list is included in Appendix A. A complete version of the EA is included 
in Appendix B. 
 
A public hearing/open house was held on March 10, 2004, at the Darby Community 
Clubhouse in Darby, Montana. The public hearing/open house was held from 4:30 to 
7:30 p.m. and a presentation held at 6:00 p.m. The public hearing was attended by 35 
persons and a copy of the sign in sheet and the transcript is contained in Appendix A.  
 
This Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) can be viewed at the MDT website 
address of www.@mdt.state.mt.us/environmental/eis-ea/. State and Federal agencies, 
and local entities will be notified by letter that this FONSI has been signed. 
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2.0  Clarifications to the EA 

Aquatic Resources 
 
An additional species is added to Section 3.12.1 under Laird Creek stating: 
 

� Laird Creek also supports brook trout (common resident). 

 
 
Table 3-12 – Medicine Tree Creek 
 
After additional coordination, the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, and the Bitterroot 
National Forest staff have agreed that fish passage is desired in the replaced culvert. 
No temporary fish barrier is required. 

 
Wetlands 
 
Section 3.10.1, page 3-25.  The second sentence should read:  “The wetlands in this 
valley are subject either to surface runoff from melting snow and precipitation on the 
surrounding landscape; are associated with high groundwater tables due to the geologic 
link to the Bitterroot River levels; or are located in the floodplain where they are 
subjected to flood flows or high water events from the Bitterroot River.” 
 
Section 3.10.4, page 3-27 under Avoidance and Minimization. Add the following text 
after the second sentence:  “All practical measures will be utilized during the final design 
process to avoid and minimize impacts to wetlands and other aquatic resources, 
including the river. Such measures to be evaluated include fill-side walls, steeper fill 
slopes, reduction in fill, and other design measures that meet all practicable design and 
cost benefits to meet the project scope.” 
 
Section 3.10.4 under Compensation, statement 3) should be rewritten as follows:  “MDT 
has several wetland mitigation reserves in Watershed #3 – Lower Clark Fork River 
Basin that could potentially be used to mitigate any remaining impacts that are not 
mitigated onsite with this project. Such sites include Tucker Crossing Ranch and the 
Lee Metcalf Wildlife Refuge. MDT is currently working with the Corps to develop a 
crediting scheme for the Camp Creek project and cannot withdraw credits until that plan 
is approved. 
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3.0  Response to Comments and Questions on the EA 

The public hearing for the Conner North & South EA was held on March 10, 2004. A full 
copy of the transcript from the public hearing is included in Appendix A. During the 
public comment period, a total of 19 written comments were received and are included 
in Appendix A. The comments are summarized below and responses provided. 
Comments 1 through 5 were received and responded to orally during the public hearing 
presentation. 
 
Note: No oral comments were given using the tape recorder available to the public 

during the public hearing. 
 
Public Hearing Comments and Responses 
 
Comment 1:  (Cathy Palmer) You say the funding is approximately 2009, but you are 

getting the right-of-way much earlier than that. Does that mean you will 
be paying for the right-of-way before that or are people negotiating the 
price and paying for it five years down the line? 

 
MDT Oral Response 1: When MDT goes out to negotiate right-of-way, 
it is purchased. The funding that is 2009 is actual construction funding. 
Right now MDT has preliminary engineering authorized and can go 
ahead and develop design and then purchase right-of-way. Actual 
construction funding will not be available until 2009. 

 
Comment 2: (Bill Grasser) I live in the prior project at Mile Point 9. I would like to 

comment that during the last project, by the way they did a tremendous 
job and it is really fantastic to drive that piece of road as most of you 
have probably done. However there is an awful lot of leftover material, 
especially south of Sula store, at the high bridges at Mile Point 15+, 
especially that great big hump there east of the high bridges. I would 
surely like to see that material used on this future project all you can – 
there is a tremendous amount there. It would certainly make our section 
look a whole lot better. But they did a tremendous job on the highway. 

 
MDT Oral Response 2:  As you pointed out, we wound up with a lot 
more material coming down off the mountain than what the designers 
had originally anticipated. That is one of the things we are doing with 
this job, at least I’ve given the instructions to do that. I want to get out 
there and get a lot better geotechnical data on what type of rock 
structure we are dealing with so that we can design a lot better around 
it. You should have seen our drill crews out a little bit this winter and you 
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should be seeing a little bit more of that going on. Getting a little bit 
more information about what we are dealing with helps quite a bit. 
 
(Bill Grasser) There is plenty of material out there to work with so I 
would sure like to see it used. 

 
Comment 3: (Laura Lindenlaub) There is a head gate that affects the ditch 

association with about thirty users just north of the very first fill-side wall 
location. Have you guys studied how that is going to affect the ditch?  It 
has already been pretty severely affected by the flood last May. It is RP 
23; fill-side wall location number 12. 

 
MDT Oral Response 3:  The current ditch capacity will be maintained. 

 
Comment 4: (Chuck Wikoff) I’ve reviewed your Environmental Assessment, and 

correct me if I’m wrong, but I understand it to say that because the 
highway department does not have any clear-cut designation of the 
Lewis and Clark Trail that it will be treated as if there was not one and it 
is not a consideration. Is that correct?  What do they intend to do about 
it? 

 
MDT Oral Response 4:  The location of the Lewis and Clark trail 
through this area was not specifically identified as to which side of the 
road it was on.  

 
Comment 5: (Unidentified) Are you saying that Bull Trout  “may be affected or are 

likely to be adversely affected” on an endangered species, by your own 
admission there?   

 
MDT Oral Response 5:  It is a legal definition as part of Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act, and because the project will be in the river 
with piers or the new bridge there is a potential we will increase the 
amount of sediment in the water column for a short time. This is 
disclosed that it if there are Bull Trout in the vicinity, it could have a 
potential adverse affect. The Biological Assessment is submitted it to 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service and they issue the project a Biological 
Opinion that includes conservation coordination measures to adhere to 
during construction. 
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Written Comments Received 
 

Comment #6: 

 

Response #6: 
 
#6a:  MDT recognizes the value of reconnecting a 
meander. Within the project corridor, nine meanders were 
originally identified for potential consideration as the 
location for meander reconnection. Of those nine, six were 
eliminated after further evaluation because they were not 
physically possible, were too costly for the amount of 
stream length gained, or had landowner opposition. The 
three remaining sites have been evaluated in more detail 
and discussed with adjacent landowners. Two sites are 
currently being evaluated further and coordination with 
landowners is ongoing. However, as stated in Table 3-13, 
page 3-36 of the EA, “It has not yet been determined which 
of the potential oxbows will be reactivated, and there is 
potential that none will occur pending further discussions 
with landowners.” 
 
#6b:  This culvert will be designed to provide for the 
consideration of capital costs and risks, and other 
economic, engineering, social, and environmental 
concerns. Current design includes the existing 18-inch 
culvert to be replaced with one 24-inch (minimum size) or 
larger. 
 
#6c:  After additional coordination, the Montana Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks and the Bitterroot National Forest staff 
have agreed that fish passage is desired in the replaced 
Medicine Tree Creek culvert. No temporary fish barrier is 
required. See correspondence in Appendix B from Montana 
Fish, Wildlife & Parks with the same request. 

6a 
 
 
 
 
6b 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
6c 
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Comment #6 (continued): 
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Comment #6 (continued): 

 

Response #6: 
 
#6d:  These culverts will be designed to pass fish based 
on fisheries information provided by the Montana Fish, 
Wildlife, and Parks and MDT biologists. MDT will 
evaluate setting the pipe down, filling in the bottom, or 
other measures to provide fish passage. Culvert design 
for fish passage will comply with the recommendations 
set forth in the MFWP/MDT Fisheries Task Force 
Recommendations. 
 
#6e:  Comment noted. 

 

6d 
 
 
 
 
 
6e 
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Comment #6: 

 

Response #6: 
 
#6f: This comment has been forwarded to the MDT botanist 
who will prepare the revegetation plan. 
 
#6g: Disturbed wetland and streamside areas will be 
revegetated with desirable vegetation as soon as 
practicable following disturbance. Development of a 
revegetation plan, erosion control plan, and stormwater 
pollution prevention plan will be coordinated with 
appropriate permitting and resource agencies. A weed 
management plan will be completed by the contractor 
outlining procedures, contingencies, and responsibilities in 
the event of a noxious weed outbreak and will be filed with 
the Ravalli County Weed District prior to the start of 
construction. 
 
#6h: According to the MDT Erosion and Sediment Control 
Best Management Practices Field Manual (March 2003), 
Section 4: Erosion and Sediment Control Post-Construction 
Phase Process, it is the responsibility of MDT maintenance 
staff to remove silt fencing once vegetation is established 
and SWPPP is terminated. If justified, natural materials that 
degrade over time and do not require removal may be 
utilized. 
 
#6i: MDT will pursue agreements with willing landowners to 
place waste material on their property. MDT will hold the 
contractor responsible for proper disposal of all rock and 
waste material and it will not be placed along the streams 
unless the plans and specifications require it. 

 
 
 

6f 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6g 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6h 
 
 

6i 
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Comment #7: 
 
 

 

Response #7: 
 
MDT does not normally designate where the contractor 
would obtain gravel for a construction project. This pit is 
located on private land a considerable distance off the 
highway and will not be disturbed by the roadway 
construction itself. Any privately owned materials source 
that a contractor chooses to use for this project would 
have to meet all applicable cultural resource and 
environmental laws prior to its use. 
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Comment #8: 
 

 

Response #8: 
 
The pond outlet structure on the west end of the pond 
and Medicine Tree Creek inflow control the elevation of 
the pond and therefore the size of the pond. The outlet 
structure will not be disturbed. Any filling of the pond will 
not change the pond elevation, but it would change the 
pond volume. No mitigation will be required. 
 
MDT will review the site and contact the landowner to 
assure the proposed embankment does not raise the 
pond elevation and flood the landowner’s property. 
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Comment #9: 
 

 

Response #9: 
 
While the apple tree is not listed on the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP), it is recognized locally as 
historically important. MDT project designers are aware 
of the tree’s location and will make every effort to avoid 
the tree. The MDT historian will continue coordination 
with the landowner. The apple tree is at Sta. 368+50± 
Left. The proposed centerline is shifted away from the 
tree. The tree is outside the construction limits and the 
clear zone and a “Do Not Disturb” note will be put on the 
construction plans to ensure its protection.  
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Comment #10: 
 

 

Response #10: 
 
See Response #9. 
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Comment #11: 
 

 

Response #11: 
 
MDT has approved the request to display a marker to 
commemorate the Dickson Creek 2000 fires. MDT 
project staff will coordinate with the Backfire 2000 group 
regarding location of the marker. 
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Comment #12: 
 

 

Response #12: 
 
The meander location you referenced at RP20 is 
meander Location 5. At the landowner meeting held on 
February 27, 2003 related to the meander reconnections, 
this location received considerable opposition from the 
adjacent landowners and has been dropped from further 
consideration at this time. 
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Comment #13: 
 

 

Response #13: 
 
The approaches to the Fire Department (Station 
303+21LT, MP 19.70) and the sawmill (Station 304+17 
RT, MP 19.72) will be perpetuated. Revisions to the 
design/location of these approaches will be considered 
during the right-of-way appraisal/acquisition phase. There 
may be a benefit to the landowner and the traveling 
public if the two approaches are realigned to be opposite 
each other. Sight distance south of the approaches will 
increase due to the excavation of the hillside on the east 
side of the highway. 
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Comment #14: 
 

 

Response #14: 
 
Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment #15: 
 

 

Response #15: 
 
The request for additional sheep fencing was discussed 
with the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes since 
the requested fencing would be located on their property. 
They were not in favor of this request. However, the 
watering location will still be pursued. 
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Comment #16 
 

 

Response #16 
 
MDT has several wetland mitigation reserves in 
Watershed # 3 – Lower Clark Fork River Basin that could 
potentially be used to mitigate any remaining impacts that 
are not mitigated onsite with this project.  Such sites 
include Tucker Crossing Ranch and the Lee Metcalf 
Wildlife Refuge.  MDT is currently working with the Corps 
to develop a crediting scheme for the Camp Creek 
project and cannot withdraw credits until that plan is 
approved. 
 
The coordination with landowners related to the oxbow 
meander reconnection is ongoing and will depend on 
landowner willingness. 
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Comment #16 (continued) 
 

 

Comment #16 (continued) 
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Comment #16 (continued) 
 

 

Comment #16 (continued) 
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Comment #17: Response #17: 
 
#17a:  This has been addressed in Section 2.0 of this 
document. 
 
#17b:  This has been addressed in Section 2.0 of this 
document. 
 
#17c:  Avoidance and minimization of impacts is 
considered mitigation under NEPA. An example from the 
project includes the use of retaining walls within the 100-
year floodplain that are less impactive than fill slopes, but 
are more expensive. MDT has provided some measure 
of mitigation by incurring these costs to reduce impacts. 
MDT has worked with consultants and resource agencies 
to exhaustively research feasible options for channel 
meander reactivation potential. A report was published 
on such efforts. MDT has been evaluating which 
meander reconnection location would achieve the 
greatest benefit for the amount of money expended. If 
none of the reactivation channels work out, MDT will be 
required to find other ways to provide appropriate 
compensation for unavoidable impacts. 
 
 

 
 

17a 
 
17b 
 
 
 

17c 
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Comment #17 (continued) 
 

 
 

Response #17: 
 
#17d:  MDT will look for areas to build pullouts between 
the river and highway. MDT does not propose to shift the 
alignment or buy more right-of-way for pullouts. There will 
likely be more areas on the opposite side from the river 
which are more feasible for pullouts, but less desirable 
from safety aspects. 
 
 
 

 
17d 
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Comment #18: 
 

 

Response #18: 
 
See response to Comment #7. 
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Comment #18 (continued) 
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Comment #19: 

 

Response #19: 
 
#19a:  The Conner North & South project will also have 
excess excavation, so there will be no opportunity to use 
waste from the Sula North & South project. 
 
#19b: MDT will look for opportunities to reduce the 
excavation as the design proceeds. Geotechnical 
considerations will determine the extent of excavation 
required to produce stable slopes. 
 
#19c: The development time and funding availability for 
the reconstruction section from MP 16.24 to MP 23.24 
will control when the project gets let to contract. MDT 
thanks you for your suggestion. As funding is unknown at 
this time, construction timing will be considered later in 
time. 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

19a 
 
 
 
 
 
 

19b 
 
 
 

19c 
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4.0  Summary of Impacts and Mitigation 

4.1  Biological Opinion 

The Biological Opinion for the project was signed on June 24, 2004. The following 
determinations have been made. A copy of the Biological Opinion is on file with MDT 
Environmental Services. 

The Service concurs with the determination that the proposed project would not be likely to 
adversely affect threatened Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened bald eagles 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), nor the non-essential experimental population of gray wolves 
(Canis lupus) and, therefore, formal consultation is not required for these species. The 
Service bases its concurrence on information displayed in the Biological Assessment (BA), 
and in particular on the conservation measures that would be implemented as a part of this 
project to assure that these species are not adversely affected by road reconstruction and 
bridge replacement activities. The Service acknowledges that a determination was also 
made that this proposed project would have no effect on threatened grizzly bears (Ursus 
arctos horribilis).  

After reviewing the current status of the Columbia Basin distinct population segments 
(DPS) of bull trout, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the 
proposed reconstruction of US Highway 93 north and south of Conner, which includes the 
replacement of crossing structures over the East Fork Bitterroot River and several other 
tributary streams, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service’s biological opinion that this 
project, as proposed, would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the 
Columbia Basin DPS of bull trout, nor any subpopulations thereof.  

The biological opinion also noted that after reviewing the current status of the Columbia 
Basin DPS of bull trout, the environmental baseline for the action area, the effects of the 
proposed action, and the cumulative effects, it is the Service’s conference opinion that the 
reconstruction of US Highway 93 north and south of Conner, Montana, as proposed, would 
not be likely to destroy or adversely modify proposed critical habitat for the Columbia Basin 
DPS of bull trout. 

4.2  Summary of Impacts 

Table 1 summarizes the impacts of the No-Action and Preferred Alternatives for each of 
the categories discussed in the Environmental Assessment. 
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Table 1          Summary of Impacts 
 

Resource No-Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Land Use • No conversion of land. 

• Direct conversion of undeveloped land 
to highway use will occur where right-
of-way or easements are acquired. 
Induced growth is not anticipated due 
to no capacity improvements. 

Farmland • No impacts. • No impacts. 

Social/Environmental 
Justice 

• No safety or travel 
improvements for 
traveling public. 

• As traffic volumes 
increase, emergency 
service response times 
would continue to 
increase. 

• Provisions for safer, more efficient and 
convenient travel to schools, 
recreation areas, businesses and 
churches. No changes proposed 
affecting businesses or 
neighborhoods. Emergency response 
time improved. No effect on long-term 
population. No environmental justice 
impacts. 

Right-of-Way, 
Relocation & Utilities • No impacts. 

• Estimate of approximately 63 acres of 
right-of-way and/or easements 
required. No residential or business 
relocations. Some utility relocation 
may be necessary. 

Economic 

• Existing and future 
safety problems not 
solved which could 
affect future business 
and tourist travel. 

• Short-term economic benefit from 
construction spending. Improved 
highway would provide safer travel for 
residents, interstate commuters, and 
tourists. No effect on long-term 
employment. 

Air Quality 
• Minimal long-term 

effects due to increase 
in traffic volumes. 

• Short-term effects due to construction 
operations. Improved traffic operations 
could reduce long-term air quality 
emissions. 

Noise 

• Noise levels will 
continue to increase on 
adjacent properties as 
traffic levels increase. 

• Representative category B receptors 
will not receive noise levels in excess 
of FHWA or MDT criteria. Analysis 
documents a one to three decibel 
increase in future noise levels due to 
increase in future traffic. 

• Medicine Tree cultural site would 
exceed FHWA criteria for Category A. 

continued 
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Table 1          Summary of Impacts (continued) 
 

Resource No-Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Water Resources & 
Quality 

• Continuation of fine 
sediments and salts 
entering waterway from 
winter roadway 
sanding. 

• Impacts resulting from construction 
and maintenance activities adversely 
affect water quality. 

• Avoidance and minimization measures 
incorporated to maintain or provide 
separation between US 93 and the 
East Fork Bitterroot River. 

• The bridge located at RP 18.1 will be 
replaced. 

• Potential for two new bridges if oxbow 
meander reconnection occurs. 

• Fill-side walls are proposed. 
• The bridge design effort will 

investigate different approaches to 
developing the final structure through 
a process that will address 
environmental concerns, recreational 
floater activity, cost and feasibility.  

• The process will seek a practicable 
solution, defining the term in the 
language of Section 404 (b)(1) 
guidelines (23 CFR Part 777): 
"...available and capable of being done 
after taking into consideration cost, 
existing technology, and logistics, in 
light of overall project purposes." 

Permits Required • None required. • Permits required. 

Wetlands • No impacts. 
• Approximately 6 acres estimated 

impacts. Avoidance and minimization 
measures incorporated. 

Terrestrial Biological 
Resources 

• No impacts to 
vegetation, wildlife or 
species of special 
concern. 

• Increases in traffic 
volumes can affect 
wildlife mortality. 

• Loss of vegetation. 
• Exposed soils may be prone to 

invasion of noxious weeds. 
• No impacts to sensitive species. 
• Potential habitat fragmentation due to 

wider pavement area. 
• Fill-side walls and cut-slope redirect 

wildlife movements around these 
difficult obstacles. 

• Construction-related wildlife mortality. 
continued 
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Table 1          Summary of Impacts (continued) 
 

Resource No-Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Aquatic Resources 

• No new impacts to 
fisheries or species of 
special concern. 

• On-going road main-
tenance will continue to 
occur in close proximity 
to the river. 

• Avoidance and minimization measures 
incorporated. Impacts primarily from 
bridge demolition, new bridge 
construction, culvert replacement and 
fill-side wall construction. 

• Temporary increase in erosion 
potential. 

Floodplain • No impacts. 

• Some impacts to East Fork Bitterroot 
River floodplain. 

• Minimal increase in 100-year flood 
surface elevation and will comply with 
Ravalli County Floodplain Regulations. 

• Avoidance and minimization measures 
incorporated. 

Threatened/ 
Endangered Species 

• No impacts other than 
increase in future traffic 
volumes can affect 
wildlife mortality. 

• Grizzly Bear-no affect. 
• Bald eagle, Gray wolf, Canada lynx-

may affect, not likely to adversely 
affect. 

• Bull trout-may affect, likely to 
adversely affect. 

• Bull trout critical habitat-likely to 
adversely affect. 

• Avoidance and minimization measures 
incorporated. 

Cultural Resources • No impacts. 

• No effect to Whitesell Irrigation Ditch 
Flume. 

• No effect to Joe’s Bitterroot Ranch. 
• No effect to the Medicine Tree site. 
• Avoidance and minimization measures 

incorporated. No Section 4(f) impacts. 
Hazardous Waste 
Sites • No impacts. • No impacts. 

Visual Resources • No impacts. 

• Visual impacts identified from cut 
slopes, loss of vegetation, fill-side 
walls, guardrail, and additional 
pavement. 

Parks & Recreation 
• No impacts. Narrow 

shoulders will be 
perpetuated. 

• No impact to 4(f) or 6(f) or parks and 
recreational resources. Wider 
shoulders improve riding conditions for 
bicyclists and pedestrians. 

continued 
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Table 1          Summary of Impacts (continued) 
 

Resource No-Action Alternative Preferred Alternative 

Construction • No impacts. 

• Construction impacts to be compliant 
with construction management plans 
and regulations in place. 

• Traffic will be maintained but some 
traffic delays are expected. 

• Local access will be maintained. 
Stockpiles are expected. 

• Stormwater NPDES management plan 
required. 

 
 
4.3  Summary of Mitigation 

Table 2 discusses the mitigation for the Preferred Alternative. 
 

Table 2          Summary of Mitigation 
 

Resource Preferred Alternative 
Land Use � None required. 
Farmland � None required. 
Social � None required 

Right-of-Way, Relocation 
& Utilities 

� All right-of-way acquisition will be in accordance with the 
Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition 
Policies Act of 1970. 

� Minimize width of temporary construction permits in wetland and 
stream areas. 

Economic � None required. 
Air Quality � BMPs implemented to control dust. 

Noise 

� No mitigation required. 
� Privacy wall will be provided at the Medicine Tree site, which 

will provide privacy and some sound attenuation from highway 
generated noise. 

Water Resources & 
Quality 

� Application of MDT’s BMPs for contractors regarding water 
quality and stormwater runoff will provide for minimization of 
impacts to water resources. 

� A Stormwater Pollution Plan (SWPPP) employing Best 
Management Practices for controlling erosion and sediment 
transport will be implemented throughout the project. 

� Revegetation of disturbed slopes to minimize sedimentation and 
restore aquatic habitat. 

continued 
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Table 2          Summary of Mitigation (continued) 
 

Resource Preferred Alternative 

Water Resources & 
Quality (continued) 

� BMPs implemented to control stormwater runoff. 
� Any restrictions on work near streams or in wetlands will be 

specified as terms of water-related permits obtained from the 
MDEQ, MFWP, and the Corps. 

� Proposal to reactivate an oxbow meander is being coordinated 
with landowners. 

Wetlands 

� On-site replacement opportunities:  restoration or creation. 
� MDT will excavate selected slopes adjacent to the East Fork 

Bitterroot River beyond normal cut/fill slopes on the upland 
fringe to create floodplain benches and potential wetland buffers 
where the benefit to do so is cost effective. 

� Potential oxbow meander reconnection would allow wetland 
creation/restoration. 

Terrestrial Biological 
Resources 

� Revegetate disturbed areas as soon as practicable following 
disturbance. 

� Survey for sensitive species prior to construction. 
� With the exception of temporary clearing that may be required 

for culvert placement and relocation of utilities, clearing and 
grubbing will be confined to the construction limits (i.e., within 
the cut/fill limits). Clearing beyond defined construction limits will 
be kept to the minimum necessary for the completion of the 
project. Any temporary clearing necessary for culvert placement 
outside the construction limits or temporary facilities will be kept 
to the smallest area possible and reclaimed with desirable 
vegetation as soon as practicable. 

� Power wash equipment to avoid/minimize spreading weeds and 
whirling disease. 

� Completion of a weed management plan by the contractor 
outlining procedures, contingencies, and responsibilities in the 
event of a noxious weed outbreak and filing of this plan with the 
Ravalli County Weed District prior to the start of construction. 

� MDT will investigate the opportunity to incorporate benches 
underneath the bridge ends that would allow for terrestrial 
wildlife to pass underneath the structures throughout the year 
except perhaps during extremely high runoff events. 

� Where the highway bisects important wetland and other wildlife 
habitats, other methods to provide habitat connectivity, primarily 
for small mammals and herptiles, are available. Small mammals 
have been documented using dry culverts and dry benches 
within culverts that typically have standing water in them for a 
portion of the year. For small mammals, 24- to 60-inch-diameter 
culverts can be used in dry locations or installed in the upper 
third of the highway fill in wet locations. Where hydrologic 
connection is important, a solid bench within the culvert and 

continued 
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Table 2          Summary of Mitigation (continued) 
 

Resource Preferred Alternative 

Terrestrial Biological 
Resources (continued) 

above the ordinary water line can provide a means of crossing 
for several species. The bench can be cast in-place in concrete 
box culverts or bolted to the top and sides of metal culverts. 
This approach would seem viable in the following locations: 
Stations 141+30 (RP 16), 146+50 (RP 16.8), 186+30 (RP 17.5), 
197+20 (RP 17.7), 356+00 (RP 20.7), and 472+50 (RP 22.8). 

� To provide a source of water to keep animals from crossing the 
road Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks suggests construction of 
an artificial watering hole north of the Medicine Tree on the east 
side of the highway to minimize animal movement across the 
highway. MDT will do a geotechnical/hydrological investigation 
to determine the feasibility of the watering hole and has initiated 
coordination for a cooperative maintenance arrangement with 
local interest groups. 

Aquatic Resources 

� A Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) employing 
Best Management Practices for controlling erosion and 
sediment transport will be implemented throughout the project. 

� Development of a revegetation plan, erosion control plan, and 
stormwater pollution prevention plans will be coordinated with 
appropriate permitting and resources agencies. 

� Any restrictions on work near streams or in wetlands will be 
specified as terms of water-related permits obtained from the 
MDEQ, MFWP, and the Corps. 

The MDT standard specifications require that the contractor must, 
unless specifically permitted to do otherwise: 
� Not spill or dump material from equipment into streams or 

associated wetlands. 
� Not permit wash water from cleaning concrete related 

equipment or wet concrete to enter streams, riparian areas, or 
wetlands. 

� Not place fill or embankment material into streams, streambeds, 
riparian areas, or wetlands. 

� Store and handle petroleum products, chemical, cement, and 
other deleterious materials in a manner that prevents their entry 
into streams and associated wetlands. 

� Provide sediment controls for drainage from topsoil stockpiles, 
staging areas, access roads, channel changes, and instream 
excavations. 

� Reclaim streambeds and streambanks as closely as possible to 
their pre-construction condition. 

� Any equipment that would ultimately come in contact with the 
water should be steam-cleaned prior to and after completion of 
the project to help prevent the spread of whirling disease to 
other potential waters. 

continued 
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Table 2          Summary of Mitigation (continued) 
 

Resource Preferred Alternative 

Floodplain � Revegetate disturbed floodplain areas. 
� Coordinate with Ravalli County Floodplain Administrator. 

Threatened/Endangered 
Species 

Bald Eagle 
� Confirm bald eagle nest status prior to construction. 
� Survey construction-related activity areas for potential 

threatened and endangered and sensitive species 
habitat/occurrence. 

� Raptor-proof any relocated overhead utility lines. 
Bull Trout 
� With respect to the clear zone, no clearing of woody vegetation 

will occur within the riparian zone along study area streams 
beyond the area absolutely necessary for safety or construction 
of the new roadway. 

� Any restrictions on work near streams or in wetlands will be 
specified as terms of water-related permits obtained from the 
MDEQ, MFWP, USFWS, and the Corps. 

� Removed culverts, guardrail, and other items will not be 
stockpiled in or adjacent to wetland or stream areas. 

� To minimize sedimentation as well as construction hardship, it is 
recommended that, if possible, construction in and adjacent to 
wetlands and streams be timed for these sites to be as “dry” as 
possible during construction. 

� Construction equipment operating in wetlands will be limited to 
that which is needed to perform the necessary work. 

� Width of temporary construction easements will be minimized to 
the extent possible in wetland and stream areas. 

� Disturbed wetland and streamside areas will be revegetated 
with desirable material as soon as practicable. 

Gray Wolf and Canada Lynx 
� With the exception of temporary clearing that may be required 

for culvert placement and relocation of utilities, clearing and 
grubbing will be confined to the construction limits (i.e., within 
the cut/fill limits). Clearing beyond defined construction limits will 
be kept to the minimum necessary for the completion of the 
project. Any temporary clearing necessary for culvert placement 
outside the construction limits or temporary facilities will be kept 
to the smallest area possible and reclaimed with desirable 
vegetation as soon as practicable. 

Cultural Resources 

� If unrecorded cultural material is encountered during 
construction, the construction activity will cease and the MDT 
archaeologist will assess the find. 

� Terms and conditions of the draft MOA between MDT and the 
CSKT will be adhered to during construction. 

continued 
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Table 2          Summary of Mitigation (continued) 
 

Resource Preferred Alternative 

Hazardous Waste Sites 

� Hazardous materials, including fuel and lubricating oils will not 
be stored and construction equipment will not be fueled within 
50 feet from the highest anticipated water level (MDT Standard 
Specification 208.03.04) or as identified as part of permit 
conditions, whichever is more restrictive. 

Visual Resources � None required. 
Parks & Recreation � None required. 

Construction 

The following steps will be taken to prevent the violation of water 
quality standards in waterways crossed by and adjacent to the 
study area: 

Implement temporary and permanent Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) for erosion and sediment control and drainage 
way protection as required by local and state permitting 
requirements. Appropriate measures will be employed to 
prevent sediments from reaching the area surface waters or 
wetlands. These may include surface roughening, mulching, 
revegetation, and interim ground stabilization of roads and soil 
stockpiles, as well as implementation of planned drainages such 
as detention basins to capture sediment sand runoff, vehicle 
tracking, slope-length and runoff considerations, slope 
diversions and dikes, swales, sediment barriers, straw bales, 
and silt fences. For drainage way protection, these may include 
waterway crossing practices, temporary crossings, and 
diversions, stability practices, conveyance controls, and outlet 
and inlet protection measures. 

� The design for the proposed highway improvements project will 
be developed to avoid or minimize encroachment into wetlands 
and floodplain areas. 

� MDT will seek to mitigate unavoidable wetland impacts in the 
same watershed of this proposed project. 

� A Stormwater Pollution Plan (SWPPP) employing Best 
Management Practices for controlling erosion and sediment 
transport will be implemented throughout the project. 

� Control construction wastewater. 
� The contractor will be required to have a plan for implementing 

appropriate measures in the event of an accidental spill. 
� Suppress dust through watering or dust palliative.  
� Maintain access to local businesses and residences. 
� Coordinate with emergency service providers to minimize 

delays and ensure access to properties. 
� Use signage to announce and advertise timing of road closures. 
� Remove any unused detour pavement or signs. 
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5.0  Selection of Preferred Alternative 

The preferred alternative as described in the attached EA is the proposed project.  
 
 




