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Appendix A

MDT Standards and Modifications

Tables A-1 and A-2, taken from the MDT Design Standards manual, show the standard slopes
for both rural and urban principal arterials.

Table A-1. MDT standard slope table for rural principal arterials.

Design Element Design Criteria
Inslope 6:1 (with 3.0 m)
Ditch Width 3.0 m minimum
Slope 20:1 towards back slope
Back slope: cut depth at slope 0-15m 5:1
stake® 1.5m-3.0m Rolling: 4:1
30m-45m Rolling: 3:1
45m-6.0m Rolling: 2:1
>6.0m 151
Full height at slope stake ° 0-3.0m 6:1
30m-6.0m 4:1
6.0m-9.0m 31
>9.0m 2:1

®

0.25:1. For large cuts, benching of the back slope may be required.

o

than or equal to 3.0 m, the typical slope is 6:1.

Cut slope (rock) — the back slope through rock cut sections will be determined by the geotechnical
section based on its field investigation. At a maximum, the back slope typically will not exceed

Fill slope (rock) — in rock fills over 3.0 m high, the typical fill slope is 1.5:1. In rock fills greater

Table A-2. MDT standard slope table for urban principal arterials.

2-lane Multi-lane
Design Element Curbed Uncurbed Curbed Uncurbed
Inslope N/A 6:1 N/A 6:1
Ditch Width N/A 3.0 m minimum N/A 3.0 m minimum
Slope N/A 20:1 towards back | N/A 20:1 towards back
slope slope
Back slope: cut 0-15m As flat as practical | 5:1 As flat as practical | 5:1
depth at slope 15m-30m Rolling: 4:1 31
stake 30m-45m Rolling: 3:1 21
45m-6.0m Rolling: 2:1 151
>6.0m 15:1 15:1
Full height at 0-30m As flat as practical | 6:1 As flat as practical | 6:1
slope stake” 30m-60m 41 41
6.0m-9.0m 31 31
>9.0m 2:1 2:1

a

Cut slope (rock) — for curbed sections, see the typical section figures in section 11.7 of the MDT design manual. The back

slope through rock cut sections will be determined by the geotechnical section based on its field investigation. At a
maximum, the back slope typically will not exceed 0.25:1. For large cuts, benching of the back slope may be required.
® Fill slope (rock) — for curbed sections, see the typical section figures in section 11.7 of the MDT Design Manual in rock fills
over 3.0 m high, the typical fill slope is 1.5:1. In rock fills greater than or equal to 3.0 m, the typical slope is 6:1.
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Appendix A

Table A-3 lists the areas between Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road (reference post 37.1) and
Little Marten Road/Timber Lane Road (reference post 46) where the default MDT standard
slopes have been modified to a steeper slope. This applies to both cut and fill slopes. On cut
slopes, the MDT-standard 3.0-meter (10-foot) flat bottom ditch is used in the cross sections.
This change constitutes a deviation from standards for mitigation of impacts to class | and 11
wetlands, 4(f) lands, and Tribal trust lands dedicated to wildlife habitat management.
Approximate locations where commitments were made in the preliminary design to steepen
slopes are shown. These preliminary measures will be carried forward into final design where it
is determined to be practicable and feasible and safety is not compromised. Actual avoidance
and minimization measures will be determined during the final design process and may include
additional measures at these locations as well as at other locations.

Table A-3. Locations of proposed slope modifications in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan
improvement project preliminary design.

Approximate

Reference Posts Modification

From To Left/Right Location Changed from | Changed to
37.19 37.26 | RT (east) Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
37.24 37.26 | LT (west) Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
37.35 38.08 LT (west) Wetlands / Post Creek / Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
37.62 38.09 | RT (east) Wetlands / Post Creek / Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
39.53 42.04 | LT (west) 4(f) / Ninepipe Reservoir / Wetlands / Tribal Trust Land | Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
39.87 40.88 | RT (east) 4(f) / Ninepipe Reservoir / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
40.88 41.13 | RT (east) Ninepipes Lodge Min. of 6:1 Wall
41.67 41.76 | RT/LT 4(f) / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Wall
41.13 42.04 | RT (east) 4(f) / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
42.21 44.05 | RT (east) 4(f) / Wetlands / Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
42.46 4256 | RT/ILT 4(f) / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Wall
42.31 4320 | LT (west) 4(f) Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
43.31 43.75 LT (west) 4(f) Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
43.81 4420 | LT (west) Crow Creek / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
44.07 4420 | RT (east) Crow Creek / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
44.32 44,56 LT (west) Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
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CONNOLLY

Engineers = Surveyors = Contractors
April 7, 2003

Jon Dahlberg, Area Manager .

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
Northwestern Land Office

2250 Highway 93 North

Kalispell, MT 59901

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Dahlberg:

This letter requests the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
(DNRC) to be a Cooperating Agency on the above-referenced road improvement project in
accordance with the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration's
(FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR 771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be
involved with this project as an Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member,
your response in writing to this request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, DNRC will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as
well as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also
provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days —or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the DNRC has no concerns about the proposed project and
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHW A Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Mr. John Grant

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
5791 Ninepipe Road

Charlo, MT 59824

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Grant:

This letter requests the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) to be a Cooperating
Agency on the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S.
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) regulations (23
CFR 771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your 1esponse in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 03 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35.The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai

Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHW A deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-335 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

This project will likely impact lands owned or managed by MFWP including those protected
by Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303) such as:

A. Parks and/or Recreation Areas;
B. Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges;

C. Sites included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470); and/or

D. Lands managed as multiple use which include recreation sites, or wildlife/waterfowl
refuges as listed previously.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
‘Cooperating Agency, MFWP will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as
well as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also
provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the MFWP has no concerns about the proposed project and
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS
Enclosure

ce: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHW A Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Brent Esmoil, Acting Field Supervisor
US Fish & Wildlife Service

Fish & Wildlife Service MT Field Office
100 N Park Ste 320

Helena, MT 59601

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Esmoil:

This letter requests the US Fish & wildlife Service (USF&WS) to be a Cooperating Agency
on the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S. Department
of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR
771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35.The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US -93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

The proposed project may impact USF&WS resources including those protected by Section
4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303), such as the following:

A. Parks and/or Recreation Areas;
B. Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges;

C. Sites included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470); and/or

D. Lands managed as multiple use which include recreation sites, or wildlife/waterfowl
refuges as listed previously.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, US Fish & Wwildlife Service will receive periodic updates on the
progress of the study, as well as requests for your participation in additional coordination
meetings. MDT will also provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your
review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the USF&WSS has no concerns about the proposed project and
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure
cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator - MDT District (No. 1)

Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor



Craig Genzlinger, FHWA Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Dave Wiseman, National Bison Range
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Mr. Allan Steinle, Montana Program Manager
US Army Corps of Engineers

Helena Regulatory Office

10 W 15th St Ste 2200

Helena, MT 59626

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Steinle:

This letter requests the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to be a Cooperating Agency on
the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR
771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has jurisdiction by law over all “waters of the
U.S.”, and is requested to be a Cooperating Agency on this proposed project in accordance
with the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's)
regulations 23 CFR 771.111(d) and the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33
U.S.C. 1251 - 1376, inclusive).

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers will receive periodic updates on the
progress of the study, as well as requests for your participation in additional coordination
meetings. MDT will also provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your
review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the COE has no concerns about the proposed project and does
not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)

Fred Bente, MDT

Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor

Craig Genzlinger, FHWA Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7,2003

John Wardell, Director

US Environmental Protection Agency
Region 8 Montana Operations Office
10 W 15th St Ste 3200

Helena, MT 59626

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Dahlberg:

This letter requests the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to be a Cooperating
Agency on the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S.
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) regulations (23
CFR 771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, EPA will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as well
as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also provide
a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the EPA has no concerns about the proposed project and does
not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHW A Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Stanley Speaks, Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs
911 NE 11th Ave
Portland, OR 97232

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Dahlberg:

This letter requests the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to be a Cooperating Agency on the
above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR
771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHW A deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.

However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
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of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
- Cooperating Agency, BIA will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as well
as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also provide
a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days —or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the BIA has no concerns about the proposed project and does
not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHWA Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MONTANA FIELD OFFICE RECEIVED
100 N. PARK, SUITE 320 ,
HELENA, MONTANA 50601 SEP 0 2 2003
| PHOME (408) 4455225, PAX (406) 4485338 15”*:@%\? - m‘ iy, ing.
M.17 FHWA - Ninepipe SEIS (Hwy. 93) ‘ August 28, 2003
(Gerald Smith
Skillings - Connally, Inc.
2685 Palmer
Buite C
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Dear M, Smithy:

"This responds to your letter dated April 7, 2003, regarding the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement to be prepared for the Montana Department of Transportation and the Federal
Highway Administration relative to the Ninepipe - Ronan segment (NH-F 5-1(9)6F) of the

reconstruction of U.S. Highway 93 between Evaro and Polson in Lake County,
Montana, Your letter requested that the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (Serviee) be g
Cooperating Agency with regards to this project.

The Service agrees to be a Cooperating Agency for this project. As such, the Service will review
and respond to docurments required for complianco with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 US.C. 661 et
seq.), and other applicable laws. The Service has been involved with this project and has
provided comments during meetings, discussions, and correspondence with the involved
agencies and consultants.

We Took forward to continuing to work with you on this project. If you have questions regardin
< - hi ooy, phewse contact M. Scott Juckson, of my wadl, af (406)448-5225, exiension 201 PRS-

.

R, Mark Wilson
Ficld Supervisor
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U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEER ~ gy ‘
= MELENA REGULATORY OFFIGE ("‘F i RECENE ! !
‘ , E2200 .| : ‘
Rt JUN 1 22008
SN k . i ' ﬂww , 105,
REPLY TO . 1_? 1,1 June 9, 2003 § S ating Engineens
ATTEHTION OF: ) i
HelmangulatoryOﬁicé ‘  pleot (o ol
Phooe (406) 441-1375 . 1 | )
Fax (406)441-1380 , | ‘
! I
Subject: Corps File Number 2001-90-416
US 93 Supplemental Eavironmental Impact Statement. Ninepipe/Ronan Segment i
NE-F 5-1(9)6F, MDT Control Number 1744 | i
_Mr.Geald Smith, PE. .
Senior Project Engineer -, |
i iy, Io¢. . ¥
2685 Paimer Street, SuiteC . |
Missouls, Montsna 59808 1
I
Dear Mr. Serith: :

’I‘hislettarisaresponset?yomApriﬂ.ZOO.’imqumtthatthe‘:(lllSArmyCorpsofEngineers .
(Corps) be & Cooperating ' for the Montana Department of Tm@spo:tation (MDT) ptoject SRR

listed above. The projectis I " ed on US Highway 93 between the communitics of Evaro and - : ,
Polson in Lake County, Montana. l
Lok - Eb‘:-{'

Under the zuthority of Scction 404 of the Clean Water Act, Department of the Army S
permits are required for the discharge of fill material below the ordinary high water mark of our giE

Nation's rivers, streams, lakes of wetlands. ' . ’, ‘

Pmsumttoﬂ:eNmionalEnvimmnentalPoﬁcyAct,theCorpsagmestobeaCoopemﬁng ‘

Agency. OmparﬁcipaﬁonasacmpmﬁngAgzncywinbeﬁmiwdwmviewingmdmmmenﬁng
on project features that will or may affect Watcrs of the United States. This will be in addition to

pet=-=t = -~ourfiulaiory and pemitting responsibilities.

00

| .
Todd Tillinger of this office is the Corps' project manager for this project. He may be
reached by phone at (406) 441-1375 or by c-mail at 10dd n tillinger@usace army mil. Please

reference Corps File Number 2001-90-416 on all future correspondence and inquiries. |
l n |
I I | L
i ) ty
. Allan Steinle * ;i
'j !3 Montans Program Manager i
cc:  JeanRiley, Montana Deisarhnent of Transportation Environmental Services, Helena ﬁ[ |
|
V1 SONITIINS +++  VISK SONITIIES 088L TV§ 90V IV 8Y:FT £00Z/€T/90
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~ REGION 8, MONTANA OFFICE
FEDERAL BUILDING, 10 West 15% St, Suite 3200
HELENA, MONTANA 58626 ‘
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2685 Palmer, Sutie C SR
Missoula, Montand 59808

Re:  U.S. 93 Supplementsl EIS
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment

- Desr Mr, Smith: ! N
This s i response to your ltter dated April 7, 2003 requestiig EPA 1o be a cooperating

agency with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Montana Dept. of Transportation
(MDT) during the preparation of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for

The EPA is interested in providing meaningful and early input on environmental issues of
concem for this project. We are particularly interested in helping to ensure that proper wetland, .
and surface and ground water quality, air quality, tribal concems, and any secondary and
cumulative effects considerations are incorporated into the Supplemental EIS. The Agency,
‘however, has resource limitations and other program commitments which may limit the degree
and extent of EPA's participation in the EIS preparation process. These resource constraints and
other program commitments make it difficult for me to agree to formal full fledged participation
&5 a cooperating agency during the preparation of the EIS (see 40 CFR 1501 Be).

EPA will be reviewing and providing comment on the draft and final Supplemental EIS*s
for this project in accordance with our responsibilities under NEPA and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act. Mr. Steve Potts, EPA Montana NEPA Coordinator, will coordinate and manage ’
EPA’s participation in and review of this project. As you know EPA has provided EIS guidance
and scoping comments for this project, and EPA staff (Mr, Steve Potis) have participated on the
interdisciplinary team and advisory committec for this project. We enticipate that Mr. Potts, will
continue to participate in interdisciplinary tsam and/or advisory committee meetings and field
trips as resources, workload, and schedules allow. The EPA will also try to review and commment
upon preliminary EIS documents as much as our workload and schedules allow. We encourage |
you to send 1is preliminary EIS documents to allow us the opportunity for early review and input.
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 Thope youunderstand our workload and resource constraints, and our inability to agree to
farmal cooperating agency status, although we will make every effort to provide input and assist
in the EIS preparation process and participate on the interdisciplinary team and advisory
committee as rmuch as our resources and workload will allow. o
¥ you have any questions or would like to diseuss this matter further please fiel free o
call me at (406) 457-5001. You may reach Mr. Steve Potts of my staff at (406) 457-5022 in
Helena, orat (406)329-3313 in Missoula. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

T B
John F. '

Director

Monwana Dffice

ee;  Cynthia Cody, EPA, 8EPR-N, Denver
Loran Frazier, MD'T, Missoula District Administrator
Fred Bente, MDT, Heleo i
Jean Riley, MDT, Helena o : K L
- Joe Hovencutter, CSKT - o e,

Craig Genzlinger, FHAWA, Helena = oy i

[

R
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APPENDIX C

Section 106, Section 4(f), and Section
6(f) Documentation



A

US.Department Montana Division 585 Shepard Way
of Transportation Helena, MT 59601
Federal Highway January 08, 2008

Administration

In Reply Refer To:

Marcia Pablo
Tribal Historic Preservation Director HDAMT

PO Box 278
Pablo, MT 59855

Subject:  De minimis Finding
NH-F 5-1(9)6 (De minimis Finding)
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Control No. B744

Dear Ms. Pablo:

By way of this letter, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is requesting written
concurrence from the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Historic Preservation Office
(THPO) with the determinations of effect as listed below:

During 2004 and 2005, in coordination with your office, it was determined that this project would have
No Adverse Effect to the Flathead Irrigation Project (24L.A91) and the Anderson Farmstead (24LA161)
and No Effect to the Stage Road. Attached for your information is a concurrence letter from your office
and correspondence and an MOA that was executed with the Montana Department of Transportation and
FHWA.

In addition to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), FHW A must
comply with the provisions of Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act.
Historically, Section 4(f) has required that prior to approval of any federally-funded highway
project resulting in the “use” of listed or eligible historic properties under the NHPA; the FHWA
must perform an avoidance analysis to determine whether there is a “feasible and prudent”
alternative that would avoid the Section 4(f) resource.

In August of 2005, Section 138 of title 23, USC was amended under the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Section 6009 of
SAFETEA-LU provided new legislative authority to address programs and projects with minor
or ‘de minimis’ impacts on a Section 4(f) resource.

More specifically, Section 6009(b) (2) of SAFETEA-LU states:

AMERICAN
ECONOMY | -




Concurrence Request -- THPO 2

(2) HISTORIC SITES.--With respect to historic sites, the Secretary
may make a finding of de minimis impact only if--

(A) the Secretary has determined, in accordance with the
consultation process required under section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f), that--

(1) the transportation program or project will have no adverse
effect on the historic site; or

(i1) there will be no historic properties affected by the
transportation program or project;

(B) the finding of the Secretary has received written concurrence
from the applicable State historic preservation officer or tribal
historic preservation officer (and from the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation if the Council is participating in the
consultation process); and

(C) the finding of the Secretary has been developed in
consultation with parties consulting as part of the process referred
to in subparagraph (A).

This new provision of Section 4(f) is the basis of this letter, and of the FHWA’s determination of
de minimis impacts.

De Minimis Determination

The findings of “no adverse effect” reflect a conclusion that the uses identified in the attached
exhibits will not “alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of [the] historic property
that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish
the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association.”

If you concur in the “no adverse effect” determination, FHWA intends to make a finding that
impacts to historic resources that would result from implementation of the subject project would
be de minimis for purposes of Section 4(f), as recently amended by Congress.

Request for Concurrence

The FHW A requests the written concurrence of the THPO in the above-described finding of “no
adverse effect” on historic resources from the subject project. This written concurrence will be
evidence that the concurrence and consultation requirements of Section 6009 of SAFETEA-LU,
as they will be codified at 23 U.S.C. § 138(b) (2) (B) & (C), and 49 U.S.C. § 303 (d) (2) (B) and
(C) are satisfied. Concurrence can be provided either by signing and dating this letter or by
separate letter from the THPO to the Federal Highway Administration, 585 Shepard Way,
Helena, MT 59601.



Concurrence Request -- THPO

If you have any questions, please contact Craig Genzlinger at 406-449-5302 ext. 240.

Sincerely,

e =

Kevin L. McLaury, P.E.
Division Administrator

Attachments
0C; Dwane Kailey - MDT Missoula
Jon Axline - MDT

Carl James - FHWA, Transportation Specialist

File: NH-F 5-1(9)6 cg/lw

CONCUR
CSKT THPO:

DATE WSIGNED WMM "Pﬁ’/é/ﬂ'
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THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES
RECEIVELS FLATHEAD NATION

" PO. Box 278
- .. Pablo, Montana 59855
JUN -3 ZDD ' {406) 275-2700

AX (406) 275-2806
EWOMEHB il: csktcouncil @ cskt.org

Jobeph E. Dupuis - Execusive Secretsry ' TRIBAL COUNCIL MEMBERS:

“Vern L. Clairmont - Exacutive Trassurer D. Frad Matt - Chalrmen
Laon Bourdon - Sergeant-at-Arms Jam! Hame| - Vice Chair

Carola Lankford - Secretary
Jool Clalmnont - Treasuret

Lioyd D, Ivine
Jwe 2’ 2003 Mike Kenmllie
' Mary Leithand
John Axline Eimar "Sonny’ Morigeau
. James Steele, Jr.
Montana Department of Transportation Rlon Trahan

P.0.Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001

RE: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe-Ronan: Control No. 17434
Dear John:

Thank you for sending us the Determination of Effect for the Anderson Farmstead
(24LA161) and the Stage Road. Based onthe construction plan, we concur that the US
93 reconstruction will kave No Adverse Effect on the Anderson Farmstead (24LA161)
gince constraction activity will be confined to the existing R/W, a veoeered retaining wall
will be constructed within the site area, and no physical feanmes of the site will be
directly impacted. We also agree that the project will bave No Effect onthe historic
stage ToLte. :
~\We ape usiclest whether the:Stage Road fies been issiied a'site mumber:and siteforo:  We
. don’t seem to bave s site record for the property Nere and suggest that it probably should
- be issued a site fonn apd fixmber if it hasn’t already been issued.

el g% 1 gt -







\; Montana Fish,,
) Wildlife R Paris

1420 East Sixth Avenue
P O Box 200701

Helena MT 59620-0701
June 10, 2005

Julie Kightlinger :
Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc.
101 East Broadway, Suite 610
Missoula, MT 59802

RE: US 93 SEIS
Dear Ms Kightlinger:

in response to your letter regarding the above project, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(FWP) does own property and may be acquiring additional property in Lake County in
the project vicinity within the next year. The management area is described as Ninepipe
Wildlife Management Area. This land was acquired over many years by approximately
thirty separate acquisitions funded in part through US Fish and Wildlife Service Pittman
Robertson Funds and National Park Service Land and Water Conservation Funds. Each
of these funding sources requires special mitigation treatment for any right of way
impacts. Mitigation requirements must be coordinated with regional wildlife personnel

from the FWP Kalispell/Ninepipe offices and Adam Brooks (444-3032) and Walt
Timmerman (444-3753) of Helena when right of way needs are finalized.

FWP is also responsible for oversight of the state side of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF). There are many local municipalities with LWCF-assisted
outdoor recreation sites. If proposed construction or land acquisition activities will affect
such locally owned recreation or park facilities, please contact Walt Timmerman with site
names. Walt will be able to check LWCF database files and provide the LWCF status of
cach named site. Any such site would need to be addressed as a 6(f) property and

appropriate mitigation measures coordinated through his office.

In regard to other potential 4(f) properties, we do not keep information on lands owned or
operated by others that would qualify for 4(f) treatment. This part of your inquiry would
be better addressed through property ownership records or on the ground research.

This letter is not intended as formal comment to the highway 93 project, but rather
information regarding 4(f) and 6(f) property ownership of FWP.

Sincerely,

oty 0200

g il
Land Section Supervisor

C: Region 1, Walt Timmerman, Adam Brooks
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Montana Department of Trapnspartation
{0701 Hospectvvenue v '
PO Box 201001
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Tamuary 14, 2004 MASTER FILE !
Marcia Pablo ' COP Y

CSKT Tribal Preservation Office
Box 278
Pablo MT 59701

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F \E ; \4
US 93 Evaro - Polson -

Control No. B744

5

=%,

JAN 2 1 2004
Skitlings-Connoly, inc.

—wir. ema,
& 4

PRS- VIR TLrY

Dear Marcia:

Enclosed is a draft copy of the Memorandum of Agreement for your review and
comments. The MOA was drafted after our telephone conversation this morning in

.Wwhich we agreed that the above proposed project would have either a No Effect or a No

Adverse Effect on the Flathead Irrigation Project (24LAS1). Based on the scope of the
project, a discussion with FHWA, and the impact to the ditches, we went ahead with the
MOA based on a No Adverse Effect determination. In the MOA we bave stipulated that
the MDT would construct a turg-out on the roadway within the view shed of the impacted
ditches, that we would also provide an historical marker describing the history and ;
significance of the ditches on the Flathead Reservation, and also contribute $6,000 1o the
study that the CS&KT will prepare of the Flathead Irrigation System. '

It was nice talking to you this morning and I'm glad we were able to come to agreement
regarding the irrigation system. ’

- If you have any questions, please contact me at (406) 444-6258 or e-mail at

laxline@state mt.us. :
. ' i e
By i el s

Jomt Axline, Historian
Environmental Services

ce: Loran Frazier, P.E., Missoula District Administrator
Tom Martin, P.E., Consultant Design Bureau
Jean Riley, P.E., Engineering Scction
Bornie Steg, Resources Section

Enviroamentst Sardees Unjt Web Page: www.raditzis cxips, # Qi
’gﬁwlﬂ: (406) 4447228 An Equa/ Opporunity Empioyer Roed Regart: (BON) 226-7823
E‘. B

(406) 4452245 . TTY (800) 13w .
. 1
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
: NH-F $-1(9)6F
US 93 EVARQ - POLSON
LAKE COUNTY, MONTANA
‘Cantrol No. B744

WHEREAS the Federal Highway Administration (FEWA) proposes to assial the
Montana Departmers of Transportation (MDT) in thnding the US 93 Evaro ~ Polson
Road highway reconstruction project. o~ :

WHEREAS FEW A has determined that the undertaking will have an effect on the
Flathead Trrigation Project (24LA91), 4 property cligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. The FHWA has consulted with the Confederated Salish &
Kootenai Tribal Preservation Office (TPO) pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470) and its implementing regularions, “Protection of
Historic Propesties” (36 CFR 800);

WHEREAS MDT participated in the consultation and have been invited to concur in this
amended Memoraudum of Agreement;

NOW, THERRFORE; FHWA and the Montana SHPO agree that the undertaking will be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take inta account
the effect of the undertaking an an istoric property.

Stipulations

1) The MDT will provide a twn-out and funding fore historical interpretive marker
describing the development and significance of the Flathead [rrigation Project on the
Flathead Regervation. The TPO will prepere the text for the intapretive marker and
pravide it to the MDT for roview and production of the malcer.

2) The MDT will provide $6,000 to the CS&K TPO as partiel funding for the inventory
and evaluation of the Flathead Lrigation Project. The MDT will receive five copies
of the completed roport. The MDT's sontribution 1o the study will be acknowledged

in the repori.

3) If adispute arises regarding the implementation of this smended Agresment, FHWA
shall comsult with the objecting party to resolve the dispute. If any consulting party
determines that the dispute cannat be resolved, FEWA shall request the further
comments of the Advisory Council on Hisroric Preservation pursuaut ta the Council’s

regulatians.

EXECUTION OF THIS MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT and implementation of its
termns evidences that FHW A has afforded the Councd an oppormnity 1o comment 00 the

rF=oas

o s

PAGE @2
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NE-F S4{%) 6F Memopanidum of Agreeraent ago 2

US 93 Evaro — Polson highway reconstruction
project and its affects on bistoric
properties, and that FHWA has iaken -into account
histaric propertics. the cffect of the Undertaking on
20 - 200¢—
Degte
W(“é’/ a’-/ o fe

‘%ﬁ ederated Salish & Kootendi Daww / ¢ Z
Tribes

Caoncurring Party:

2/5/04

Datc

’ %ia Pablo, Director, Tribal Preservaticn ate =

Oifice




APPENDIX D

Draft 404(b)1 Analysis



Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

US 93 Evaro-Polson EIS

SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan
MDT NH-F 5-1 (9) 6F
Control No. B744

Prepared for:

Montana Department of Transportation

December 2007

Prepared By:

JSKILLINGS
CONNOLLY

71




Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION ....ioiti ittt ettt ettt ettt ste e ste s tesaeesbs e ebe e beeabesrbesteesbeesbeesbesnresnneanes 1
SECTION 2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION .....ooci ittt sttt sttt eba et st sbaestaesta s besstssbessnesans 1
2 N 1o L7y 1 T N PSSP 1
2.B. GENERAL DESCRIPTION ....uttiiiiiiiteiitteeesitteeessstesessateeaeateseesassssessssssssasssssesasssssssssesssasssssesasssesssssssssssnseennnes 4
(o] T=To - Tox (o | o U oo S 4
0 T=To Y (T g7 4
2.C. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE .....cecittiiiieeiitiestee sttt e seeestteesteeestaeessaeestaeesseeestseessseessssesseesssssesseeessseesseeessnsensenees 8
2.D. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL ... .vvtieiitiiee it e e cteee e ettt e e eeivee e sveeeeeevveeeenes 8
2.D.1 General Characteristics Of MAterial.........cc.ccovviiiiiiii it 8
2.D.2 QUANLILY OF MALETTAL .......civiiieiiiic bbb 8
2.D.3. SOUICE OF IMALEIIAL ....ccveiiiieciec ettt et e b e et e e be e et e e s be e sabe e sabeesabeeenbeesaras 9
2.E. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITES ....ccittiieiiiiieeitiee e ettt e e esttee e s steeeestbeeeesaseeessaneeaessaeeeaanes 9
A = A o Tz L o] 0 1 (=TRSO PROPRTR 9
2. E.2 SHZ8 OF SIBS ..iiviiitiiitiiie ittt ettt ettt et e st e s b e e te et e eab e ehe e be e be b e b e ehb et e e beesbe e nreerresaeeaaes 9
B O B Y/ TN 0 1 (=TT USSR 9
2.E.4 Types of Wetland HabitalS.........c.cc.civiiiiiiiiiie ettt st sr s 21
2.E.5 Timing and Duration of DISCRAIQE..........ccceiviiiiiieieeieiecse sttt es 21
2.F. DESCRIPTION OF DISPOSAL IMETHOD......cciittiititeiieeitreeseeesteeesteeestaeesseesstseesseesstasansessssesensessssessnsessssessnsens 21
P2 b A o T o Lo YAV To =T o TV PSS 22
2.F.2 Bridge and CUIVErt CONSIIUCTION. ......c..ciiuiiiiriiietirteiet e 22
SECTION 3: FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS (SECTION 230.11) .ceciiiiieieieiieie e et sie e e 22
3.A. PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE DETERMINATIONS ....ccititiiiitiieeiititeeeatteeesiteeeesstbeeesasteeeessseassssbeeesastessesassesessssenanns 22
3.A.1 Substrate E1evation and SIOPE ..ottt et 22
3.A.2 Compare Fill Material and Substrate at DiSCharge Site ..o 23
3.A.3 Dredged/Fill MAEIIAl .......cc.coviiiiiieciieecee et sttt r et e s be b e te e enee e ers 23
3.A.4 Physical Effects on Benthos, Invertebrates, and Vertebrates...........cccoeveveniiienecnsieceeeeceesie e 23
3.A.5 Erosion and ACCIELION PattBrNS.......c.ccivciiiiiiiiriiie e ittt ettt ere e sbeebe st estaesbeesbeesteseesbeesbeesbeenbeens 24
3.A.6 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPACES.........cccceruirerieiirie e 24
3.B. WATER CIRCULATION, FLUCTUATION AND SALINITY DETERMINATIONS......cciiveeiieerireeireeesieesnnneeseneennnens 25
K= T AT 1T SRR 25
3.B.2 Current Patterns and CirCUIAtiON...........cccooiuiiiiiiiie ettt ere e ree s 26
3.B.3 Normal Water Level FIUCTUALIONS .........ccuviiiiiiiee ettt sttt et e s ebeeeree s 27
3.B.4 SAIINITY GFATIBNES .. .c.eiuiitiieiiitiie ettt ettt bbb bbbt 27
3.B.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPACTS.........cccoririiiiine e 27
3.C. SUSPENDED PARTICULATE/ TURBIDITY DETERMINATIONS ....cvviiitieeetieeitieeiteeeiteeesteessteesnseessseessessssessnseeas 28
3.C.1 Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in the Vicinity of the Disposal
] (=IO OORSPRPRRPR 28
3.C.2 Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column ..........cccccvvvvvienecieiicicce e, 28
K O I i (<Tox ro o] g1 =] [0 - NSO TOTROPRPRRU 29
3.C.4 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPaCES.........c.cveiirieieiireie s 29
3.D. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ORGANISM DETERMINATIONS ....vvviiiteieeiirieieeeteeeesreeeesetveeesssseessssseessssseneans 30
3.D.1 Effects on Special AQUALIC SIES .........cuiiriiiriiiiirie e e 30
3.D.2 Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species and Their Habitats ...........ccccooevviienniicinienee 33
3.D.3 Effects 0n Other ANIMAIS ........c.vviiiiiiii ettt e et e e sb e sbe e ereeebee s 38
3.D.4 Effects 0N TerreStrial PIANTS .......c.ociiiiiiiecie ettt sttt be e st sabe e sbee e sbaeesaee e 39
3.D.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPACLS .........ccoueiiriiiiiie e 40
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Section 1. Introduction

The 404(b)(1) Guidelines, found in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 230, are the
substantive criteria used in evaluating discharges of dredged or fill material into Waters of the United
States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and are applicable to all 404 permit decisions.
Fundamental to these Guidelines is the precept that dredged or fill material should not be discharged
into the aquatic ecosystems unless it can be demonstrated that such discharges would not have
unacceptable adverse impacts either individually or in combination with known and/or probable
impacts of other activities affecting the ecosystems of concern.

Subpart B of the guidelines establishes four conditions, which must be satisfied to make a finding that
a proposed discharge complies with the guidelines. Section 230.10 provides that:

a) Except as provided under Section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged material shall be
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other
significant adverse environmental consequences.

b) No discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if it violates state water quality
standards, Section 307 of the Clean Water Act, or the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

¢) No discharge of dredge or fill material shall be permitted which would cause or contribute to
significant degradation of the waters of the United States.

d) Except as provided under Section 404(b)(2), no discharge shall be permitted unless
appropriate and practicable steps have been taken which will minimize adverse impacts of
the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

Mitigation to offset significant and insignificant adverse impacts may be developed which could
result in bringing a project into compliance with the guidelines. Impacts must be avoided to the
maximum extent practicable and remaining unavoidable impacts will then be mitigated to the extent
appropriate and practicable by requiring steps to minimize impacts and finally, by compensation for
loss of aquatic resource values.

This evaluation represents the views of MDT on how the proposed action complies with the
requirements of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. It is not intended to represent the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) views, conclusions, or their final 404(b)(1) Evaluation.

Section 2. Project Description

2. A. LOCATION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT),
and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (CSKT) propose to improve an 18-kilometer
(11.20-mile) section of the existing U.S. Highway 93 (US 93) corridor in Montana. US 93 serves as
the major north-south transportation corridor in western Montana (Figure 1, Vicinity Map). The

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project extends from Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road to the
proposed project’s northern terminus at Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road (Figure 2, Location of
Project on the US 93 Corridor). The project corridor lies entirely within Lake County, on the
Flathead Reservation, which is governed by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes.

The Ninepipe/Ronan area is a wetland complex, located partially within a National Wildlife Refuge,
which includes thousands of pothole wetlands, which offer diverse wildlife habitat. The Post Creek
drainage basin, an important corridor for fish and wildlife, is also located within the project area.
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Prime farmland acreage is prevalent along the unincorporated project segments of US 93 to the north
and south of the City of Ronan. Residential and commercial activity is primarily limited to single
family residences on large lots. Commercial activity is often of single proprietors operating from
residential properties. Within the city limits of Ronan, natural habitats are limited to Ronan Spring
Creek, which crosses US 93, and a limited number of wetlands near the northern terminus of the
project corridor. US 93 is a major commercial corridor through the City of Ronan, with adjacent
businesses providing a variety of motorist related services.

2.B. GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Project Background

In 1996, the FHWA, MDT, and CSKT issued the U.S. Highway 93 — Evaro to Polson — Missoula and
Lake Counties, Montana: Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation;
FHWA-MT-EIS-95-01-F; F 5-1(9)6 (FHWA and MDT 1996) (referred to as the US 93 Evaro to
Polson FEIS) consistent with requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) described the impacts from improvement of a 90.6 km
(56.3 mile) section of US 93 from Evaro to Polson. A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) is being prepared concurrently with this 404(b)(1) Evaluation that will describe impacts to the
Ninepipe/Ronan section of US 93. The SEIS is being prepared as a supplement to the FEIS to
examine various alternatives for improving transportation in the project corridor and to identify the
associated environmental impacts.

The US 93 Evaro to Polson FEIS described the proposed project and alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts of the corridor project. A Record of Decision (ROD) was
issued on August 12, 1996; however, the ROD deferred making a decision on lane configurations,
mitigation measures, and a Section 4(f) determination until agreement was reached by FHWA and
MDT, along with their cooperating agency, the CSKT.

Representatives from MDT, FHWA, and CSKT (referred to as the “three governments” or
“proponents”) then negotiated and signed the Memorandum of Agreement-US 93 Evaro to Polson
(MDT, FHWA, and CSKT 2000) (referred to as the US 93 Corridor MOA). The US 93 Corridor
MOA, dated December 20, 2000, lays out the preferred conceptual roadway improvements, including
lane configurations, design features, and mitigation measures for 50 kilometers (30.6 miles) of US 93
from Evaro to the Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road intersection (RP 37.1) near Saint Ignatius and
for 17.4 kilometers (10.8 miles) of US 93 from the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection
near Ronan (RP 48.3) to the MT 35 intersection near Polson (RP 59.1). The US 93 Corridor MOA
does not include an 18-kilometer (11.2-mile) section between the Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road
intersection (RP 37.1) and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection (RP 48.3), which is
called the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor.

The three governments agreed to prepare a Supplemental EIS (referred to as the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan SEIS) for the Ninepipe/Ronan section. It was agreed a supplement was needed to
explore possible alternate alignments around the environmentally sensitive Ninepipe glacial pothole
wetland complex, and to study in more depth the effects of the highway improvement on the wetlands
and wildlife in the corridor.

Project Alternatives

The SEIS evaluates the following alternatives:
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0 Action

The No Action Alternative will perpetuate the existing highway with no substantial improvements.
Any improvements to the existing system would be considered on individual merits and could include
spot safety improvements, channelization at intersections, climbing lanes, and signalization as
dictated during the coming years.

Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action, it is
evaluated in detail in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.

Lane Configuration Alternatives

All of the alternatives under consideration represent various combinations of the lane
configurations included in the following descriptions.

The 1996 US 93 FEIS defined the four-lane configurations included in the study as follows:

Lane configuration A is a two-lane two-way highway with auxiliary lanes. Where needed,
passing lanes will be added for short distances, designated left-turn bays will be constructed
at important intersections, and continuous two-way left-turn center medians will be
constructed where there are high numbers of intersections and driveways.

Lane configuration B is a four-lane highway with two traffic lanes in each direction.
Designated left-turn bays will be constructed at important intersections.

Lane configuration C is a four-lane highway with a continuous two-way left-turn center
median.

Lane configuration D is a four-lane highway with a divided, unpaved center median.
Designated left-turn bays will be constructed at important intersections.

The alternatives studied in the SEIS include these lane configurations and variations of them singly or
in combinations over the length of the proposed project.

All of the action alternatives will include reconstruction of the existing roadway. The reconstruction
will provide for curvilinear horizontal alignment roughly following the existing roadway to minimize
impacts to adjacent lands. Included will be construction of wider shoulders and revision of the
vertical alignment to accommodate structures crossing waterways, streams, and riparian areas. Many
of these structures will also serve as wildlife crossings. All slopes will follow the slope tables for
rural and urban principal arterials as shown in the MDT Design Standards, except as modified in the
preliminary project design (see Appendix A of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project Draft
SEIS).

Rural Alternatives

The following alternatives were studied in detail. Impacts are set forth for two segments in the rural
portion of the proposed project.
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The Post Creek Hill segment begins at Red Horn Road and ends at the top of Post Creek Hill just
south of Gunlock Road. The Ninepipe segment begins just south of Gunlock Road at the top of Post
Creek Hill and ends at the south Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 1 consists of a two-lane undivided highway throughout the length of the section.

Alternative Rural 2 includes a two-lane undivided highway with a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) northbound
passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill just south of Gunlock Road.

Alternative Rural 3, the rural preferred alternative, would include a two-lane undivided highway with
a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill and a
four-lane divided section from Brooke Lane to the south Ronan City limits.

Following publication of the draft SEIS more than 100 comments requesting the addition of a
separated bicycle/pedestrian path were received (comments received on the draft SEIS are included in
Appendix J). As a result of these comments, the project proponents endorsed the inclusion of a
bicycle/pedestrian path from Red Horn/Dublin Gulch Road to Buchanan Street in Ronan in the final
PA.

Alternative Rural 4 would include a two-lane undivided highway with the addition of a 1.6+ km (1+
mile) southbound passing lane extending from south of the project limits to Post Creek, a 2.9 km (1.8
mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, a 1.6 km (1 mile)
southbound passing lane from Mollman Pass Trail to Brooke Lane, and a four-lane divided section
from Brooke Lane to the south Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 5 would include a two-lane undivided highway with the addition of a 2.4 km (1.3
mile) southbound passing lane extending from south of the project limits to Post Creek Road, a 2.9
km (1.8 mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, and a 1.5
km (0.9 mile) four lane divided roadway from Innovation Lane to the south Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 6 would provide a two-lane undivided highway from Red Horn Road to Post Creek

Road with a 1.6 km (1.0 mile) southbound passing lane from south of the project limits to Post Creek,
a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) section of four-lane divided roadway with independently aligned southbound and

northbound travel lanes from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, two lanes undivided from
the top of Post Creek Hill to Bouchard Road, and four lanes divided from Bouchard Road to the south
Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 7 provides for a two-lane undivided highway from Red Horn Road to the south
Ronan City limits, with the addition of a 1.3 km (0.8 mile) southbound passing lane from south of the
project limits (RP 36.7) to approximately 180 m (600 feet) south of Post Creek, a 2.9 km/ 1.8 mile
northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, a 2.1 km (1.3 mile)
northbound passing lane from RP 44.2 (north of Crow Creek) to RP 45.5 (north of Bouchard Road),
and a 1.0 km (0.6 mile) southbound passing lane from RP 45.5 (north of Bouchard Road) to RP 46.1
just north of Little Marten Road/Timber Lane Road. The horizontal alignment generally follows the
existing roadway with the curvilinear alignment added. The vertical alignment is a departure from
the other alternatives, as the major structures are much more extensive. There would be a major
structure at Post Creek and then from approximately Gunlock Road to just north of Crow Creek the
highway would be nearly entirely on structures. Passage of large animals throughout the lengths of
these structures is the objective. Left-turn lanes would be provided only at Gunlock Road, Eagle Pass
Trail, Montana Highway 212 (MT 212), and Mollman Pass Trail in the Gunlock Road to Crow Creek
section. All other public roads would be terminated, and all accesses would be right turn only, no
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left-turns provided. There would be a half round turnout at each end providing parking and for

observing the pristine wetland areas. The elevated structure section would resemble an elevated
parkway and would be constructed within the existing right-of-way. There would be additional

observation areas constructed near Ninepipe Reservoir, MT 212, and Mollman Pass Trail.

Alternative Rural 8 consists of four lanes undivided throughout its length.

Alternative Rural 9 would provide for four lanes divided throughout its length.

Alternative Rural 10 is similar to Alternative Rural 5, but has differing passing lane components. It
would include two lanes undivided with the addition of a 0.8 km (0.5 mile) two-way left-turn lane
extending from Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road northward to a business entrance driveway on the
east side, a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek
Hill, a 1.9 km (1.2 mile) southbound passing lane from the top of Post Creek Hill to Eagle Pass Trail,
and a 1.5 km (0.9 mile) section of four lane divided roadway from Innovation Lane to the south
Ronan City limits.

Ronan Alternatives

The Ronan portion of the proposed project extends from the south city limits just south of Little
Marten Road to Spring Creek Road on the north end.

Alternative Ronan 1 consists of four lanes with a raised landscaped median on the existing alignment
throughout most of the length, transitioning to a four-lane divided section at the north end of the
proposed project between old US 93 and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection.

Alternative Ronan 2 consists of four lanes on the existing alignment with a continuous two-way left-
turn lane transitioning to a four-lane divided section at the north end of the proposed project between
old US 93 and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection.

Alternative Ronan 3 would be a couplet with a two-lane one-way roadway northbound on the existing
US 93 alignment and a two-lane southbound roadway constructed on the First Avenue SW alignment.
This alternative would largely be constructed within the existing right-of-way of US 93 and First
Avenue SW, except where the southbound transitions away from the existing and back again, where
new right-of-way would be required. Transition sections would also be necessary at the southerly end
to the selected rural lane configuration and to a four-lane divided section on the north end between
old US 93 and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection.

Alternative Ronan 4, the urban preferred alternative, would be a couplet with the northbound
roadway on the existing alignment, and the southbound roadway on First Avenue SW, nearly
identical to Alternative Ronan 3, except the southbound roadway on First Avenue SW would consist
of a wider section which would include a 3 m/ 10 ft planting area and a 3.6 m / 12 ft buffer on the
west side of the street, and a 3 m / 10 ft planting area and a 1.8 m / 6 ft buffer on the east side. Most
of the right-of-way would be purchased from the east side of the street to provide the maximum
buffer to the neighborhood on the west. Transition sections, as described under Alternative Ronan 3,
would also be necessary under this alternative.

Alternative Ronan 5 would be similar to the existing except that the three lanes would include curb
and gutter on the existing alignment, with sidewalks for pedestrians and bicycle lanes for the
bicyclists. Transition sections would also be necessary at the southerly end to the selected rural lane
configuration and to a four-lane divided section on the north end between old US 93 and the Baptiste
Road/Spring Creek Road intersection. It would also include improvements to First Avenue SW and
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 7 Skillings-Connolly
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First Avenue SE to provide for additional traffic circulation parallel to the US 93 roadway. This
circulation would be for local traffic and may also be used as a bypass to the main roadway during
periods of congestion.

The major environmental impacts and benefits of the rural and urban action alternatives are
summarized in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of the Draft SEIS.

2.C. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE

US 93 is important to local, regional and nationwide transportation; the volume of traffic is high, has
been steadily increasing and is projected to continue to increase. The existing roadway has various
geometric features that do not meet current guidelines and standards for safety and design. Existing
level-of-service (LOS) is poor, and is projected to get worse by the design year 2024. With the high
volume of traffic, the accident rate is lower than the statewide average accident rate, while accident
severity numbers (proportion of fatal and injury accidents) are substantially higher than statewide
averages. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are very limited in the project corridor. The City of
Ronan, CSKT, and MDT have all supported the need for improved bicycle and pedestrian
accommaodations.

The US 93 Evaro to Polson FEIS described the proposed project, alternatives, and social, economic
and environmental impacts of the proposed project. A Record of Decision (ROD) was issued, which
selected the existing alignment for improvement throughout the length of the proposed project,
calling for a corridor bypassing the City of Ronan, and allowing for right-of-way acquisition and
access control. However, the ROD deferred making a decision on lane configurations, mitigation
measures, and a Section 4(f) determination until agreement was reached by the three stakeholders on
lane-configuration, design features, and mitigation measures for the corridor bypass.

The Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project corridor, which is a segment of the overall U.S. Highway
93 Evaro to Polson project, is an 18 km (11.2 mile) section that extends from Dublin Gulch Road/Red
Horn Road to Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road. This section is being evaluated separately from the
overall project due to design conditions and alternative analysis. The purpose of the proposed action
within this section remains the same as stated; to improve the transportation system of US 93. This
supplement (SEIS) to the US 93 FEIS will evaluate impacts to various alternatives within the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor. This 404(b)(1) Evaluation will detail impacts to the aquatic
ecosystem based on the different alternatives.

2.D. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL

2.D.1 General Characteristics of Material

Fill material will be excavated locally and will be similar in physical and chemical characteristics to
substrate in wetlands that are filled. Material used in wetland fills is likely to be an American
Association of State and Transportation Highway Officials (AASHTO) approved fill material with no
organics, more granular soils, etc. Also, some sub-excavation may be needed for construction of the
road base. While excavation and borrow sites have not been identified at this time, the site will be
chosen in part on certain characteristics. General fill material may be suitable soils, including earth
and crushed or naturally occurring sands and gravels. Some fill material may be concrete, steel, or
similar materials that could be used for culvert or bridge construction. Rock riprap may be used to
resist erosion around flowing water.

2.D.2 Quantity of Material

Quantities of fill material will depend upon the action alternative that is selected and specific
topographical features of affected wetlands. Quantities of fill material to be placed will be
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determined during the final design phase of the proposed project. Quantities will be sufficient to
construct the roadway and appurtenant features. Appendix A of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan
improvement project Draft SEIS details the MDT standard slopes applied in the preliminary design
for the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project.

2.D.3. Source of Material

The locations of the borrow pits that will be used as fill material for the proposed project have not yet
been finalized. The source of fill material to be placed will be determined during the final design
phase of the proposed project. Borrow or excavation sites will not be allowed if they have high levels
of salinity, acid-generating materials, heavy metals, pesticides or other elements or substances
potentially harmful to fish, wildlife, or other aquatic organisms. Due to the fact that borrow sites
would require environmental review and approval prior to their use, development of the borrow sites
will not have any adverse effects on aquatic resources, cultural or historic resources, or any threatened
or endangered species.

2.E. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITES

The information contained in this section is summarized from the Biological Resources Report:

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project (Herrera 2005a) prepared for the proposed project. The
report documents the methodology used in the wetland determination, describing the location, overall
size, and type of wetlands identified within the project corridor. The report also describes the
potential impacts to site wetlands that are associated with the action alternatives, and the proposed
mitigation for each alternative. Table 1 is a summary of the wetland occurrence, wetland
classification, and associated water bodies in the project corridor

2.E.1 Location of Sites

Wetlands and surface waters (measured by area) affected by the action alternatives are located within
Lower Flathead Watershed (HUC 17010212). The locations of all identified wetlands are listed in
Table 1 (Wetland Location and Classification). The locations of other surface waters in the project
area are listed in Table 2.

2.E.2 Size of Sites

The wetland boundaries were determined using the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). All wetlands within the proposed right-of-way lines, either
completely or partially, were evaluated to determine the extent of their boundaries.

Table 1 shows the estimated overall acreage of each wetland within the corridor at each specific
location.

2.E.3 Type of Sites

Wetlands in the project area are divided into five wetland types based on their appearance and
position in the landscape: riparian zone wetlands, pothole wetlands, Ninepipe Reservoir wetlands,
irrigation feature wetlands, and roadside ditch wetlands. Riparian zone wetlands are located in the
floodplains of associated streams, outside of the stream channel. Prairie pothole wetlands are
depressions in the landscape that are fed by surface water or groundwater. These depressional areas
were formed by glaciation. Pothole wetlands were further divided into 3 groups: Group 1 pothole
wetlands are inundated by precipitation, surface water runoff, and/or ground water inflow for all of
the year; Group 2 pothole wetlands are usually saturated at or near the soil surface for all or most of
the year and inundated for portions of the year; and Group 3 pothole wetlands are depression areas
that are inundated periodically, but with much longer lengths of time between inundations. Ninepipe
Reservoir wetlands are the two wetlands within the US 93 right-of-way that are associated with the
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Characteristics of wetlands in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project corridor.

Unclassified riparian or 1 05(1.2)

wetland site

Sedge community type 11 0.01 (0.03)

0.8 (1.9)

Quaking aspen/red-
osier dogwood habitat

type

Common cattail habitat v 0.2 (0.5)

type

Skillings-Connolly
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H17D 385 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.04 (0.2)
type

H17F 38.6 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.1)
type

H18B 38.4t0 38.6 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM Nebraska sedge 11 1.6 (3.8)
community type

H19B 38.61039.1 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Nebraska sedge 1 0.8 (2.0)
community type

H21A 39.1t039.3 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.3(0.7)
type

H22A 39.410 39.6 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
jurisdictional type

H22C 394 Irrigation feature Non- PEM Reed canarygrass 11 0.1(0.2)
jurisdictional habitat type

H23B 39.6t0 39.7 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
jurisdictional type

H24A 39.7 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM Sedge community type 11 0.1(0.2)
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H24C 39.8 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.04 (0.10)
wetland jurisdictional type

H25A 39.8 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

H26B 39.9 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Reed canarygrass 11 0.04 (0.2)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

H27A 39.9t0 40 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 1.3(3.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

H27C 40 Group 3 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.01 (0.02)
wetland type

H27E 39.9 Group 3 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland type

H27G 40 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.6 (1.5)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

H271 40 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.04 (0.10)
jurisdictional type
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H29A 40.4 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.9(2.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

H30B 40.4t0 40.8 Ninepipe Reservoir Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass ] 7.8 (19.3)
habitat type

H31B 411 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.3(0.7)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

H32B 411 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

H32D 41.2 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.004 (0.01)
wetland jurisdictional type

H33B 41.2 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PSS, Black 1l 0.8 (2.0)
wetland jurisdictional PFO cottonwood/herbaceous
community type

H34A 41.3 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Black 1 0.3(0.7)
wetland jurisdictional cottonwood/herbaceous
community type
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H34C 41.3t041.4 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PSS, Black cottonwood/red- 1l 1.4 (3.5)
wetland jurisdictional PUB osier dogwood
community type

H35A 41.4 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PFO, Reed canarygrass 11 0.02 (0.05)
PAB, PUB habitat type

H36A 415 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

H37B 41.6t041.8 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 1.7 (4.2)
wetland, Kettle jurisdictional habitat type
Pond 1

H39A 41.9 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

H40A 42 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.9 (2.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

H40C 42 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

H40E 421 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 14 Skillings-Connolly
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11A 42.1 Irrigation feature Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.004 (0.01)
jurisdictional type

12A 422 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

13B 424 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

13D 424 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.4 (1.0)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

14A 42.51042.6 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 2.00 (5.0)
wetland, Kettle jurisdictional habitat type
Pond 2

I5A 42.7 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

16A 42.7 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.10 (0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

16C 42.8 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.03 (0.07)
wetland jurisdictional type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 15 Skillings-Connolly
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I16E 42.8 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

17B 42.9 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.6 (1.5)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

I8A 43 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

18C 43.1t043.2 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.6 (1.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

19A 43.3 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.3(0.7)
wetland jurisdictional type

110A 43.4 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

111B 43.4 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v .004 (0.01)
jurisdictional type

111D 43.4 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v .004 (0.01)
jurisdictional type
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112B 435 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

113A 434 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

113C 435 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

113E 435 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

114A 43.6 to 43.7 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.50 (1.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

114C 43.6 t0 43.8 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.9(2.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

116A 44 to 44.2 Riparian zone Jurisdictional PEM, PSS, Unclassified riparian or 1l 15(3.7)
(Crow Creek) PAB, PUB wetland site

117A 44.2 to 44.3 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.2)
type
117C 44.4t0 445 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.2)
type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 17 Skillings-Connolly
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117E 447 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.2)
type
118B 44.8 Roadside ditch Non- PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

118D 44.9 Roadside ditch Non- PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

119B 44.6 to 44.7 Roadside ditch; Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.4 (1.0)
Group 2 pothole type
wetland

120B 45.1 Roadside ditch Non- PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

121A 45.1 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 1 0.3(0.7)
type
122A 455 Irrigation feature Non- PEM Unclassified riparian or v 0.2 (0.5)
jurisdictional wetland site

J2A 47.2 Group 2 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 18 Skillings-Connolly
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Provisional - i f
USACE Estimated Size
Wetland Jurisdictional Cowardin Hansen Community Montana Wetland Hectares
ID Reference Post Wetland Type ? Status " Class ° Type ¢ Category ° (acres)
J2B 47.2 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Unclassified riparian or 11 0.1(0.2)
wetland site
J2C 47.1t047.2 Riparian zone Jurisdictional PEM, PSS, Reed canarygrass I 0.9 (2.2)
(Ronan Spring PUB habitat type
Creek)
J2D 47.1 Riparian zone Jurisdictional PEM, PSS, Reed canarygrass 1 0.1(0.2)
(Ronan Spring PUB habitat type
Creek)
J3A 47.4 Irrigation feature Non- PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 11 0.6 (1.5)
jurisdictional type
J4A 48.2 Group 3 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 1 0.3 (0.7)
wetland type
J4B 48.3 Group 1 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 11 1.3(3.2)
wetland type

Wetland types, including the pothole wetland groupings, are described below in this section.

® USACE jurisdictional status was determined by project biologists and has not been confirmed by the USACE. Wetlands within the project corridor are also regulated
by CSKT per the Aquatic Lands Conservation Ordinance 87A.
¢ Source: Cowardin et al. 1979. Wetland classes include: PAB - palustrine aquatic bed, PEM — palustrine emergent, PFO -palustrine forested, PSS - palustrine scrub-

¢ Source: MDT 1995.

shrub, PUB - palustrine unconsolidated bottom wetland
Source: Hansen et al. 1995.

The size of the wetland is the area of the wetland generally within the proposed right-of-way for the widest alternative (Rural 9). Many of the wetlands in the project

corridor are entirely within this limit and others, such as wetlands associated with streams and the Ninepipe Reservoir extend beyond this limit. For the latter case, the
acreage presented does not represent the size of the entire system.

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project
MDT NH-F 5-1 (9) 6F

Control No. B744

19

Skillings-Connolly



Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

Ninepipe Reservoir. Irrigation feature wetlands include feeder canals, lateral canals, and features
resulting from seepage of the irrigation system. The remaining wetland type, roadside ditch wetlands,
are artificial wetlands that did not historically exist and are present as a result of runoff from the
roadway collecting and ponding in roadway ditches or by interception of groundwater caused by
excavation of the ditch.

Table 2.  Surface waters located in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project
corridor.
Waterbody Location Crossing Type

Post Creek Hill Segment

Unnamed Tributary to  US 93/Red Horn Road, RP 37.2 Culvert

Post Creek 1
Ashley Creek US 93, RP 37.4 t0 37.8 None - Adjacent
Post Creek US 93, RP 37.8 Bridge
Unnamed Tributary to  US 93, West Post Creek Road, None - Adjacent
Post Creek 2 RP 37.810 38.1
Unnamed Tributary to US 93, East Post Creek Road, None - Adjacent
Post Creek 3 RP 37.8 t0 38.1
Post F Canal US 93, RP 38.6 Culvert
17 G-4 Canal ® US 93, RP 39.0 Culvert
14G Canal ® US 93, RP 39.5 None - Adjacent
Ditch ° US 93, RP 39.5 None - Adjacent
Canal ° US 93, RP 39.5 Culvert
14G Canal ® US 93, RP 39.6 — 39.8 None- Adjacent
Siphon® US 93, RP 39.8 Culvert
Post G Canal US 93, RP 39.9 Culvert
Ninepipe Segment
Siphon® US 93, RP 40.2 Culvert
Ninepipe Reservoir US 93, RP 40.5 to 40.8 Bridge
Post A Canal US93,RP 415 Culvert
Crow Creek US 93, RP 44.2 Culvert
Ronan A Canal US 93, RP 44.2-45.1 None - Adjacent
Siphon US 93, RP 45.1 Culvert
13A Canal ® US 93, RP 45.8 — 46.3 None - Adjacent

Ronan Portion

Ronan A Canal US 93, RP 46.3 Culvert
Ronan D Canal Siphon US 93, RP 48.1 Culvert
Ronan Spring Creek US 93, Main Street, RP 47.0 Culvert

& CSKT 2001b.

P These surface waters were identified as nonjurisdictional under the USACE regulations. USACE
jurisdictional status was determined by project biologists and has not been confirmed by the USACE.
Surface waters within the project corridor are also regulated by the CSKT per Aquatic Lands Conservation
Ordinance 87A.

RP: Reference post.

A preliminary jurisdictional determination (as regulated by the US Army Corps of Engineers
[USACE]) was made for each wetland in the project area by project biologists, but final jurisdictional
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determinations have not been verified by USACE. MDT would not be responsible for mitigating
impacts on non-jurisdictional wetlands for the purposes of securing a Section 404 permit. However,
regardless of jurisdiction, Executive Order 11990 requires MDT to account for all wetland losses.
Therefore, MDT would ultimately seek to replace all wetlands affected by the proposed project.

Jurisdictional wetlands include those wetlands that meet the definition of a wetland as defined in the
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and do not fall
under any of the criteria for non-jurisdictional wetlands. Non-jurisdictional wetlands in the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project corridor consist of isolated wetlands, which are generally
pothole wetlands. The following guidelines were used by project biologists in this assessment to
determine if a wetland was isolated and non-jurisdictional:

. No apparent surface or wetland connection with any water of the U.S. and not
directly adjacent to any water of the U.S.

. No actual link between the water body and interstate or foreign commerce based
on the factors mentioned previously.

" Individually and/or in the aggregate, the use, degradation or destruction of the
isolated water would have no substantial effect on interstate or foreign
commerce, i.e. the wetland does not have a “significant nexus” to navigable
waters.

Jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands in the US 93 project area are identified in Table 1 and
are described in greater detail in the Biological Resources Report: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan
Improvement Project (Herrera 2005a). The USACE has not yet concurred with the preliminary
jurisdictional determinations made by project biologists. A field visit was conducted in Summer
2006 to confirm the jurisdictional determinations. As of this date, formal notice regarding USACE
jurisdiction of potential wetland impacts has not been given.

2.E.4 Types of Wetland Habitats

Table 1 describes the wetland at each site including the wetland type based on appearance (as
described above), Cowardin Class, Hansen Community Type, and Montana Wetland Category.
Cowardin Class is based on the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United
States (Cowardin et al. 1979), a descriptive classification with 28 subclasses, based on physical
wetland attributes (i.e., vegetation, soils, and water regime). Hansen Community Type describes the
wetland vegetation units using habitat types or community types according to Classification and
Management of Montana’s Riparian and Wetland Sites (Hansen et al. 1995). The Montana Wetland
Category assesses the functions and values of a wetland using the Montana Wetland Assessment
Method (MDT 1999).

2.E.5 Timing and Duration of Discharge

The timing and duration of construction activities will depend on the alternative chosen for that
specific location and the type of construction (bridge, road widening, road realignment, and culvert
installation). Detailed schedules and phasing plans will be prepared during the final design.
Construction schedules will be specified to not conflict with spawning and migration periods for fish.

2.F. DESCRIPTION OF DISPOSAL METHOD

The type of disposal methods will depend on the type of construction that is undertaken in a specific
location. The following sections describe the general construction methods, which would be used for
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action alternatives selected to widen the existing US 93 highway, or construct a bridge or culvert in
the vicinity of surface waters and wetlands.

2.F.1 Roadway Widening

When widening the highway, it would be necessary to place fill in wetlands that are encountered
along the highway. The fill material would be placed in the wetlands by large earth-moving and
excavating equipment. The material would likely be from a nearby source (borrow) pits or excess
material from other areas in the project corridor. The fill would be necessary to construct the proper
side slopes and adjust the elevation of the roadway. Some removal of the existing roadway surface,
topsoil, and structures would be necessary. Disposal of the material would be determined prior to
construction of the proposed project.

2.F.2 Bridge and Culvert Construction

Where feasible, bridges would be built such that the abutment footings are outside of the active
stream channel, effectively spanning the water body. Some bridge piers and abutment footings may
use driven piling or drilled shafts, which would result in minimal disturbance to the streambed and
banks. Culvert construction would also require excavation in the streambed or wetland to lay the pipe
or box culvert.

The existing structures along US 93 will need to be removed. To minimize impacts associated with
removal, the Contractor would isolate the construction activities from the stream channel. This can
be accomplished using cofferdams or drilled shafts. Cofferdams are temporary structures, which are
constructed in the streambed and enclose the construction activities. After they are in place, the creek
water trapped within the dam is pumped out to expose the creek-bed and facilitate the excavation and
construction activities. The excavated materials and pumped water from within the cofferdams would
be transferred to a temporary settling pond to remove the sediment. The sediment would be disposed
of in proper locations and the water would be returned to the stream. The locations of the settling
ponds would be identified before the construction permits are obtained.

Section 3: Factual Determinations (Section 230.11)

3.A. PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE DETERMINATIONS

3.A.1 Substrate Elevation and Slope

Based on preliminary design, bridge installation would not require changes in channel elevations or
slope. Culverts would be installed to match the existing channel elevation and slope where
practicable and feasible.

Direct changes to substrate elevation and slope would occur for streams requiring relocation. Ashley
Creek and segments of the unnamed tributaries to Post Creek 1, 2, and 3 would require relocation
under all action alternatives. Segments of these streams are located within the proposed construction
limits for all alternatives and a segment of Ashley Creek flows in a ditch within the existing roadway
right-of-way. Stream relocation would avoid changes to natural surface flow patterns and changes in
the natural erosion and accretion patterns to the extent feasible. The relocated streams would be
configured to match appropriate natural conditions, including substrate elevations and slope.

The daylighting of Ronan Spring Creek is associated with all of the Ronan action alternatives.
Daylighting Ronan Spring Creek may change the elevation and substrate of the section of the stream
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that is daylighted. This daylighting would restore the creek to a more natural condition and is
anticipated to have a beneficial effect on the system.

3.A.2 Compare Fill Material and Substrate at Discharge Site

At stream crossings, the substrate varies from system to system including smooth cobbles with areas
of sand and silt deposition at Post Creek and fine sediments and organic debris within Ashley Creek
and the Unnamed tributaries to Post Creek 1, 2, and 3. The fill placed in streams for culvert
installation would be select granular backfill from nearby sources or excess material from the
proposed project itself. Some of the fill material may be similar to natural substrate; however, some
fill material would not be similar. (Fill may also be whatever is suitable given MDT or AASHTO fill
requirements.)

Substrates in wetland areas are fine sediments, organic soils (histosols), or glacial outwash that are
common to many wetlands in this area. The fill material placed in the wetlands would either be
granular material from nearby sources or excess material from the proposed project itself. Fill
material used would be suitable for construction of a roadway.

3.A.3 Dredged/Fill Material

The fill materials used in the stream crossing would be granular materials that are not susceptible to
movement by water action. Any fill that is placed in wetlands or streams for the construction of the
proposed alignment would be done in a manner to avoid or minimize movement due to erosion.

3.A.4 Physical Effects on Benthos, Invertebrates, and Vertebrates

Physical effects on benthos, invertebrate and aquatic vertebrates would be associated with increased
sediment and turbidity levels and are expected to be short-term. Best management practices (BMPs)
during construction should minimize these problems.

a) Physical Effects on Benthos

Benthic organisms would be affected along the stream bank or in the wetland area where fill
material would be placed. Construction activities can also cause sediment to be washed
downstream, where it may affect benthic organisms. In the long term, the benthic organisms
would establish themselves in the fill material and recolonize disturbed areas. Therefore, the
physical effects on benthos should be short-term, localized impacts.

b) Invertebrates

Similar to the effects on benthos, the impacts to aquatic invertebrates will also primarily be
short-term. Fill material placed along the stream bank or in wetlands would bury existing
organisms, but new organisms would be expected to quickly re-establish in these areas.
Additionally, construction activities could cause localized increases in suspended sediment,
which would adversely affect aquatic insects. Increases in suspended sediment would
decrease after the placement of fill materials, and effects on invertebrates would be short-
term. Increased sediment levels could also clog interstitial spaces in the streambed, which
invertebrates use for habitat. However, these interstitial spaces would quickly regenerate
when turbidity is abated and “flushing” occurs.

¢) Vertebrates

Sediment from the erosion of disturbed areas may adversely affect aquatic vertebrates. For
the project area, “aquatic vertebrates” applies primarily to fish. Sediment in streams affects
fish by increasing sediment deposits in spawning gravel and rearing habitat. This suffocates
the eggs or fry and affects the aquatic organisms that fish rely on for food. Sediment is also
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abrasive to fish gills. The use of Best Management Practices (BMP) for erosion control
should alleviate these adverse impacts or reduce them to short-term and tolerable levels.

3.A.5 Erosion and Accretion Patterns

The existing structures at Ashley Creek and Crow Creek are inadequately sized to handle high-flow
conditions. The streams associated with undersized crossing structures experience flooding upstream
of the structure during high-flow conditions, causing erosion or deposition and widening of the
natural channel. Eroded material may then be deposited downstream, and may potentially, in
combination with time and normal sediment transfer, alter the course of the stream.

All of the proposed bridge structures would be wider than the existing crossings. This is proposed to
reduce hydraulic constrictions on the stream channel and to improve the hydrologic connectivity of
the system (interactions between the stream, its floodplain, and adjacent wetlands). An increase in
the bridge opening will allow a greater flow to pass through the bridge opening during storm events.
This has the potential to change existing erosion and accretion patterns until the stream system re-
equalizes itself. It is anticipated that any erosion and accretion that occurs will be beneficial because
the system is being returned to a more natural condition.

3.A.6 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

This section describes the action taken to avoid and minimize impacts on physical substrates, erosion
and accretion patterns and benthos. Actions described in Sections 3.B.5, 3.C.4, and 3.D.5 are also
applicable. Measures incorporated into the preliminary design include:

. The proposed preliminary design reviewed the possibility for steepened roadway
slopes to minimize impacts on key features in the project corridor. Proposed
approximate locations are shown in Appendix A. During final design, the areas
will be further investigated to determine if the proposed preliminary design is
practicable and feasible. If during final design there are areas that slopes can be
safely steepened, they would be incorporated into the proposed project’s plans.
(Note: Slope steepening would require approval from the MDT Highways
Engineer and FHWA through the design exceptions process.) These steeper
slopes would reduce the width of the roadway footprint and consequently reduce
impacts on wetlands.

. All of the proposed bridge structures would minimize impacts on substrates by
opening a greater portion of the floodplain and allowing areas to be restored

. Stormwater treatment measures would be designed to reduce suspended solids
from stormwater

. The amount of fill placement in floodplains would be minimized or reduced

. In fish bearing streams, culverts would be designed and installed to accommodate
fish passage

. MDT requires that all construction activities within and adjacent to wetlands and
streams adhere to the BMPs outlined in the MDT standard specifications and
described in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is
prepared for all projects disturbing more than 0.4 hectares (1 acre) of land area.
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The BMPs are required to reduce soil erosion, to reduce site sediment loss, and to
manage construction generated wastes.

. The placement of fill will change substrate elevations and contours as necessary
to develop a roadway footprint. Compaction of the fill material will be required,
resulting in a suitable roadway base that will not be prone to erosion, slumpage,
or other movement.

3.B. WATER CIRCULATION, FLUCTUATION AND SALINITY
DETERMINATIONS

3.B.1 Water

The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan SEIS contains a discussion of surface waters and their associated quality.
The following sections discuss the proposed action’s impact on various components of the water
guality. Tables 5.9-1,5.9-2, 5.11-1, 5.11-2, and 5.12-3 in the Draft SEIS compare the effects of the
action alternatives on water resources.

None of the streams located within the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Draft SEIS project corridor are listed
on the state 303(d) list.

a) Salinity

No site specific tests for salinity have been performed. However, observations of streams and
wetlands in the project corridor showed no saline areas. Although velocities are slow, water
in wetland areas is continually resupplied and drained away. There are no known
impoundment areas where water could be reasonably expected to increase in salinity. Such
changes would most likely result from altering the hydraulic regime and interconnection of
wetlands and streams or the use of fill materials significantly different from native soils.
Neither of these changes are predicted to occur as a result of the proposed action.

b) Water Chemistry

Although no site-specific tests have been performed, there is no reason to suspect that the
proposed action would significantly alter the alkalinity, hardness, pH level, or mineral
concentration in surface waters.

c) Suspended Sediments

Construction could cause temporary, localized, minor increases in suspended sediments
during construction activities, especially near streams where fines in the new fill material are
transported from the disposal sites by water currents. Stable, granular fill materials and
appropriate construction methods would be used to minimize these impacts.

d) Clarity

During the placement of fill materials in wetlands and streams, there may be temporary,
localized increases in turbidity. These increases in turbidity would be very minor compared
to the increases, which naturally occur after heavy rainstorms. This short-term impact would
be minimal. However, even minor increases that do not occur with a corresponding spike in
the hydrograph can be very damaging to aquatic ecosystems (no flushing would occur, and
gravels could be smothered, etc.). The use of appropriate erosion control BMPs will help to
avoid or minimize temporary, localized increases in turbidity.
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e) Color

The placement of fill materials in wetlands and streams could disrupt the substrate and
increase the suspended sediments and turbidity in the water. This would have the effect of
temporarily and locally altering the color of the waters in the vicinity of the construction
activity, especially immediately following the fill placement. This change in color would be
similar to the change in color during the spring runoff when high concentrations of sediments
from the surrounding drainages give the water a milky color.

f) Odor
The proposed project will not change any natural odors in the streams or wetlands.

g) Taste

The proposed project will not significantly alter the taste of the surface water or the
groundwater in the project area precluding any unknown spills or highly abnormal conditions.

h) Dissolved Gas Levels

Improvements are not expected to significantly increase the turbulence of flows, cause
stagnation in streams and wetlands, or cause other changes to hydraulic regimes; therefore, it
is unlikely that the existing dissolved gas levels will be altered.

i) Nutrients

Current sources of nutrients such as phosphorous and nitrogen predominantly come from
non-point agricultural sources, and other naturally occurring high organic loads such as
decaying algae. None of these conditions are expected to be affected by the proposed action
and since the hydrologic properties of wetlands and surface waters throughout the project
area will be maintained or improved, there should be no detrimental impact from nutrient
loading.

j) Eutrophication

The proposed action is not expected to contribute significant quantities of sediment or
nutrients to project vicinity surface waters or wetlands. The waters that will be affected by
the proposed project are primarily streams and wetlands, not lakes. Streams are generally
well mixed and plant growth induced by excessive nutrients is generally not a problem in the
project corridor, with the exception of the segment of Ashley Creek that flows in a right-of-
way ditch. Eutrophication in this system is primarily attributed to adjacent land uses, which
include a sawmill. Relocation of this stream may eliminate sources of eutrophication;
thereby improving the system. Wetlands are, by their nature, already subject to
eutrophication. Since there will be no significant increase in nutrients and the hydrologic
properties will be preserved, there are no anticipated impacts from increased eutrophication to
most wetlands. However, when small hydrologically isolated wetlands (potholes) are
partially filled, eutrophication may occur more rapidly.

3.B.2 Current Patterns and Circulation

a) Current Patterns, Drainage Patterns, Normal and Low Flows

During final design, drainage patterns would be considered and culverts and ditches would be
sized and located to adequately convey water and sediment transport. Where appropriate,
animal crossings would also be considered.
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b) Velocity

The existing structures at Ashley Creek and Crow Creek are inadequately sized to handle
high-flow conditions. The streams associated with undersized crossing structures experience
flooding upstream of the structure during high-flow conditions, causing erosion or deposition
and widening of the natural channel. Eroded material may then be deposited downstream,
and may potentially, in combination with time and normal sediment transfer, alter the course
of the stream.

All of the proposed bridge structures would be wider than the existing crossings. This is
proposed to reduce hydraulic constrictions on the stream channel and to improve the
hydrologic connectivity of the system (interactions between the stream, its floodplain, and
adjacent wetlands). An increase in the bridge opening will allow a greater flow to pass
through the bridge opening during storm events. This has the potential to change existing
erosion and accretion patterns until the stream system re-equalizes itself. It is anticipated that
any erosion and accretion that occurs will be beneficial because the system is being returned
to a more natural condition.

c) Stratification

Proposed improvements are not expected to alter the current stratification of waters in any of
the streams or wetlands.

d) Hydrological Regime

All of the bridges that will be replaced under all of the action alternatives will have a larger
opening associated with the stream channel. Bridge openings will be widened to span the
stream channel, removing any existing constrictions to flow. This will allow greater flows
through the structure, especially during a storm event. While this can be considered a change
to the hydrologic regime, the overall effect will be to restore the hydrology to a more natural
condition.

e) Aquifer Recharge

The proposed action is not expected to have any adverse effect on the quality or extent of any
aquifer recharge.

3.B.3 Normal Water Level Fluctuations

Bridge openings and culverts would be designed to accommodate normal water level fluctuations.
Consideration will be given during final design so that disruption of movement of aquatic life
indigenous to the waterbody will be minimal. This includes designing culverts to ensure the passage
of fish.

3.B.4 Salinity Gradients
There are no salinity gradients in the project corridor; therefore, salinity gradients will not be affected.

3.B.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

This section describes actions taken to avoid and minimize impacts on water circulation, fluctuations,
and water levels. Actions described in Sections 3.A.6, 3.C.4, and 3.D.5 are also applicable.

Under all action alternatives, stream and associated floodplain openings at the Post Creek, Ninepipe
Reservoir, and Crow Creek crossings would be increased, and the existing roadway fill removed,
improving conveyance and floodplain storage.
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Under all of action alternatives the proposed structures would increase the percentage of floodplain
spanned over the No-Action Alternative. Under all of the action alternatives the proposed structure at
the Niinepipes Reservoir would span 100 percent of the existing floodplain and would require no net
fill. In addition, under Alternative Rural 7 the proposed structure at Cow Creek would span 100
percent of the existing floodplain, and would require no net fill. For sites where floodplain fill may
occur, the quantity of fill in the floodplain would be determined during final design and opportunities
to remove fill from the affected floodplain would be sought, so that no net increase in floodplain fill
and no net loss in floodplain storage capacity would occur.

Bridge and culvert openings would be sized to accommodate natural water level fluctuations.
3.C. SUSPENDED PARTICULATE/ TURBIDITY DETERMINATIONS

3.C.1 Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in the Vicinity
of the Disposal Site

The placement of fill at stream channel crossings may introduce some fine materials to surface
waters, which would cause temporary increases in the level of suspended particulates during
construction. The placement of fill may re-suspend bottom sediments. As a result, turbidity levels
may temporarily increase in the vicinity of stream or wetland encroachments.

Stormwater runoff from areas in the vicinity of streams and wetlands can also transport sediment to
the surface waters. This would result in an increase in suspended particulates and turbidity levels.
Refer to Section 4 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts for measures that would reduce
sediment transported from stormwater runoff.

3.C.2 Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column

a) Light Penetration

Increased levels of suspended particulates and turbidity in the surface waters near the
construction site can also decrease the amount of light penetration. These impacts would be
short-term and would occur only temporarily during construction activities.

b) Dissolved Oxygen

The suspended particulates introduced to the surface waters by the placement of soil will be
for the most part inorganic. Therefore, no additional Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD)
should occur. In addition, the proposed action should not result in any increased turbulence
or stagnation of the surface waters to the point of affecting the dissolved oxygen levels.

c) Toxic Metals and Organics

Since the fill materials used for construction will be suitable for highway construction, it
should be free of high organic content and toxic metals. No material used for fill within the
aquatic ecosystem will be taken from any hazardous material site identified in the Hazardous
Material Section of the draft SEIS. Any identified contamination areas within the corridor
would be removed and disposed of or treated at locations designed for hazardous material
management.

d) Pathogens

There are no known major sources of viruses or pathogenic organisms in the project area,
although livestock and wildlife waste is evident in places throughout the corridor. The use of
clean, inorganic fill material would prevent the introduction of pathogens in surface waters.
Whirling disease has been detected in the Mission Creek watershed, which encompasses
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Ashley Creek, Post Creek, and the unnamed tributaries to Post Creek. The history of
botulism in wetlands associated with the project area is not known.

e) Aesthetics

The proposed project would affect the aesthetics of surface water in the project area in a
condition similar to the spring runoff conditions, albeit at a reduced scale. The effects would
be temporary, localized, and occur near or just downstream of the actual construction
activities. The expected impacts are the increased suspended particulate levels in the surface
waters near the placement activity, which should disperse as the distance from the source
increases.

3.C.3 Effects on Biota

a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis

The proposed project should not substantially lower the rate of photosynthesis and primary
productivity in surface waters. As indicated in the previous section, changes in suspended
particulates and turbidity levels are expected to be localized and temporary. These conditions
should not be significant enough to affect the level of dissolved oxygen in the surface waters.

b) Sight Feeders

Sight feeders rely on clear water to find their food. Therefore, they would be affected by the
short-term, localized increases in suspended particulates and turbidity due to the placement of
fill materials. Similar to filter feeders, excessive sediment can bury these organisms, abrade
their gills, and damage their habitat. Suspended particulates and turbidity should rapidly
diminish after the actual placement of fill materials, allowing quick recovery for sight
feeders.

3.C.4 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

Actions taken to avoid and minimize impacts on suspended particulate/turbidity are described below.
The actions described in Sections 3.A.6, 3.B.5, and 3.D.5 are also applicable.

MDT and the contractor would obtain an NPDES General Permit for Discharge from Large and Small
Construction Activities regulated by U.S. EPA and CSKT to control sediment discharge and erosion
during construction projects. This permit is required to protect water quality and requires the
completion of a SWPPP. The SWPPP requires a description of BMPs and stormwater management
controls appropriate for the construction site including measures to reduce soil erosion, reduce site
sediment loss, and manage some of the more common construction-generated wastes and
construction-related toxic materials. Appropriate BMPs for the project site would be selected from
the current version of Erosion and Sediment Control Best Management Practices: Reference Manual,
prepared for MDT and in place at the time final designs are completed. At a minimum, these BMPs
would include the following provisions:

. Minimize area and duration of vegetation and soil disturbance, stabilize site soils,
and revegetate areas of construction disturbance

. Prevent and control excessive discharge of sediment from site
. Prevent and control excessive wind erosion
. Control and minimize off-site tracking of sediments.
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As stated previously, stormwater facilities would be included in the final design for the proposed
project to reduce the long-term impact of roadway runoff pollutants on sensitive receiving waters.
Stormwater facilities would be maintained to ensure their continued intended function.

3.D. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ORGANISM DETERMINATIONS
3.D.1 Effects on Special Aquatic Sites

a) Sanctuaries and Refuges

The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project crosses through the Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge
(Refuge). All alternatives would require placement of fill within the wetlands within the
existing right-of-way through the Refuge, with the exception or Rural 7, which would not
require wetland fill in the Refuge. Only Alternatives Rural 8 and 9 would require acquisition
of lands from the Refuge for right-of-way needs. Alternatives Rural 8 and 9 would also
require slightly more placement of wetland fill than the other action alternatives.

It is not anticipated that the placement of fill will adversely affect the breeding, spawning,
migratory movement or other critical life requirements of resident or transient fish and
wildlife resources within the Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge. The placement of fill will
not result in any unplanned, easy and incompatible human access to remote aquatic areas
within the refuge nor create the need for frequent maintenance activities. The placement of
fill does have the potential to result in the establishment of invasive plant species within the
existing right-of-way. This can be minimized through the use of approved BMPs and
standard MDT maintenance practices. It is not anticipated that the placement of fill will
result in a change in resource needs by fish and wildlife that would require changes to refuge
management practices. However, a beneficial impact common to all of the action alternatives
would be improved hydrologic connectivity of wetlands within the Refuge along US 93.

The analyses contained in Section 3.A, 3.B, and 3.C are also relevant to the evaluation of
these factors within the Refuge.

b) Wetlands

The estimated total amount of wetlands occurring within the project area is detailed in Table
1. Only those wetlands completely or partially located within the proposed project right-of-
way were delineated. There are a variety of wetland resources in the project vicinity that are
not within the proposed project right-of-way.

Tables 3 and 4 (Impacts by Wetland Type — Rural) identify the anticipated permanent and
temporary wetland impacts by wetland type in the rural portion of the proposed project.
Tables 5 and 6 (Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type — Ronan) identify the anticipated
permanent and temporary wetland impacts by wetland type in the Ronan segment of the
proposed project.
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Table 3. Estimated permanent wetland impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
rural portion of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor ?,

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Pothole Wetlands
Group 1 Group Group 3 | Irrigation Roadside Ninepipe
Alternative  Riparian 2 Features Ditches Reservoir Total
No Action 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Rural 1 15(3.6) 0.8(1.9) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 0.7(1.8) 1.5(3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.0 (14.8)
(0.7)

Rural 2 1.5 (3.6) 0.87 0.3 0.1(0.4) 0.8(1.9) 1.5 (3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.0 (14.9)
1.9 0.7)

Rural 3 (PA)D 15(36) 0.8(19) 03(0.7) 0.1(04) 0.8 (2.1) 1.7 (4.3) 1.0 (2.6) 6.3 (15.5)

Rural 4 1.7 (42) 08(19) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 08(21) 1.8 (4.4) 1.0 (2.6) 6.5 (16.1)
0.7)

Rural 5 1.8(4.3) 0.8(19) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 08(2.1) 1.5(3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.4 (15.8)
(0.7)

Rural 6 1.7 (4.2) 0.86 0.6 0.1(0.4) 1.2(3.0) 1.9 (4.8) 1.0 (2.6) 7.4 (18.2)
(1.9 (1.4)

Rural 7 1.4(35) 0.2(06) 0.6 00(0.1) 0.8(2.0) 1.6 (4.0) 0 47 (11.7)
(1.4)

Rural 8 2.01 1.1 (2.8)) 0.4 0.2(0.4) 0.8(2.0) 1.8 (4.4) 1.3(3.2) 7.6 (18.8)
4.9 (1.2)

Rural 9 30(74) 29(7.2) 0.8 0.2 (0.5) 1.1(2.7) 2.2(5.3) 19(4.7) 12.1 (29.8)
(1.9)

Rural 10 15(3.6) 0.8(1.9) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 0.8(21) 1.5(3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.1 (15.1)
(0.7)

Source US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project SEIS.

These preliminary estimates represent the area of wetland within the proposed project right-of-way that would be filled
post-construction.

The inclusion of a separate bicycle/pedestrian path as part of Alternative 3 (PA) would convert up to 1.7 hectares (4.1
acres) of temporary impacts to permanent impacts. This conversion from temporary to permanent is not reflected in this
table.

Table 4. Estimated temporary wetland impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
rural portion of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor °.

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Pothole Wetlands Irrigation  Roadside Ninepipe
Alternative  Riparian Groupl Group2  Group3 = Features Ditches Reservoir Total

No Action 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Rural 1 1.6(4.0) 30(75 03(0.7) 00(.1) 03(0.7)  0.6(16) 1.0 (2.4) 6.9 (17.0)
Rural 2 16(40) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(0.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.6) 1.0 (2.4) 6.8 (16.9)
Rural 3 (PA)D 16(40) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(0.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.4) 1.0 (2.4) 6.8 (16.8)
Rural 4 1435 30(75 03(0.7) 00(.1) 03(.7) 05(.3) 1.0 (2.4) 6.6 (16.2)
Rural 5 16(339) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.6) 1.0 (2.4) 6.8 (16.8)
Rural 6 1435 30(75 03(0.7) 00(.1) 03(0.7)  0.3(0.7) 1.0 (2.4) 6.2 (15.4)
Rural 7 16(4.0) 38(95) 04(0.9) 00(0.1) 02(.6) 05(1.3) 2.1(5.2) 8.7 (21.4)
Rural 8 14(34) 35(86)) 04(10) 0.0(0.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.5(1.2) 1.0 (2.6) 7.1 (17.6)
Rural 9 1229 30(75 04(1) 00(.1) 03(.8)  02(0.5) 1.1(2.8) 6.3 (15.6)
Rural 10 16(40) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.6) 1.0 (2.5) 6.9 (17.0)

Source US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project SEIS.

These preliminary estimates represent the area of wetland within the proposed project right-of-way that would be
temporarily affected by construction.

The inclusion of a separate bicycle/pedestrian path as part of Alternative 3 (PA) would convert up to 1.7 hectares (4.1
acres) of temporary impacts to permanent impacts. This conversion from temporary to permanent is not reflected in this
table.
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Table 5. Estimated permanent impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
Ronan segment of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor.

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Potholes Irrigation Roadside
Alternative Riparian Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Features Ditches Total
No Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ronan 1 0 NA 0 NA 0.006 (0.014) NA 0.006
(0.014)
Ronan 2 0 NA 0 NA 0.003 (0.008) NA 0.003
(0.008)
Ronan 3 0 NA 0.005 NA 0.002 (0.006) NA 0.007
(0.012) (0.018)
Ronan 4 (PA) 0 NA 0.005 NA 0.002 (0.006) NA 0.007
(0.012) (0.018)
Ronan 5 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0

Note: areas expressed to 2-4 decimal places indicate the small size of the wetland, not the precision of delineation.

Table 6. Estimated temporary impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
Ronan segment of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor.

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Potholes Irrigation Roadside
Alternative Riparian Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Features Ditches Total
No Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ronan 1 0.003 NA 0 NA 0.0004 NA 0.004
(0.008) (0.001) (0.009)
Ronan 2 0.07 NA 0 NA 0.0004 NA 0.008
(0.018) (0.001) (0.019)
Ronan 3 0 NA 0.003 NA 0.001 (0.003) NA 0.004
(0.008) (0.011)
Ronan 4 (PA) 0 NA 0.003 NA 0.001 (0.003) NA 0.004
(0.008) (0.011)
Ronan 5 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0

Note: areas expressed to 2-4 decimal places indicate the small size of the wetland, not the precision of delineation.

Impacts on wetlands within the project corridor vary between the 10 different rural action
alternatives and the 5 different Ronan action alternatives. Table 7 (Total Estimated Wetland
Impacts) identifies the estimated permanent and temporary wetlands impacts for each rural
action alternative, urban action alternative, and the No-Action Alternative.

In response to numerous comments on the draft SEIS the project proponents have agreed to
include a separate bicycle/pedestrian path. Construction of this path would convert up to 1.7
hectares (4.1 acres) of temporary impacts already addressed herein to permanent impacts.

Impact avoidance and minimization measures as well as compensatory mitigation are
discussed in Section 3.D.5 of this evaluation.
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Table 7. Total Estimated Wetland Impacts.

Alternative Estimated Wetland Impacts in hectares (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total

No-Action 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Rural 1 6.0 (14.8) 6.9 (17.0) 12.9 (31.8)
Rural 2 6.0 (14.9) 6.8 (16.9) 12.9 (31.8)
Rural 3 (PA)? 6.3 (15.5) 6.8 (16.8) 13.1 (32.3)
Rural 4 6.5 (16.1) 6.6 (16.2) 13.1 (32.3)
Rural 5 6.4 (15.8) 6.8 (16.8) 13.2 (32.6)
Rural 6 7.4 (18.2) 6.2 (15.4) 13.6 (33.6)
Rural 7 4.7 (11.7) 8.7 (21.4) 13.4 (33.1)
Rural 8 7.6 (18.8) 7.1(17.6) 14.7 (36.4)
Rural 9 12.1 (29.8) 6.3 (15.6) 18.4 (45.4)
Rural 10 6.1 (15.1) 6.9 (17.0) 13.0 (32.1)
Ronan 1 0.004 (0.01) 0.004 (0.01) 0.01 (0.02)
Ronan 2 0.004 (0.01) 0.008 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03)
Ronan 3 0.008 (0.02) 0.004 (0.01) 0.01 (0.03)
Ronan 4 (PA) 0.008 (0.02) 0.004 (0.01) 0.01 (0.03)
Ronan 5 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Note: areas expressed to 2-4 decimal places indicate the small size of the wetland, not the precision of delineation.

The inclusion of a separate bicycle/pedestrian path as part of Alternative 3 (PA) would convert up to 1.7 hectares (4.1
acres) of temporary impacts to permanent impacts. This conversion from temporary to permanent is not reflected in this
table.

¢) Mud Flats

There are no mud flats in the project area, and the proposed project will not create any new
mud flats.

d) Vegetated Shallows

These are areas that are permanently inundated and support rooted, aquatic vegetation. These
areas are generally classified as wetlands. There are no vegetated shallows in the project
corridor, and the proposed project will not create any new vegetated shallows.

e) Riffle and Pool Complexes

Riffle and pool complexes occur when the gradient of the stream channel varies from steep to
shallow. Within the project corridor, Post Creek is the only stream with riffle and pool
complexes. The habitat within the project corridor is mainly riffle habitat with lateral scour
pools and deeper pools under the Post Creek bridge on US 93. Post Creek is a tributary to
Mission Creek which is part of the larger Lower Flathead River Watershed.

The primary potential impacts on riffle and pool complexes within the Post Creek channel
would occur during removal of the existing bridge. Cofferdams may be installed to isolate
the existing bridge abutments from the stream channel during their removal. Cofferdams are
described in Section 2.F.2. After the existing bridge structure is removed the stream channel
would be stabilized to maintain its current alignment and configuration and impacts on the
existing riffle and pool complexes are not expected.

3.D.2 Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species and Their Habitats

The Biological Assessment: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b) has been
submitted to the USFWS, and the Federal Highway Administration and MDT have since completed
the formal consultation process for the proposed project. The USFWS issued a biological opinion on
August 29, 2005 for the effects to the threatened bull trout and grizzly bear due to the proposed
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project (USFWS 2005), and issued a biological opinion on June 27, 2006 for the effects to bull trout
critical habitat (USFWS 2006). Consultation for these species remains valid for the proposed project.

Nine listed species may occur in the project area; however, for several species, there is no suitable
habitat and they are not known in the project area. These species include Ute ladies’-tress, water
howellia, slender moonwort, Canada lynx, and Spalding’s catchfly. Therefore, these species are not
further addressed in this section. On July 9, 2007 the bald eagle was removed from the list of
threatened and endangered wildlife under the ESA by the USFWS. Although the 404 (b)(1)
evaluation in the draft SEIS included a thorough analysis of impacts to bald eagles as a result of this
project, they are no longer discussed in this section on threatened and endangered species due to the
recent delisting. For information regarding bald eagles in the project vicinity see Section 3.D.3
Effects on Other Animals. Grizzly bear, gray wolf, and bull trout also may occur in the project area
or there is suitable habitat for theses species in the project corridor. Additional information on these
species is provided below.

a) Grizzly Bears

The project corridor is located on the western front of the Northern Continental Divide grizzly bear
recovery area, which roughly corresponds with the northern Rocky Mountain Range. While the
project corridor is not located within the recovery area, grizzly bears range into the Ninepipe/Ronan
area in the spring (May 30) through late fall (end of October) (Becker 2003c personal
communication).

The Ninepipe/Ronan area provides a variety of foraging opportunities including eggs, small
mammals, succulent aquatic vegetation and tubers. In summer 1998, a bear was observed foraging at
the reservoir edge after the water had receded and was later determined to have been foraging on
snails (Becker 2003a personal communication). There is some evidence that bears are particularly
attracted to the area when mouse populations in the wildlife management grasslands are peaking,
approximately every five years.

The habitat appears to provide an escape area for young dispersing males or females with cubs
evading aggressive male bears. The number of grizzly bears in the area is highly variable and
generally ranges from 1 to 4 individuals. Grizzly bears likely access the area from the Mission
Mountains via the Post Creek riparian area and perhaps the Crow Creek riparian area. Once they are
in the area, many bears are compelled to cross US 93. In addition, bears reported in the Moiese Hills
west of Charlo likely cross US 93 in the Ninepipe/Ronan area. One grizzly bear has been struck and
killed in the Ninepipe/Ronan area in the last 5 years. Two were killed in the Post Creek vicinity in
the same general location in 2001 and 2002.

Some bears in the Ninepipe/Ronan area appear to use the habitat around the refuge without dispersing
much farther west. There is limited habitat available west of the project vicinity, and the risk of
human-bear conflicts is greater.

Effects of the action alternatives on grizzly bears include an increased risk of human-bear conflicts
during construction, disturbance of foraging habits during construction, minor loss of habitat, a
potential decrease in habitat value for some areas adjacent to the corridor, a period of continued
mortality on the roadway until bears learn to use the new structures, and an impediment to grizzly
bear movement through the corridor for some individual bears.

All of the action alternatives would require temporary construction staging areas, including offices
and lodging, which may attract bears if food is not properly stored and disposed. Alternatives with
wider lane configurations (Alternative Rural 8 and Alternative Rural 9) may require slightly longer to
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construct and so staging areas may be required for a longer period of time. However, contractors and
construction crews would be instructed on the need and techniques for proper sanitation in grizzly
bear habitat, and all grizzly bear sightings would be reported to Tribal Wildlife Program biologists.

Construction activities in the project corridor may cause grizzly bears to avoid foraging habitats near
construction sites. Alternatives with wider lane configurations (Alternative Rural 8 and Alternative
Rural 9) would disturb a larger area and may deter bears from a greater area of habitat. Construction
of the raised parkway under Alternative Rural 7 would likely require a longer construction period to
complete than the other alternatives due to the extended length of raised roadway and subsequent
removal of the existing roadway, which may deter bears for a longer period of time than required for
the other action alternatives. Because the habitat in the project area does not represent key habitat for
the survival of bears in the region and use of the area is highly variable and unpredictable from year
to year, disruption of grizzly bear access to project area habitats is expected to have a minor effect on
bears (Becker 2003a personal communication).

Large amounts of roadway fill would be removed below the raised parkway to restore and reconnect
habitat and would require extensive hauling to dispose of the excavated material. Disposal locations
have not yet been identified. Alternative Rural 7 is expected to generate the greatest amount of fill
requiring disposal, which may cause additional impacts on bears depending on the location of offsite
disposal. As long as disposal sites are not in or near habitats frequented by bears, i.e., apple orchards,
riparian corridors, or the Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge, activities at disposal sites would not
have a substantial effect on bears.

The proposed project would result in the minor loss of habitat areas in the corridor that may support
use by bears. Bears are most likely to use the wildlife management grasslands, fruit trees, and some
wetlands with tuberous species. Therefore, action alternatives with the greatest impacts on wetlands
and wildlife management grasslands would have the greatest effect on grizzly bears (Alternatives
Rural 8 and 9). Although the Preliminary Preferred Alternative includes a passing lane in a portion of
the Ninepipe segment, construction would mostly occur within the existing right-of-way, and few
new areas of grassland would be directly affected. Loss of habitat in the project area would likely
have a minor effect on bears given the nature of their use of the area (limited and highly variable from
year to year). Further, this habitat does not represent key habitat important for the survival of bears in
the region (Becker 2003a personal communication). Because bears generally avoid roadways, a
greater area of habitat would be reduced in value with the operation of a wider roadway surface. This
impact would be greatest for the wider lane configuration (Alternatives Rural 8 and 9) because the
zone of influence would comprise a greater area.

Under existing conditions, bears must cross over the roadway to access habitats on the west side of
the corridor. Some bears appear to regularly cross the US 93 corridor in the Ninepipe area. Direct
effects of roadway projects usually include a contribution to the impediment of wildlife movement
through the road corridor and increased risk of mortality associated with wildlife/vehicle collisions.
However, the proposed action includes several wildlife crossing areas aimed at reducing
fragmentation of habitats in the project area, facilitating wildlife movement through the corridor, and
preventing wildlife/vehicle mortality. The effectiveness of these structures in reducing or preventing
grizzly bear/vehicle mortality and providing grizzly bears access to habitats on the other side of the
roadway is unknown. In Canada, researchers have documented limited use of crossing structures
underneath the Trans Canada Highway and grizzly bears have been observed digging under fencing
or circumventing fencing to cross over the roadway (Clevenger 1998; Gibeau and Heuer 1996).
Similar results were presented in Florida, where black bears preferred to cross roadways beyond the
fenced areas (Roof and Wooding 1996).
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The proposed project does not include fencing in the Ninepipe segment, so bears would not be
precluded from crossing over the roadway. Therefore, at least in the near-term as bears learn to use
the crossing areas, the level of risk of bear/vehicle mortality may not change. However, as traffic
levels in the corridor increase, the barrier effect of the road is likely to increase, deterring more
individuals from attempting to cross over the road and further disrupting movement patterns.
Conversely, this deterrence would also likely reduce the level of mortality for all wildlife in the
corridor.

Several structures in the project corridor would be located on protected lands managed specifically
for wildlife, further improving the potential for their use by bears. Alternatively, if bears are attracted
to the wildlife crossing structures, more individuals may choose to access habitats on the west side of
the corridor, which could render them susceptible to human-bear conflicts. In general, the CSKT
Wildlife Program tries not to influence or encourage bear movements to the west side of the corridor,
because habitat quality is low and there is an increased risk of human-bear conflicts (Becker 2003a
personal communication).

Because of the wide range of variables (traffic levels, quality of habitat, structure type and length,
proximity of human threats or threats by adult male bears, availability of cover, etc.) that influence a
bears decision to cross a road corridor or use a crossing structure (bridge or culvert) it is not possible
to predict the optimum structure for grizzly bear or other wildlife use in the project corridor. All of
the major structure options proposed for the action alternatives, including those proposed for the
Preliminary Preferred Alternative, include a range of structure types (short bridges, extended bridges,
and enlarged culverts) to accommodate passage by large animals.

The Biological Assessment: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b)
provides additional analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, interrelated and interdependent
actions, and coordination measures to minimize impacts to grizzly bears. The USFWS determined
that the proposed project would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the North
Continental Divide Ecosystem population of grizzly bears.

b) Gray Wolf

There are no known den or rendezvous sites in the project corridor and no packs are present in the
project vicinity (Soukkala 2001 personal communication; USFWS et al. 2002). Wolves are reported
sporadically in the Flathead Valley, although most observations are reported from the vicinity of MT
200 or the base of the Mission Mountains (Becker 2003a personal communication; Soukkala 2001
personal communication).

Wolf use of the Ninepipe Area is not reported (Becker 2003a personal communication; Soukkala
2001 personal communication). Wolves do cross the US 93 corridor and are primarily reported to
cross in the Evaro area. However, wolves could use the Post Creek riparian area as a travel corridor
and attempt to cross the US 93 corridor at that location.

Construction of the action alternatives would not directly affect wolf packs or denning activities as
there are no reports of this type of activity in the project area. Individual wolves may enter the Post
Creek area to cross US 93, but crossings by wolves in this area are not currently reported.
Construction activities for all action alternatives may deter wolves from the project area should an
individual attempt to cross the highway corridor within the Post Creek riparian area.

Gray wolves are not reported to cross the US 93 corridor in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project area;
therefore, operation of the action alternatives is not expected to affect wolves. Further, should gray
wolves pursue opportunities to cross the US 93 corridor in the project area, proposed crossing
structures would facilitate their ability to make a safe and secure crossing.
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The sizes and locations of the proposed crossing structures were determined based on structures that
are functioning in other locations for similar target species. Therefore, all of the proposed structure
options meet the minimum requirements to facilitate wildlife movement through the corridor for the
species targeted for the crossing site.

¢) Bull Trout

Bull trout may occur in the project area in Post Creek. Historically the Mission Creek drainage,
including Post Creek, was one of the most important spawning tributaries for bull trout residing
between Flathead Lake and the Clark Fork River (CSKT 2000).

There is little information available on the life history of bull trout residing in Post Creek. It is
assumed that bull trout using Post Creek have always been of the migratory form (CSKT 2000).
McDonald Reservoir, located at the headwaters of Post Creek, currently supports an isolated,
migratory population of bull trout. This population spawns in Post Creek above the reservoir. Redd
counts have averaged 23 redds per year since 1986 (MBTSG 1996).

Actual occurrence within Post Creek below the reservoir is not well known. Electroshocking of the
mainstem of Post Creek has produced very few bull trout, and less than 50 individuals are assumed to
use the stream (CSKT 2000). In general, numbers are thought to increase from the mouth of the
creek to the headwaters near McDonald Reservoir (Evarts 2003 personal communication). It is not
known if the bull trout present are a result of outmigration from McDonald Reservoir, migrants from
the Jocko River population that have entered through the Pablo feeder canal (the Pablo feeder canal is
an irrigation canal that intercepts numerous streams in the project vicinity and may transport fish from
other systems into Post Creek), or individuals migrating from the Flathead River. Captures of bull
trout immediately below the dam suggest that the McDonald Reservoir population exports individuals
into Post Creek, but the low numbers found in the stream suggest that bull trout are not successfully
spawning below the reservoir (CSKT 2000). Three individuals were captured in 1984 and 1985
moving from the Flathead River into Mission Creek (USDOE 1986), but movement into Post Creek
was considered unlikely due to degraded water quality in the lower reaches. There is not enough
information to determine the status of the species in Post Creek below the dam, but occurrence of
small numbers within the project reach is assumed. Little spawning and rearing habitat occurs in the
area of US 93 and use of the stream in this area is most likely limited to migration.

The primary effects of construction on bull trout for all action alternatives are associated with
construction of the wildlife crossing structures at Post Creek. The risk of increased deposition of
eroded sediments in Post Creek and its tributaries would be greatest for Alternative Rural 7, followed
by the other rural action alternatives. This is attributed to the extent of roadway fill that would be
removed to construct the multi-span structures. Implementation of BMPs and erosion control
methods would reduce but not eliminate sediment input to Post Creek during construction.

The Biological Assessment: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b)
provides additional analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, interrelated and interdependent
actions, and coordination measures to minimize impacts to bull trout. The USFWS determined that
the proposed project would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Columbia Basin
distinct population segment of bull trout.

d) Bull Trout Critical Habitat

Bull trout critical habitat was proposed for the Klamath River and Columbia River distinct population
segments in November 2002. Within this project’s action area, Post Creek was included in the
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proposed rule for critical habitat. However, when the final critical habitat designation was issued in
October 2004, no critical habitat for bull trout in Montana was included.

On September 26, 2005 the USFWS again designated critical habitat for the Klamath River,
Columbia River, Jarbidge River, Coastal-Puget Sound, and Saint Mary-Belly River populations of
bull trout in the coterminous United States pursuant to the Act. This final designation totals
approximately 6,161 kilometers (3,828 miles) of streams, 57,958 hectares (143,218 acres) of lakes in
Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington, and 1,585 kilometers (985 miles) of shoreline paralleling
marine habitat in Washington. This rule became effective October 26, 2005 and includes areas in
Montana that were not included in the October 2004 designation, including Post Creek.

The Biological Assessment: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b) was
completed prior to the designation of critical habitat within the project area. Consultation was
reinitated with the USFWS to address effects of the project on bull trout critical habitat in November
2005.

Critical habitat consists of physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the species
(primary constituent elements [PCEs]) and that may require special management considerations or
protection. When assessing potential effects on bull trout critical habitat, biologists provide an
analysis of effects on the PCEs and related habitat indicators. Eight PCEs have been established for
bull trout critical habitat. The proposed action alternatives will impact three of these.

Analysis for the proposed US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project found that activities
associated with this project were likely to result in short-term impacts to the habitat indicators
sediment, substrate embeddedness, and streambank conditions but would ultimately maintain or
improve these indicators in the long-term. These impacts are anticipated to result in a minor short-
term degradation and a long-term restoration of the sediment and substrate embeddedness indicator
and subsequent PCE 3, substrates of sufficient amount, size, and composition to ensure success of egg
and embryo overwinter survival, fry emergence, and young-of-the-year and juvenile survival. These
impacts are also anticipated to result in a minor short-term degradation and a long-term restoration of
the streambank conditions at least within the immediate project area. Effects on subsequent PCE 1,
water temperatures that support bull trout use, would likely remain unchanged while effects on
subsequent PCE 2, complex stream channels with features such as woody debris, side channels,
pools, and undercut banks to provide a variety of depths, velocities, and instream structure, would
likely improve because fill would be removed from the floodplain at the bridge crossing. The project
would also result in long-term degradation of habitat indicator road density and location. However,
there are no subsequent PCEs for this indicator. The impacts associated with the proposed action are
not discountable, insignificant, or entirely beneficial. As such, the proposed action alternatives may
affect and are likely to adversely affect critical habitat for bull trout in Post Creek.

3.D.3 Effects on Other Animals

The assorted grasslands, wetlands, and uplands in the US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor
provide excellent habitat for a diversity of mammals, birds, amphibians, and fish species.

The primary effects on animals will result from construction activities. Increased noise, increased
human activity, vegetation removal, and operation of large equipment during construction would
result in the displacement or elimination of wildlife within the project corridor and adjacent suitable
habitats. Roadway reconstruction would also result in the direct loss of upland and wetland wildlife
habitat. The majority of habitat affected is within the right-of-way and is already of lesser value to
wildlife. The expected benefits of the proposed project for animals include: reduced fragmentation of

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 38 Skillings-Connolly
MDT NH-F 5-1 (9) 6F
Control No. B744



Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

upland and wetland habitats in the road corridor; reduced mortality of terrestrial wildlife from
vehicular collisions; and increased crossings of the road corridor by wildlife.

Five rare species of birds and one rare species of fish are known to occur within the vicinity of the
project area. The common loon has been observed in the project area, but there are no known nesting
loons present. The Caspian tern has been observed in the project area, but there are no known
breeding terns present. It is anticipated that impacts to both of these species will be limited to
avoidance of the project area due to construction activity disturbance. Forster’s tern nests in the
project area and, in some years, is reported to use the small islands adjacent to the Ninepipe Reservoir
bridge on US 93. Initiation of construction activities during the nesting period could cause adult terns
to abandon their nest, resulting in the loss of that year’s young. Trumpeter swans do not nest in the
project area and areas where they are currently concentrating are a sufficient distance from the
corridor that construction activities for all action alternatives are not expected to affect them (Becker
2003a personal communication).

A nesting pair of bald eagles occurs approximately 0.8 km (0.5 miles) from the corridor (Morrison-
Maierle 1995; Becker 2003b personal communication). Under all of the action alternatives, no direct
effects on nesting bald eagles are expected as a result of construction. Nest sites in the project area
are a sufficient distance from the corridor that construction activities are not expected to disrupt
nesting activities. The wintering period for bald eagles is generally between October 31 and March
31. Construction activities typically shut down for the majority of this time period, although this may
vary from year to year. Construction in the winter season, prior to freeze-up, may cause eagles to
avoid the immediate project corridor, but is not expected to preclude them from foraging
opportunities. Construction activities would cease during the freeze-up period in the winter season;
therefore, no effect on wintering bald eagles is expected during this time period. Construction may
resume once the region has largely thawed, but by this time eagles are expected to be returning to
their nesting territories and are not expected to be affected by construction activities. While the
species of concern designation affords no protection, the bald eagle is protected under the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act. Newly issued National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS
2007) will be followed to protect this species.

Westslope cutthroat trout are not known to occur in the project area, but are present in the headwaters
of Crow Creek. If these species are present downstream of the project corridor, they could be
affected by sediment loading and increases in turbidity.

The Biological Resources Report: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005a)
provides additional information on project area animals and their habitat.

3.D.4 Effects on Terrestrial Plants

Portions of plant communities will be lost as a result of wetland filling, which will locally reduce
forage production and photosynthesis (primary production). This reduction will have a negligible
impact on wildlife and livestock given the small acreage of plant communities that will be disturbed
or destroyed, and the dispersal of the disturbance sites throughout the corridor.

Surveys for 14 rare plants were conducted in July 2002 and results were reported in Rare Plant
Survey: US 93 Ronan to St. Ignatius (Ecosystem Research Group 2002). Only one rare species was
identified in the project corridor: Oregon checker-mallow. All of the action alternatives will have a
direct impact on identified populations. It has been recommended that where impacts on these plants
are unavoidable, they should be excavated, preserved, and replaced after construction.
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Increases in disturbed roadside areas from increases in right-of-way may provide additional habitat
for noxious or invasive weeds. Exposed soils in uplands or wetlands would be susceptible to
colonization by noxious and invasive weeds.

3.D.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

This section summarizes actions taken to avoid and minimize impacts on aquatic ecosystems and
organisms. The actions summarized in Sections 3.A.6, 3.B.5, and 3.C.4 are also applicable.

a) Avoidance and Minimization Measures Included in Design

Numerous measures have been incorporated into the preliminary roadway design to minimize impacts
on wetland habitats in the project corridor. These measures include:

. All of the proposed wildlife crossing structures would enhance fisheries
resources by opening a greater portion of the floodplain and allowing areas to be
restored, which would improve hydrologic connections and provide greater
vegetative cover on the stream banks and in riparian wetlands.

. The proposed preliminary design reviewed the possibility for steepened roadway
slopes to minimize impacts on key features in the project corridor. Proposed
approximate locations are shown in Appendix A. During final design, the areas
will be further investigated to determine if the proposed preliminary design is
practicable and feasible. If during final design there are areas that slopes can be
safely steepened, they would be incorporated into the proposed project’s plans.
(Note: Slope steepening would require approval from the MDT Highways
Engineer and FHWA through the design exceptions process). These steeper
slopes would reduce the width of the roadway footprint and consequently reduce
impacts on wetlands.

. The proposed project would add culverts and increase bridge lengths and culvert
sizes at major wetland and stream crossings to improve hydrologic connections.

. Retaining walls are proposed in the preliminary design through the center of the
two kettle ponds to minimize impacts.

. The proposed project would implement wetland and stream restoration at wildlife
crossing structures.

b) Additional Mitigation Measures Required

MDT requires that all construction activities within and adjacent to wetlands adhere to the BMPs
outlined in the MDT standard specifications and described in the SWPPP, which is prepared for all
projects disturbing more than 0.4 hectares (1 acre) of land area.

The MDT standard specifications place numerous restrictions on the contractor’s activities in an
attempt to avoid and minimize impacts on aquatic resources. For example, avoidance is achieved by
limiting certain activities to upland areas rather than wetlands when feasible.

Minimization of impacts is achieved in many ways including limiting the total area that may be
disturbed at any one time and seeding exposed soils as soon as practicable after work is complete,
which minimizes the potential for increased deposition of eroded sediments in wetlands.
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MDT and their contractor are required to prepare a SWPPP to be implemented during construction.
This plan requires a description of BMPs to reduce soil erosion, to reduce site sediment loss, and to
manage construction generated wastes, thereby reducing the risk to water quality in project area
wetlands.

Additional mitigation measures can be added to the special provisions for the contractor to minimize
project impacts on wetlands and streams including the following:

. Install preservation fencing to prevent unnecessary vegetation clearing and
minimize intrusion into surrounding habitats

. Conform to the invasive weed plan prior to initiating any construction activity

. Where appropriate, salvage wetland vegetation from construction areas and store
for use in revegetation activities.

. Work in project area streams would comply with appropriate work windows as
determined by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CSKT
biologists.

Permits for unavoidable placement of fill in wetlands would be required from CSKT under the
Aguatic Lands Conservation Ordinance 87A and from the USACE, under Section 404 of the federal
Clean Water Act. As part of the permitting process, compensatory mitigation is required to
compensate for unavoidable impacts. Where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation could be provided
by creating, enhancing, and/or restoring wetland habitat of a similar type and function to what was
lost. The USACE requires that all wetland impacts be compensated at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for
restoration and creation of wetlands. The USACE does not regulate impacts on isolated wetlands
(i.e., those wetlands that are hydrologically isolated from waters of the United States). The CSKT
Shoreline Protection Office regulates activities that have the potential to impact surface waters and
wetlands of the Flathead Indian Reservation. The CSKT Shoreline Protection Office requires
unavoidable impacts on wetlands to be compensated at a greater than 1:1 ratio by preserving,
restoring, creating, or enhancing wetlands. Minimum compensation ratios required by CSKT for
unavoidable impacts are shown in Table 8. Regardless of jurisdiction, Executive Order 11990
requires MDT to account for all wetland losses. Therefore, MDT would ultimately seek to replace all
wetlands affected by the proposed project. Precise wetland impact quantities and final wetland
mitigation strategy will be determined in the final design phase of this project.

Table 8. Minimum compensation ratios required by CSKT for unavoidable wetland
impacts.
Impacted Wetland Type Preservation Restoration Enhancement Creation

Forested and Shrub

Emergent and Open Water

Pre-project 3:1
Post-project 4:1
Pre-project 2:1
Post-project 3:1

Pre-project 2.5:1
Post-project 3.5:1
Pre-project 1.5:1
Post-project 2.5:1

Pre-project 4:1
Post-project 5:1
Pre-project 3:1
Post-project 4:1

Pre-project 4:1
Post-project 5:1
Pre-project 3:1
Post-project 4:1

Source: CSKT 1999
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3.D.6 Compensatory Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts

Permits for unavoidable placement of fill in wetlands would be required from CSKT under the
Aguatic Lands Conservation Ordinance (ALCO) 87A and from the USACE, under Executive Order
11990, and section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. As part of the permitting process,
compensatory mitigation is required when avoidance or minimization is infeasible through project
design. Where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation could be provided by creating, enhancing, and/or
restoring wetland habitat of a similar type and function to what was lost. The Corps of Engineers
requires that all wetland impacts be compensated at a ratio of 1:1 for restoration and creation of
wetlands. The USACE does not regulate impacts on isolated wetlands (i.e., those wetlands that are
hydrologically isolated from waters of the United States). The CSKT ALCO program regulates all
wetland types on the reservation. Minimum compensation ratios required by CSKT for unavoidable
impacts are shown in Table 8. Regardless of jurisdiction, Executive Order 11990 requires MDT to
account for all wetland losses. Therefore, MDT would ultimately seek to replace all wetlands
affected by the proposed project.

Compensation for unavoidable impacts to wetlands would involve mitigation activities to develop
wetland credits to offset the impacts. A wetland mitigation effort is underway for the remainder of
the US 93 Evaro to Polson corridor and it could be used as a model for the proposed project. Onsite
opportunities for wetland mitigation, such as those associated with the proposed crossing structures,
could be pursued first to increase permeability across the roadway corridor, restore wetland systems,
and restore overall wetland connectivity in the project area. CSKT planting plans for areas at wildlife
crossings would include appropriate (shade-tolerant) species for planting adjacent to any bridges.
Offsite wetland mitigation opportunities could be pursued if additional replacement wetlands are
needed after all onsite mitigation opportunities are considered. Offsite wetland mitigation sites
established through wetland mitigation reserve agreements between CSKT and MDT for the US 93
Evaro to Polson may provide suitable offsite mitigation for the proposed project as well.

3.D.7 Monitoring of Mitigation Actions

Monitoring and maintenance of mitigation sites would be completed in accordance with the standard
MDT Monitoring Plan.

3.E. POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON HUMAN USE CHARACTERISTICS

Access to the Ninepipe recreational fishing access would be temporarily affected during construction.
No long-term effects on fishing grounds as habitat are expected.

The proposed project will not adversely affect municipal, private, or potential water supplies. Private
wells are used for domestic and agricultural purposes within the project area. The proposed action
will not affect the quality or productivity of these water supplies.

While the proposed project may require the acquisition of some Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge or
adjacent wildlife management lands, it will not decrease the value of these lands. The proposed
wildlife crossing structures are expected to enhance the overall value of these lands by increasing
connectivity and wildlife movement between each side of the corridor.

Construction activities would affect the aesthetic value of the corridor. Operation of the widened
roadway is not expected to affect the aesthetic view from the roadway. Views of the roadway would
be affected by a widened roadway, with wider lane configurations having a greater effect than
narrower lane configurations.
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3.F. DETERMINATION OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ON THE AQUATIC
ECOSYSTEMS

The geographic area considered for the analysis of cumulative effects on wetlands and stream habitats
includes all watersheds in the project area, which support wetlands in the project corridor. This
includes the Mission Creek watershed and the Crow Creek watershed.

Most past actions have contributed to some degree of loss of wetland area and decreases in wetland
functions. Some of these past losses have been offset by the preservation of the Ninepipe National
Wildlife Refuge and the subsequent protection of adjacent lands. Present actions, as well as future
actions, would also likely result in incremental losses in wetland habitat in the project area, with the
exception of abandonment of Duck Road, which could yield a net increase in wetlands if the area is
used for compensatory wetland mitigation. The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project would minimize and
avoid impacts on wetlands to the extent feasible and would restore hydrologic connectivity in
numerous wetland systems, including connectivity with streams and floodplains. However, the
project would also result in the cumulative loss of wetland habitat within the project corridor.
Adverse impacts on wetlands would be mitigated through wetland compensation to restore or create
additional wetland acreage.

Past road construction has resulted in poorly placed culverts and undersized culverts in the project
corridor. The proposed action along with the US 93 Evaro to Polson project would rectify impacts on
streams from past actions by replacing several culverts with bridges or enlarged culverts to improve
hydrologic connectivity in the system and by restoring streams in the highway right-of-way.

All of these construction projects may contribute to cumulative downstream sedimentation in project
area streams during construction. With implementation of the improved structures, the cumulative
effect of these projects on fisheries resources is expected to be an improvement in the existing
condition.

3.G. DETERMINATION OF SECONDARY EFFECTS ON THE AQUATIC
ECOSYSTEMS

Secondary effects are effects on an aquatic ecosystem that are associated with a discharge of dredged
or fill materials but do not result from the actual placement of the dredged or fill material. The most
significant secondary effect with the proposed project would result from surface runoff. In order to
comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act, MDT and the contractor would obtain an
NPDES General Permit for Discharge from Large and Small Construction Activities regulated by
U.S. EPA and CSKT to control sediment discharge and erosion during construction projects. This
permit is required to protect water quality and requires the completion of a SWPPP. The SWPPP
requires a description of BMPs and stormwater management controls appropriate for the construction
site including measures to reduce soil erosion, reduce site sediment loss, and manage some of the
more common construction-generated wastes and construction-related toxic materials. In addition,
stormwater facilities would be included in the final design for the proposed project to reduce the long-
term impact of roadway runoff pollutants on sensitive receiving waters. Stormwater facilities would
be maintained to ensure their continued intended function.

Another secondary effect is the possibility of accidental spills of hazardous materials during
construction activities or during the subsequent use of the facility. However, MDT standard
specifications would require the contractor to establish staging areas a minimum of 15 meters (50
feet) from streams and to implement spill prevention measures during construction near streams. Any
improvements to the existing highway that increase capacity and reduce congestion would decrease

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 43 Skillings-Connolly
MDT NH-F 5-1 (9) 6F
Control No. B744



Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

the chance of these accidental spills resulting from the use of the highway by vehicles transporting
hazardous materials.

LEAST DAMAGING PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE
Rural Alternatives

Three alternatives have fewer total wetland impacts than the preferred alternative (PA): Alternatives
Rural 1, Rural 2, and Rural 10. Alternative Rural 4 has the same overall impact, but slightly higher
permanent and slightly lower temporary impact. Although the Rural 7 alternative has the fewest
permanent impacts on wetlands, it is estimated to cost $147 million dollars more than the next most
expensive alternative (Rural 9) and $162 million more than Rural 3 (PA) (The inclusion of a
separated bike path would add an additional $12 million to the cost of Alternative Rural 3.). If Rural
7 was selected, the additional cost of $162 million could delay the proposed project a minimum of 6
years because there is insufficient funding in the current National Highway System budget for the
local MDT district to support the additional cost. One of the key objectives in the corridor is to
improve safety and delaying the proposed project an additional 6 years would mean the current high
rate of accidents and accident severity in this corridor would continue. Also, the additional cost for
the Rural 7 alternative would delay reconstruction of another 20 to 30 miles of roadway within the
local MDT district, which could also affect the safety of the traveling public. Mitigating an acre of
wetland impact costs an average of $16,000 to $25,000. Assuming the cost is $25,000, the mitigation
savings for the Rural 7 alternative would be $95,000 (for 3.8 acres fewer permanent impacts).
However, the projected savings does not approach the extra cost for constructing the Rural 7
alternative.

Alternatives Rural 1, 2, 7, and 10 have the potential to reduce accidents by 16%, 17.2%, 18.6%, and
20.1% respectively, while Rural 3 (PA) has the potential for reducing accidents by 20.4% The
projected levels of service (LOS) for Alternatives Rural 1, 2, 7, and 10 are D-, D, D+, and D+,
respectively, while the projected LOS for the Rural 3 (PA) is D. The LOS for Rural 3 (PA) and Rural
10 wouldn’t deteriorate to LOS D+ until after 2020, whereas the LOS for Alternatives Rural 1, 2, and
7 would deteriorate more rapidly.

Alternatives Rural 1, 2, 3 (PA), and 10 have similar costs and similar wetland impacts. However,
Alternative 1 does not address the operational or safety needs associated with slow moving vehicles
northbound on Post Creek Hill. Nor does it address the need for southbound passing opportunities
throughout the proposed project and the capacity and safety needs for traffic volumes between
Innovation Lane and the south city limits of Ronan. Alternative Rural 2 addresses the slow moving
vehicle issue northbound on Post Creek Hill but not the need for southbound passing opportunities
throughout the proposed project and the capacity and safety needs for traffic volumes between
Innovation Lane and the south city limits of Ronan. Alternative Rural 10 would address both the
slow moving vehicle issue northbound on Post Creek Hill as well as the need for southbound passing
opportunities while decreasing wetland impacts by approximately 0.2 acre from Alternative Rural 3
(PA); however, following publication of the draft SEIS, 43 agency and public comments were
received that objected to the inclusion of a southbound passing lane through the Ninepipe Wildlife
Refuge. The majority of the comments received cited concerns over wildlife as the reason for
objecting to the passing lane. Alternative Rural 3 (PA) would address both the slow moving vehicle
issue northbound on Post Creek Hill as well as the need for southbound passing opportunities while
increasing wetland impacts by approximately 0.2 to 0.5 acres over Alternatives Rural 1, 2, and 10. In
addition, Alternative Rural 3 would avoid the wildlife concerns associated with Alternative Rural 10.
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Alternative Rural 7 has the least permanent wetland impacts of the considered alternatives; however,
the additional cost of $162 million could delay the proposed project a minimum of 6 years resulting in
ongoing safety concerns in the corridor. The project proponents feel the additional costs of this
alternative make it not practicable. Of the other Rural Alternatives, 1, 2, and 10 have slightly lower
wetland impacts than Alternative Rural 3 (PA); however, Alternative 1 and 2 do not address the
capacity and safety needs of the corridor and Alternative 10 received numerous objections during the
public comment period from agencies and the public citing concerns about impacts to wildlife in the
Ninepipe Wildlife Refuge. For these reasons Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative, has been
chosen as the least damaging practicable alternative for rural portion of the project.

Ronan Alternatives

Ronan Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would have approximately the same wetland impacts (0.02 to 0.03
acres), while Ronan Alternative 5 would not result in wetland impacts.

The projected level of service (LOS) in 2024 for Alternatives Ronan 1 and 2 is C for both northbound
and southbound traffic, for Alternatives Ronan 3 and 4 is B for northbound traffic and C for
southbound traffic, and for Alternative Ronan 5 is D for both northbound and southbound traffic.
Under Alternative Ronan 5, some accident reduction could occur, but most likely it would have the
same effect as the No-Action Alternative and there would be no significant reduction of accidents.

Alternative Ronan 5 has less wetland impacts than the other Ronan alternatives; however, it does not
address the operational or safety needs within the city of Ronan. Alternatives Ronan 1, 2, 3, and 4
(PA) have similar wetland impacts (approximately 0.02 to 0.03 acres); however, Alternatives Ronan 3
and 4 better address operational and safety concerns within the city of Ronan. For these reasons
Alternative Ronan 4, the Preferred Alternative, has been chosen as the least damaging practicable
alternative for the Ronan section of this project.
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APPENDIX F

Table of Impacts on Individual Wetlands



US 93 SEIS Study

Wetlands - Permanent and Temporary Impacts (acres)

Rural 1 Rural 2 Rural 3 Rural 4 Rural 5 Rural 6 Rural 7 Rural 8 Rural 9 Rural 10
Wetland ID |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp
H14A 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 0.4 0.1 03 0.1
H14B 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 0.2 0.0
HI15A 03 0.4 03 0.4 03 04 03 04 03 0.4 03 04 03 03 05 0.1 0.6 0.0 03 0.4
H15C 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
H16A PC 23 13 23 13 23 13 2.8 0.9 3.0 13 2.8 0.9 2.0 13 2.0 13 3.1 12 23 13
H16B PC 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.1 13 11 11 18 0.8 0.0 14
H17A 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 05 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 05 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.0
H17B 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0
Hi7C 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0
H17D 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
HI7E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HI7F 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
H18B 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.1
HI9A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H198B 0.8 03 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 12 0.1 11 0.1 1.0 0.2 12 0.1 0.9 0.2
H20A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
H2LA 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 05 03 03 0.0 0.6
H21B 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 04 0.0 0.2 0.2 03 0.1 04 0.0 03 0.1
H22A 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0
H22B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H22C 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
H23A 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 03 0.0 0.2 0.0 03 0.0 0.2 0.1
H23B 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 03 0.0 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 0.2 0.1
H23C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H24C 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
H24D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H25A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
H26A 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
H268B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H26C 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
H27 A 0.4 03 0.4 03 04 03 0.4 03 0.4 03 0.7 03 0.9 03 05 0.4 08 0.4 0.4 03
H27E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H27G 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 05 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1
H27H 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H271 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
H28A 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 03 0.2 0.2 0.1
H29A NP 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
H30A NP 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 0.0 2.6 19 13 2.8 14 12 14
H30B NP 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 0.0 2.6 13 13 19 14 14 11
H3LA 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 03 0.1 05 0.1 0.1 0.2
H32A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H32B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H32C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H32D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H33A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
H33B 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0
H33C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
H34A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H34B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
H34C 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 03 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2
H34D 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 03 0.2 0.1 0.1
H35A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H358B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H36A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H37A KPL 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 08 0.1 08 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.9 0.1 0.9 0.4 0.6 0.1 0.8
H37B KPL 0.0 08 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 08 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.4 05 0.0 0.8
H38A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H39A 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 03 0.1 0.2
H39B 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 04 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.6 0.2 05 0.7 03 0.2 0.4
H40 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H40B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H 40D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HA40E 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0
HA40F 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
1A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
12A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
13A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
138 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
13C 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1
13D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
14A KP2 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.0 12 0.1 11 0.4 0.9 0.1 1.0
14B_KP2 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 03 2.0 0.0 23
158 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
T6A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
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US 93 SEIS Study

Wetlands - Permanent and Temporary Impacts (acres)

Rural 1 Rural 2 Rural 3 Rural 4 Rural 5 Rural 6 Rural 7 Rural 8 Rural 9 Rural 10
Wetland ID |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp
16D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
17A 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.2
178 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
17¢C 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1
18A 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
188 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 04 0.0 05 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.4
18C 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 03 0.1 0.1 0.1
18D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T9A 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2
198 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
T10A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
T11A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1118 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
111C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
111D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1128 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
1138 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
113C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
113D 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
113E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
113F 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
114 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1148 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
114C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 03 0.0 0.0
115 A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 05 0.2 0.0 0.1
116A CC 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 0.2
116B_cC 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.0 0.7 0.2 05 03 04 0.1 05
117 A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
1178 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
117C 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 03 0.2 0.2 03 0.0 0.1 0.2
117D 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
117E 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
118 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
118 B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
118C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
118 D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T19A 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.1 11 0.1 0.9 0.0
1198 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2
120A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1208 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
120C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
121A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
1218 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0
122A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
1228 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 14.8 17.0 14.9 169 155 16.8 16.1 162 158 16.8 182 154 117 214 18.8 17.6 298 156 151 17.0
Total Perm and Temp 318 318 323 323 326 336 33.1 36.4 45.4 32.1

7130/2007




APPENDIX G

Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating Forms



u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservatian Service

NRCS-CPA-106

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING ? (R 12
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 1211504 ; r —

1. Name of Project 35 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project

5. Federal Agency involved
USDOT - FHWA

2.Type of Project s ahway right-of-way

6. County and State | oy0 County, Missoul

a
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS, 1. Date R Received by NRCS | 2. Person Gompleting Fo
T by ) legu 249 lpY Nea R, Svendsen
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or focal important farmtand? ves & 0 4. Acres Imigated | Average Farm Sze
(i no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete addifonial parts of this form). ~ * s o000 ' 5900
5. Major Crop(s) L . 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
. s Sprmg\.w\uoj\‘ : e . . : -
Acres; 789, 200 % 3795 Acres: 220, 511 %383
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used '

Prcdudf‘wN\! Tudex Frowm Soil Survey N A

9. Name of Local Site Assessment System

i

10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

11&5]os

Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART i (To be completed by Federal Agenc - - T
(T il Y gency) Riral | Rivoul 2 wral 3 Kiial &
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 30 34 42 42
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 0 0 0 0
C. Total Acres In Corridor 30 31 42 42
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information ]
A. Totat Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand i1 1] | L l.le
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Impaortant Farmland 284 26, 3 Y, o Lo, 7
C. Percentage Of Farmiand in County Or Local Govi. Unit To Be Converted Gboet 0,01 65.01 o015 ©0.0l8
D. Percentage OFf Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value =15 GO qo g0
PMVﬁobemeymwﬂmmmm (7 17 11 ‘7
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted {Scale of 0 - 100 Points;
PART V1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) Comidor - Maximurn
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 9 ‘g ]
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed .20 20 20 20 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0 0 0 [i]
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10
6._Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand _ 25 0 0 0 0
7. Availabiility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 5 5
8. On-Fam Investments 20 20 20 120 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 4] 0 0 0
10. Compatibility With Exisfing Agricuftural Use 10 5 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 84 84 84 84
PART VIt (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Fanmiand (From Part V) 100 7 i7 07 17
Total Corridar Assessment (From Part V1 above or a local site 160
assessment) : 84 84 84 84
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 J U1 el {07 el
1. Comidor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Bate Of Selection: 4. Was A Loca! Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [ no E1
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Gomplete a form for each segment with more than one Alterate Corridor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

T NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service . (Rev. 191)
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING :
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS :
BART (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3Dt of Land Evaluation Reauest go45104 | [ sheetZor 4
1. Name of Project 415 93-Ninepipe/Ronan 5 Fﬁdsegg‘-f—efgﬁwxed
. f Proj < = ;
2. Type of Project  Highway right-of-way 6. County and State | ;K@ County, Montana
PART I (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS | 2. Person ()!pmpleﬁng Form
3. Does the cofridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? ves[1 w1 4. Acres Imigated l Average Farm Size
- {fno, the FPPA does nat apply - Do not ¢complete additional parts of this form). ’ ! ' . : o L
5. Major Crop(s) : : : S 6. Fammable Land in Govemment Jurisdiction 7. _Amu‘unt dr Farmlgnd As Defined in FPPA
Acres: % Acres: I v %
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 70, Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART Wl {To be completed by Federal Agency, = .
) wral 5  lRwral & Riral 7 Lural ¥
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Direclly 38 72 143 59
B. Total Acres To Be Converted indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Coridor 38 72 i 43 59
PART WV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information L
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland |ile R VL5 I
B, Total Acres Statewide And Locat important Farmland 2.9 9.9 “Hh g 56D
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.0l 0.072.5 0,015 0,02~
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Turisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value qp 26) g0 g0
pmvnowmﬁ&dwmmmmmﬁmmm 17l i 11 1]
value of Fanmiand to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) 11l
PART Vi {To be completed by Federal Agency} Corridor Maximum {
Assessment Criteriz (These criteria are explained in7 CFR 658.5(c}} | Points |
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 9 |9 ]
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 |20 20
2. Protection Provided By State And Locat Government " 20 ] ] K] 0
5. Sizs of Present Fam Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand 25 0 0 ‘o 0
7. Availablility Of Farm Suppart Services 5 5 5 5 5
8. On-Famm Investments 20 20 20 120 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Supporl Services 25 0 0 ‘0 []
10. Compatibifity With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 5 i 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 84 84 ‘a4 a4
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 {7 {7 |7 |7
Yotal Corridor Assessment {From Part Vi above or a jocal site 160
assessment) 84 84 84 84
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 fines) 260 jof [ol [0 [ o1
1. Comicor Selected: 2. Toial Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. WasALom!SﬂeAmassmeMUsed?
Converted by Project:
ves [ wno [1
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature oF Person Compleling this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Altemate Corridor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRCS-CPA-106

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING (Rev. 181}
_ FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART ! (To be completed by Federal Agency} 3. Date of Lar?d Evaluation Request 12/15/04 r. oheoi3 of_4

1. Name of Project g 93_Ninepipe/Ronan

§. Federal Agency Involved
USDOT - FHWA

2. Type of Project  (ahway right-of-way

6. County and State | ape County, Montana

PART It (To be completed by NRCS)

1. Date Request Received by NRCS | 2. Person Completing Farm

. 3. Doesthe corridor contain brime, unique statewide or locat important farmland?

{If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).’

- . 4. Actes lrrigaiod Average Farm Se
ves [1 wo[]

5. Major Crop(s)
Acres:

6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

7. Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA

% Acres: %

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local

Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART It (To be completed by Federal Agenc - . ==
T gency) Baral 4 |Ruralli (PP Renaiil . |Rendn
A. Total Acres Ta Be Converted Directly . 89 1 38 8 7
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor 89 38 8 7
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 2o /1l {4 /3
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 35.0 14,3 (or | 5.7
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.0\ .00 0,00 O.00 7
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value z2% 90 g0 g o
PARTV(Tobecmﬂe&dbyM&S)LaﬂEvaﬂaﬁonh&:mnﬁmamnehﬁve 11 11 ol |
value of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) !
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Paoints
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 10 10
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 ] 9 [ 6
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 20 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 ] 0 ] 1]
5. Size of Present Fam Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 0 0 0 4]
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 5 5
8. On-Farm Investments 20 20 20 20 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0 0 0.
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricuftural Use 10 5 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS . 160 84 84 76 76
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 |7 17 /7 /7
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part V1 above or a local site 160
assessment) 84 84 76 76
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 101 (o/f 0/ 3 g3
1. Corridor Selected: 2. lotal Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [1 w~o []
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Altermnate Corridor




U.5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRCS-CPA-~106
{Rev. 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

3. Date of Land Evzsluation Hequest

PART (To be completed by Federal Agency) 12115i04 | ‘4» sneclfor_4

i- Name of Project 55 g3_Ninepipe/Ronan
2. Type of Praoject

5. Federal Agency invaived

UsSDOT - FHWA

6. County and Stale § 1o Gounty, Montana
1. Date Request Received by NRCS

Highway right-of-way

PART H (To be completed by NRCS) 2. Person Completing Form

3. Does the corridor eontain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
~{if no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this farm)..
5. Major Crop(s} ) ) :

4. Acres lrigated | Average Farm Size

YES O ne [

8. Farmabie Land in Government Jurisdiction .

‘§7. Amount 9f Farmland As Definec in FPPA
Acres: o, ' ; -

Acres: ; ' Y
8. Name of Local Site Assessment Sysiem

10. Date Land Evaluation Reiurned by NRCS

8. Name Of Land Evaluation Sysiem Used

Alternative Carridor For Segment
PART lit (To be complefed by Federal Agenc;
( Y gency) Renain 3 Ronan 4(PpA )| Ronan & B
A. Total Acres To Be Converled Directly 11 11 i3
B. Total Acres To Be Converled Indireclly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor 11 11 i3 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand /5 [ 5 ‘0.9
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Impaortant Farmtand g, 2 g9.7 2.7
C. Percentage Of Farmiand in County Or Local Govt Unit To Be Cenverted o004 ©0.004 {6.00)
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govl. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value =0 90 Lgo
PART V (7o be completed by NRCS} Land Evaluation Informafion Criterion Relative L7 \7 | ,? :F
value of Farmland io Be Serviced or Converfed (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) :
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Cosridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)}){ Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 10 10 <10
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 6 5 '8
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 120
4. Protection Provided By Stale And Local Government . 20 0. .0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 G G Ie]
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 i
8. On-Farm invesiments 20 20 20 120
o, Effects Of Conversion On Farm Supporl Services 25 0 a g
10. Compatibility With Exisfing Agricuttural Use 10 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 76 76 76 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relalive Value Of Farmland (From Par V) 100 {7 /7 / 7
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part Vi above or a local sile 160
assessment) 76 76 76 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 93 3 93
1. Corridor Selecled: Z. Tolal Acres of Farmiands 1o be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Locat Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [] wo [
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part:

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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Ronan Regional Air Quality Analysis






US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project
Lake County, Montana

Regional and Hotspot Air Quality Analysis

Background

This appendix documents the detailed air quality analysis to satisfy three
requirements of the Clean Air Act and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
guidance: a mobile source air toxics analysis, a regional emissions analysis for
transportation conformity, and a PMjo hotspot analysis for transportation
conformity.

The 1996 US 93 Evaro-Polson Final Environmental Statement and Section 4(f)
Evaluation contains a Polson and Ronan Conformity Determination. A finding of
conformity was made by FHWA on January 31, 1996, based on the analysis
contained in a November 24,1995, Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
memorandum.

In addition to a regional emissions analysis, the conformity rule requires a
project-level hotspot analysis for PMjg, in order to determine whether localized
violations of the PM;, standard are likely. This appendix includes a hot-spot
analysis and a revised conformity analysis based on the preferred alternative for
improvement of US 93 through Ronan.

Acronyms Used

ADT — average daily traffic

DHV — design hour volume

DVMT - daily vehicle miles of travel

MSATSs — mobile source air toxics

PMo — particulate matter of 10 microns or smaller
PA — preferred alternative

VMT — vehicle miles of travel



Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis

In 2006, FHWA released its Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents. This guidance spells out procedures for analysis of mobile source
air toxics (MSAT) pollutants. Under the guidance, a qualitative analysis of likely
MSAT impacts is conducted for roadway projects where the design year traffic
volumes are lower than 140,000 vehicles per day. The traffic volumes
associated with this project are well below the 140,000 ADT threshold (see table
4.1-1). The following discussion documents FHWA’s MSAT analysis.

What are Mobile Source Air Toxics?

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs) are compounds in both gaseous and ultra fine
particle form emitted from vehicles that travel on highways and non-road
equipment like bull dozers, loaders, and diesel generators. Some toxic
compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel
evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted
from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products.
Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline
(EPA420-R-00-023, December 2000).

Health, Federal Regulations and the Reduction of Pollution Over Time

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead Federal Agency for
administering the Clean Air Act and has certain responsibilities regarding the
health effects of MSATs (EPA400-F-92-004, August 1994). In 2001 EPA issued a
Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile
Sources (66 FR 17229, March 29, 2001). This rule was issued under the
authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act, and the rule’s preamble provides
information regarding the effects and control of MSATs. EPA updated this rule in
2007 (72 FR 8427, February 26, 2007).

In the 2001 rule, EPA listed 21 compounds emitted from motor vehicles that are
known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects. EPA
identified six of these pollutants as being responsible for most of the adverse
health risk, and FHWA refers to these pollutants as the “priority” MSATS.
Between 1990 and 2020 EPA predicts that national control programs will reduce
on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, acrolein, and
acetaldehyde by 67 to 87 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel particulate
matter (DPM) emissions by 90 percent. These reductions are due to the benefits
of national mobile source control programs, including requirements for
reformulated gasoline program, a new cap on the toxics content of gasoline, the
national low emission vehicle standards, the Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions
standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and the heavy-duty engine
and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.
These are net emission reductions, that is, the reductions that will be
experienced even after growth in vehicle miles traveled is taken into account.
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National Health and Risk

EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to
these pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a
database of human health effects that may result from exposure to various
substances found in the environment. The IRIS database is located at
http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six prioritized
MSATs was taken verbatim from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence
Characterization summaries and represents the EPA’s most current evaluations
of the potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures.

e Under the proposed revised Carcinogen Risk Assessment Guidelines
(U.S. EPA, 1996), benzene is characterized as a known human
carcinogen.

e Under the Draft Revised Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment
(U.S. EPA, 1999), the potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be
determined because the existing data are inadequate for an assessment
of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation route of
exposure.

e Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited
evidence in humans, and sufficient evidence in animals.

e Under EPA's 1999 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (U.S.
EPA, 1999), 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by
inhalation.

e Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased
incidence of nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in
male and female hamsters after inhalation exposure.

e Using U.S. EPA's revised draft 1999 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk
Assessment (U.S. EPA, 1999), diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be
carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental exposures.
Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel
particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.

MSAT Study Limitations and Limitations

This appendix includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of
this project. However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the
project-specific health impacts of the emission changes associated with the
alternatives in this report. Due to these limitations, the following discussion is
included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding
incomplete or unavailable information:

0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native file\final air quality report 2008 01 05.doc 2



Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. Evaluating the environmental
and health impacts from MSATSs on a proposed highway project would involve
several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in
order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions,
exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated
concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the
estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical
shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination
of the MSAT health impacts of this project.

0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native file\final air quality report 2008 01 05.doc

Emissions: The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor
vehicles are not sensitive to key variables determining emissions of
MSATSs in the context of highway projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to
predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited applicability at the
project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model--emission factors are
projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for
this typical trip. This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability to
predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating condition at a
specific location at a specific time. Because of this limitation, MOBILE 6.2
can only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely
to be present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture
emissions effects of smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model
results are not sensitive to average trip speed, although the other MSAT
emission rates do change with changes in trip speed. Lastly, in its
discussions of PM under the conformity rule, EPA has identified problems
with MOBILEG6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative analysis.

These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate
MSAT emissions. MOBILE 6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting
emissions trends, and performing relative analyses between alternatives
for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to capture the effects
of travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near
specific roadside locations.

Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATSs disperse are also limited.
The EPA's current regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were
developed and validated more than a decade ago for the purpose of
predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to determine
compliance with the NAAQS. The performance of dispersion models is
more accurate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at
some time at some location within a geographic area. This limitation
makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at specific times at
specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess
potential health risk. The National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) is conducting research on best practices in applying
models and other technical methods in the analysis of MSATSs. This work
also will focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and



communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process and to the general
public. Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is
also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in
establishing project-specific MSAT background concentrations.

o« Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and
concentrations of MSATSs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in
current techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis preclude us
from reaching meaningful conclusions about project-specific health
impacts. Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to
accurately calculate annual concentrations of MSATSs near roadways, and
to determine the portion of a year that people are actually exposed to
those concentrations at a specific location. These difficulties are magnified
for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly because unsupportable
assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns
and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-year
period. There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the
existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSATS, because of factors
such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure
data to the general population. Because of these shortcomings, any
calculated difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be
much smaller than the uncertainties associated with calculating the
impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be
useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative
analysis.

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating
Reasonably Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment,
and Evaluation of limpacts Based upon Theoretical Approaches or
Research Methods Generally Sccepted in the Scientific Community.
Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the
effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the
project level. While available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative
emissions changes between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT
emissions from each of the project alternatives and MSAT concentrations or
exposures created by each of the project alternatives cannot be predicted with
enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. Therefore, the
relevance of the unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not possible to
make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would have "significant
adverse impacts on the human environment.”

To date, EPA has not issued specific health impacts based emissions or
exposure level standards. They also have not provided national project level
guidelines or guidance to study MSATs under various climatic and geographic
situations. Such limitations make the study of MSAT concentrations, exposures,
and health impacts difficult and uncertain. Thus, accurate and reliable estimates
of actual human health or environmental impacts from transportation projects and
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mobile source air toxics are not scientifically possible at this time. EPA has also
not established toxicity factors for diesel particulate matter, although one study
asserts that this pollutant accounts for a large portion of MSAT health risk in
certain situations, using toxicity factor that is unique to California.

The analysis of air toxic emissions is an emerging field. The U.S. Department of
Transportation (US DOT) and EPA are currently working to develop and evaluate
the technical tools necessary to perform air toxics analysis, including
improvements to emissions models and air quality dispersion models. Limitations
with the existing modeling tools preclude performing the same level of analysis
that is typically performed for other pollutants, such as carbon monoxide.
FHWA's ongoing work in air toxic emissions includes a research program to
determine and quantify the contribution of mobile sources to air toxic emissions,
the establishment of policies for addressing air toxics in environmental reports,
and the assessment of scientific literature on health impacts associated with
motor vehicle toxic emissions.

Project Level MSAT Emissions Impacts

This project is designed to provide additional roadway capacity to address future
growth in traffic volumes. Because most of the project corridor is rural in nature
and serves travel between different locations in Montana, the project
improvements are not expected to result in a difference in total traffic volumes
between the No-Action and preferred alternatives.

MSAT emissions are generally sensitive to vehicle speed, with higher emissions
rates associated with low speeds. The congestion relief benefits of this project
(see Table 5.1-6) significantly improve future speeds in Ronan, resulting in lower
MSAT emissions. Traffic signals will be installed in up to four locations in the
future as traffic signal warrants are met; these signals will create some vehicle
idling, which would increase MSAT emissions compared to unsignalized
intersections. However, signals would likely be needed in the future under the
No-Action Alternative as well.

The couplet design, because it divides the total traffic volume onto two separate
roadways, will tend to increase emissions along First Avenue SW and decrease
emissions along the existing Highway US 93 corridor relative to the No-Action
Alternative. The one-way street design associated with the couplet will also
reduce idling time associated with vehicles waiting for opportunities to make left
turns. Finally, the wide buffers associated with Alternative Ronan 4 (PA) will
result in lower concentrations of MSATs and other pollutants on the sidewalks,
reducing exposure to these pollutants.

Regardless of which alternative is chosen, FHWA expects lower MSAT
emissions in the future due to EPA’s national vehicle and fuel control programs,
as noted above.
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Regional PM;o Analysis

Since Ronan is a rural PM; nonattainment area and does not have a state
implementation plan (SIP) with emissions budgets for transportation conformity,
FHWA's project-level conformity determination for the project must be
accompanied by a regional emissions analysis demonstrating that emissions
resulting from construction of the project, along with emissions from existing
roadways, must be no greater than 1) emissions associated with not building the
project (e.g., the No-Action alternative) or 2) emissions in calendar year 1990.
The first option was chosen for this analysis. The analysis years include 2030
(the horizon year of the recently-updated statewide transportation plan, 2012
(near-term year), and 2020 (interim year).

A series of observations and calculations have been used in this analysis. Since
Ronan is a small community with no regular program of traffic counts, collector
and local street VMT have been projected using population and VMT data from
Columbia Falls, which is a nearby PM;, area with permanent traffic count
stations. US 93 VMT was calculated directly from data in the EIS. Information on
PMjo emissions was taken from the recent Missoula conformity determination,
since it represents the most recent conformity determination in the western part
of Montana.

General requirements: Latest planning assumptions: This analysis relies on the
most recent available data for the Ronan area. In some cases data for other
locations have been substituted because such data are not collected in Ronan
(for example, road dust emissions factors). In many cases, the data in the SEIS
represent the latest planning assumptions for the area, since it is the most recent
analysis conducted for the area.

General requirements: Latest emissions model: The motor vehicle exhaust,
brake and tire wear emissions rates are based on EPA’s MOBILEG6.2 emissions
model and inputs appropriate for Ronan. In some cases, national defaults were
used in the model (e.g., age distributions, fleet mix) because local Ronan data
were not available. The road dust emissions rates are based on factors from
Missoula, which in turn are based on EPA’s latest AP42 emission factors.

Step 1: Calculate 2000 Ronan Collector and Local VMT Based on Columbia Falls
VMT

This information was calculated by the Montana Department of Transportation
from three permanent traffic counters in Columbia Falls and prorated to Ronan
by population.
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2000 Collector

2000 Population DVMT 2000 Local DVMT
Columbia Falls 3645 40953 30255
Ronan 1812 20359 15040

Step 2: Adjust to 2012, 2020 and 2030 VMT

The 2000 daily VMT estimates were grown to represent future values based on
the 2.8 percent annual traffic growth rate used in the SEIS (page 2-12 of the draft

SEIS)
2000 Annual 2012 2020 2030
Ronan Growth Ronan Ronan Ronan
VMT Factor VMT VMT VMT
Collector 20359 .028 27200 31760 37461
Local 15040 .028 20093 23462 27674

Step 3: Calculate Ronan 2012, 2020 and 2030 Collector and Local Emissions

Since Ronan is a Tribal nonattainment area and has not generated road dust
emissions estimates for use in SIP development, emission rates were taken from
the most recent Missoula conformity analysis. These emission rates are based
on the latest version of EPA’s AP42 emission factor equations for estimating road
dust emissions. Road dust rates are the “unwashed sand” rates from Missoula,
which were considered most representative of conditions in Ronan. Emissions
rates for vehicle exhaust, brake and tire wear for calendar years 2012, 2020 and
2030 were generated using the MOBILE6.2 emissions model.

Emission rates Collectors Ib/VMT Locals Ib/VMT
Road dust 0.02336 0.03040
Exhaust/brake/tire wear (2012) 0.00008 0.00008
Exhaust/brake/tire wear (2020) 0.00006 0.00006
Exhaust/brake/tire wear (2030) 0.00006 0.00006
Total emissions Ib/day (2012) 637.6 612.4
Total emissions Ib/day (2020) 743.8 714.7
Total emissions Ib/day (2030) 877.3 842.9

In addition, a 1991 air quality analysis for Ronan included an emissions estimate
of 144.4 pounds per day for unpaved streets. According to EPA’s AP42
emissions inventory guidance, these estimates include vehicle exhaust, brake
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and tire wear at 1980 emissions rates, which are conservative (high) compared
to emissions in the calendar years examined in the current analysis. The 1991
estimate was adjusted upward to reflect future travel activity using the 2.8
percent traffic growth rate from the SEIS:

2012 PM3, from unpaved Ronan streets = 229.4 Ib/day
2020 PM;, from unpaved Ronan streets = 261.8 Ib/day
2030 PM3p from unpaved Ronan streets = 302.3 Ib/day

Step 4: Calculate US 93 Emissions in 2012, 2020 and 2030

Calendar year 2000 traffic volumes from table 4.1-1 of the SEIS were used in
conjunction with the corridor traffic growth rate to calculate future year emissions
from US 93 itself. To be conservative, the highest reported design hour volume
(1710 vehicles per hour) was used.

Assumptions:
DHV = 10 percent of ADT
Growth rate for US 93 = 2.8 percent per year

2000 ADT =10 (2000 DHV) = 17100 vehicles per day
2012 ADT = 22846 vehicles/day
2020 ADT = 26676 vehicles/day
2030 ADT = 31464 vehicles/day

Emissions are determined based on VMT, not ADT, so the lengths of the various
roadway segments need to be applied to calculate daily VMT. The VMT
estimates for the couplet sections are estimated separately to account for the
application of mitigation in the build scenario (see below). The ADT estimates are
divided by two for the one-way couplet sections.

Length, | 2012 2020 2030
Segment mi VMT VMT VMT
South Corporate Limits to Garfield St 0.5 11423 13338 15732
SB Couplet 0.53 6054 7069 8338
NB Couplet 0.49 5597 6536 7709
Round Butte Road to North Corporate
Limits 0.25 5711 7866 7866

The preferred alternative (PA) is a couplet through Ronan. The PA and all other

alternatives would improve the existing highway by replacing existing curbs,
gutters, paved shoulders, and approaches. The PA also adds these
improvements to First Avenue SW. Curbs, gutters, paved shoulders, and
approaches will be added in these areas:
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South Corporate Limits to Garfield Street
SB Couplet Round Butte Rd to Garfield
Round Butte Rd to North Corporate Limits

These improvements will substantially reduce carry-on or background emissions

caused by vehicles tracking road dust from adjacent unpaved surfaces onto the
highway.

Previous regional analyses and conformity determinations in Kalispell and
Whitefish have estimated a conservative 60 percent reduction in background
emissions attributable to similar design features based on information provided
by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (formerly the Montana
Department of Health and Environmental Sciences). Emissions (based on
0.02025 Ib/VMT from 11/24/95 Conformity Analysis) and expected reductions
would be:

2012 2020 2030

Segment No Action | Build | No Action | Build | No Action | Build
South Corporate Limits to

Garfield St 234.2 | 937 273.4 | 1094 322.5 | 129.0
SB Couplet 124.1 | 49.6 1449 | 58.0 1709 | 68.4
NB Couplet 114.7 | 114.7 134.0 | 134.0 158.0 | 158.0
Round Butte Rd to North

Corporate Limits 117.1 | 46.8 161.3| 645 161.3 | 645
Total US 93 emissions 590.1 | 304.9 713.6 | 365.8 812.7 | 419.9

Step 5: Assemble Regional Emissions Analysis

2012 2020 2030
No No No
Source Action Build Action Build Action Build
US 93 emissions 590.1 | 304.9 713.6 | 365.8 812.7 | 419.9
Collectors 637.6 | 637.6 743.8 | 743.8 877.3 | 877.3
Locals 612.4 | 612.4 7147 | 714.7 8429 | 8429
Unpaved Roads 229.4 | 229.4 261.8 | 261.8 302.3 | 302.3
Total 2069.5 | 1784.3 2433.9 | 2086.1 2835.2 | 2442.4

The regional emissions analysis shows that emissions associated with building
the project in each year are lower than emissions associated with the No-Action
Alternative, thus satisfying the conformity test that emissions in the build scenario
be no greater than emissions in no-build.
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Qualitative PM;q Hot Spot Analysis

The qualitative analysis follows the March 2006 EPA/FHWA guidance,
“Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM; s
and PM;p Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas.” The guidance requires that
PM hotspot analyses address the following elements:

o Description of project (location, design and scope; date project is expected to
be open)
o Description of existing conditions and changes resulting from project
o Contributing Factors
o Air Quality
o Transportation and traffic conditions
o Built and natural environment
0 Meteorology, climate and seasonal data
o Adopted emissions control measures
o Description of analysis method chosen
o Description of type of emissions considered in the analysis (e.g., exhaust, road
dust, construction emissions)
o Description of analysis years; consider full time frame of area’s LRTP, and
examine year or years in which emissions are expected to peak
o Professional judgment of impact
o Discussion of any mitigation measures
o Written commitments for mitigation
0 Conclusion on how project meets 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123

Section 93.123(b)(1) of the conformity rule only requires PM hotspot analysis for
“projects of air quality concern”, which are generally defined as projects which
feature a large volume of diesel traffic. However, this provision does not apply in
Montana; the state of Montana conformity requirements are based on an older
version of the federal transportation conformity rule and do not reflect this
provision. Thus, PM hotspot analyses are required for all non-exempt federal
projects in Montana’s PM; nonattainment and maintenance areas, and the
guestion of whether this project would be considered a “project of air quality
concern” is not relevant. Section 93.123(b)(1) of the federal rule will only apply in
Montana once the state of Montana conformity requirements have been revised
to reflect the most recent federal requirements, and this revision has been
approved by EPA.

Description of project (location, design and scope; date project is expected to be
open)

This information is included in Part 1 (Summary) of this SEIS, with more detailed
discussion in other sections of the SEIS. The differences in project design under
the various alternatives are discussed in Part 3 of the SEIS. The PM hotspot
analysis covers only the preferred alternative; if some other alternative is
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ultimately selected, that alternative will need to comply with the PM hotspot
requirement and other project-level conformity requirements prior to issuance of
a Record of Decision.

Description of existing traffic conditions and changes resulting from project
This information is included in chapters 4.1 and 5.1 of the SEIS.

Contributing Factors: Air Quality, Transportation and traffic conditions, Built and
natural environment, Meteorology, climate and seasonal data, and Adopted
emissions control measures

Much of this information is provided in other sections of this SEIS, including
section 4.7 (air quality, meteorology, and climate data), sections 4.1 and 5.1
(transportation and traffic data), and sections 4.2 and 5.2 (built and natural
environment). The above factors would be largely the same regardless of which
alternative is selected, except that roadway configurations and travel speeds
would change. Traffic volumes are not expected to change if the project is built.
Ronan does not implement any control measures for PMyj.

Five emission source categories of priority air pollutants in the project area were
identified in the US 93 Evaro to Polson FEIS. These include automobile exhaust
from vehicular traffic on roadways, residential heating (typically wood burning),
agricultural activities, and road construction. These sources are still active today
and industrial sources may be an additional source of emissions (Wahl 2003).
Vehicular traffic also generates fugitive particulate emissions by causing small
particles of soil and winter sanding material on the roadway to become
suspended in the air.

Ronan is a Tribal nonattainment area. No state implementation plan has been
developed for the area. The most recent comprehensive air quality emissions
inventory for the area was conducted in 1991. This inventory indicated that
approximately 80 percent of the PM;p emissions in Ronan were attributable to
on-road mobile sources.

PMyo air quality is monitored in Ronan Park. There have been no exceedances of
the PMjp standard at this station for the period 2002-2006; the last recorded
exceedance was in November 1999. One exceedance per year is allowed under
the PM;, standard, so compliance is based on the second highest value. As can
be seen from the table below, recent second high values in Ronan are around
one third of the 150 microgram per cubic meter PM;o standard.
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Year Readings | 1st Max | 2nd Max | 3rd Max | 4th Max
2002 226 55 53 52 46
2003 226 58 52 50 47
2004 159 66 49 48 44
2005 53 61 56 36 33
2006 46 55 48 38 37

Description of analysis method chosen

This analysis uses the “monitor comparison approach” outlined in the March
2006 EPA/FHWA guidance. Under this approach, an air quality monitor is
identified that has similar traffic volumes, truck activity and surrounding sources
and land use as those in the project area, and PM3p, monitored air quality from
this comparison monitor is used to evaluate the likely PMj, conditions in the
project area.

FHWA reviewed calendar year 2005 air quality and traffic data in two nearby
communities where PMjpis monitored (Kalispell and Missoula). 2005 was chosen
as it is the latest year for which traffic counts have been published. The monitor
locations were identified, and then traffic counts on nearby streets were
summarized. The comparison is discussed in more detail below.

This comparison assumes that truck travel fractions are the same on all
comparison roadways. Complete truck percentage data were not available as
part of the SEIS or for the comparison locations. MDT’s 2005 traffic flow map
shows that the truck percentages on US highways in Ronan, Kalispell and
Missoula are roughly similar, and it was assumed that truck percentages on local
streets would also be similar. The one exception is the Missoula Health
Department monitor; this monitor is near 1-90, which has a much higher truck
percentage. Overall, since vehicle exhaust, brake and tire wear emissions are a
very small fraction of total PMip emissions (road dust is by far the major
component in Ronan, making up 99.7 percent of total roadway emissions), the
assumption that truck percentages are similar would not have any meaningful
impact on the monitoring data comparison.

The comparison also assumes land use is similar in the three monitoring
locations, when in fact Ronan has a smaller population and correspondingly less
development and activity near the monitor than Kalispell or Missoula. The nearby
community of Polson also monitors for PMj, and has land use that is more
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comparable to Ronan. However, the traffic volumes in Polson are lower than
those expected in 2030 in the Ronan area, which prevented use of this
monitoring site to evaluate the potential PM;o impacts of the projected traffic
volumes in Ronan.

Description of type of emissions considered in the analysis (e.g., exhaust, road
dust, construction emissions)

This hotspot analysis includes all sources of direct mobile source emissions,
including road dust, tailpipe exhaust, brake and tire wear emissions. The
conformity rule only requires consideration of construction emissions in cases
where construction activity lasts longer than five years at any individual location,
which is not the case for this project.

Description of analysis years

The conformity rule and the EPA/FHWA guidance require that PM hotspot
analyses 1) cover the entire timeframe of the area’s regional transportation plan,
and 2) be based on the year or years in which peak emissions are expected.
Ronan is not covered by a metropolitan planning organization and has no
regional transportation plan. The air quality analysis for the project was designed
to cover the timeframe of the recently-updated TranPlan 21 statewide
transportation plan, which has a horizon year of 2030.

In order to identify the year or years of peak emissions, both mobile source
trends and trends in background emissions need to be considered. The regional
PM;o air quality analysis described in the previous section demonstrates that
2030 is the year of highest emissions from roadways in the nonattainment area.
The contribution of background concentrations to total local PM;o concentrations
is unknown, so these concentrations were assumed to be constant over time.
National control programs to control fine particulate will tend to reduce transport
of PMyp into the nonattainment area, but population growth in western Montana
will tend to increase background PM;, over time. Therefore, it was concluded that
2030 represents the year of peak emissions.

Professional judgment of impact

As noted above in the regional air quality analysis, the traffic volume on US 93 in
Ronan in the expected year of peak emissions (2030) is projected at 31464
vehicles per day. In the monitor comparison approach, FHWA compared this
projected traffic volume to current (2005) traffic volumes and PMyq levels in
Kalispell and Missoula to determine whether 31464 vehicles per day were likely
to lead to a violation of the PM; standard.

Monitoring data for the Kalispell and Missoula PM1o monitoring sites were
obtained from EPA’s AirData web site. Maps of the monitor locations were
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obtained from Montana DEQ, and traffic volumes near the monitors were
determined by reviewing MDT 2005 traffic volume maps. The traffic volumes
affecting the monitors are summarized in the following table.

Location/Nearby Streets | Volume | Total Volume

Kalispell (Flathead

Electric)

US 93 16830

Us?2 28940

4th Ave 6000

Woodland Ave 3190

2nd St 4460 59420

Missoula (Boyd Park)

UsS 93 29260
Russell St 15020
Brooks St 23880
Fairview Ave 4370
Ernest Ave 930
South Ave 14400 87860

Missoula (Health Dept.)

1-90 21850
Broadway 14140
Spruce St 5970
Higgins Ave 14770
Orange St 16770
Ryman St 2440 75940

Next, these traffic volumes for 2005 and the 2005 2" maximum PM values
were compared to the estimated 2030 traffic volume for US 93 in Ronan.

2005 2030
2005 2nd max | Traffic Projected
Monitor Location City PMyq Impact | Traffic
Flathead Electric Kalispell 78 59420
Boyd Park Missoula 58 87860
Health Department Missoula 52 75940
Ronan Park Ronan 56 31464

The monitor locations in Kalispell and Missoula are impacted by much higher
traffic volumes than those expected in Ronan in 2030. At the same time, each of
these monitor locations is currently measuring PM;, values well below the 150
microgram per cubic meter standard. Therefore, since these higher traffic
volumes do not appear to be contributing to violations of the PM;o standard at the
Kalispell and Missoula comparison monitors, the lower traffic volume of 31464
vehicles per day in 2030 would not be expected to cause or contribute to a
violation of the PM3, standard in Ronan.
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In addition to the monitor comparison, there are other factors that contribute to
FHWA's conclusion that the project would not be likely to lead to violations of the
PMy standard. First, the regional emissions analysis shows that mobile source
PM;jo emissions are likely to increase by approximately 40 percent over the
timeframe of the air quality analysis. This emissions increase will tend to increase
PM3o concentrations over time. However, since current PMyo air quality values at
the Ronan monitor are around one third of the PM;, standard, emissions could
theoretically almost triple before the area would be at risk of violating the
standard.

Also, the design features of the project will tend to reduce PMjo concentrations
immediately adjacent to the roadway compared to the No-Action Alternative. The
couplet design effectively cuts traffic volumes in half on the affected segments,
which will result in lower PM;o concentrations along the central portion of US 93
compared to the No-Action Alternative. Other design elements that will reduce
PM3jo emissions compared to the No-Action Alternative include surfacing
shoulders, adding curbs and gutters, and consolidating and surfacing gravel and
dirt approaches. The PA will also pave 1% Avenue SW, which currently has
minimal pavement.

Conclusion on how project meets 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123

FHWA concludes that the preferred alternative will not cause or contribute to a
violation of the PM;, standard for the following reasons:

1) Monitors in other communities near Ronan are impacted by much higher
traffic volumes than those associated with the peak year of the US 93 project in
Ronan, and are not violating the PM;o standard.

2) Current PMyp values in Ronan are approximately one-third of the PMsg
standard, and emissions are not expected to increase enough to lead to a
violation.

3) The preferred alternative includes design features that will reduce dust
trackout and emissions compared to the No-Action Alternative.

Discussion of any mitigation measures; written commitments for mitigation

As noted above, the preferred alternative is not expected to cause or contribute
to violations of the PM1p NAAQS. Part of this conclusion is based on the
mitigating effects of dust trackout controls. The project includes commitments for
design elements that will reduce PM;p emissions, including surfacing shoulders,
adding curbs and gutters, and consolidating and surfacing gravel and dirt
approaches. The PA will pave First Avenue SW, currently with minimal
pavement, as the southbound couplet. These commitments for design
improvements are enforceable under section 93.125 of the conformity rule and
the Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM 17.8.1402).
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APPENDIX I

Duck Road Correspondence



LAKE COUNTY

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

106 Fourth Avenue East National Bison Range
Polson, Montana 59860 132 Bison Range Road
Moiese, Montana 59824

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF CONFEDERATED SALISH &

FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS KOOTENAI TRIBES
Region 1 P.O.Box 278
490 North Meridian Road Pablo, Montana 59855
Kalispell, Montana 59901

August 12, 2005

Ms. Janice W. Brown

Division Administrator

Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division
2880 Skyway Drive

Helena, MT 59602

Mr. Jim Lynch

Director

Montana Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620

Re: US93 Ninepipe/Ronan Segment Environmental Mitigation — Abandonment
of Duck Road

Dear Ms. Brown and Mr. Lynch:

The Lake County Board of Commissioners, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service —
National Bison Range (USFWS), the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks
(MtFWP), and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes’ (Tribes) Tribal Council
requests the consideration of abandoning and restoring Duck Road, as a potential
mitigation site for unavoidable impacts to wetlands caused by construction of the US93
Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project.

It is our joint understanding that planning for the Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement
Project is in the pre-design environmental analysis phase and that vou intend to release a
draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) this year. Two outstanding



issues regarding the Project are mitigation for impacts to wetlands, and mitigation for
impacts to wildlife/waterfowl refuges of national, state or local significance. We want
you to include the Duck Road concept as one of a suite of potential mitigation projects
that will be evaluated during the design and environmental permitting phases of the
Project. We want you to include a copy of this letter and a statement in the SEIS
acknowledging our joint interest in future utilization of Duck Road as a potential
mitigation site.

It is also our joint understanding that further governmental action by Lake County
will be required prior to abandoning Duck Road in the event that abandonment is selected
by the SEIS decision maker as a component of the preferred alternative. The other
government signatories will support Lake County as necessary to comply with the
process requirements of Montana Code Annotated §§ 7-14-2601 — 2615 in the event that
abandonment is the preferred alternative and we agree on a mutually acceptable
conceptual restoration plan.

A synopsis of the Duck Road issue, as we understand it is as follows:

Purpose and Need
Mitigate impacts caused by construction of US93.

Geographie Scope

Abandonment is proposed for a 2.0 mile segment of Duck Road between the easterly
intersection with US93 and the westerly intersection with Piedalue Road (boundary
between sections 22/23 and 26/27, T. 20N., R. 20W.).

Potential Benefits

: Eliminate one public road intersection at US93 which yields safety improvements
(i.e. access-related accidents) and cost savings (i.e. no auxiliary lanes, no signage,
no overhead lighting)
Eliminate 2.0 miles of road that is inconsistent with predominant land use in the
area (1.e. publicly-owned wetland and wildlife habitat)
Restore full ownership of area underneath Duck Road with USFWS and MtFWP
upon abandonment of road right of way by Lake County
Reduce Lake County maintenance burden/cost for rural road that is used sparingly
Procure road-building and wetlands-reconstruction materials from existing
roadbed : '
Provide on-site and in-kind wetlands mitigation for the US93 Project as required
by the Tribes’ Aquatic Lands Conservation Ordinance 87A and by Section 404 of
the federal Clean Water Act
Enhance mitigation required by National Highway Act § 4(f)
Acquire asphalt road millings from US93 Project for use on improving local
County roads within five mile haul distance, including Rocky Buite Road
(material + transport + stockpile in windrows)
Construct two public access trailheads with parking lots, one at Duck
Rd./Piedalue Rd. intersection, the other at US93/Duck Rd. intersection



Known Issues/Costs

: Added cost to US93 project (slightly however, because mitigation is required for
ALCO, CWA and 4(f) even if not done at Duck Road)
Diminished access to recreational users of Ninepipe wetlands complex (mitigated
by construction of trailheads with parking lots at two access points)
Diminished access to one fee parcel (S2SwY: Sec. 22) (mitigated by reasonable
access being available from Piedalue Road)
Elimination of 2.0 miles of County Road that directly accesses US93 (mitigated
by existing access to NHS system at State Route 212 only 1.0 miles from Piedalue
Rd./Duck Rd. intersection) (mitigated by improved driving surface on Rocky
Butte Road).

We applaud you for your recent work in redesigning and constructing those
portions of the US93 Project covered in the December 2000 MOA. We look forward to
similar effort and success for the Ninepipe/Ronan segment and look forward to working
with you regarding abandonment and reclamation of Duck Road.

Sincerely,

3 SUfe
Mike Hutchin Paddyﬁ{usler
Chairman — Lake County Commission Member — Lake County Commission

e 1)

Chuck Whitson
Member — Lake County Commission

Steve Kallin
Manager — USFWS National Bison Range

D Fud Mt

D. Fred Matt

. . : —_— b Y .,
Chairman — Tribal Council 3 ;Wl ‘vk»,f Lt m\w{\é
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Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Pubic and Agency Comments on the
Draft SEIS and Responses

Introduction

This appendix describes the activities conducted during the 45-day public comment period for
the draft SEIS and contains the comments received during that time period as well as the project
proponents’ responses to those comments.

The public had numerous opportunities to comment on the draft SEIS. Two open houses
provided the opportunity for the public to learn more about the project and to obtain comment
forms that could be submitted at the open house or by mail. In addition, the public hearing
provided the opportunity for the public to submit written or oral comments. Oral comments were
recorded during the public hearing. Additional comments were received during the comment
period via email or regular mail submitted to MDT. Written letters were received from the
resource agencies.

The appendix describes the public open house and hearing formats and contains the public
hearing comments along with responses to those comments (pages J-5 through J-329). This is
followed by written comments received from the public and resource agencies via email or letter.
Commenting resource agencies included:

. Department of the Army Corps of Engineers, Allan Steinle, Montana
Program Manager (letter 39)

. Montana Fish Wildlife & Parks, John Grant, Wildlife Area Manager (letter
117)

. Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Doug McDonald, Stream Protection
Coordinator (letter 118)

. U.S. EPA, John G. Wardell, Director, Montana Office (letter 169).

Public Open House and Hearing Summary

The Federal Highway Administration, the Montana Department of Transportation, and the
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes, referred to as the project proponents, propose to
improve 18 kilometers (11.2 miles) of roadway in the Ninepipe/Ronan section of the existing
U.S. Highway 93 (US 93) corridor in Montana.
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Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

In August 2006 the draft SEIS for the US 92 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement project was released
for review and comment.

An essential part of the environmental review process is public involvement. The Montana
Department of Transportation hosted two open houses and a public hearing to gather comment
on the draft SEIS. The first open house was held from 6:00 to 8:00 pm in St. Ignatius at the
Tribal Fitness Center on September 18, 2006. The second open house was held from 4:00 to
7:00 pm in Ronan Community Center on September 19, 2006 and was followed by a formal
public hearing from 7:00 to 9:00 pm at the same location. Attendees at both open houses were
encouraged to voice their opinions by submitting written comments during the open house,
recording their comments during the formal hearing, mailing in comment forms, or submitting
their comments online before the close of the comment period on October 6, 2006.

Display and Handout Materials

Several displays were posted at the open houses and public hearing, including presentation
boards on the roadway alternatives under consideration and extent of construction and right-of-
way acquisition limits. Handout materials consisted of figures depicting each of the alternatives
considered as well as tables summarizing project costs and impacts for each alternative. In
addition, comment forms were available at both the open houses and the public hearing that
could be submitted at the open houses or by mail

Publicity and Notification

. The availability of the draft SEIS for public comment was posted in the
Federal Register on August 18, 2006.

. The locations where the document was available; locations, dates and
times of the open houses; and location date and time for the public hearing
were advertised on local radio and by paid advertisements in local and
regional newspapers (including the Missoulian, the CharKoosta News, the
Lake County Leader, and the Valley Journal).

. Copies of the draft SEIS were distributed to agencies with jurisdiction, to
individuals and organizations known to have an interest in the project and
to individuals and organizations that specifically requested a copy. In
addition, over 1,500 notices were mailed to names on the general project
interest list advising of the document’s availability.

. The project website was updated:
http://www.skillings.com/US93/SEIS.htm. (This website will be
maintained through the publication of the Record of Decision).
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Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Project Proponent Participants

Duane Kailey, MDT

Craig Genzlinger, Federal Highway Administration
Lewis Yellowrobe, CSKT

Lyle Renz, Skillings-Connolly

Comments Gathered at the Hearings

The comments gathered at the open houses and public hearing are contained on pages J-5
through J-329 and include verbal comments recorded on tape at the September 19" public
hearing; written comment forms submitted at both open houses and the public hearing; and
comments received via email and letter. Written comments are organized alphabetically by last
name. Oral comments appear in the order they were recorded.

Nearly all of the comments summarized on page J-5 through J-329 are direct transcriptions,
however in some cases, minor edits were made for clarity and spelling.

Summary of Comments

Approximately 190 commenters submitted written or oral comments during the 45-day public
comment period for the draft SEIS. A summary of the comments received is included below:

. One hundred and ten (110) commenters (approximately 60%) requested
the inclusion of a separated bicycle/pedestrian path as part of the project.

. Forty-six (46) commenters objected to a southbound passing lane through
the Ninepipe Wildlife Refuge which was included in the preliminary
preferred alternative (Alternative Rural 10). The USFWS and MFWP also
opposed a passing lane at this location.

. Thirty-three (33) commenters supported the raised parkway alternative
(Alternative Rural 7).

. Fifteen (15) commenters asked for slower speeds through the Ninepipe
area.

. Four (4) commenters supported Alternative Rural 10.

. Ten (10) commenters supported a 4-lane road throughout the project.

. Two (2) commenters objected to closing Duck Lane.

. Six (6) commenters commented on turtle crossing issues.
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Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

. There were few (7) comments on the Ronan section with 2 favoring
Alternative Ronan 4, the preliminary preferred alternative, which is the
wider couplet; one favoring Alternative Ronan 1, the 4-lane with raised
median alternative; and 4 favoring Alternative Ronan 5, the improved 3-
lane alternative.

. Approximately 40 other aspects of the project that received a one or two
comments.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 1, Lloyd Allen

1-1.—Reconstruction of US 93 requires the project’s decisionmakers to balance
highway improvements with, among many others, wildlife impacts and protection of
the environmentally sensitive areas such as the Ninepipe glacial pothole wetland
complex. Alternates Rural 3 and Ronan 4 have been selected as the Preferred

Jean Riley, MDT Env Services
Helena MT @ QPY Alternatives (PA’s). These alternatives provide a divided 4 lane highway from
Brooke Lane (RP 44.6) through Ronan to the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road

. intersection (RP 48.3). South of Brooke Lane the highway will be 2 lanes with an
I'would like to provide my input on Project CN B744. First | would uphill truck climbing/passing lane on Post Creek Hill. The project decision makers

like to say that Highway 93 should be a four -lane road from the Mexican : ; ; ; idi
border toythe Can%dianybmderr including through all urban areas. ?Nifﬁ all belleve_they have se.Iecged the glternatlves with thg appropriate balan(_:e of providing
the modern technology we have available there is not any enviormental for additional capacity in the highest traveled portions, improved vehicular safety,
reason that can not be addressed during and after construction of the and minimized adverse impacts to wildlife and to the very sensitive environmental
highway. To do less many lives will be sacrificed instead of the envior- feat f th iect

ment. Somewhere along the line a group has decided if we build bigger eatures of the project area.

highways more people will come. People are going to come regardless

of the size of the road. Building a 2 lane road with passing lanes is only a

slight improvement over just a 2 lane road. There will alway be those who

will try to pass in no passing zones and those who will crowd you over to

pass where the passing lane ends. | think a four-lane road is the only way

to address the traffic problem. Even if it means doing less miles as money

becomes available, lets do it the safest and right way the first time.

Dear Jean

Sincerely
) [

:“-" [. —’( e
Ligyd Allen

23675 Wild Horse Shores
Dayton MT 59914
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 2, Alan Anderson

2-1.—Thank you for that information, the appropriate change has been made.

= § S5 el © )

LR R R == R R | !.-.El.
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

team. If you would like o submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: http:/fwww.mdtme.gov/pubinvolveleis_eashtml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

OPEN HOUSES
- Honday
_ September 18, 2006
600 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
St. Ignatius, HT
Tuesday
September 19, 2006
400 - T:00 pm
Ronan Community
N ol Center
Name: .._'_ P - o Jean A Riley, PE Resan, NT
Mdress; &5 &7 iz, Bureau Chief PUBLIC HEARING
-f{ -_é wr s Foge Emvironmental Services Bureau Tuesday
Montana Department of Transportation September 19, 2004
PO Box 201001 7:00 - 500 pm
Helena, MT 59620-1001 Ranan Community

PLEASE SUBHIT COMNENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 408) 4447228 :m.,, i
onan,

Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either HDT, Skillings
- o . Connolly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to:

Emal:

Ky i
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 2a, Kermit Anderson

2a-1.—It is too early in the project development process to finalize an agreement for
eliminating this access. Mr. Anderson will be contacted during the final design and
right-of-way acquisition phase to work out an agreement for closing his existing
[Following are notes from a meeting with Mr. Anderson on 9/19/06] access.

Mr. Anderson met with us to voice his comment that if there was to be a 4-lane divided roadway
in front of his farm, with right-in, right-out access, he would volunteer to have his existing access
closed with future access to be constructed as an access road north to Bouchard Road. He would
then have access only off Bouchard Road. Bouchard Road is scheduled to have tum bays
constructed in all build alternatives including those which are 4-lane divided. His reasoning is
that if he wanted to go north from his farm and he was limited to right-in, right-out access, he
would have to turn right then immediately cross 2 lanes of traffic to get in the left turn lane at
Innovation Lane so he could make a U-turn to go north. During shift changes at the Jore
manufacturing facility his observations have been that this left turn lane is full and so he would
have to go further south to make a U-turn. He wants to avoid all conflicts with the intersection at
Innovation Lane.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

From: Sally Baskett [mailto:shaskett@blackfoot. net]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 7:24 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Bike path Bike path Bike path bike path bike path BIlllIIIIIKKKEEE PPPPAAAAAATTTTHHHHHH
PLEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEZENINIIIINI What an asset this would be to the area, both local
and for tourists which are a large income producer, My husband and | go to other areas that have well

developed bike paths both to bike and to roller blade. It's fun, it's low impact and maintenance, and it's
great fun. There should be one through and ARCUND the ninepipes area. Wouldn't that be
GREATHIIININ Sal
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Letter 3, Sally Baskett

3-1.—Following publication of the draft SEIS more than 100 comments requesting
the addition of a separated bicycle/pedestrian path were received. As a result of
these comments, several options were examined to provide a separated
bicycle/pedestrian path for portions of the project south of Buchanan Street in
Ronan. After review of the proposed options the project proponents endorsed the
inclusion of a bike path from Red Horn/Dublin Gulch Road to Buchanan Street in
Ronan in the final PA.

The preliminary designs presented in the draft SEIS incorporated a separate
bicycle/pedestrian path for the north portion of the project from Baptiste
Road/Spring Creek Road (where it would connect to the path extending south from
Polson and Pablo) to Ronan at US 93 and Buchanan Street. As a result of comments
received on the draft SEIS a separated path south to Timber Lane Road was
endorsed by the Project Oversight Group to be added to the preferred urban
alternative, Ronan 4, and a connecting separated path throughout the remainder of
the project corridor was also added to the rural preferred alternative, Rural 3.

In the final SEIS Alternative Ronan 4 includes a separated 3-meter (10-foot) wide
pedestrian/bicycle pathway from the southern Ronan city limit, near Timber Lane
Road, north to Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road. The portion of the path within the
Ronan segment (Figure 3.2-20) would begin on the east side of US 93 at the
southern Ronan city limit near Timber Lane Road and follow the east side of US 93
north to Buchanan Street. At Buchanan Street near the Ronan City Park, the
pedestrian/bicycle pathway would turn and follow along the north side of Buchanan
Street westerly to Third Avenue SW and then extend north along the west side of
Third Avenue SW to the Ronan north city limit, where Third Avenue SW becomes
Old Highway 93. The pathway would continue north on the west side of Old
Highway 93 within the right-of-way to Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road (the
northern terminus of the improvement project). This portion north of the junction
with Old Highway 93 would be common to all urban action alternatives. Ultimately,
the pedestrian/bicycle pathway would extend north to Polson. The northern portion,
north of Ronan, is being designed and constructed under a separate project now
underway to reconstruct US 93 between Ronan and Polson.

In addition, a 3.0-meter (10 feet) wide separated bicycle/pedestrian path has been
added throughout the entire rural portion of the project.

See FSEIS Sections 3.1.4 and 3.2.3.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 4, Todd Bassett

] RECEIVED 4-1.—See Response #3-1.
OCT 0 4 2008

ENVIRONMENTAL

Us 93 NlNEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHERT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: hny;Hww.md1.m1.gm-_n’pummlufeis_za.sh:ml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

eace  comsider o bef_polls Coriah
_TRolsen  F9 . Mnepifes.

OPEN HOUSES
Headay

September 18, 2001
600 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Cente
St. Agnatius, HT

Toesday
September 19, 200
2 400 - 700
Please provide your name and address: IEl!an“Ieave JW (omm;r.ts :th wither MODT, 5I<|||Inng> Ronan (ur.fr::‘irr
o annolly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail 10; Center
Name: /i M &sg&-d o

) ean A Riley, PE Konan, KT
hidress 40738 Brrurwesd Curcle b 0 PUBLIC HEARIN
Falsa MT _ Environmental Services Bureas Toesday

Montana Department of Transportation September 19,20

Email }Llf,(')nss@ ¢ { _!;?-LI_.M?L PO Bax 201001 1:00 - 500 pm

Helena, MT 596201001 Rasan Community
BLEASE SUBHIT COHMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228 SEEL

Roman, HT
P
| S
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 5, Guy Dean Bateman, Ph.D.

5-1.—Alternative Rural 7 would provide an elevated highway through the Ninepipe
area with less permanent wetland impacts, but would have more access and visual
impacts, and more temporary wetland impacts due to detours necessary for

From: Guy Dean Bateman [mailto:gdbatemani@blackfoot.net] ConStruqtion and WOUId cost over three times as mUCh as the altqrnativg SeIeCt_Ed'

Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 4:54 PM The project’s decision makers need to balance multiple factors, including vehicular

e < - safety and wildlife impacts among many others, in choosing the final preferred

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams . . . - .

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS alternative. Alter_natlve Rural 7 costs an estlmated_ $162 million more than th_e _flnal
preferred alternative. This additional cost would likely delay the project a minimum

In regard to the US 93 highway reconstruction project from the 44 Bar (at the intersection of US of 6 vears in which time the current hlgh rate of accidents would continue. The

93 and Redhorn Road) up to Ronan and especially including the wetlands around the Ninepipes . Y y .. . }

area, there are two vitally important factors that need to be accomplished: Facilitating the safe, project’s decision m.akers have anCIUded that Alternative Rural 7 (_:annOt be selected

fast, and effective flow of traffic. and protecting the wildlife in the area. I am especially because the need to improve vehicular Safety along the project corridor would not be

concerned about the turtles and the grizzly bears. met in an acceptable time frame

There is only one alternative that accomplishes both of these goals: The construction of an
elevated, limited access, four-lane highway through this area. We need four lanes to expedite the
SAFE flow of traffic in this area. The "high-speed passing lanes" such as the ones recently
constructed between Ravalli and Arlee are a dangerous joke, because they are so short that there 5-2.—3ee Response #3-1
is little opportunity to pass slow-moving lanes of cars, and people end up speeding to try to get

past them. We need four lanes of traffic the entire length of the highway from Hamilton to

Whitefish to accommodate the high volume of traffic on the highway. In the Ninepipes area we

need an elevated highway to protect the wildlife.

See also Response #11-1.

A secondary consideration is bicyele traffic: We need a bike lane south of Ronan that is
separated from the highway. Iwould ride my bike to Ronan more often if I didn't feel like I was
taking my life in my hands doing so.

Guy Dean Bateman, Ph.D.
Licensed Psychologist
55619 Delaney Way

St. Ignatius, MT 59865
406-745-4414
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED - |MASTER FILE

~ COPY

e Tom
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is abio available for viewing o submitting comments at the HDT website: hetp://www.mdr.mt.gov/pubinvobreeis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

OPEN HOUSES
Handay

_ September 18, 2006
£00 - 800 pm

— Tribal Fitness Center
St Ignatius, MT

Tuesday
September 19, 1006
g it 400 - 700
Please provide your name and address Please leave your comments with either NOT, Slllings (GMT:W

) 5 Connolly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to: o
Name: \S\L{‘S an B ca [ < Jean A Riley, PE Kanan, M1

Mdress: (SR _Eagle PQ.SS Tr. Bureau Chiel ;
! '}.a r '{03 mT:.St} E:‘J ‘1‘ ? Emvironmental Servces Bureau ML

: Tuesday
Montana Department of Transpartation September 19, 1008

Email 5mem6@'ékwr 0o PO Bax 201001 700 - 900 pm

Helena, HT 59620-1001 Honan Comanunity

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228 i’n"“':: s

Ky e
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Letter 6, Susan Bearse
6-1.—See Response #3-1.

6-2.—As noted on draft SEIS page 5-3 left-turn lanes will be added at major
intersections including at Eagle Pass Trail.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 7, Melissa Berger
7-1.—See Response #3-1.

ENVIRONVENTAL | [ | ey

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJEC

THANE YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment

box provided, If you need more time, you are welcome 1o mail it in. We want o hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is abso available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hitp://www.mdv.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_eashiml
Flease indicate comments are for project (N BT44,

As o resident of Mission \,’a\‘.e);j
T want o BIKE/WALKING PATH,
5@}"@.\#&\}&1 .(:rcmr\ '\'\’P\%'t-, . on HL-\J\, 43

Conne Chne ALL  commumthes
from  Tolsen 4 Arlec.

OPEN HOUSES
Heonday

September |8, 2006
400 - 8:00 pm
Tribsal Fitnest Centes
SL Ignatet, KT

'/}"L@_ﬁ\ﬁfé:f\ a &Aé ys

Tuesday

September 19, 2006
£00 - 700 pm
Ronan: Comawnily
Center

Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either HDT, Skillings

) 2

. el iss Doreg o~
Name: ¥ - J"‘i : J-ﬁ;é Jean b By, PE Ronan, HT
Mdes: 20 Lo y'qhfen Load Bureau Chied

s . . PUBLIC HEARING
ks T 2 TR a0 W | S 9 Cﬁ Lo Ervironmental Services Bureaw Tuesday

Hontana Department of Traniportation September 19, 200¢
PO Box 201001 700 - %00 pm
Helena, MT §9620-1001 Romin Community

PLEASE SUBMIT CONNENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 {A08) 4447228 E’“':" i

Connolly or Herrera stafl at the meeting, or mail to:

Email: en _

LS Jeot

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 1.doc
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 8, Bobette Bertsch
8-1.—See Response #3-1.

s 93 N[NEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVENENT PROJEIJT -

THENK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. 1f you would like to submit written comiments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome 1o mail it in. We want to hear from you!
The Dralt SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: hitp:/fuoww.mdt mi gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea shim
Flease indicate comments are for project (N B744

~As o resident of Mision Valley,

T want & BIKE/ "\UF\L‘K\ Ne PATH,
5_;\;{,\/1\'5& f‘x PN P\H‘l <, .on ‘i-_\.w_\/.. q .f)

_ Connehng ALL _L,meumh_es

?rcm Tolson & z,_.___Ar \ee .

OPEN HOUSES

Homday

September- 18, 200¢

6:00 - 8:00 pm

Tribal Fitness Cente

§n, gnatiu, 1

Tuesday

September |9, 200t
Please provid d address: i i L9700 e

prowde your name and address: ~ Flease leave your comments with either HDT, Skillings o
onan - Commusily

" R \3{& /%-ﬁq‘\’!’ ___‘cb(o_nnn!lr or Herrera stall at the meeting, or mail 10: P
ame: =.D—‘E- z
Mgrs: 5 L0 1Q *\];'{«? moRm La . fnh ek i

A e feel o PUBLIC HEARING

Enviranmental Services Burean

3 Tueiday
; SC} g(eo ~ MHontana Department of Transpertation September 19, 200t
PO Bea 201001 1:00 & 9:09 pm
Helena, MT 59620-1001 Konan Community

PLEASE SUBNIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 {406y 444.7228 Lenthy

&

Email:

5 SKILLINES

CONNOLLY
&

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 1.doc
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Il ICEIL BV 1
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want 1o hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments 2t the MDT website: http:/www.mdt.mt gov/pubinvolvefeis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

As o resident of  Mission. \J’a\\e\h

T want & BIKE/WALINE PATH,

seperate from Yeaffic, o Mooy 93

__Conne thne ~ALL communihes.

~ frem  ovsen do Arlee.

Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MDT, Skillings

- ({F/I_‘. il tﬁiﬁ% _7‘-:"{ 4 P Connally .ur Hemrera stalf at the meeting, or mail to:
C sred T E TR Za o Jean A Riley, PE

Adress: - 255 6 - “//fi itz /f"’ - Burean Chiel

‘}{”w - );\ G
y. Rl edT? L SO Environmental Services Bureau
Hontana Department of Transportation

4
PO Box 201001
Helena, MT 5%620-1001

PLEASE SUBHIT COHMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (404) 444-1228

Email:

5 SKILLINGS

CONNOLLY

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 1.doc

Letter 9, Charles Bertsch
9-1.—See Response #3-1.

OPEN HOUSES
Henday

September 18, 200
800 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
$t. Ignatius, HT

Tuesday

September 1%, 200¢
4:00 - 700 pm
Ronan Commenity
Center

Ronan, HT

PUBLIC HEARINC
Tuesday

September 19, 200
.00~ 9:00 pm
Rosan Community
Center

Ranan, HT
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RECEIVE
- 0CT1 0 2008

y \ \ 5 1 § n e )

Lt i;];; - A SRR B A e e A
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment

box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want 1w hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments a the MDT website: hitp://www.mdt.megov/pubinvobee/eis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N 8744,

As o resident of Miscion '\"a_lley,)_m
Towant & BIKE/WALKING PATY,

seperake froon teaffic, on Moy 93

__Conne Llf\r‘\(

LU communihes
frem Tolson da Arlee.

ya Please leave your comments with either DT, Skillings
i Connally or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail fo:

Name: i { - Jean & Kiley, FE

P - ] . ez JEan A Riley,
Mdress: 557 7 / 2 i Bureau Chiel
] Envirenmental Services Bureaw
Hentana Depariment of Transportation
PO Box 201001
Helena, HT 596201001

FLERSE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2004 (408} 444.7228
¥
<]

Email:

5 SKILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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ONMENTS

OPER HOUSES
Honday

September 18, 2006
600 - B:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Cender

_ St Ignatius, HT

Tetsday

September 19, 2006
4:00 - .00 pm
Ronan Community
Cenler

Ronan, HT

PUBLIC HEARING
Tuesday

September 19, 2008
100 - %:00 pm
Fonan Cominmnity
(enter

Roran, HT

Letter 10, Curt Bertsch
10-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 11, Bill and Joni Bick

11-1.—The alternatives which would have added passing or traffic lanes through the
Ninepipe area were contentious and drew many comments. After much debate the
project proponents have selected Alternative Rural 3 as the rural Preferred

& ) ¥ 2l NC | YN Alternative in the final SEIS. Alternative Rural 3 is composed mostly of two-lane
- ) ' T R o P roadway, and has a northbound passing lane from West Post Creek Road/East Post
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, and a section of four-lane divided roadway
THANK 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUSLIC INVOLVMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project from Brooke Lane to the south Ronan city limits. The proponents determined that
ream. If'_\l-ou would like to su]smil. written comments, please ul.r: l]lu's form and place it in the comment Alternative Rural 3 dld the best job of meeting the project ObJectlve Of imprOVIng the
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you! . . . . . . . b
T SRR A ol : capacity and safety of this highway section while preserving the high environmental
R L b R values of the area and that neither the southbound passing lane through Ninepipe nor

Please indicate comments are for project CN BT44.

4 lanes south of Brooke Lane were consistent with that goal.

OPEN HOUSES
Hoaday

_ September 18, 2004
§:00 - 8:00 pm

— Tribal Fitmess Center
St Ignatius, HT
Tuesday
Septemder 1%, 2006
A0 - 700 pm
Ronan Community
Center

Jean A Riley, PE Konan, T

S PUBLIC HEARING

Emvironmental Services Bureau Tuesdy

Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 2006

PO Box 201001 7:00 - %00 pm

Helena, HT 58620-1001 Konan Community

(enter
(406) 444-1228 Sonan, KT

Please provide your name and address: Flease leave your comments with either HOT, Skillings

Connolly e Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to:

Name: £/,

Ky cae
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 12, Les Bigcrane
12-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Les Bigcrane [mailto:lesterb@cskt.org]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 5:50 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

| submit the following:
Comments on US93 Ninepi onan EIS

| support the inclusion of a paved separated bicycle/pedestrian path in the Ninepipe/Ronan section,
Spring Creek Road - Red Horn Road section, and along the entire length of Highway 93 from Evaro to
Palson.

The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Draft SEIS, Section 4.6.2 Regulaﬂons and Standards states that FHWA
regulations include a policy statlng that "The safe of ians and b

should be given full ation during the di J: and truction of federal-aid
highway projects” and "Where current or antici 1 pedestrian andfor bicycle traffic pr a
potential conflict with motor vehicle traffic, every eﬂon‘ shall be made to minimize the detrimental
effects on all highway users who share the facility.”

My opinion is that new construction in the Spring Creek Road - Red Horn Road (Ninepipe/Ronan section
inclusive) should include separate bicycle/pedestrian paths as were constructed in the Minesinger Trail
Road - MT 35 section and to be constructed in the Spring Creek Road - Minesinger Trail Road section.
The same considerations on pedestrian/bicycle use apply to the remaining sections to Evaro. My
concerns are:

1. Bicycle/pedestrian paths instituted through "widened highway shoulders” may improve current
conditions but | still considered this alternative to be unsafe. These shoulders would put the
bicyclist/pedestrians in relatively close proximity to large and high speed vehicles in all portions of the
highway be it in the urban or rural setting, intersections, turn-lanes, two-lane, three-lane, four-lane or five-
lane (four-lane with turn-lanes). Separation of the bicyclist/pedestrians from motorcycles, vehicles, farm
equipment, logging trucks, semis, etc. would be the safest alternative for all users from youth to elderly

2. Separated bicycle/pedestrian path is important for current and future transportation between
communities. Highway 93, backroads, paved roads and gravel roads can be hazardous with agricultural,
residential, commuter and tourist traffic and impaired drivers. A separate paved path is the safest
alternative. This will serve all age brackets from youth to elderly

3. Darkness, bad weather, heavy traffic, wildlife, accidents, emergency vehicles and impaired drivers can
contribute to a moment of distraction. Separated bicycle/pedestrian paths reduce hazards drivers have to
navigate through when conditions are less than ideal

4. Continual increase in populations and subdivisions create mare highway traffic. Alternative
transportation is a way to reduce energy consumption, highway traffic and pollution.

5. The area's high levels of unemployment and persons with income at or below the poverty line can
demonstrate a need for low cost, alternative transportation opportunities. A separated bicycle/pedestrian
path would help provide a safe alternative.

6. In an area with high levels of health problems, i.e. smoking, obesity, diabetes, cancer, etc. a
bicyclefpedestrian path will improve opportunities for all age groups for physical, mental and emotional
fitness and provide facilities for the promotion of healthy lifestyles

Thank you for your considerations to make the Flathead Indian Reservation and Highway 93 a safe place
to live and travel.

Les Bigcrane
Ronan, MT

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 1.doc

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS J-17



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

From: chicreeki@accessmontana.com [mailto:chicreeki@accessmontana.com)
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 8:31 AM

To: MDT EIS Comments Ninepipe

Subject: Comments on Hwy 93 Ninepipe DSEIS

In the rural segment of the project, I would advocate for a combination of Alternative 2 and, for
the section between Eagle Pass Road and Crow Creek, Alternative 7. The combination of these
two designs would result in a two-lane design except for a northbound passing lane on Post
Creek hill. There would be a raised-highway design for the most sensitive section. but I would
suggest that this begin just north of Ninepipes Lodge. In this design, I would also advocate for
the longest and highest bridge design at Post Creek, which is probably the most important east-
west corridor for large animals in the entire Mission Valley. In addition. an integral part of this
design would have to be clear visual demarcation of this part of the highway as a distinct
parkway. which would have a slower speed limit -- perhaps 50 mph.

The international importance of the habitat of the Ninepipe area, its cultural importance to Salish,
Pend d'Oreille, and Kootenai people and also to local non-Indians, and the enormous investment
already made in the area by the Tribes, the federal government, and the state, merit the
exceptional treatment of this section. [t is noted in the DSEIS that while most options are
estimated to cost $35 to $40 million, Alternative 7 would cost an estimated $114 million. It is
worth noting that the United States is currently spending that much money every nine hours in
Irag. We must build this highway the right way. even if it costs more to do so.

It would be good to look into some design to help de-ice bridging and other raised surfaces, and
to add to such structures some kind of muffling material to counteract noise impacts,

Wherever passing lanes reconverge, there needs to be much more aggressive, prominent, and
weatherproof signage. including not only strict marking of the point beyond which people must
not pass, but also the distance to the next passing opportunity. I would also advocate the
establishment of higher fines or tougher penalties for unsafe passing and posting notice of those
fines/penalties. It would be wise to increase funding for enforcement, if that can be included in
the project.

If the PPA remains Alternative 10, I would strongly advocate the elimination of the southbound
passing lane through the Ninepipe area. If the parties insist that a southbound passing lane is
necessary -- a highly dubious assertion -- [ would urge that it be placed just north of the Highway
212 intersection, rather than south, and incorporated into a full bridging of the ponds north of
that intersection. In this way, some environmental benefit could be gotten from what would
otherwise be an environmental detriment.

For Ronan, [ strongly urge the parties, and the city of Ronan. to reconsider whether four traffic
lanes are truly necessary to carry the projected volumes of traffic. There are numerous studies
available on the internet. including several that can be accessed at
www.walkablecommunities.org, that show three-lane designs safely and smoothly handling well
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Letter 13, Catherine L. Billie

13-1.— The combination of the structures in the Ninepipe Area in Alternative Rural
2 and the long structure suggested from Eagle Pass Trail to Crow Creek is very
similar to what was proposed for the structures for Alternative Rural 7. The project
proponents considered the longer structure sections proposed in Alternative Rural 7
and determined they were too expensive, and even though Alternative Rural 7 had
less permanent wetland impacts, there were more temporary wetland impacts due to
construction detours, and more access and visual impacts. This decision is directly
applicable to the suggested structure, as well.

The longest and highest bridge design at Post Creek was likewise considered too
expensive for the amount of connectivity of the riparian area gained and even though
it had less permanent wetland impacts, there were more temporary wetland impacts
due to construction detours, and more access and visual impacts. The bridge and
culvert combination selected at Post Creek as the preferred alternative is considered
to provide an appropriate balance between function, impacts, and cost.

See Responses #5-1, 11-1, and 41-1.
13-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

13-3.—There are some design remedies such as heated bridge decks; however, these
are very expensive and considered cost prohibitive for most rural applications.

13-4.—We are not aware of any muffling material that could be added to structures
to reduce noise, that would not also block the view of the countryside from the
highway. Because of the visual impacts the project proponents have been reluctant
to use such noise reduction features. There is a possibility of using alternative
pavement materials that reduce tire noise, and these materials will be considered
during the final design phase.

13-5.—All signing will conform to the most current federal and state standards.

13-6.—Enforcement of traffic regulations is a valid concern, but it is not an
environmental issue. The road improvements would bring the roadway up to current
design standards and improve safety.

13-7.—See Response #11-1.

13-8.—The project proponents have selected Alternative Ronan 4 as the urban
preferred alternative. This alternative provides a two-lane one-way northbound
roadway on existing US 93 and a two-lane one-way southbound roadway on First
Avenue SW, with transitions to the four-lane sections north and south of Ronan. As
shown in Section 5.12 of the final SEIS, the 3-lane section in Ronan, represented by
Alternative Ronan 5, would function at a predicted Level of Service of D versus
Levels of Service of B and C for the couplet alternative, Ronan 4 (PA). The project
proponents have opted for the alternative with the highest projected level of service
within Ronan.
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Letter 13, Catherine L. Billie (continued)

13-9.—Roundabouts have been discussed for application at the signalized
intersections in Ronan; however, the adverse impacts to the businesses at those
locations by the additional right-of-way needs of such roundabouts was not

over 20,000 ADT. and in some cases approaching 30,000. I would also urge the parties and the considered aCCGptab|e.
city to consider replacing the traffic lights with roundabouts, which can reduce accidents,

improve traffic flow, and improve pedestrian safety. 13-10.—See Response #3-1.

Lastly. I would urge that a separate bike path be considered for the entire project, if this can be
done without significant additional harm to the environment.

[Received from:

Catherine L. Billie

P.0O. Box 369 (60 Telcostair Ln.)
St. Ignatius, MT 59865)
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Letter 14, Edd Blackler

14-1.—Thank you for your comment.

From: blackler [mailto:blackler@acrossmontana.net]

Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 1:20 PM

To: MDT EIS Comments Ninepipe

Subject: input for the record on Montana Hwy 93 near Ninepipes

To Whomever:

Please accept by reference this endorsement of the input provided by Thompson Smith
as my input. [ think he has given the situation special consideration, and I concur with
his findings. Edd Blackler, POB 555, Bigfork Mt, 59911 ph. 837-5196
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Letter 15, Jim Blow
15-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Jim Blow [mailto:jimblowi@ronan.net]
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2006 11:19 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

With all that is to be considered in such a complicated project,

there is a glaring lack of planning for non-vehicular traffic along

this popular roadway. Specifically, a walking jogging/bicycle path
should accompany the redesign of the highway throughout the complete
section covered by this project. It is not only a scenic area that is
increasingly travelled by visitors, it is also a pathway for many who
live south of Ronan who need a safe surface and pathway to travel
down the corridor 12 months a year.

Jim Blow
Ronan
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 16, Julie Borden

16-1.—Safety issues concerning parking on the northbound leg of the couplet in
Ronan will be further discussed with the city during final design.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEHENT PROJECT

THANK'YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYNENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hutpe/fwww.mdumtgov/pubinvolve/eis_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44,

T G (mc;:.wd a Do & Lawf a\r\(jiiu e
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ot e el desotions
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OPEN HOUSES
- Moaday
September |3, 2006
6:00 - 800 pm
~ Tribal Fitness Center
$t. Ignatius, HT
Tuesday
September 1%, 2006
B . . Y L 4:00 - 7:00 pm
ease provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MDT, Skillings Rifas Conomeeiy

Name: AN Bﬁ’ s~ Connally .nr Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to: ot
Mdress THE RED TPy L’:'E :; FElrl::l 3 Ranan, M1
(ﬂ\mﬁwﬂ_@_ﬁ_@x. L R‘Q?“t’. AN 59 5’(9.'{ Environmental Services Bureay :HE;L( HEARING

Montana Department of Transportation September 19, 1006

4 b oraenGQe ol . M PO Box 201001 100 - 900 pn
Email: ;gb_L____.._'l_.!'QG.’,. L (O] Helena; T, £9620-1001 M ot
Center
Kenan, M1

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228
Y

&

 CEE
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 17, Nick and Frances Coover
17-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

17-2.— CSKT is one of the three project proponents and as such participated fully in
September 21, 2006 RECEIVED the design and selection of the alternatives. The preferred alternative selected for the

SEp 25 2006 final SEIS, Alternative Rural 3, does not include passing lanes through the Ninepipe
area.

Jean Riley / Project CN B744 ENVIRONMENTAL
MDT Environmental Services

2701 Prospect Ave.

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT. 59620-1001

Dear Ms. Riley:

We are writing in support of an elevated highway for the Ninepipe/Ronan area as
outlined in Alternative 7 of MDT’s Draft Supplemental Environmental impact Statement.
Now that we have the technology to prevent or at least decrease “road-kill,” we should
be using it, especially in Montana where our wildlife values are so extraordinary.

Over a three year period between 2002 - 2004 more than 1000 painted turtles and over
600 mammals, birds, and other reptiles and amphibians have been killed in the four
mile stretch of roadway at the southern end of the refuge (between Olsen Rd. and
Beaverhead Ln.) Three grizzly bears have been killed by vehicles in the last decade
including one at Hwy. 93 and Post Creek. This is a tragic situation which would only be
made worse by MDT's preferred plan to add the passing lane without any real
consideration for the animals.

MDT should honor its Memorandum of Agreement with the the Confederated Salish &
Kootenai Tribes which states of the Ninepipe area, “due to the high ecological value of
the landscape, passing lanes are not appropriate and will not be included” in the
reconstruction project.

In Montana, we should proudly be taking the lead in protecting our wildlife with new
technologies and construction methods (including tunnels) for the rest of the world to
see. We'll look forward to hearing more about the highway expansion effort. Thank
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

. e s
S .
P &~ LAY ( (== d

Nick Boynton o Frances M. Coover
445 North Ave. W. JIAES .
Missoula, MT 59801 Li K—b N. Avtn4ag_ Wles

{.!II‘-,.‘,;'-“"\.",_ 1“‘:1}. O O
) =)ol
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 18, James K. Brown

18-1.—See Response #11-1.

A S 18-2.—Speeds on State Highways are set by the State Legislature. US 93 already
. ; l & el has a reduced speed limit of 65 mph (versus 70 mph on other comparable highways).

Us 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEHENT PROJECT

THANKYOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESY! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more rime, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: hittp://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolvefeis_ea.shtml
Please indicate comments are for projece CN BT44.
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_RECEIVED :
OPEN HOUSES
o Ris Mead
— . OCT RS Sep(e:hpr I8, 2006
00 - 8:00 pm
ENVIRONMENTAL :rih;' ?llnﬁsF(enI(r

St Ignarius, MT

Twesday

September 19, 200
400 - 7:00 pm
Reaan Commesity
Center

Please pmvm‘e your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MOT, Skillings
Name: //ﬂ”” /;,, //)/’( oy ]Zunn:!l]rn.llir H::'m staff at the meeting, or mail to:
- J 3 A Reman, HT
Miress: /SOy Aol é/; ;::a“ EL?:r "
PUBLIC HEARING

. 4 L7 7 e I ;
/22-5-‘-"(-’ A4 S7E02 Envirenmental Services Bureau Totsday
B Hontana Department. of Transpertation September 19, 2006

& ey € creqes]. 2T PO Bax 201001 0 - 500 gm
Email: £ : Fo TS Helena, HT $9620-1001 Ronan Commurity

PLEASE SUBHIT COHMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228 Lenter

Ronan, HT
®
or__ Y

5 SKILLINGS

COMNOLLY
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Letter 19, Allen and Janet Buhr
19-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Janet Buhr [mailto:abuhr@ronan.net]
Sent: Monday, October 02, 2006 9:25 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Department of Transportation,
Comments concerning Highway 93 CN B744 project

Al and | are 30+ year residents and business owners in Ronan, Montana. | taught in the Mission Valley for
25 years. My husband started the Valley Banks in the valley. We have resided on Highway 93, just south
of Ronan for more than 22 years

The most important fact is that we had six children that we raised without any bicycle or walking access
paths. We have always coveted cities that offered this wonderful feature in their towns. We have a small
path that leads west of Ronan. It is heavily used and we walk on it daily.

Living in this beautiful valley and not offering a walking, bicycle path to both residents and visitors would
be lacking sightfulness.

We would love to have the opportunity to safely walk and bike along the highway both for the aesthetics
and exercise.

If you would like to contact us regarding this project please feel free to call or email

Allen or Janet Buhr

Box 4, Ronan, MT 59864
406-676-2274
abuhr@ronan net

Thanks for your consideration
Al and Janet Buhr
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P Letter 20, Elsie Bull
oCT 0 4 2006 3399 Kic Hat' 5%

/< _
ENVIRONMENTAL Meairda LI 5f204

20-1.—Alternative Rural 3, selected as the Preferred Alternative, is a 2-lane highway
through the Ninepipe Wildlife Management area. The reconstruction of US 93
. outside the limits of this SEIS includes a wildlife overcrossing at Evaro Hill,
//ﬂyaffﬁ E74 - ; e bty approximate RP 10.4. The use of structures, culverts, or overcrossings is based on
MDT Wﬂ@xw L L terrain as well as the identification of wildlife migration routes and patterns. All of
270/ ~ , CORY the proposed alternatives for this project include at least 5 crossings (bridges and
&{7 R culverts) at major systems in the corridor and approximately 12 additional wildlife
/ /‘552' K/0L/

_ crossing culverts within the 11.2 mile project length.
Belina. T 5Y20-100/
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Letter 20, Elsie Bull (continued)
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 21, Jane Camel

21-1.—See Response #3-1.
21-2.—See Response #11-1.
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THMIK 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT I’F'DE.(SS' Your involvement is of great value to the project -
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 22, Robert L. Camel
22-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses
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THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
ream. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: hutpc//www.mdtmt gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea shiml
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Hontana Department of Transportation
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Tuesday

September 19, 200
100 - 900 pm
kenan Community
Center

Keaan, HT

Letter 23, Whisper Camel

23-1.—Thank you for your comment. See Response #11-1.
23-2.—See Response #11-1.

23-3.—Both businesses would retain access and not be displaced by any of the
alternatives. See Section 5.5.1 Economics, Rural Portion, and Section 5.18
Relocations in the FSEIS. Also see the Relocation Assistance Conceptual Study,
available at the Skillings Connolly project website
http://www.skillings.com/US93/Index.htm under “publications” (click the second
bullet, then Resource Reports/Relocation Assistance Conceptual Study). This
website will be maintained at least until the Record of Decision is signed following
publication of the final SEIS.

23-4.—Thank you for your comment. See Response #11-1.
23-5.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 24, Hap and Jen Cheff
24-1.—See Response #3-1.
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THRKK 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC IVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitiing comments at the MDT website: hatp://www.mdLmt.gov/pubinvelve/eis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.
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THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value to the project
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box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: http:/fwerw.mdtmt gow/pubinvobve/eis_eashiml
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400 - 700 pm
Konan Commenity

PUBLIC HEARING

September 19, 200¢
1:00 - 800 pm
Ronan Communiy

Letter 25, City of Ronan Housing Authority,
Jan Niemeyer, Executive Directory

25-1.—Your concern about impacts at the Maxwell Senior Apartments is noted.
Crossing First Avenue SW for these residents and others to shop will be facilitated
by signalized intersections at Eisenhower Street and Buchanan Street. The addition
of pedestrian signal heads at these intersections will provide additional safety for
pedestrians crossing the highway. Sidewalks will be provided along First Avenue
SW, so pedestrians will have a safe path to town and to the Post Office. Noise
impacts are discussed in section 5.8 of the FSEIS. Noise level measurements
revealed noise levels in 2000 at this location of 52 dBA, and analysis predicted noise
levels under the PPA of 67 dBA in the year 2024. These levels exceed the criteria
for residences and also represent an increase of greater than 13 dBA, therefore there
would be an anticipated noise impact at the Maxwell Senior Apartments. At
locations where noise analysis indicates there will be a noise impact, MDT requires
reasonable and feasible noise abatement measures be considered to reduce traffic
noise levels. Noise abatement measures include considering alterative pavement
materials to reduce tire noise, construction of noise barriers or berms, and traffic
management measures such as reducing speed limits. Of these abatement measures,
only the use of alternative pavement materials is considered reasonable for this
location and will be considered in the final designs.

25-2.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 26, City of Ronan, Kevin Templer, Public Works Director

26-1.—A meeting to discuss these comments with the City of Ronan was held on
September 19, 2006. The results of those discussions are shown below:

The project will not present any barriers to flow; in fact, part of the Creek will be
placed in an open channel rather than a culvert which could lead to less flooding.
Runoff from the project will not directly enter the Spring Creek drainage system but
will be collected and released based on prevailing storm water requirements.

For the utilities, the water and sewer crossings and water line behind Dairy Queen,
the project will maintain or replace, in accordance with MDT policy, all connections
disturbed by the project. MDT’s process, following the Environmental Document
approval, is for the Utility Department to use final design project plans to determine
all utility impacts and meet with the utility owners to resolve any issues raised. At
this point they also determine who is responsible for any work needed.

Cross streets are not on the state system, and maintenance of them will continue to
be the responsibility of the City. There is no plan to use City streets as frontage
roads. They will remain City streets and the responsibility of the City. Maintenance
of US 93 is the responsibility of MDT. There is a waterworks control box near the
outlet of the Spring Creek culvert. The preliminary plans appear to jeopardize that
control box. If the control is impacted, it will be changed to a new location during
the design phase, with City input.

26-2.—The draft SEIS states that the parking for the park will be converted from
diagonal parking to parallel parking, which would result in the loss of some parking
spaces. Since publication of the draft SEIS, a better plan has been formulated. The
existing diagonal parking will be retained in a plan that allows a parking area
adjacent to the through lanes, which will be accessed by providing one-way traffic
through the parking area. A copy of the plan for this parking was discussed and
agreed upon with the City and is discussed and shown in Sections 5.15.4 and 6.1.7.
There are no direct impacts to the park land; consequently, there will be no use of
parkland for the project. There do appear to be some proximity impacts. It was
brought up that the diagonal on-street parking on the other side of the street was
originally intended to be part of the overflow parking for the park. This parking will
be converted to parallel parking with some loss of parking spaces. The City owns
property just south of the park that could be developed for additional parking to
mitigate this impact. This is something that MDT agreed they would consider
during the design process.

The restroom is further back in the park, and is considered the responsibility of the
City. MDT would be unable to use highway funds to improve or maintain restroom
facilities. Garbage services and water usage would also be the responsibility of the
City. These are items that are integral to maintaining a park.

The safety issues for the park are primarily the potential of children and animals in
the park running into the traffic on US 93. This could be handled by placing a fence
in the park just inside the parking lot. This would help prevent children and animals
from running out into the highway. The fencing and some landscaping screening
could be provided by the project, with specific details to be coordinated with the
City during the final design process.

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS
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Letter 27, Devin Clarimont

27-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJE[T |

THARK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. 1f you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Dralt SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HDT website: hiip://www.mdb.mt gov/pubinvolee/eis_eashiml
Flease indicate comments are for project (N BT44.
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Letter 28, Misty Clary
28-1.—See Response #3-1.
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US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is alsa available for wiewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: http:/Vwww.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis _ea shtml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

As o resident of Mission Valley,
T want 2 BIKE/WALKING PATH,
_sepevate from feaffic, on Hwy 93

_Conne hing, _communihes

~fromm Jolson dn Arlee.

OPEN HOUSES
Honday
_ September 18, 2006
00 - B:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
St Ignatis, M1
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Letter 29, Brenda Cook

Us 93 N!NEPFPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESY! Your involvement is of grear value to the project
teamn. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome 1o mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is 2lso available for viewing or submitiing comments at the MOT website: hitp://www.mat.mt.goe/pubinvelve/eis _ea shiml
Flease indicate comments are for project (N B744.
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Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 2004
FO Bax 201001 100 - 900 pm
Helena, HT $9620-1001 Ranan Community

PLEASE SUBNIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE, UCTOBER 6, 2006 (408) M4-1128 Ceoter

Ronan, HI
gﬁ 5 SKILLINGS

Ewail:

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 30, Virginia L. Cornelius
30-1.—See Responses #1-1 and 11-1.

From: Virginia L. Cornelius [mailto:ginger1@ronan.net]

Sent: Monday. October 02, 2006 7:33 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipedmt. gov:
kadams(@herrerainc.com&Subject=CommentonlUS93Ninepipe/RonanEIS
Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com

Subject: Peoples way road from Arlee to Ronan

With great disappointment [ write this comment. In traveling the completed road from
Ravalli to Arlee, I feel the tax dollars have been used unwisely. When breaking out from
the curves near Ravalli going south, the road becomes a racetrack. Who can pass the
most slow vehicles first, or the slow vehicle begins to move at a faster pace so those
behind do not have an opportunity to pass. It seems to me. and many others [ have
spoken to that there was ample room to run four lanes of traffic through the area. Why
then was this not done at this time?

In attending the community meeting, in Ronan, the 19th of September, it was to my
dismay, and others, that the favored proposal is for a two lane raised highway from Post
Creek to just past Ninepipes to accommodate the turtle and wildlife population. I realize
that the critters need protection, but what about human life? Would it not be more
economical to put in four lanes, and slow traffic than to do another two lane road, one
which we already have. The sign on the highway, as you come north out of Arlee says
something to the affect that your tax dollars have provided this. If this is so, than my tax
dollars will be paid under protest. I feel a four lane road from Arlee to Polson would be

the only way to go.

Thank for listening,

Virginia Comnelius
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Comment 31, Virginia Picken Cornelius
31-1.—See Responses #1-1, 11-1, and 13-8.

31-2.—Any property owners displaced are entitled to receive fair market value for
land or buildings, or damages as defined by law. In addition anyone displaced is
eligible for relocation benefits in accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, as amended.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEHENT PRO]ECT

THANE YOU FOR Phﬂl[l?l.TlNG 1N THE ?!.IBUE |HVJJIJMEH'| PROCESS! Your. involiement is nfgreaz value to the project
cearin, 1 you would like to sabmit writien comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided, If yoir need more time, you are welcaimie 16 mail it in. We want to hear from vou!

The Draft SEIS s o available for viewing or subriting comments 3t the HﬂT webiite }mp—.ffm it . gon/ pubinvolveeis_ea.shiml
Please. indicate comments are for project TN 6744

" OPER HOUSES -

" leplember 19, 2000
s o 400 7190 po
Please leaye your comments ith enh.er HDT_..S.kl_nl.h_ngs_ i Loty
Comnolly or Herera stafl at the meeling. or mail 10 it
]mi l.th' PE S A Roman, HT
i - ' ' © PUBC AR
Lidss - Vit A Hﬁlrnnmnlil Services Bureau” Yirciy
Hentana, mpammui of Transportation Septembir 19,200
0 Bax 201001 7:00 - 9:00 pm
" Helena, HI 59620-1001 Ronzn Commenity

1A Center
PLEASE iUBHlT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 :eiﬂ.ﬂ iﬂ-ll?i Rowan, Wi

9

— gsnunnes
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 32, George L. Cote

PR 32-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
Jean Kiley/ GRErEE b 530%’&5.?‘,3 o 32-2.—The objective of the project proponents is to propose a fiscally responsible

MDT Exvironmental Sawes Migoula, MT 59801-6723 project. Therefore, the preferred alternative was selected as doing the best job of
270! [ospect Ave. 9 Sepitenft 2004 meeting the project objective of improving the capacity and safety of this highway
i i'&ifﬁ 20l00] MASTER FILE RECEIVED - section while preserving the high environmental values of the area. The cost of the
K . 5’ 6;40 gl - COPY— |+ ——ogrodomp L. preferred alternative (Rural 3) including the separated bicycle/pedestrian path is
e i $162 million less than the most expensive alternative, Alternative Rural 7.

0% _4’_/? k) R
e . ;g,;mgf M;gémg» ?3 4?“""""“‘ »s,ef_z«/ﬁm 32-3.—See Response #17-2.
_&_md‘e,_;md’ A2 /Vf”éf; e erd _jﬁ:
/_20 M#wﬂxé«.e_e, /«M, a&‘of(!‘-}fmg, M p«w-a«-,
e mm&‘i?m_ ot ,Zﬁ, -2 2 f@vﬁ'é-;’_'___ 4
M ot cruphed o z‘g Mophagy G arche Ly i o Aadbioms
Mﬁfﬁiﬂﬂ&. Moy closs, jiloraic_ ool ot u;ém/afv/
S ol Bl S F e R i :

mzo . Jhor A

z.é?d%_?é’ ﬁ_@ﬁ'_;wm& -

&&éféw_ﬂmm

z W«fr— surile vt
,o&mz_wm tx MM%; B
ow__&#fr JM&M@’ wrottba nthl
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJEET

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your invalvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more rime, you are weleome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is akso available for viewing or submitting comments at the DT website: hitpe//www.mdtmt.gov/pubinvobve/eis_ea.shim|
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

lhe progres
_Hr “J"‘ t’“ﬁ‘ c:.cF__L_;:_?

cle Vated
use, no MNolame

- !ppumber 18, 2006
— 00 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Finess Center
2., . j 7 (A St Igatius, HT
4_.,0(35,\ , Slewokle i;,op,.orLL 7 Thewks Tuesday
September 19, 2006
13 o }J\, U-lore. long strelehe— 400 - 700 pm
2 Lol w5 : p
Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MDT, Skillings Ronan Commesity
Connolly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to: Ciatir
" Jean A Riley, PE Raean, HT
Bureau Chief PUBLIC HEARING
Environmental Services Bureau Toesday
Montana Department of Transportation Septeanber 19, 2006
PO Box 201001 700 - 900 pm
Helena, MT 59620-1001 Roaan Community

Center
(408) 444-1228 Ranan, M

Ky shse:
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Letter 33, Lynn Couey
33-1.—See Response #11-1.

33-2.—Thank you for your comment.
For more information regarding turtles see Responses #171-1 through 171-8.

For information regarding the construction status of the US 93 project please visit
the MDT website (http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/us93info/), or contact: Dwane
Kailey, MDT, Missoula District Administrator, 2100 W. Broadway, P.O. Box 7039,
Missoula, MT 59807, Phone: 406-523-5800.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 33a, Philippa Crawford
33a-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

e
THAKK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INYDLVMENT m}}m- our mvo].vemcm is of grear value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome ro mail it in. We wane to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS s also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: hotp:/fwww. mat.mt gov/pubisvolve/eis_ea.shiml
Pleass indicate comments are for project (N 744,

Caovers e Voo )m_- *_ Qr»L\_F_;\ New, oMo
WasSiee, W aee : \ jl. o NN

[P WO P § \{}___."F— \- SHEE Z_ \;,;_ (i) )r-’ \\ L

_/_\1 C“k\ oy \Hﬁ_l_u = ?}( ...\‘"ﬂ._\__;_s,_u.r\ ‘V"G Aoy
Tallh & mAl \\_‘(\.\ \lm_;..;_\\._\ il AV \ka \u: N oeg

\’\_,.T“\\.-.-.f_.l = \_.._.c._u_;nr \DL s SAYFRRon, -

: '\j;)_.'::—"n_k\ € B ﬁih's_\ ek N LSS £ D L\\ NS

LS Wyeor S _ﬂ-uc a_iifwwc\ s

Coagive v N \e™ o3 S s \\Hk‘

‘;‘1_‘_ 0 L X(‘C" L. <552 B Cﬁo (_\l\uu‘lﬁ{_kys‘s.\\._g

3\_11_—_,
3 xl(@;xu w‘

—RECEIVED
_NOV o205

OPEN HOUSES
Monday
- _ Deptember 18, 2006
ENVIRONMENTAL 00 - 300 pm
= Tribal Fitness Center
St Ignatius, MT

Tuesday

September 19, 2004
400 - 700 pm
Ronan Commursty

Pleate provide your name and address: Please beave your comments with either HDT, Skillings

Connally or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail ta:
Name: \—)\ Ny \\ oo (L \.c‘_ﬂ)\z\e ! L a
Jean A Riley, P Roman, HT
Address: 3_154"5\_ T ""L__C_Lb._l_" Ny Burean Chiel putic HEARIHG
:éq,_\_ﬂ R SAmAN Emvironmental Services Bureay Toesday
e e :;":n':' Department of Transportation September 19, 2004
- T g 3 ) n 101001 700 - 9:00 pm
Emait: (L) 3250 \dack adndd Helena, HT 59620-1001 Ronin Communiy
PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2004 (406) 444-1228 Center

Center

‘j SEILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 34, Eleanor Danesh, M.S.

34-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
34-2.—See Responses #13-6 and 18-2.

Mmiment )
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PRO]ECT

THANK Y0U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great valuc to the project
team, If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need mote time, you are welcome © mail it in, We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HDT website: hnpdmmdmtgm!whinvduhh_u.shml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

" OPEN HOUSES

Hondzy
September 12, 200¢
400 - 800 p=

- Tribal Fitness Cente
1, Ignatius, HT

Tuesdzy
September 19, 200
400 - 700 pm

Conaolly or Herrera staff at th meeting, or mail o b ot
& 13 | mal 5
it A on” ““:r—-.;ﬂ"" 5 sl

YT - Jean A Riley, PE Ronan, W1
dd Lﬁ%m’i&&y‘ - Bureas Chiel PUBLIC HEARIN'
‘7_? l"gﬂ_ Environmental Services Bureau Toesday

Hontara Department of Transportation September 19, 260
PO Bax 201001 7460 - 900 pm
Helena, T 59620-1001 Honan Community

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (408) 444-1228 :;““:; b

Please leave your comments with either HOT, Skillings
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 35, Dana Darlington
MASTER FILE RECEIVED g
COPY SEP 26 2006 35-1.—Thank you for your comment.

ENVIRONMENTAL 35-2.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESY Your involvement is of grear value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need mare time, you are welcome 1o mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HDT website: hitpe/ Ferwrw mdt.mt. govi pubinvolve/eis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

T G 5o tThacilled otk e lone cuoaded
pnPeoeeent T b aay © : i ._'1}4%') haoe
i TeYe) nCvey TV ASA o alled At
56 ews of WEe on the ol
EImELD Y Trsleotvd TS "l: feuse
%}Cdd@-\i\; e c_:_;_-u_\i*)-\:x i
capprec e, —TheE Core ‘hﬂ&_ S
..'—\f‘l\ﬂ__ Core O g '_x;_utk.x\__u\_; = Ta
- : 'L‘ck,x <

Pa& \._.‘\a_, e ““———)
= )c_ "\-Lx

nue L Poloear Yo
i ¥ \’_\,'\' !- '_\"‘J A
hoies ﬂh’ o R A T OPEN HOUSES
...(-—.x.‘-i-—-_'.t"\._ o Awe  Vaost LU LA SE— Handay

P) Hereaet southot™ !\J\‘“mc-t o f Ioe o Syt 10
W anie? . 600 - 800 pm
Tenr V75 XY W N O s Cars 5&& <t kO < A0 Tribal Fitness Centei
"1 s ) faneyw Crtoe. L \onyove ek INOET | sipusal
o g Teesday
Ot \l/ S = == ) T faprember 19, 200t

i 400 - T00
Please provide your nanie and address: Please leave your comments with either MOT, Shilings (g.mm::‘qy

Name: T\ (nr\l:,\ ﬁo\{ ‘\xQ-l:cm Connolly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail 1 lemes
y x ean . Riley, PE Ranan, HT
Mdress: oS > ‘*f- o SESUS LU PUBLIC HEARINC
= Yoo i C G f
l = X o C5GEG  Enviramental Services Bureay Tutsday
- Montana Department of Transpartation September 19, 200
‘(om PO Bex 201001 700 - 9:00 pm
Helena, HT 59620-1001 Ronan Commsity

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-7128 ;':"; l

S Bt
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 36, Linda Delaney
36-1.—See Response #3-1.

mtcn cmnmcnts p!ea_-.e use this form and p]:u.c it in the comme
i ar fmm you!®
g

The Drzh SHS is alw a||=hlt {or vwmng of. whmuung' cnmmznu at the HDT Mhule hnpﬂww
i Please indicate comments " are for project (N BT44.

“As o _resident of Mission Valley,

T want Ty BIKE/WALKING PATH,
Ee\czw’__ﬁr_-c&c From *&Yhﬂ—_\a on H‘“"J\-f. 015

doiﬂﬁﬁ Ane Al __._._c,ummumi\es_... ]

REi:ElVED
' 0CT 05 2006 ‘ opeN HOUSES

:Honday

_ Seprember 18,200
6:00 - 800 pm
Tribal Fitness Cent
St Ignatian, HT

Please provide your name and address:
Name: / rc-,-\ 4 _NehAUEY
hddress: §20  MNTALSIEE ELD

WARTIWS | /72/;__-_ )
598

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 {406) 4441128

Mor__ 0

Ky e
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 37, George Delie
37-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Delie/Newman [mailto:funion@ronan.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:08 AM
To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

With the new Highway work it would be seem the right time to add a bike/walking path north of Polson as
Close to Missoula as possible. Bike riders have a very dangerous route to travel and most are discouraged
From even attempting it given the reputation Hyw 93 has earned for traffic deaths. Please consider this in
Your planning

George Delie
funion@ronan. net
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 37a, Nancy Delie
37a-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Nancy [mailto:catsnmouse(@charlo.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 8:36 PM
To: mdieiscommentsninepipei@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on U893 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

The time is now . . . if we neglect to include a bike path along with the improved highway
system an opportunity is missed for this much needed facility. Let's not forget the people who
travel "along the road" as well.

Herrera Environmental Consultants
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 38, Brenda S. Dennis
MASTER FiLz | RECEIVED 38-1.—See Response #3-1.
COPY 0CT 0 5 2006
J ENWRONMENTAL

US 93 NINEP!PE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. [f you would like to submit written commenus, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided: If you need more time, you are welcome o mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Dralt: SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hetp:/fwww.mdt.mi.gos/pubinvolve feis_eashiml
; Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

Dear Jean 5'. R'l lay:

- to encourage the hiway department to extend. the

_LImL has-been-developed -between-Polson-and Ronan
Honan area and hopefully onto Missoula.

_There are several reasons for the path, the main being of course,’

I:E'JP nh?l!t\ of folks to get out dnd exerc He I’Jm' (‘h'] Idron

otten ha e .vanter! to bL ] > s and have
‘been unable to hnmnqn nf rho existing hiway dangers.
I\e l'l\”= in between Ronan and St. Ignatius and often see bikers
along this stretch of road and are concerned about the space they .
have to ride safely. .. R F PEANIFLS 2 O S N it ¥ ia

condly, this area is a heantiful wetland that if it is to be
djqn]pt(‘d with construction, I h&_llo\é\ that we should do it f‘U”

—thE ISt and hopelfully only time. This SLrerely is 8o —
scenic that it would be a shame mt ito_encourage people to use it

m an environmentally lrlendl; (IPEN. HOUSES

- Honday

September 18, 2004
400 - §00 pm
S TR T e e T T e tal Finest edle
St Ipnaties, MY

———Thank-you-for-listening-and-considering-our-concerng,————

Tuesday

September 1%, 200t

400 - 700 pm

Konan Community

(enter

Jean A Riley, PE Konan, HT

——————————— Bureau Chief

Charlo, | 5981 . Emvronmental Services Bureau rﬂz‘;‘f HEARINC
Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 200
PO Box 201001 700 - %00 pm
Helena, MT 594201001 Ranan Community

PLEAS, SUBMIT COMMENTS Y OR BEFCRE OCTOBER 6, (406} 4447228 ig..m .
anzn,

Flease previde your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MOT, Sallings

N B ia S. Denni Connally or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail to:
ame . DLenda 5. Lenmis

Address: 32507 Two Creek Lane

ST
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 39, Department of the Army COE, Allan Steinle,
Montana Program Manager

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY RECEIVED 39-1.—Thank you for your comment.
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT

= T FFI T EUU* - .
HELENA REGULATORY OFFICE SEp 27 100 39-2.—The short-term construction related impacts have been separated from the

10 WEST 15" STREET, SUITE 2200

ety 1o HELENA NT 55526 ENVIRONMENTAL permanent impacts in the final SEIS. Please see Section 5.10.

r\|:‘r 14 OF

Sépiember 25 2006 _ 39-3.—This revision has been made. See final SEIS Section 5.10.4.

Helena atory Office
(406) 441-1375 Phone
(406) 441-1380 Fax

Subject: Corps File Number 2006-9-0023
1593 = Ninepipe/Ronan Improvenient Project
NH-F 5-1(9)6F, MDT Control Number B744
Corps Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement

Ms, Jean A. Riley, P.E., Chief
Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

PO Box 201001

Helena, Montana 59620-1001

Dear Ms. Riley

Reference is made to your August 10, 2006 request for comments on the Drafi
Supplemental Environmental Impact-Statement (DSEIS) for the Ninepipe segment of the US93
Evaro — Polson transportation improvement project. The Ninepipe segment is locat ed between the
communities of Ronan and Saint Ignatius in Lake County, Montana.

I PHEEELTS; Section 4103 Wetland Resources: The jurisdictional status of wetlands,
'mh:- canals, channels, and other waters 15 being reviewed. This office will provide a list
u].zm' by the t urpa once a |urm.1n.1|om] determination is complete.
2. 5 makes it clear that the projected wetland

ernatives includes temporary, construction-related impacts as
- 5 -term, construction-related wetland 3
-ange of alternatives to facilitate i
iculty in projecting temporary impacts for the
ssary to take a hard look at temporary
ualitative and relies on the best judgment of

nroject
L project.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 39, Department of the Army COE, Allan Steinle,
Montana Program Manager (continued)

39-4.—We are aware of that requirement, and the mitigation plan will be included in
the permit application.

g . 39-5.—The divider page in the DSEIS said “Draft” and we will add “Draft” to the
78, Section 5.10.4 Mitigation Measures: A compensatory mitigation plan that is evaluation as Correcﬂy noted.

y included in any
avoidable impacts to We ters of the 1.8, must be include y

.I 1 'I.Lau of Army avthorization v nder Section 404, If the Montana 39-6.—See Response #11-1.

e of available credit from a

)

Page 5-

i T r us
tion is planning on pur suing the ; .
ation project in the wate shed, it should be clearly

Ap wruh\ D, Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation: The cover page and the headers on cacl 1jp)_. :
: I Jude the word “Draft” to'male it clez .r that the document presented is a Dra

Evaluation.

The Clean Water Act requires that the Corps can
ally damaging practicable alternative that
sunt ¢ost, logisties, and technol

ix D, Draft 404(b)(1) Ev aluation:
a pum.t for the least énvironment

roject purpose. Practicability takes into ac ry
ki  preferred alternative ]mmnul in the

the "\Tlllu.,l proponent. The ]m.m.n:m
10) appears to be the le

upporting documentation appears 1o be inthe

t environmental Ily damaging practicable
DSEIS.

tes the opportunity to comment on the DSEIS, and if there are any
omments please contact myself or Todd Tillinger of my staff at
Jumber 2006-9-0023.

sreice Corps File N

Sincerely,

ntana Program Manager

Tribes Transportation Planner

, Helena
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEI’VEI:
- 0CT 1.0 2006

--E}IVIRﬁHHENTEL

.US. 93 NINEP[PE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PRO]ECT

TIANX YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the commient
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Letter 40, DeeAnn DesJarlais
40-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED

Thursday, October 05, 2006 OCT 11 2006

. ENVIRONMENTAL
Montana Department of Transportation

PO Box 201001

Helena, Montana

59620-1001

Dear Jean Riley,

| have just recently learned that there are some serious wi!diife issues
regarding the HWY 93 expansion program thrgugh the Ninepipe
Ronan areas. | am certainly in favor of improving our transpoﬂanlon
needs, but without the higher risk and endangerment of our wildlife.

We need to do all that we can to protect the wildlife whe_r_ever we can,
especially when this highway goes right through a sensnlwe area like
the Ninepipe NWR. Why do we have such a highway going through a
NWR in the first place?

We are always concerned about public safety, but we are not the 9n1y
creatures that live here. We need to be concerned about our wildlife
as well. Any means that it takes to protect both we need to do the
right thing. Our wildlife is part of our Natural Heritage and we need to

preserve it.

If the proper safeguards, like Alternative 7, are o_ut_of the budget then
we really can not afford to do anything because it is a package deal.

Sincerely,

Bob & Linda Detmers

724 Deer Ridge Road
Victor, Montana

59875
<bldimages@earthlink.net>
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Letter 41, Bob and Linda Detmers

41-1.—The project’s decision makers need to balance multiple factors, including
vehicular safety and wildlife impacts among many others, in choosing the final
Preferred Alternative. Alternative Rural 7 costs an estimated $162 million more
than the final Preferred Alternative. This additional cost would likely delay the
project a minimum of 6 years in which time the current high rate of accidents would
continue. The project’s decision makers have concluded that Alternative Rural 7
cannot be selected because the need to improve vehicular safety along the project
corridor would not be met in an acceptable time frame.

The final Preferred Alternative, Alternative Rural 3, does not include the southbound
passing lane that was part of the preliminary preferred alternative in the draft SEIS.
By choosing a preferred alternative that does not include the passing lane in the
wildlife refuge and by providing numerous wildlife crossings in the project corridor
the project decision makers have attempted to reach the appropriate balance between

minimizing adverse impacts to wildlife and minimizing adverse impacts to vehicular
safety.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 42, Kevin Detwiler

42-1.—See Response #11-1.
42-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

From: Kevin Detwiler [mailto:kevind@ronan.net] 42-3.—See Response #11-1.
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 5:35 PM

To: mdieiscommentsninepipei@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams

Subject: Hwy 93 Ninepipes PPA

Greetings Ms Riley-

Sorry to have to bother vou via email. but [ was unable to attend the public comment meeting &
realized the time for any comment is drawing to a close, so here we are. I should introduce
myself. I am a long time resident of the valley (19 of the last 24 vears). | own property adjacent
to the route (Mission Valley Veterinary Clinic, P.C., NE comer of Hwy 93 & Timberlane Road),
I am an avid cyclist, I drive on Hwy 93 all the time for work & fun. I would propose that the
PPA of (alt 10) is not the best idea for numerous reasons. 1 have been to numerous planing
sessions over the years (decades?) and my observation from previous experience and now
backed up by current experience is that a 4 lane Hwy 93 will serve the needs of the valley better,
with increased safety for all motorists. [s this not the primary overseeing issue (finally being
addressed) that we are contending with in this massive reconstruction of Hwy 937 I know there
are other issues influencing what the nature of the final project will be, I realize that you do not
operate in a vacuum, but functionality of the road seems to be the most important issue to
contend with. I would propose that Alt 7 with 4 lanes & a separate bike path would be the best
option. I am the person (the genius?) that proposed an elevated roadway at an input meeting
many years ago; the idea was pretty much blown off as ‘excessively too expensive’. Well ves, it
is very much money, but it does meet many of the

requirements for the new road.

I have watched our valley change over the years. When I was first here in 1982, there were no
restaurants in town serving pizza; now we have 2 and a Subway & a McDonald's. 1 do not
propose this is necessarily good, just that things have changed drastically in ~25 years, and so the
road that serves as our main artery for the entire valley & places beyond must change. I have
watched the construction with awe, the Polson section was done so efficiently last year, now the
sections this year are some what less efficient. but much larger in scope, so what do we expect?
on both ends we have a new road with smooth pavement, better approaches & clear view of
traffic. In Polson we have a 4 lane divided Hwy 93 that works perfectly as envisioned and allows
everybody to drive unimpeded with greatly enhanced safety. We have a beautiful bike lane. I am
looking forward to the remainder to be completed in the same manner clear to Ronan. On the
other hand we have the section from Arlee to the south of Ravalli. The idea of 2 lanes with
alternate passing lanes is for lack of a better term idiotic. Please do not try & confuse a clear fact
that it is not safe. We live in a hurried up, if you will permit, rude society. This is being carried
out on this portion of Hwy 93 right now with the completion of the road as [ felt it would. The
places where the

road constricts has become a race track for some of my fellow motorists to try & get ahead at the
last second as we merge to a single lane. Many motorists speed up for the 2 lane portion & then
slow for the single lane portion and others cannot get by when we can or pass later when we
cannot. Who came up with this configuration? I knew it would work this way, and the last month
has confirmed my worst fear. We do not need more 'enhanced’ 2 lane road (or what ever you
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 42, Kevin Detwiler (continued)

42-4.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
42-5.—See Response #11-1.

wish to call it) We need a road like the one built in Polson for the entire valley, not just north of
Ronan. Why the difference? The entire Hwy 93 is subject to the increasing trafic, and the same
seasonal increases in traffic volume at certain times. so the differentiation makes no sense. If 4
lane divided was good enough for Polson to Ronan, the same reasoning should apply to the rest
of the corridor. I would therefore propose that Alt 7 with 4 lanes & a bike path would be the best
option. If you look at the location of the passing lanes, you will be having the same 'race track’
episodes in bad locations with Alt 7 as now designed. Hwy 212 intersection is a bad place & the
top of Post Creek Hill is a bad place as the Methodists have built a new church there with Hwy
93 access at or near the crest of the hill. Serious consideration should be given to Alt 7 for these
reasons. Please do not keep the 2 lane or modified 2 lane Alts for Hwy 93 as they will not
address any safety issues (passing lanes worsen it in some respects). Sincerely,

Kevin R. Detwiler, D. V.M. Mission Valley Veterinary Clinic
33 Timberlane Road phone: (406)676-4251
Ronan, MT 59864 email: krdetwiler(@ronan.net
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 43, Marie Dinwoodie

43-1.— In the final SEIS, Alternative Rural 3 has replaced Alternative Rural 10 as
the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 3, a south bound passing lane is no

) . ) longer to be included in the RP 39.4/44.1 area. Because US 93 will continue to be a
Environmental Services wl two-lane road in this area, increases in speed are not anticipated or expected to result

ggrcl)g;oject CN B744 Hmﬁﬂlﬁﬁﬂ?ﬁ from this project Speed limits are set by the legislature and cited in 61-8-303 of the

Montana Code Annotated. Changes in speed limits can be accomplished by the
Transportation Commission or by the City of Ronan, but only based on safety

Dear Ms Riley: concerns and are not expected to be changed in response to this project.

Many of us have participated in discussions and
meetings for nearly twenty years, hoping to find some
remedy for the problems that increased traffic on HWY
93 through Ninepipe will create. | have read the SDEIS
quite carefully and will raise some issues that come to
mind.

First, there is no doubt that the highway now being
constructed is better than the version we were first
presented with. The lengthy process has had positive
results in the parts that we now see. The segment of
the road which includes Ninepipe was given additional
attention because of the critical nature of that segment,
both as habitat and as an essential corridor for wildlife
moving westward from the Mission Mountains. Aerial
photos show its very unique, geologic features -the
abundance of small ponds which nourish a rich wildlife
community. Because of its uniqueness, its value as
habitat and role in the movement of wildlife, there has
been a substantial public investment in lands at Ninepipe.
These lands are used by hunters, scientists,
birdwatchers, photographers, as well as Grizzly Bear,
Otter, Eagles, Waterfowl - many more are mentioned in
the DEIS - maybe you have seen for yourself. The public
was led to believe that these characteristics would be
protected by the terms of the Memorandum of
Agreement.

That is why | was surprised to learn that PPA 10
includes features that will increase speed, width and
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

noise, all of which decrease the road’s “porousness”
regardless of “crossings.” The consultants providing
information for the DEIS described the area “where most
wildlife crosses” (4-108) as beginning at RP 39.4 to 44.1,
plus the Post Creek and Crow Creek Crossings. The
passing lanes included in the PPA will greatly increase
SPEED, noise and width of pavement in the 39.4/44.1
area and deter wildlife from crossing(5-115). ‘1 did not
find any plan in the document to deal with the migration
of turtles.

The public was led to believe by the Memorandum of
Agreement that Level of Service (LOS) would be
suspended in this critical area, and that the value of the
area to the community would be paramount. Your
document contains conflicting points of view on this.
Section 3-6 indicates that LOS standards would be
implemented and section 3-8 states that “a required

standard for roadway LOS was not stated... “ according
to the POG. It is implied that “safety” is dependent on
the inclusion of passing lanes, that people will die

without the passing lanes. | think this is manipulative,
both of the reader and of the information on the type and
frequency of accidents here.

| want the best that we can do for Ninepipe - | know you
do too, But PPA 10, with its passing lanes, is not that
plan. Thank you.

Sincerely yours,

7Y "\ i ey e
. Marie Dinwoodie

70274 US HWY 93

Charlo MT 59824
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Letter 43, Marie Dinwoodie (continued)

43-2.—Turtle migration is discussed under the Amphibians and Reptiles discussion
in Section 4.12.3 of the draft SEIS. In addition, turtles have been considered in the
general discussion of wildlife in Section 4.12 and 5.12 of the draft document.

For more information on turtles see Responses #171-1 through 171-8.

43-3.—O0n page 3-6 of the DSEIS it was stated that “an acceptable LOS would be
provided for any of the alternative alignments or for improvements of the existing
corridor.” Page 2-16 listed the types of improvements that could reduce accidents
by providing passing opportunities — passing lanes, climbing lanes, and four-lane
sections. The Preferred Alternative selected by the proponents, based in great part
on comments received, is Alternative Rural 3 with no passing lanes in the Ninepipe
area.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 44, James N. Dixson

RECEIVED FiLe | 44-1.—See Response #3-1.
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ENVIRONMENTAL _

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN.THE PUBLIC INYOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like 1o submit written comments, please use this form and place i in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want 1o hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also avadable-for viewing or subminting comments at the-MOT website: hitp://www.mdt.mt gov/pubinvolvefeis_ea.shtml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 45, Sheila P. Dixson

}“CC‘&;T | RB&cevep 45-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 46, Brian DuCharme
46-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Brian Ducharme [mailto: brianfd @cskt.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 11:09 AM
To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

To Whom It May Concern:

| am in support of creating a walking path south of Ronan along with the U.S. 93 road construction. |
support the community of Ronan, as | do my own community of Polson, where | have found the walking
path there very useful and a healthy compliment to the community as a whole. Please consider adding a
walking path to the road construction section south of Ronan.

Thank you,

Brian DuCharme
39833 Hwy. 35
Polson Mt. 59860
406 883-9240
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Letter 47, Andrea Duhman

RECEIVED 47-1—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 48, Lori I. DuMont
48-1.—See Response #3-1.

us 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
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Please indicate comments are for project (N B144.
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Letter 49, Valley Ellingsen

49-1.—See Response #11-1.

49-2.— Representatives from MDT, FHWA, and CSKT (referred to as the “three
governments” or “proponents”) negotiated and signed the Memorandum of
Agreement-US 93 Evaro to Polson (MDT, FHWA, and CSKT 2000). CSKT is one

§ of the three project proponents and as such participated fully in the design and
RECEIVED selection of the alternatives.
0CT 05 2006 See Response #17-2.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 50, Kayla Erickson
50-1.—See Response #3-1.
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US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHMENT PROCESS! Your invelvement is of great value to the project

team, 1f you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment

Lo provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want 1o hear from you!

The Draft SEIS s -alse available for viewing or subniitting comments at the MDT website: hutp:/fiwww.mdvmt.gosfpubinvobvedeis_ea shim!
Please indicate comments are for project (H B744
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Letter 51, Nick Fell
51-1.—See Response #3-1.
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From: pat hurley [mailto:phravallii@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 12:47 PM
To: MDT EIS Comments Ninepipe

Subject: Flathead Resource Org comment

Ms Riley:

We, the Flathead Resource Organization submit the following comments on the Ninepipe-Ronan
Highway 93 reconstruction Draft SEIS. And while there is much to applaud in the efforts to
reevaluate the design, we are disappointed in the (1) the casual analysis of wildlife use. (2) the
poor choice of placing a passing lane in critical habitat and (3) the egregious selection of
Alternative 10 despite the lack of research showing it to be the most viable.

<1--[if tsupportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--

Our organization has been in existence since 1978, and represents some 100 members from the
Flathead Indian Reservation and surroundings. We have participated in the review process for
this project since 1988 and had membership on the first IDT and representation on the CAC and
MDT for the SEIS process.
<l--[if 'supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--

After the publication of the MOA in 2000, FRO and most people in the Mission Valley were
relieved to understand that the highway planners recognized the unique, fragile and regionally

significant value of the Ninepipe area. State, Federal and Tribal agencies had collaborated in
assembling tens of thousands of acres of dedicated wildlife management lands in the “kettle”™
terrain between the Mission Mountains and the Flathead River.

<l--[if 'supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--

Language in the MOA outlining the goals of the SEIS clearly established that “It was imperative
to look at the Highway within the context of the surrounding landscape™. This intent by the
framers of the MOA was clear in their demand that the SEIS study the feasibility of realigning
the highway west to avoid cultural and wildlife conflicts. It was also stated that if it was decided
to leave the highway on its current alignment. “due to the high ecological value of the landscape,
passing lanes are not appropriate and will not be included™.

<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]-->

Furthermore, it was clearly established when the IDT and COC committees began meeting, that
Level of Service standards would not be applied to the Ninepipe area because of the adverse
effects these standards would impose on 4(f) values and the wildlife management mandate of the
area.

<1--[if 'supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--

After several years of TDC and CAC meetings and public meeting involving hundreds of
residents, all based on the minimalist pledges of the MOA, we were extremely disappointed
earlier this year when the PDSEIS changed the ground rules that we had been working under.
The result of these arbitrary changes is a preliminary preferred altemative calling for a one-mile-

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 2.doc

Letter 52, Flathead Resource Organization, Pat Hurley, President

52-1.—This EIS provides analysis of impacts to Fish and Wildlife and Threatened
and Endangered Species in Section 5.12 and 5.13. These sections of the document
provide analysis of both direct and indirect impacts of the project as well as
providing mitigation measures to help minimize the project impacts. Section 5.20
provides an analysis of cumulative effects on wildlife, including the impacts of past,
present and future activities. In addition, Sections 5.9, 5.10, and 5.11 discuss
project impacts to Water Quality, Wetlands, and Floodplains and Streams, all which
directly or indirectly affect wildlife or their habitat. Scientific literature, wildlife
managers and other wildlife experts were consulted throughout the preparation of
these sections of the document. The preparers of this document have relied on the
professional judgment of experts and the best available science.

52-2.—See Response #11-1.

52-3.—Alternative 10 was the preliminary preferred alternative, selected by the 3
lead agencies based on analysis of all impacts and benefits. After consideration of
issues addressed in comments received on the DSEIS, the proponents have now
selected Alternative Rural 3 as the preferred alternative in the FSEIS. See also
comment 39-6 from USACOE.

52-4.— The project proponents have examined the project “within the context of the
surrounding landscape”; however, the project proponents need to balance multiple
factors, including vehicular safety, cost and wildlife impacts among many others in
the final decision.

52-5.—See Response #17-2.

52-6.—The proponents agreed early on that there would be no specific LOS
requirements, rather that they would be goals for achievement. No alternative would
be screened out solely on LOS.
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long south-bound passing lane through the “kettle” area and a much heavier-handed treatment
for Ronan than we believe to be necessary or prudent.
<!--[if !supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--

We would first like to point out some glaring omissions in the DSEIS:

* The evaluation of impacts on wildlife and endangered species does not include new
information that was not already available at the time of the MOA. The citations are
mostly “personal communications™—an extraordinarily casual approach to wildlife
research. There is still no understanding of how wildlife uses the corridor or the adjacent
kettle area. and how the PPA would affect wildlife access to vital habitat components on
either side of the roadway. There is no analysis of vital habitats, and likely corridors are
only estimated.

There are no studies on the relationship between Highway 93 and other transportation
infrastructure in the area. Wildlife use of Ninepipe bisects several roads, including
Highway 212, Mollmann Pass Road and Eagle Pas Road. The cumulative effect, if not
understood, could pose real jeopardy. For instance, over the past five years, three grizzly
bears have been killed on Highway 93, and at least two others on a county road east of the
highway in the Kicking Horse area. It is not possible to design a permeable road without
knowing this relationship.
The PPA calls for short bridges at the ends of Kettles One and Two, but no rationale as to
how this would protect painted turtles. However there is every reason to believe that full
restoration of the kettles by full-length bridges would resolve the risk.
Both the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and the US Department of Fish
and Wildlife have strongly objected to the south-bound passing lane due to the indirect
effect it would have on their 4 (f) mandate, vet there is no discussion of this in the DSEIS.
These agencies along with the Tribes have the public responsibility for managing wildlife
in the refuge, the WPAs and the WMA’s, and their concerns should be addressed in detail.
The PPA calls for numerous wildlife crossings in the roadbed but specifically rejects the
inclusion of wing or funnel wildlife fencing. The preponderance of evidence and literature
suggests that wildlife will not use crossing without such fencing. This contradiction must
be resolved before the FEIS is finalized.
The SEIS fails to identify fill quarries, mix and process sites, and disposal areas. We
understand that this is usually considered a separate issue and not addressed in NEPA
documents on most highway projects. But these ancillary activities can have enormous
impacts if they are not located and performed in a way that corresponds to the wildlife
needs of the area. Secondly the current procedure of contracting for and managing these
sites after a ROD has been published has not been particularly successful on the Flathead
Reservation. There are several large abandoned quarries in Lake and Sanders Counties left
over from previous projects, and at least one on Highway 212 north of the Dixon Agency
was operated during the nesting season of listed bald eagles. Oversight of the quarry
restoration has been left to Montana DEQ. which has been immobilized by for funding and
personnel.

These sites should be identified and evaluated as to their effect on wildlife use of the

area before a final draft is approved.

{--[if !supportEmptyParas]--= <!--[endif]--
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Letter 52, Flathead Resource Organization, Pat Hurley, President (continued)

52-7.—This EIS is meant to analyze the impacts of this project given the best
available science and information available from project design, which is typically at
a preliminary stage. It is not meant to be included in the body of scientific literature
or as peer-reviewed scientific research. The use of personal communications with
resource managers and experts on a particular subject is accepted practice in the
preparation of environmental documents in the absence of published data. Wildlife
biologists and managers as well as other experts have been consulted throughout the
process of preparing this document. Lacking specific research on wildlife corridors
in the area, the professional judgment of these experts is the best available science.

52-8.—An analysis of the cumulative effects on wildlife was performed as part of
this analysis and is found in section 5.20. As required by NEPA, the analysis
includes a discussion of cumulative impacts of past, present, and future actions. The
discussion also includes possible mitigation for these impacts.

52-9.—Short bridges at the kettle ponds would span the shoreline of the pond at
these locations to provide both wet and dry passage for painted turtles. Length in
the preliminary design was approximated based on field observations of low and
high water levels. Bridges at the kettle ponds would be designed to provide crossing
for turtles at these locations at all water levels. Full length bridges would provide
unimpeded aquatic access under the road at the kettle pond locations; however,
shorter bridges will provide turtle passage at these sites as well.

52-10.—See Response #11-1.

52-11.—Although fencing was not included in the PPA, it was not our intention to
absolutely preclude wing fencing at wildlife crossing structures throughout the
Ninepipe segment of the project, and the use of fencing in this segment has not been
eliminated from consideration. The placement of fencing in this segment of the
project will be determined by wildlife biologists and habitat managers and be subject
to agreement by MDT, FHWA, and CSKT. Wildlife fencing placement in the
Ninepipe segment will be determined during final design.

The following text has been added to the Wildlife Crossing Structure section of
5.12.1 of the FSEIS: “Although not currently proposed for the Ninepipe segment of
the project, the use of fencing in conjunction with the wildlife crossing structures in
this segment of the project will be considered in final design. The placement of
fencing in this segment of the project will be determined by wildlife biologists and
habitat managers and be subject to agreement by MDT, FHWA, and CSKT.”

52-12.—The discussion presented in the SEIS includes the range of impacts that
may occur from material extraction at a source site. The source sites for this project
have not been identified, nor has the quantity of material to be taken from the site(s)

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS
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been determined. Once the material source sites have been determined, the
Contractor would be required to secure all required approvals and comply with all
required laws, which would examine potential effects to environmental impacts. In
many construction projects the Contractor provides the sites and must secure all
required approvals and comply with all required laws. For the other projects in the
US 93 corridor from Evaro to Polson, the sites were provided to the Contractor by
the project proponents. During the design process all of the required permits were
acquired and specifications developed in close coordination with the resource
agencies to designate specific BMP’s applicable to each site. This process is
intended to provide the evaluation of impacts this concern addresses.

Responses on this page are a continuation from the previous page
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There are also several errors of commission in the DSEIS:

In its discussion of safety, the DSEIS continues to use a misleading index of highway risk
based on accidents. injuries and fatalities per mile of roadway rather than the standard
index of accidents per traveler-mile. The only reason this is done is to stir up misinformed
passion and to avoid an objective risk analysis. MDOT should be required to use standard
measures rather than slewed data for propaganda.
According to the comparative analysis of the alternatives, Alternative 7, the raised parkway
better meets all of the goals in the purpose and need than the PPA or any other alternative.
Yet earlier this vear, there was an effort by FHWA and MDT to have Alternative 7 deleted
from the menu on grounds of cost. It was also rejected as a PPA for the same reason.
There are several such projects already existing in the US, such as Glenwood Springs
Canyon in Colorado, where the value of the landscape and its community justified the
cost. We submit that at Ninepipe, with its 20,000 acres of dedicated wildlife lands
worth tens of millions in sportsmen’s licenses and tax dollars. is such a place. If this
project were put to a meaningful cost-benefit analysis, Alternative Seven would prove a
bargain.

Finally. despite the fact that Alternative 7 and at least two other alternatives (3 and 4)
exceed or equal Alternative 10 in attaining the goals, it was Alternative 10 that was
selected as the PPA. This discounting of the DSEIS’s own data seems arbitrary and bull-
headed. This is only one example of using the DSEIS process as a continued and concerted
effort to justify a pre-existing decision.

<1-=[if !'supportEmptyParas]--> <!--[endif]--

In conelusion, although we are disappointed in the Draft, we believe that even the flawed picture
presented by the DSEIS provides more than ample reason to reject the PPA and accept a more
benign alternative. We strongly urge you to reconsider Alternative Seven or, failing that, mix
and match lane configuration and speeds to safely manage traffic and maintain the integrity of
the Ninepipe wildlife management area. These need not be mutually exclusive goals.

<!1--[if tsupportEmptyParas)--> <!--[endif]-->

Respectfully

Pat Hurley, President
Flathead Resource Organization
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Letter 52, Flathead Resource Organization, Pat Hurley, President (continued)

52-13.—We did include some references to accident rates per million vehicle miles,
but we were not consistent throughout the discussion. On reevaluation, we believe
both accidents per mile and accidents per million vehicle miles should be shown and
have made the appropriate modifications to the text.

52-14.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
52-15.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
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Letter 53, John Fleming

RECEIVED 53-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 54, Louis Fleming
RECEIVED

54-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 55, Lydia Fleming
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55-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 56, Will Fleming
56-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 57, Terry E. Forst
57-1.—See Responses #1-1, 11-1, and 13-8.

Jean Riley, MDT Env Services
Helena MT

Dear Jean

| would like to provide my input on Project CN B744. First | would
like to say that Highway 93 should be a four -lane road from the Mexican
border to the Canadian border, including through all urban areas. With all
the modern technology we have available there is not any enviormental
reason that can not be addressed during and after construction of the
highway. To do less many lives will be sacrificed instead of the envior-
ment. Somewhere along the line a group has decided if we build bigger
highways more people will come. People are going to come regardless
of the size of the road. Building a 2 lane road with passing lanes is only a
slight improvement over just a 2 lane road. There will alway be those who
will try to pass in no passing zones and those who will crowd you over to
pass where the passing lane ends. | think a four-lane road is the only way
t0 address the traffic problem. Even if it means doing less miles as money
becomes available, lets do it the safest and right way the first time.

Sincerely

o

S e,

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 2.doc

J-72 US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 58, Duff Gerrish

58-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1. Also, generally on new construction the
location of the barriers on the outside of the shoulders allows sufficient sight
distance to alleviate any safety concerns for vehicles entering the roadway. The
location referenced is a temporary installation and will be referred to the
construction section for review and possible modification of placement for improved
safety.

= | ¢ |
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. Jean A, Riley, PE Honan, MT
: s B weny Lan .
Address: £6 85 5w HavcwenY Lamy oy o o A

St lora. vy M STRE5— Enviranmental Services Bureau Tuesday
’ o Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 2006
N R . PO Box 201001 7:00 - 900 pm
Enal: _dw L sereiss Qblecdamnd i o Rorah Conmati
Center

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (406) 444-1228
Ronan, HT

g SKILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 59, Jen Gervais

59-1.—See Response #11-1.

RECEIVED . . .

gl i 59-2.—Bypasses to either the east or west were analyzed in the draft SEIS (Section
0CT 0 2 2006 3.1.2), and were eliminated due to their substantial adverse impacts to fish and

THVIRONMERTAL wildlife habitat, and creation of additional barriers to wildlife movement.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 60, Pete Gillard
60-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Pete Gillard [mailto:petergi@cskt.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:51 AM
To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

RE: project CN B744

I feel there should be a bike path south of Ronan as it would promote exercise and good health
for all residents of the Reservation.

Thank you,

Pete Gillard
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 61, Steven D. Glow
61-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Glow, Steven [mailto:sglow@montana.edu]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 4:12 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

There should be an off road bike path along this section of highway. This is a wonderful place, with great
wildlife viewing. It is terrifying to ride a bicycle on this road. Simply widening the highway and shoulders
will not make bike riding much safer. The amount of debris on the roadside makes a shoulder dangerous.
The bike path from Polson to Ronan will be wonderful. This is a tourist attraction. Just look at the path
across the ldaho panhandle and all of the business that has generated. Safety is the number one reason
for improving Hwy 83. An off road bike path will enhance safety for all.

Steven D. Glow
Dixon, MT
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 62, Beverly Beck Glueckert

62-1.—Comment noted.
RECEIVED o

October 4. 2006 oCT 05 2006 62-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

Jean Riley/Project CN B744 ENVIRONMENTAL 62-3.—See Responses #17-2 and 49-2.

MDT Environ. Services
2701 Prospect Ave.
PO Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620

To: Jean Riley/ Project CN B744

1 want to express my grave concern for the delicate and precious
Ninepipe/Ronan area, which is home to all manner of wildlife, and serves
as a wildlife corridor.

| believe that the MDP plan to put high-speed passing lanes in this area
would be devastating to this sensitive area, to say the least. | would support
an “elevated highway" as an alternative.

| support the honoring of the previous agreement with the Salish/Kootenai
iribe to not install increasing roadway and passing lanes, and therefore
protect this valuable ecological landscape.

Thank-you for your consideration,

Beverly Beck Glueckert
636 Toole Ave.
Missoula, MT 59802
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 63, Pam Goss
63-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Pam [mailto:pam0505@ centurytel.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 5:58 PM
To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

| am sending my support for a bike path from Polson to Missoula. Biking provides a healthy lifestyle for
all, it promotes family activity, provides an economic mode of transportation, it is eco-friendly, and fun for
everybody. Let us look to the future in Montana and build this bike path for all of us to enjoy. A narrow
shoulder on Highway 93 will not work, it is too dangerous. There are many people now that nde Hwy 93
and are risking their lives. Please consider a healthy alternative and support family activity and build this
bike path for all to enjoy

Thank you,

Pam Goss
Palson
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED —1| Letter 64, Ed Gottfried
oCT 0 4 2008 64-1.—See Response 31

ENVIRONMENTALL

Ll b sl L2 ENS). 114

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANE YOU FOR PARTICIPATING N THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment

box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome 1o mail it in. We want to heat from you!

The Draft SEIS is akio available for viewing or submitiing comments at the DT website: hrup:.rfm.mrh.ml.gnwfpuhimumfeis_ez.shlml
Please indicate comments are for project (8 BT44.
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Hontana Department of Transpartation September 19, 10

. "'__;,"..? e @ b '; ,;. T PO Bax 200001 7400 - 500 pm
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 65, Lee Ann Gottfried

65-1.—See Response #3-1.
rCIIVED
October 3, 2006 peT © 4 2008

MT DaT e ONMENTAL
Jean A Riley, P.E.

POB 201001

Helena MT 59620-1001

RE: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project

I am a user of biking & walking paths insofar as possible in western Montana
(The small CTEP bike/pedestrian path in St. Ignatius is much appreciated) and
am most certainly in favor of a separated bike path south of Ronan.

[ feel a little bit stupid that after seeing the wonderful bike paths in the Ronan
and Polson areas, I just assumed all the new Highway 93 construction would (as I
believe it should) include separated bike paths.

At the very least, please construct a bike path separate from motor traffic south
of Ronan. If there’s any possible way, I would really appreciate your re-
considering and constructing bike paths separate from motor traffic south of
Ronan all the way to Missoula. I'm sure, in addition to the safety improvements,
we would see a dramatic increase in bicycling use like that seen in Idaho—where
we are going to bike safely off road this week end. We'd be happier to stay in
western Montana to bike, but it would not be safe.

Sincerely;

Hat @nr f% boce ol
Lee Ann Gottfried
POB 97

St Ignatius MT 59865
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 66, J. Scott Graham
66-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN |MPRO\'EI‘1ENT PROJE(T

THAKK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. 1f you would like to submit writien comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
bax provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS s aba available for viewing or submitting comments: at the MOT website: hitp:/ fwrww, mdtmi gowfpubinvotvefeis_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744,
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Phease pravide your name and address: Plss e your comments it ether MO, Skllngs 1o ¢ ot
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

A B ¥ -:1._ N |
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANK 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvenient is of great value to the project

team. 1 you would like ro submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS i also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDY website: http:/fyrw.nedt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea shim!
Pleass indicate comments are for project (N B744,

~As o resident of Mission Valley,
ST want 2 BIKE/WALKING PATH,

seperate from deaffic, on Hwy 93

T connedhng . ALL . communihes

OPEN HOUSES

Handzy

ent Foro

September- 18, 2006

00 - 800 pm

Tribad Fitness” Center

St Igmativn, HT

Teerday

R I Septemsber_ 15, 2006

Flease provide your name and address: Please lrave your comments with either MDT, Skiflings

Hame: et {’:‘W/

Connelly er Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to: Cesied

400 700 pm
Renan: Commanity

) Jean A Riley, PE : Renan; HF
Rddress: 475 ?{é«ﬁ} 5f 5%/ Bureau Chiel s et

Hontana Department of Transportation Saptember 19, 1006

,37_0#‘?” /'77'#5‘-5'.{5?/ Environmental Seraces Bureau Tursday

70 Box 201001 700 - 910 pin

Email: ¥ e— 2 Helena, HT 59620-1001 Ronin Community

Center
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (408) 4141228 f;":" i

gsmumﬂ B

CONNOLLY
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67-1.—See Response #3-1.

J-82

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 68, Amy Griffin
68-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Amy Griffin [mailto:amy.griffin@ronank12.edu]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 10:20 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

As a resident of Mission Valley, | want a BIKEWALKING path separate from traffic, on Hwy 93
connecting ALL communities from Polson to Arlee

Thank you,

Amy Griffin
37185 Little Marten Road
Ronan, MT 59864
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 69, W.H. Aaron Griffin
69-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Amy Griffin [mailto:amy.griffin@ronank12.edu]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 10:21 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

As a resident of Mission Valley, | want a BIKEWALKING PATH, separate from all traffic, on HWY 93
connecting ALL communities from Polson to Arlee

WH Aaron Griffin
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 70, Kari Gunderson

70-1.—See Responses #11-1 and 13-6.
70-2.—See Response #3-1.

From: Kari Gunderson [mailto:end2543@blackfoot.net]
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 3:05 PM

To: MDT EIS Comments Redstone

Subject: Public comment on Project CN B744

October 6, 2006
Comments for Project CN B744

I drive highway 93 through the Mission Valley when I commute to work.

For safety considerations I am supportive of highway improvements.

However, wildlife considerations should not be overlooked. Regarding the Ninepipes
area, | recommend no passing zones through this stretch, and a speed limit of 45 mph,
with strict law enforcement. This is an important wetland area for waterfowl, songbirds,
and an important grizzly bear travel corridor. Some motorists will still probably exceed
the reduced speed limit, but hopefully they will slow down enough to decrease wildlife
and motorist injuries and fatalities.

I also recommend that you put in a bike/walking path in around the communities of
Ronan and Pablo where there is frequent pedestrian and bicycling traffic competing with
motorists who may not see them. This is also an important safety issue.

Thank you for your consideration of my concerns regarding Project CN B744.

Sincerely,
Kari Gunderson
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 71, Derwin Halvorson

71-1.— There are provisions for advance right of way acquisition in 23 CFR
710.503. Requests for any advance acquisitions need to be sent in writing to the
Montana Department of Transportation office in Missoula, Montana.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESY! Your involvement is of grear value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hutp://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvelve/eis_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

OPEX HOUSES

Honday

September 18, 2006

600 - 800 pm

Tribal Fitness Center
B Ignaten, KT

Tuesday
September 19, 2006
440 - 700 pm
Reaan (ommunity
Center
Add a Jean A. Riley, PE Roman, T

R o Bt O PUBLIC HEARING

: L Emvironmental Services Bureau Toesday

Hontana Department of Transpartation September 19, 2006
PO Box 201001 700 - 9:00 pm
Helena, MT 59620-1001 Konan Community

PLEASE SUBMIT COHMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444.7228 ;:"‘:; 3,

Please provide your name and address: Phease leave your comments with either MDT, Skillings

Connelly or Hemera staff at the meeting, or mail to:
Name:

Email:

5 SKILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 72, Alan Harriman

72-1.—See Response #11-1.
| .. ) 4 - b 5 72-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
(,_. f :W: NMENTA < '-51 i 72-3.—See Response #52-4.
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THANE 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
ream. 1f you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in, We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also avalable for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: - hitpc/fww.mdt, it gov/pabinvatve/eis_eashtml
Please indicate camments are for project €N 8744,
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 73, Sharla Hart

R E CEIVED : 73-1.—See Response #3-1.
UCT 10 2006

mmmaumu
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THAK YOU TOR PARTICIFATING 1M THE PUBLIC INVOLVHERT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team, 1f you would like to submit written comments. please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are weleome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The-Diaft SEIS is-alio available: for -viewing or submitiing commeits at the MDT webste: tlpif o maLmt gov/pubinyolie/eic_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for preject (H B744.
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Montana Department of Transportation September 19, 2001
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 74, Howard M. Haslam
74-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVENENT PROJECT

THAKK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC IKVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your invelvement is of great value to the project
ream. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome ro mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Dralt SEIS is akso available for viewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: hp:/www.mdrme gavipubinvobre/eis_ea shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BI44.

“TAs o \e%_\_ac_'n’r of _Missien \,aHey)

ST want o BIKE/WALKING PATH,

_seperate from deaffic, on My 93

__Connehng ALL  commumtes

_ freon Tolson te Arlee.

'I*s Crazy. ncf._ fe - _a.l_.}nak.._s 1,«,_ n_n_us__.,a!a; PR

S E—— M — . " — Honday

-—"fchc’vi.._ﬁ_u i).&.f!.'.‘!'?. I et hvlrmhr I8, 2006

~ Se Ignatius, HI

Tuesday :
September 19, 2004
4002700 pm

Flease I,,md”'w nams an# ‘ﬂ Please leave your comments with ﬂ'lll.!r HOT, !It:illmg b (&r““;lr
& // k@ s Connolly or Herrera stall at the meeting, or mail to: Gl
Name: ~_% e Jean . Riley, PE Byman 1
ean A, Riley, 0,
Address: _ &‘Yla.rx Seheof Q 5 1b-.; b %320

Eureau Chief
. PUBLIC. HEARING
i YT TRy : Environmental Services Bureau Tuesday

e T Hontana Department of Transpostation Septeniber 19, 2006
PO Bex 200001 1:00:- 00 pm
Helena, HT 59620-1001 konan, Community

PLEASE SUBHIT COMHENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406} 444.7228 :""" A
onan;

Email:

| L.

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 3.doc

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS J-89



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 75, Belinda Hays
RECEIVED

0CT 0 6 2006 75-1.—See Response #11-1.

75-2.—See Responses #17-2 and 49-2.

ENVIRONMENTAL |
75-3.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value ro the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Drafi SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments ar' the HDT website: hitp://www.mdt.mt.gov/ pubinvore/eis_ea shtm!
Please. indicate comments are for project (N B744.
_ A5 an_odbek skde S dunt sk dujin, ftb bbb
) ' bl Shudign , T |
des Aina Bocudy ek unbani. Thokge
Ciese te _L\q o Mendena T avn

dhe Senve. Gohad Treadde

A e g e el

}ucﬂ 2hE \\ur\u_}

‘Ws’!ex t"\_n\ thus_os :LJ.UL:Lbrm L\/} e 1uc_Lu "T \.\l s‘.L \fq,:w_i
‘_Llld. QALY qu the valughie: 1 ild i % -
f f*fjrf.r‘uhw! il e um'n Jora)

'Y; rmngi e caineig
et . . _ OPEN HOUSES
RN ! T I_.__ . P sk Hm‘d"

& ,.Llr:d n-ﬁ,}ru) i de les re.chanc.-abdp ~ Sepiember 18, 200¢
wire_Copvadic Ei f 1. 1 00 - 800 pm
WY Copvialdering) e VAl Ll Tribal Filives) Centes

sl £ \,_ruh'r"\?j"'\‘ﬁa__"_____ vt ingedd M Y (e St Ignatiu, M1
i \A 13 lﬁvr\c L3 Ipq w\}_‘-k m— O VCUPE Y . T L AR 2 goi " Tubiday
September 19, 2004
4400 - T:00 pm
fanan Comsnity
Haé: Center
) Jean A, Riley, PE Ronan, H
Address: o ¥ — e Biivean Nl
i1 [t . . PUBLIC HEARING
A Mgy e 1T L : Environmental Services Bureau Toesday
Montana Department of Transpertation September 19, 2006
PO Box 201001 100 - 900 pm
Helena, NT 596201001 Ranan Community

PLEASE SUBNIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 8, 2006 (408) 444-7228 Center

Ronan, HT
K
Ky e

Please prowde your name and address: Please beave your comments with either HDT, Skillings

B ~ Connolly or Herrera stalf af the meeting, or mail 1a:
e )

Email: _Delnags Mhokmnal com
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 76, Hellgate Hunters and Anglers, Pelah Hoyt, President

RECEIVED 76-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
oCT 0 4 2006 76-2.—See Responses #17-2 and 49-2.

ENVIRONMENTAL

{HUNTERS 8¥ANGLERS
TETTTTTT PO Box 7792, Missoula, MT 59807
406-546-1471
September 19, 2006

Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

Dear Highway 93 The People’s Way Administrator:

Hellgate Hunters and Anglers would like to throw our strong support behind Altemative 7 of Highway
93 for the four miles through the Ninepipe Comidor, which would be a raised parkway 12°-14" high.
Altemative 7 has a number of major advantages. Alteative 7 would separate traffic and the highway
from the landscape, the wildlife and their habitat. Ninepipes is an essential part of the connectivity
zome or cormidor that stretches from the Idaho border to east of the Front Range. This area is primarily
Forest Service land with very little development or potential for development. Highway 93 is the only
major north/south highway that goes all the way through this ivity zone: F) ion of this
important region would inhibit wildlife from frogs and turtles to grizzly bears from potential habitat and
also lead to genetic isolation. Alternative 7 would protect the potential bull trout habitat recovery zones
of Crow Creek and Port Creek from fragmentation. Without a raised parkway, fencing and wildlife
crossings would be required. These fences would be a serious, if not fatal impediment to the movement
of birds in the National Wildlife Refuge.

In the memorandum of agreement signed by the Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes, Montana
Department of Transportation and the Federal Highway Commissioner it was agreed that if the
highway was to remain in its current aligy through Ninepipes it would not have additional passing
lanes. Unfortunately this agreement was broken with the addition of a passing land in this fragile
ecosysiem. A wider highway will create a larger barrier for fish and wildlife passage.

Alternative 7 is not only the best option for fish and wildlife and the hunters and anglers who pursue
them, it is-also the best option for the economy of Mission Valley and the region. Hunting, fishing,
wildlife watching and tounism create jobs and bring thousands of dollars into the Mission Valley every
vear, - Please stand by your previous agreements and build a raised highway without additional passing
lanes over the very special environment of Ninepipes.

Sincerely,

e Ay e
Pelah Hoyt
President, Hellgate Hunters and Anglers

Hellgate Hunters and Anglers 1s dedicated to conserving Montana s wildlife,
wild places. and fair-chase lumtine and fishine heritave
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 77, Nick Herak
77-1.—See Responses #1-1, 11-1, and 13-8.

From: nherak [mailto:mmheraki@blackfoot.net]

Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 1:13 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Kathleen Adams: Irenz@skillings.com: Julie Kightlinger: skilcreasei@mt.gov
Subject: "Comments on Highway 93 Ninepipe DSEIS."

To whom it may concern:

This message is to urge vou to support the following recommendations for Highway 93 in the
Ninepipe area:

Make the highway 4 lane all the way. No suicide passing lane, just 4 lanes.
Thanks
Nick Herak

St Ignatius

Mt 59865
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 78, Donna Hook
78-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THAKK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCES! Your invelvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Drak SEIS is also awailabe for viewing or submirting comments ar the MDT website: hope/fwww.mdemegov/pubinvobve/eis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (§ B744,

Cl A

there ave. _alet- of ﬂ)_'r;'f}'g._-f_ _Qmericat:

mﬁ@ i '\N'L(L;L-_j cra i T _}{jqf_ ¢S iAd
Ol Commuality = ‘fhum A St il = SN0
Q¢ & .ﬂh/ck e To Fragel

OPEN. HOUSES.
Honday

September 18, 2006
&00 - 800 pm

st e T ) Tridai Funess Center
Q{ijl—duﬁ // /( 1. Ignatius, HE

Tuesday
Slplrmber 19 I[IOﬁ

T
Please provide your name and addrews: Please leave your comments with either HDT, Skillings tm" bc:":’:r'_

. Connclly er Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail tec (
h A A }L{ i) J// Ml
Name GA A e Jean A hily, PE ; " fian, 11

) [ ,w . :
Mddress: 50 77 Loyl ) Dh Burean Cief  PUBLIC HEARING
Environmental Services Bureau Tersday

_;&,_QJU&‘_.{(/ LAy ridod A Hontana Depariment of Transportation ; September 19,2006
F0 Box 201001 1490 - 90 pm
Helena, HT 59620-1001 Rozan Community

PLEASE SUBHIT COMHENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (408) 444-1228 felisy

Hoazn, HI,
¥

Email:

LINGS
Cypner
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 79, Frank and Bonnie Huber
79-1.—See Response #11-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.

OPEN HOUSES
/ Ho ;

Seqtember 18, 2006
6:00 - 8:00 pm
. Tribal Fitmess Center
B Ignatius, HT
Togsday
*2 . Saptember 19, 2006
400 - 7:00 pm
Honan Community
Center
Jean A. Riey, PE Fanan, HT
Bure.au Chief ; PUBLIC HEARING
Emvironmental Services Bureau Tuesday
Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 2004
PO Bex 201001 700 - %00 pm
Helena, HT 59620-1001 Ronan Community
PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS EY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 4447228 e
; : flomn, HT

5 SKTLLINGS

COMNDLLY

b et i g )T IPCE QLA
and-addre Vo py Please leave your comments with either MDT, Skillings
' o y Connelly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to:
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 80, Hunt’s Timber, Inc., Earnest E. Hunt, President; Robert S. Hunt,
Vice President; Russell E. Hunt, vice President

Hunt’s Timb I 80-1.—See Response #11-1. The proposed roadway alignment has been shifted to
unt's ‘m_, "‘?rsv ne. the west in front of your business. For the Preferred Alternative, it may still be
ST. ](?}if’f.f“'.[: r soses necessary to acquire a very small sliver of right-of-way from your parcel. This
PHONE: 406-745-4375  FAX: 406-745-4044 determination will be re-evaluated during the final design process, prior to any right-
i tEs@blackicotyit of-way negotiations. See the map of the Preferred Alternative in Appendix E for a

pictorial representation of the proposed right-of-way needed.
October 6, 2006

Jean A. Riley, PE - Bureau Chief
Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
P.O. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

(408) 444-7228

Re: US 93 Ninepipe / Ronan Improvement Project

To Whom It May Concern:

With respect to the impact upon our business we would like to propose that you reconsider
constructing the “"New Road" on the East Right of Way (R.O.W.), and instead consider utilizing the
bare ground to the West of our business.

For all practical purposes, the West side of the highways offers plenty of unused land for
expansion that has not been utilized, for any purpose other than growing weeds, for the last
twenty to twenty-five years. Factoring the tax dollars it would cost to relocate our business,
transforming bare land rather than commercial ground is much more cost effective for all involved.

QOur primary concerns include:

+ Loss of storage to house and process products purchased from Tribal Post and
Pole haulers; resulting in lost revenues for the local economy

Loss of yard space needed to operate loaders for organizing product

Loss of staging areas for readied orders pending pick-up

Loss of area needed for peeling logs or cutting excessively long timbers
Not enough room for log trucks or delivery semi trailers infout of our facility
Loss of office and parking space for staff of 25 as well as customers

Loss of lumber storage and customer order/viewing yard

Lack of loading/unloading areas for vendors and customers

Cost of relocating our current business office and various storage sheds
Down time to accommodate such changes

LI I I I ]

We currently have 114’ from the existing R.O.W. to point of operation at the mill; with 30" of this
space already taken out for office and parking lot this leaves only 84" of working space. We must
maintain a minimum of 75" to 80" of working space for log peeling, manufacturing long timbers,
and get our log or lumber trucks in and out of our facility.

Respectfully,

Hunt's Timbers, Inc.

Ernest E. Hunt = President
Robert S. Hunt — Vice President
Russell E, Hunt — Vice President
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 81, Shae Hutchinson

o Lo gmene 1'.'_'-MA$TER FILE . 81-1.—See Response #3-1.

- o

¢ " _F" ;—\ 1 .H\P{. o ‘_ i & r
‘omment Form

US 23 NlNEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PRO]EU

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. 1f you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments 2t the HOT website hittp:/www mdt mt goy/pubinvolve/eis_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for praject CH B744.

.Z ﬂu;—-—fd_ C«L do Sew c& M—c‘—*"-—_

é;_.‘,fu/g‘,cﬂb duuﬁ-y Jé‘:m‘l ﬂu. zf-r‘-t-;(‘"w“-y’,

/.’ﬁl— 15 L_{»uﬂ[ﬁ J‘ze,ér’ ZL.A. }1.&21—& uéa.ﬁ‘qc___.. .
e _x!rmfa.’.m.,}_ -

_REC_E[ Spmre  OPEN HOUSES
- VED Henday
* September 18,2006
SEF‘ 3 T70E - thpm
- i Tribal Fitness Cente
-ENWRONMENTAL S, Ignatius, HT
Tuesday
September 19, 200
Pleast provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MDT, Skifings :::n :on:"mq
Nare SJ”Q e ’qu_){( ‘L” nson rnnjlrlzﬂ;imra stalf at the meeting, or mail to: im“ :
. B Lonan,
I 72 Baptiste R ypuow '
dress. 37Y > +is d Bureas Criel PUBLIC HEARIN

’-Puna N AT S5Pfk ¢ _ Emvironmentz] Services Bureau Tossdyy

S Mantana Department of Transportation September 19, 200
el PO Box 201001 100 - 9:00 pm

b ——— e g : Helena, MT 55620-1001 Ronan Commenity

SLEASE SUBNIT COMMENTS B OR BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (406) 444-1128 Leate

Ronas, H
¥
o7 23

5 SKILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 82, Rich W. Janssen
82-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Rich Janssen [mailto:richji@eskt.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:52 AM
To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Come on people, vou put a bike path in Polson; this community needs it more than they do as
this stretch of highway is more dangerous for bikers and pedestrians. I am in favor of putting in
a bike path.

Rich W. Janssen

45466 North Foothills Road
Ronan, MT 59864
4066763949

#*%¥This email transmission and any accompanying documents contain information which may be confidential and
legally privileged. This information is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which this email
transmission was sent as indicated above. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, distribution,
or action taken in reliance of the information contained in this email transmission is strictly prohibited. If you have
received this transmission in error, please call the above telephone number to arrange for the return of this document
to us. Thank you ***

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 3.doc

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS J-97



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 83, Ron Jenkins

83-1.—See Response #11-1.
83-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

From: Ron Jenkins [mailto:ronjarti@ charlo.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 5:44 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Thank you for this opportunity to comment:

I am a resident living in the EIS section of Highway 93, at the top of Post Creek Hill. From
what I can learn, most of yvou are not giving this particular section a strong enough hearing for
the important wildlife corridor that it is. Most birds and animals that live in this area use this
section through my place in some way as a travel corridor, and they have to cross the highway.
For this reason, as well as highway safety reasons, I oppose a passing lane through this area,
especially a southbound passing lane... that would border on absurdity if you expect to hold
down vehicle speed and protect creatures that move through here.

I also don't think an elevated highway through the refuge area is a very good idea no matter
in what context vou try to place it. Being elevated is extremely expensive and goes against the
very nature of this "People's Way" you are trving to preserve. Wouldn't leaving the highway
alone, as it is, with improved paving and slow speed limits be a better way? TrafTic is busy at
times but there are enough passing lanes here and there to facilitate movement.

An elevated section of highway opens a lot of questions regarding safety of people and
wildlife besides being one of those out of place "things" that has no merit from what I can see.
Please don't try to do unusual things with new construction just because you can. This section of
Highway 93 is a very important piece of Montana that deserves extra care and consideration, and
moving traffic quickly through here shouldn't be part of it.

Respectfully,

Ron Jenkins

70412 Hwy. 93
Charlo. MT. 559824
ronjarti@charlo.net
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED
OCT 0 9 2006 34575 Gunlock Road
el e Charlo, Montana 59824

ENVIRONMENTAL 400642371

e-mail: chr3083@blackfoot.net

September 29, 2006
Jean A Riley, PE
Bureau Chief
Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
PO Box 201001
Helena, Mt 59620-1001

Re: Comments on US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Impravement Project
Project CN B744

I attended the recent meeting at the community center in Ronan regarding the proposed
alternative routes to be used on the highway between Dublin Gulch Road and Ronan. Tt
was stated that the preferred alternative by the 3 agencies involved was alternative Rural
10 (PPA). If you do use that alternative, | propose that you consider a bike lane, turn
lanes so access to Gunlock Rd. and Eagle Pass Trail can be made in a safe manner, and
some sort of noise reduction as I feel the additional speed will create more noise which
will affect the wildlife as well as people who live anywhere near the highway. T think
that if the roadway is raised at all, the noise will increase, plus the view of the ponds and
birds from the road will be diminished, plus it will ruin the view to the west for Ninepipes
Lodge and it’s guests. What will happen to the access there? Will it ruin their business?
If so, I think you should consider buying them out.

Please; don’t let safer, faster traffic movement be your only concern. This'is important,
with the increased amount of traffic heading north to south, perhaps a truck route on Old
Stage Road could be considered. The new road up by Polson turned out beautifully, T
hope a plan will be adopted that will let us all feel the same about the route south from
there to Arlee!

Thank you for your consideration.

P, o1 22T
P @izt K S R
Cathleen D. B. Jenser/
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Letter 84, Cathleen D. B. Jensen

84-1.—See Response #3-1.
84-2.—See Response #6-2.

84-3.—Noise impacts are discussed in Section 5.8 of the FSEIS. Noise level
measurements revealed noise levels in 2000 exceed noise impact criteria at 3 of 38
noise sensitive receptors in the rural portion of the project. Noise projections reveal
noise impact criteria will be exceeded at 9 of these noise sensitive receptors in 2024,
whether the highway is improved or not. Raising the highway is not believed to
cause any increases in noise outside of the right-of-way on this project. At locations
where noise analysis indicates there will be a noise impact, MDT requires
reasonable and feasible noise abatement measures be considered to reduce traffic
noise levels. Noise abatement measures include considering alternative pavement
materials to reduce tire noise, construction of noise barriers or berms, and traffic
management measures such as reducing speed limits. Of these abatement measures,
only the use of alternative pavement materials is considered reasonable for the rural
portion of this project and will be considered in the final designs.

84-4.—All action alternatives, excluding Alternative Rural 7, will generally follow
the current vertical alignment except in the wildlife crossing locations where
structures may need to be elevated to allow clearance for animals to pass under the
roadway. Under Alternative Rural 7 the road grade would be raised to allow 3-
meter clearance at all locations. Raising the roadbed under Alternative Rural 7
would likely improve the view of the ponds from the road as the higher elevation
would give drivers a better vantage point. The view west from the Ninepipes Lodge
may be impacted under Alternative Rural 7 depending on the height above the
current roadbed that would be required at this location. Under all other action
alternatives, including the final Preferred Alternative, the view west from the
Ninepipes Lodge would not be adversely impacted

84-5.—Access to Ninepipes Lodge could be slightly reduced under Alternative 9
with 4 lanes divided. The other alternatives should not affect their access.

84-6.—See Responses 11-1 and 52-4.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED
0CT 0. 2 2006

ERVIRONMENTAL

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 14 THE PUBLIC INYOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value ro the project

team. 1f you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided, If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in, We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS & alio available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: hiip:/fwww.mdt.mtgov/pubinvolvefeis_ea shiml
Please indicate comments ase for peoject (0 BT44
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Connolly or Herrera stafl at the meeting, or mail to:

Please pronde your name and adéress:

Name: SRS \\\K‘\\\L\\
Address: 2SN Ao e RY
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Ronan Comemwn
(enter

Jean A Riley, PE Roaan, HT
Burea Chiel PUBLIC HEAR
Envirenmental Services Bureau Toetday
Hontana Department of Transportation

T = - PO Bax 201001
Ema: NRASIEREANG Moo, N 4T $9620-101

Fonan Comean
Cester

(406) 444-71228 Nassi, M1

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006

E SKILLINES

COMNOLLY
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Segtember 19, 200¢
100 - 500 pm

ity

Letter 85, Nels H. Jensen

85-1.—See Response #11-1.
85-2.—See Response #6-2.
85-3.—See Response #3-1.
85-4.—See Response #84-3.

85-5.—Thank you for your comment.
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Letter 86, Pete Jenson

RECE!VED 86-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPlPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT o 2006
THANKYOU TOR PAUTICRATING 1K THE PUBLIC NVOLVHENT PROCESS Your invalvement is of great value o i REFRONMENTAL

team. 1f you woul 1d like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you ne -ed more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!
o

B ndt.mi.; il i shiml
The Draft SEIS is akio available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website:  haip:/ frsw.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolvereis_ea shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

_'4 res\ch_n% T Af Missien \al ey)”
T wAnt & T BIKE/WALKING PATH.

~seperate me iwp&hc_ o .'.E:J.ngf__'_?«'?;

_(;c-nm_e_d\n & T L_C.'\'.‘O_'\'_Y"J umvhes
Po\sc,r)_. « Arlec.

_/ f—“ P Aé%é’éf) /Q =D 0223 / e [ &Qﬁwz/m
“ﬂfﬁ 2 9’2’%@@45_1%’

Jeﬁ L:Z/ _3 /"&'1'2-: ) ;::;Ths;lc(:n'.r;

d/@&” 3&? 7? /',?/C, Sz
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777/_, ,) p/é_/z_/fg// e pnats, M1
/r_ v }C_‘Z/ SLE O 7 Totsday
—— September 19,
4400 - 100 pn

’ e A5 o
Plaase pronde yair rame and address: Please leave your comments with cither MOT, Shifings o o
Lenter

Connally or Heimera, stall at the meeting, or mail to:
7(,/
Name: - (J&:?C/gc Jean A Ridey, PE Komas, HT

Address: "S—Kq Buran Chief PUBLIE HEAS
ﬁ@ Emvironmental Services Bureau 3

Tuesdzy
Hontana Department of Transportation Septamber 19,

PO Bex 201001 100 - 900 g
Emaik: = - - - - Helena, MT 596201001 Renzn Commun

b Cener
PLEASE WBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OLTORER & 006 (406) 4447228

Roman, HT
E

MOT

5 SHILLINGS

CORNOLLY
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Letter 87, Ann L. Johnson
87-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Ann Johnson [mailto:auggie/@ronan.net]
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 9:04 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

I am writing a comment in a plea to consider continuation of the proposed bike walk path, south
bevond Ronan hwy. 93. This area is used by walkers, runners, bikers. It has become too
congested and dangerous to attempt to use the shoulder. There is always someone out there using
the barrow pit as a path. Please give consideration to this project.

Thank you, Ann L Johnson
2014 Mink Lane
Ronan Montana, 59864
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From: Debbie Johnson [mailto:mtdme@hotmail.com]

Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 4:23 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Kathleen Adams: Irenzi@skillings.com: pbasting@mt.gov
Subject: DRAFT SEIS - Ninepipe Segment Hwy 93

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft SEIS for the Ninepipe segment of the
Highway 93 project.

1 have two significant concerns regarding wetlands and alignment and will re-iterate comments
made at the open meetings.

I own property at 38358 US Highway 93 N, on the east side of the highway. and the only
residence between East Post Creek Rd and McDonald Lake Road on that side of 93.

At present, the Draft SEIS has positioned a North Bound Climbing Lane (NBCL) through my
parcel, which is 13.46 acres and very rich with wetlands and water. I have reason to believe the
wetland that would be within the proposed right-of-way, is a fen type. From research on wetland
types, my understanding is this tvpe is exceptionally difficult to re-create, if not impossible. I've
attached photos of the spring that feeds a pond and is joined by another stream from the north,
then flows east and is joined by another stream from the north and then flows south to the south
end of the property and on to meet the main Post Creek. A few trout species pass through this

stream, but I don't recall exactly which ones. We know this because the culvert caved, and the
stream ponded before we had the new culvert replaced. There were a lot of fish and they were as
long as 12 inches in length. I believe from the Draft SEIS, that this front tributary is Unnamed
Trib 2 of Post Creek.

The front pasture, which aligns with the highway, slopes downward on either side of the stream.
Typically. both sides of the pasture experience saturation almost all year long. This is evidenced
by green grasses, and if you walk on it. the ground is definitely saturated. I just took photos
about three weeks ago, the neighbor was not sprinkler irrigating his hay, and the green areas
were obvious,

An artesian spring well provides water for the residence.

Behind the house, is a pond fed by an artesian spring which flows from the north. This spring as
well as all others I mention, are year round, that is, they are not seasonal. This one behind the
house flows south to join the other stream from the front yard, but most of that section of the
stream is primarily cattails. Between this stream-fed pond and the very back wetlands is an area
that would be better suited to the NBCL, as the alignment could bisect both sections (front and
back) of wetlands. This area is wide and nearly always dry.

From the midsection of the property moving east there is a marsh area with cattails and trees,
mosses are along the streambank that too, is fed by another spring. Two or three other similar

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 3.doc

Letter 88, Debbie Johnson

88-1.—All wetlands potentially impacted by the project within the project corridor
have been delineated. Wetland and construction and right-of-way boundaries appear
in the maps in Appendix E of the DSEIS. A list of characteristics of the wetlands in
the project corridor appears in Table 4.10-2. The two wetlands delineated on your
property (H18A and H18B) were not classified as fens. In the vicinity of your
property the centerline of all action alternatives would be west of the existing
highway centerline. Under the final Preferred Alternative no wetlands would be
disturbed on your property and construction limits would extend only a short
distance beyond the existing right-of-way. Alternative Rural 9 is the only action
alternative that has wetlands delineated on your property located within the proposed
right-of-way. However, none of the proposed action alternatives would include
wetlands on your property within the construction limits of the project.

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS
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Letter 88, Debbie Johnson (continued)

88-2.—No right-of-way may be purchased before the final SEIS has been signed and
a Record of Decision executed to select the final Preferred Alternative. During the
next phase of the project, once the design has been finalized, right-of-way

artesian springfed ponds and streams are in this area of the back pasture also. Mallards nest in vaUiSition will be initiated. Your interest in sale of the land has been noted.

all of them. . ; ; « ; ”

It is unclear exactly where in the text you refer to regarding “an intent to purchase

The water generated from these springs and recharge is sufficient for the neighbor to use for your parce| for mitigation; however, a final wetland mitigation p|an has not yet been

sprinkler irrigation for his hay crop. Fact is, pipe is still there and my best recollection is the - f . e . . - e

dismeter is four inches. prepared for this project. Once potential mitigation sites have been identified the
process to acquire the land for these sites will begin.

I suggest a wetland delineation is needed for the parcel prior to final alignment decisions, and
cetainly any that may include a NBCL.

Page 39 of the Draft SEIS, and the NBCL allude to what 1 believe is an intent to purchase my
parcel for mitigation. I have stated this to Mr. Renz numerous times, that "if you are going to get
any closer to the house. then please buy me out.”

I strongly suggest the parcel is ideal for wetland mitigation creation. [ have two water rights
(provisional) and application in for a newly discovered third. There definitely is enough water
there, both of surface - fed by underground springs, and sub-surface.

My first concern is the front wetland area that would be within a new R-0-W, the alignment of
the NBCL, in relationship to the possible fen in the front and the wetland streams and ponds in
the back. And again, the water supply is sufficient for wetand creation, and with three rights,
there would be no issues regarding right-to-use.

I thank you for your time and hope to hear from you soon,

Sincerely,

Debbie Johnson
406.883.6241 x 274 day
406.883.0798  home
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Letter 89, Glenn Jones

89-1.—Concrete barriers are seldom used on 2-lane roads to prevent head-on

Riley, Jean accidents. Concrete barriers would also prohibit left turns at approach accesses and
marcia kitson [kitsonjones@blackfoot net i 21y would prohibit passing opportu_ni_ties. We believe this prpject_, which is primarily
Salurdpy, g;;t;";ggﬁ-ei?gg 3:08 PM nel bl made up of a 2-lane road and divided 4-lane, would provide little opportunity for use
Comment on USS3 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS —— et of concrete barriers to separate oncoming traffic.

resident to the St.

n of the significance of concret
g HWY 93 corridor. Are we con
MDT,et al would respond/explain why these
roaghfares throughout the U.S., are or are not being u
The cost of human life far exceeds the cost of these simple yet effective devices. Deaths
> caused by head-on collisions. These narrow. barriers take up little space on'a

u for your response.

. Marys Lake Rd
MT E9BES
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Letter 90, Chris Kappes

90-1.—See Response #11-1.
90-2.—See Responses #17-2 and 49-2.
90-3.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

RECEIVED
OcT 06 2006

ENVIRONMENTAL

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 3.doc

J-106 US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

2 200

Mr. Jean Riley, P.E. Hﬁﬁﬁ!’ﬂi
Montana Department of Transportation
P. O.Box 201001
Helena, Montana 59620-1001
September 29, 2006

Dear Mr. Riley,

Thank vou for the opportunity for public comment on the construction
alternatives of the Highway 93 from ~MP 37-48. I would like to have the
Professional Engineers who have spent many years studying public highway
transportation to control the decision making process, rather than construct
another segment of killer highway, where there are confusion between two lane
and four lane segment with many fatalities. To clarify, please refer to the public
experience and appropriate accident statistics of building such roadways with
mixtures of 2 lane, three lane roadways that converge into 4 lane roads.

As a second opinion, it seems that ‘Highway' funds are intended to build
highways rather than town controlled streets; with.a multitude of stop signs,
crosswalks, traffic signals, walkways, bike paths and endless studies that waste
such funds. If it is possible, I would like to have through traffic routed away from
the local business traffic to avoid congestion, excess noise, pollution and to allow
less interference between the traffic streams.

Thank you once more of allowing the voice of the minority, who does not have a
full time lobbyist trying to get funding for improving the traffic flow in front of
my business establishment, reducing maintenance cost for town streets, getting an
equestrian trail or walkway, a turtle or grizzly bear underpass and the myriad of
special interest dead end rat holes for gas tax revenue.

Yours truly,

Zane Kelly
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Letter 91, Zane Kelly

91-1.—Transition areas do have higher incidences of accidents. Generally, though,
the additional lanes contribute to safer passing maneuvers for more vehicles and on
balance provide a total lowering of accidents. The transitions need to be well
marked and the pavement markings need to follow the conventions expected by the
motorists. The new designs and pavement markings will be provided in accordance
with the applicable standards.

91-2.—Federal and State highway funds are used for improvement of city streets
when they are on the state and/or federal system, as is the case with US 93 through
Ronan. They are also used for non-motorized transportation improvements such as
bike paths, sidewalks, and landscaping as appropriate. Two bypass alternatives
around Ronan were evaluated in the original US Highway 93 Evaro — Polson Final
EIS (signed 6/96). However, as noted on page 5-36 of that document, Montana law
prohibits MDT from constructing highway routes that divert vehicles away from an
existing roadway without the consent of the governing body. The city of Ronan
denied such consent, and substantial public opposition was expressed regarding
those bypass routes.
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Letter 92, Debbie Kelsch

‘RECEIVEL 92-1.—See Response #3-1.
. 0CT 1.0 2006

A A A R |
Us 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN 1MPROVEMENT PROJECT

THAHK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
teamn. If you would fike to'submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
bex provided. If you nieed more time, you are welcome to mail i in. We want to hear from you!

The Dralt SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HDT website: hitp:!/wwnw. mdt.mi.gov/pubinyolve/eis_ea shimd
Please indicate comments are for praject (¥ B744,

As o resident of Mision Valley, ™
CT want 2 BIKEAWALKING PATH,

E 'g;;fée;&'c:\}({_.(?}él;%— heaffic, on My 93

_ conneding A LU communmifies.

'me Tolson o Arlee.

| ___ ( M&m

" OPEN HOUSES
Honday

Septendher 18, 200¢
6:00 - 800 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
0. Ignatius, HT
Twesday

Saptember 15, 200¢

§ 2% i 400 - 700 pm
Phease provide your name and address: Flease leave your comments with cither HDT, Skillings Redan (OIFF'E"“}'

- Connolly o Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail 10: Cesiter

Hane: Jean A Riley, PE Ronan, HT

Address: 7 e e Bureau Chief
- \ PUBLIC HEARING
Z/Wﬂélﬁﬂ_s.gfw Eniranmental Services: Bureau Tuesday
Hontana Department of Transpertation September 19, 200¢

i PO Bax 201001 100 - 360 pm
Ernail: A — ~ Helena, HT 59820-1001 Rosin Comimunily

Center
TLEASE SUBMIT COMNENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (106) 4447228 R:"" "
¥
g ]

5 SEILLINGS

COMNOLLY
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Letter 93, Robin L. Kent
93-1.—See Response #41-1.

 RECEIVED

Uean Rile 4 [Payect C Cov.. BY 44 0CT 1.0 2006
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Letter 94, Bonnie Kiser

94-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: flyingk [mailto:flyingki@compuplus.net]

Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:28 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe/@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: kadams(@herrerainc.com

Subject: Project CN B744, Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Dear MT Dept of Transportaiton,

Remember the bumper sticker "Pray for me I Drive Highway 93". That extends to the
people who ride bikes or walk on the highway as well.

I am writing to encourage you to include in your plans for highway 93 re-construction a
walking biking path along the entire length of the highway.

It is not necessary to state to you the danger to people riding bicyele or walking along
highway 93. Montana has been discovered as a destination location. We are thrilled with
the tourist dollars. IF we want this to continue we ought to make the visit as pleasant as
possible. Walking/biking paths make our community more enjoyable.

I am fortunate that I live in Polson just below the new bike/walking path that was recently
completed by Memory Rd. There are people on the path at all times of the day using it in
many different ways. Many are walking but just as many ride their bikes.

My husband works in Polson and with the addition of the bike path that links to the City
of Polson bike path, he is able to ride his bike each day to and from work each day. This

not only saves us money for fuel it saves the environment from further use of our diesel
pickup. From our perspective this is a win win situation one [ hope to see repeated
through out the entire valley.

I recently visited Encinitas, California and a major complaint of mine and the residents
there was the lack of walking paths. Had they been able to plan ahead as we have the
opprotunity to right now, maybe this could have been avoided.

Please use this opportunity to look to the future for all involved, the environment as well
as the health and safety of the citizens.

Thank vou for your time,

Bonnie Kiser
fyingk@compuplus.net
37218 Glory Road
Polson, MT 39860
H06-883-2186
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Letter 95, KSKC Public TV, Frank H. Tyro, PhD Director Media.

95-1.—See Responses #5-1, 11-1, 13-1 and 41-1.
95-2.—See Response #11-1.

‘rank Tyro [mailto:Frank Tyro@ske.edu) 95-3.—See Response #3-1.
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 2:23 PM
To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov
Ce: Kathleen Adams: Irenz@skillings.com: Julie Kightlinger: skilcreasei@mt.gov
Subject:

Greetings
My comments on the Ninepipe Section of the proposed Highway 93 construction follow.
1 would recommend alternative 7. I would also suggest for the longest and highest bridge design

at Post Creek, because it is probably the most important east-west corridor for large animals in
the entire Mission Valley.

If the prefered remains Alternative 10, I would request the elimination of the southbound passing
lane through the Ninepipe area if at all possible.

If the southbound passing lane is necessary, | would recommend that it be placed just north of
the Highway 212 intersection, rather than south, and incorporated into a full bridging of the
ponds north of that intersection. These ponds have been documented to hold a large population
of turtles that are being greatly impacted by the current highway.

Also, I would urge that a separate bike path be considered for the entire project. It is now
obvious that the Polson bike section and the Round Butte Road bikepaths have been a great
addition to those communities based on their utilization,

Frank H. Tyro, PhD

Director Media/KSKC Public TV
POB 70, 52000 Highway 93
Pablo, MT 59855

406-275-4878 voice
406-275-4801 fax

tyrof@ske.edu

www.ske.edu
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RECEIVED
SEp 27 2006

ENVIRONMENTJ\L

MASTER FILE
COPY

s 93 NINEPEPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYNENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is akso available for viewing or submitting comments ar the WOT website: http:fwww. mdvme gov/pubinvelve/eis._ea.thiml

Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

. ;v L u,,uu =+ ’? _\H:_‘, f"l&me,pd_ JFQ.—‘J?J_J.

Flease provide your name and address:
Address: PD._ﬁzo:(.) %
Palls,

Email:

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER b, 2006

¥

Please leave your comments with eithier HDT, Skillings
Connolty or Herrera stall at the meeting, or mail to;
Jean A Riley, PE

Bureay Chief

Environmental Services Bureau

Montana Department of Transportation

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT $9620-1001

(406} 444.1228

5 SKILLINGS

CONKOLLY
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~ OPEN HOUSES

Honday
September 18, 2006
00 - B00 pm

— Tribal Fitness Center

St Ignatius, KT

Teesday

September 19, 2006
490 - 700 pm
Roman Community
Center

Ranan, HT

PUBLIC HEARING
Tuesday

September 19, 1006
1.00 - %00 pm
Tonan Commenity
Center

Fonan, KT

Letter 96, Lori Lambert, PhD

96-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
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Letter 97, Alan Largent

'RECEIVED || 97-1.—See Response #3-1.
- oeT 10 2008
| ENVIRONMENTIL

DU R A =)

U NEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANX YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value 1o the project

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided: 1f you need more time, you are welcomie to mail it in, We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS &5 also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HDT website: hitp:/fwww.mdtmt.govipubimvolve/eis_ea.shiml
Flease indicate comments are for project (N BT44,

As o resident of  Mission Valley, —
T want o BIKEAWALKING PATH,
_seperake from deaffic, oo Hwy 93

__Connethng LU communihes

_ freon Folsoo ds Arlee.

“DPEN: HOUSES
Handay

September 18, 2004
460 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Fitniess Center
St Agnativ, HT

Turiday
——— - ' R 0 T September 19, 2008
Please provide your name and address: Flease leave your comments with either HOT, Skillings :r;ﬂ"t:"- ::'?Wz_m;lr
. Connolly or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail to: o
bme ALAL oment ’ O
4" Y o % ; o Jean A Riley, PE Roman, HT
Mdress: . V-C . %o (=2 e Rueay Chif BOROC HERRNG
TRLT’L:Q.{. T S9%1e 4 A | Services Bureau Tueiday
) Hentana Department of Transportation September 19, 1006
Email PO-Box 201001 700 - 5:00 pm
ma e Helena, HT 59620:0001 Ronan Commmnity

Center
(406) 4441228 Ronas, HT

5 SHILLINGS

COMNDLLY
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5 i e Sl UCTIIOZDUBI
ARIARA DL L0 aivimoneNTa
Us 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEM£NT PROJECT

THANK YOU  FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value to the project
team, If you would like to subimit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. 1f you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

T
1 il
b

oet

The Dralt SEIS is alse. availadle for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hitp:/fwww.mdt.mgos/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shimt
Please indicate comments are for preject (N B744,

" As o rcesdent of Missien Valley,
_j: wANY ;\,_f"_"_".BI_'EE'"'Z_{;JAt.k\K}G'_"ii'ATH}
o My A3

. (J_mr\ed\nc A LC communihes .

__g‘c '1 Vsoo Yo Arlee. e

OPEN' HHOUSES

= - Honday
September 18, 1006
6:00 - 8:00 pm

= Tribal Fitness Cenler
St Ignatius, M1

- Toesdzy
September 19, 1005

_— s 400 .7
Please feave your comments with either HOT, Skillings Ll pm
Ronan Community

Flease provide your name and address:
=2 PR P 1 Conmally or Nerrera stall at the meeting, or- mail t:
Mame: L iecid _hoipg@nd ) ' . Ui
p } B r Jean A Riley, PE Ranan, HT

Address: WU ¥ NS L ;
- ; Bureau Chiel - PUBLIC HEARING
Environmental Services Burean Tuesday
) Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 2004
Ernail 0 Bax 101001 .00 - %00 pm
: R Tielena, HT 59620-1001 Fonan Commuity

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 {408) 444-1228 :""‘" "
Lgean,
k)
23

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 3.doc

Letter 98, Brenda Largent
98-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 99, AnnaMarie Leafty
99-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT |

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value 1o the project
team: If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

 The Draft SEIS is-also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HDT website: hittpd Foeww. mdt ma.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea shiml
Please indicate comements are for project (N B144

As o resident of Mission \,a\le.y)

TowanY o BIKE/WALKING PATH,

_seperale {im_mir_\rm%hg on Hwy 93

__cannehne '. B '“}Ks_l..l_ communihes

OPEN HOUSES
Honday
September 18, 2006
600 - 800 pm
~ Tribal Fitnexs Center
5. dgnatius, HT
Tuesday
Septessber 19, 2006
Please provide your name and address: Piease leave your comments with either MDT, Skillings 490 LA e
A : Ronan Commsnity

lly or f i il ta:
Name: %0(&//&4& \-Lt I’-{{J/ - Connally or Hemera staff at the meeting, or mail to: it

>7 » Jean A Riley, PE Konan, HT
s 25”77 s 7—% Bira (i PUSLIC HEARING
S L _)?’L e 2 2 Environmental Services Bureau :
,_{1 Tetsday

Hontana Department of Iranspnrlalmn September- 19, 2006
PO Box 201001 100 - 960 pm -
Helena, MT 594201601 Renan Community

PLEASE SUBKIT CONMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (106) 444-71228 - Chater

Ronan, KT
@ . 5 Smitumes 0000

EONNOLLY

Email: e e e e

rT
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 100, Janene Lichtenberg
100-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Jenine Lichtenberg [mailto:janeneli@cskt.org)
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 1:44 PM

To: MDT EIS Comments Redstone

Subject: project CN B744

To Whom It May Concern,

I am very concerned about the lack of bike/pedestrian paths for Hwy 93 south of Ronan. I
believe that providing these paths should be an essential concern in the planning process.
Our community is in need of safe transportation along this stretch of highway. Also, a
path south of Ronan would allow tourists and others to walk, bike and observe nature.
This would improve the quality of life for all of us and perhaps boost the economy
through tourism dollars. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Janene Lichtenberg
33268 Terrace Lake Rd
Ronan, MT 59864
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 101, Irvin and Mary Jane Long

RECEIVED
ocT 05 2006 101-1.—The US 93 and Hwy 212/Kicking Horse Road intersection was rebuilt a
few years ago and already contains left turn lanes. Under this project the current
T O TAL configuration will be retained, with re-evaluation of the lengths of the left turn lanes

to accommodate future traffic. Please also see Responses #1-1, 11-1 and 13-8

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT concerning the 4-lane highway issue.

THARK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYNENT PROCESS Your involvement is of great value to the project 101-2.—See Responses #1-1, 11-1, and 13-8.

team: If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want 1 hear from you! 101-3.—See Response #11-1.

The Draft SEIS is-alio available for viewing or submitting comments af. the HOT website: hutpe/fwww. mdt.mi gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shm

Piase indicate comments are for project (N BT44, 101-4.—The Preferred Alternative selected will include 4 lanes south past
% ) 0_( i Innovation Lane to Brooke Lane.
R i < I —'&‘W o1 // Ff 2L
gu]l,égﬂ/u/%? 27 z~k. M/z, vl ﬂi /ré
, Aot .&z{i— 1P /' /ﬂ?”f&’ Wﬁw;
fﬂ/-(j«‘:/’f@)k‘ég/f"ﬂwf e &/'47"‘&

/ [, /\fr»y(} #re 7} M
»z:T _'_ M%# ,;,Lmém -
/L/ /w‘?‘t"é’ff%‘_"r % -—¢*"4

/\«-&um e mzfm'%/l’«ﬁ& f Jf, _
el

—

Ahh "_":@E_nggfwg " OPEN HOUSES
—~ " Handay
L4 /&{»_‘g’@_’z?’em JJW_’?‘E{“& . September 18,200
s T /ﬂ“- A &{{/‘2’“%’{? ﬁ% ﬁ&\-«_::ﬂl F:-?'Ds.p::m

51 Ipnatis, HT'

September |19, 200
400 - 700 pm
Ronan Comemunity

Please prcmde your name and address: Please Jeave your comments with either HOT, Skillings

Comnally or Herrera stafi at the meeding, or mail to:
Hame//ﬂ' " f/”“;}/ i, *{m@/i
Mdbress S2221 Jfly 202 Sgteal Cie PUBLIC HEARINI
= __@_(;w\.ﬁ /5)- é// . Environmental Services Bureau

Cenler
Jean A Riley, PE Fonan, KT

Tuesday
Hontana Department of Transpartation September 19, 200

| e i bt gt
Email: fw,!oy‘(g_tf_. z_q_r_y__,_..’:!. e/ Helena, HT S9620:1001 N Gy

PLEASE SUBNIT CONMERTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228 Cenit

Roazn, HT
LS B
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses
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Letter 102, Rachel Lovett
102-1.—See Response #11-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 103, Robert C. Lucas

103-1.—The project proponents and Lake County have all agreed to the closing of
this road. See appendix | in the FEIS for an explanation of the reasons for its
closure.

LSRR R R = S — 103-2.—See Response #11-1.
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT 103-3—See Response #17-2,

THANX YOU FOR PARTICIPATING (N THE FUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We wane to hear from you!

The Draht SEIS is abso availsble for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: http:/ fwvw.mat.mt gov/pubimvolveleis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744,

roposal To close Duck Rond ¢n the
fﬂﬁrm JIJL o Nineprpe WMA v a S€rjons
Fad Jf__ﬂ}jL I“"w » éaf):e.!r j‘)gn‘r—'(‘ 4__(_:‘(};' _ref md" .
adrinisTrelive_acces $nd produce._m;n nirmel _addifimal
WP hahfet-  Pleose Jrvp._?‘?'.. S progosnl.

. T he prapored pastiTy lase ar faner ﬁrﬂﬁé .

Nin f"t«)ﬁf—e" A on SVen sore serions m:fah-_ ~
_J;f‘ Wil remore mare oyl AL beb Bd . refui? i -

A cr@ye)(____g]p yr:wbw- oot cal)s Figas beleetm

cors _end !‘o»f}} daary acf Tha cscorfiotol bepr. T
_w”f,’j_, L F,Mfcﬁ pndsr Ta hxqéw il _nee) 12 e
itz,é_fmg.:ﬂr ond__det<_some il fiom ,xugé__/w:? e -
iPﬁJNVy”"/ B A f’ﬁdﬂ f/?— There. odeth oet er/f{r‘ CoM“f;"d:dm AL
+ et }My ﬁ Jangus in $5/p ancs. Please o ..,,,E:,

card e {04‘,,(7‘};4 ‘ngf”‘m _palr’ g eptember 18, 2006
€00 - 800 pm

/¢=~"W‘ Z ,Dé»f,r f L™ N'Mbrn« CeelTore 1o e Gt

t. hgnatia, M1
Tuesday

g — e A

Sibhe st 400 - 700

Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either HDT, Skillings Fivar Emmpmw

B ¥ £ L U Cas Connolly or Herrera staff at the meeding, or mail 10: Center
dber
— Jean & iy, PE Ronan, HT

Address: 5052 H“Ckh berry RSP Bureau Chief
iplard ; PUBLIC HEARING
M T ople, M7 55 ‘:?.9 ] . Environmental Services Bureau Tuesday
- Montana Department of Transportation September 19, 2006
. PO Box 201001 1:00 - 300 pm
" F¥ P
Email: ;’cz‘M (‘_9.1’@’"5‘? Gl Helena, NT 59620-1001 Ranas Commenity

Center

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 {406) 444-1228 Rova, HT

N Ky s
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 104, Suzanne Luepke
104-1.—See Responses #5-1, 11-1, 13-1, and 41-1.
104-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

From: Richard A. Menke & Suzanne Luepke [mailto:slram@centurytel.net] 104-3.—See Response #13-3.
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 4:42 PM

To: Julie Kightlinger; Kathleen Adams; lrenzi@skillings.com; 104-4.—See Response 13-4.
mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov: skilerease@mt.gov

Subject: Highway 93 Ninepipe DSEIS ) 104-5.—AlI signing will conform to the most current federal and state standards.
To who it may concern: 104-6.—See Response #13-6.

I live in Lake County and travel the roads under consideration very often. I have read the 104-7 —See Response #11-1.
following comments carefully and I totally agree with all of these suggestions. [ believe it is
possible to implement each of them. 1hope you will study them and decide to do just that.

In the rural segment of the project, I would advocate for a combination of Alternative 2 and. for
the section between Eagle Pass Road and Crow Creek, Alternative 7. The combination of these
two designs would result in a two-lane design except for a northbound passing lane on Post
Creek hill. There would be a raised-highway design for the most sensitive section, but I would
suggest 1]1.1[ this begin just north of Ninepipes Lodge. In this design, 1 would also advocate for

d highest bridge design at Post Creek. which is probably the most important east-
west LDITIdﬂT for large animals in the entire Mission Valley. In addition, an integral part of this
design would have to be clear visual demarcation of this part of the highway as a distinct
parkway, which would have a slower speed limit -- perhaps 50 mph.

The international importance of the habitat of the Ninepipe area, its cultural importance to Salish,
Pend d"Oreille, and Kootenai people and also to local non-Indians, and the enormous investment
already made in the area by the Tribes, the federal government, and the state, merit the
exceptional treatment of this section. [t is noted in the DSEIS that while most options are
estimated to cost $35 to $40 million, Altermative 7 would cost an estimated $114 million. It is
worth noting that the United States is currently spending that much money every nine hours in
Iraq. We must build this highway the right way. even if it costs more to do so.

It would be good to look into some design to help de-ice bridging and other raised surfaces, and
to add to such structures some kind of muffling material to counteract noise impacts.

Wherever passing lanes reconverge, there needs to be much more aggressive, prominent, and
weatherproof signage, including not only strict marking of the point bevond which people must
not pass, but also the distance to the next passing opportunity. I would also advocate the
establishment of higher fines or tougher penalties for unsafe passing and posting notice of those
fines/penalties. It would be wise to increase funding for enforcement, if that can be included in
the project.

If the PPA remains Alternative 10, I would strongly advocate the elimination of th.. aoulhhound
passing lane through the Ninepipe area. If the parties insist th.n a southbound 55

necessary -- a |l|§’|]1\ dubious ‘w.n.mun -- [ would u

that intersection. In this way, some environmental benefit could be gotten from what would
otherwise be an environmental detriment.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 104, Suzanne Luepke (continued)

104-8.—See Response #13-8.
104-9.—See Response #13-9
104-10.—See Response #3-1

For Ronan, I strongly urge the parties. and the city of Ronan, to reconsider whether four traffic
lanes are truly necessary to carry the projected volumes of traffic. There are numerous studies
available on the internet, including several that can be accessed at
www.walkablecommunities.org, that show three-lane designs safely and smoothly handling well
over 20,000 ADT, and in some cases approaching 30,000. T would also urge the parties and the
city to consider replacing the traffic lights with roundabouts, which can reduce accidents,
improve traffic flow, and improve pedestrian safety.

Lastly. I would urge that a separate bike path be considered for the entire project. if this can be
done without significant additional harm to the environment.

Suzanne Luepke
171 S. Rim Drive
Polson, MT 59860
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 105, Gay Luke
105-1.—See Response #3-1.

111
Us 93

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1K THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great valug to the project
" team. If you would like to submit writien comments, please use this form and place it in the commene
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SIS i alsg available for viewing or submitting comments a1 the MOT website: hitp://www.mdt.mt gov/pubinvelveeis_ea shiml
3 Please indicate comments are for project (f BT44.

~As o resident of Mision Valley,

T want s BIKE/AWALKING PATH,

_sepecake froon Fealfic, on Huwy A3

Conne (hne, ALLU  commumhes

_ freon Tovson Yo Aclee.

— RECENED

7 o C] S el OPEN KOUSES

y Honday

— NTAL ) September 18,1
fr e — ENVIRONNES £:00 - 800 pm
Tribal Fitness Ce
St Ignatius, HT

Tuesday
September 18,1
400 - 700 pm
Ranan Commeni
Center

Jean K. Riley, PE Honan; KT

Bureau Chief PUBLIC HEAR

Ervi | Services Bureau Tugsday
Saptember 19,

Hontana Department of Transportation
PO Bex 201001 7400 - 300 p
Helena, HT 59620-1001 fonan Comanun

PLEASE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (106) 4441228 (R‘n:[:; i

Flease leave your comments with either MDT, Skilings
Cannally or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail 5:

Email:

5 sKiLLINES

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 106, Andrea Lund
106-1.—See Response #3-1.

INEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THENK TOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project

" team, [Fyou would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box pravided: If you need more time, you are welcome to mail itin, We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is s available. for viéwing or submitting comments at the HDT website:. hetp://www.mdvmit govipubinvole/eis_ea shimd
Please indicate comments are far praject (N B744. 3

OPEN HOUSES
Honday

September. |8, 200¢
600 - 800 o
Tribal Frtmpss. Centes
§1. Ignatiug, HT
Teeiday

September 19,100t
400 - 100 e
Renan Community

- Andies s e,
Name;  Asielrea At —— Jean k Rily, PE Konan, BT

Adress:  3le i L /e Alarsfey R Tl o PUBLIC HEARING
Roway, AtT. S5y i -
Lax L AT S%xdey Enwirenmeatal Services Bureai Totidzy
Hontana Department of Trampnrl.ation_ Seplember 19, 200t
PO Bea 201001 T08- %00 pm
Helena, HT 526201001 fionan (ommunity

Center
(408) 4441228 honan, MT

Please prayide your name and address: Please leave your commients with_ either MDT, Skillings
Connolly or Herrera staff at, thé meeting, or, mail to: -

GGl
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 107, Peter E. Lund

RECEIVED 107-1.—See Response #17-2
act 0 5 2006 ’
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 108, Robbie Lyday
108-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN KMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANE YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your invalvement is of grear value to the project
tean: 1Fyou would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. 1f you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Drali SEIS i also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: httpc/fwww mdt mt gov/pubinwolve/eis_ea shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744

_As o resident of Mision Va e}‘)
T want s BIKE/WALKING PATH,

5£_P(J"f.k'\'f_ Fror‘r\ ‘E‘YH%L GI:\H_UJY EPJ__

0 -;';m. \ ;;A"g-;»;, hes
___JFrm’h— rDo\\)or\ i Ar \ee .

B _:_f:_'_'i_""’j_“""" | 3&339@' C

OPEN HOUSES

= Honday
September 18, 2006
£00 - %00 pm

= Tribal Fitness Centes
St Ignatius, HT
Tuevday
September 19, 1008
400 - 700 pm

Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either HOT, Skillings fonan Comminiy
Center -

Eay) . Connolly or Herrera stall at the meeting, or mail to:
Name: \‘{,\-\F‘\ HE :
Jean A Riley, PE Roman, BT

=2 -
5 [ £
hddress__ MDA ¢ Baray Chel FibLic EnkThG
' g 2 Environmental Services Burean Toesday
Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 1006
PO Box 201001 100 - 900 pen
Helena, HT 596201001 Ronan, Commenity.

3 Center .
(406) 4441028 ] At

$
LS B
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 109, Tim Marchant
109-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Tim Marchant [mailto:tmarchant@mission. blackfoot.net]
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 11:44 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipei@mt.gov: HS Marchant Tim (SMTP)
Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Dear MDT:

I 'would strongly encourage a bike path, separate from the new highway. be built from Polson,
MT. south to Ravalli, MT. An opportunity for safe, healthy, and economical travel was sorely

ed on the new section of road from Ravalli south to Arlee. We can’t afford to make that
mistake again.

With soaring fuel prices and the current emphasis on physical fitness, I don’t know how we can
afford not to have a functional bike path.

Please take this into consideration, for the health and safety of all citizens of western Montana,
when you design vour final plan.

Sincerely,

Tim Marchant

54565 Hillside Road
St. Ignatius, MT 59865
(406) 250 — 7228
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 110, Teri Masters
: RECE!V ED 110-1.—See Response #3-1.
~70CT 1 0 2006

/| [ENTIRONMENTAL

US 93 NINEP!PE / RONAN INPROVEMENT PROJECT

TIANK 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value o the project
ream. IF you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is 2k available for viewing or submitting comments 2t tie HDT website: hitpi/fwww.mdt et gos/pubinvelve/eis. eashir]
Flease indicate comments are for project (H B744.

BT ce sident of Misson Valley,,

T want o BIKE/WALKING PATH,
_sepevake from Seaffic, on Huy 93

'__'_Eiéfﬁrf%fi_e_@;%l;%;%_ ~ALL communmihes

~froon Phison o _Aclee.

~ OPER HOUSES
Honday
. September |8, 200¢
B:00 - B:00 pm
Tribal Titness Centei
i, lgnating, HT
Tuesday
September 19, 2000
400 - 700 pm
Ronan Community
Center
Manie: ~1E ; ) Jean b, Biley, PE Sanan, BT
Address: [Z F)ju JBL Bt K =X Buress (hie I,
50 i""lN = At 2 Environmental Services Bureay Yiskap
Montana Department of Transportation September 19, 100
PO Box 201001 100 - 500 pm
Email: S S s " Vielera, HT 59620-1001 e Clmpily

0
PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (106) 444-7218 n:’:‘; Wi

Please provide your name and address: Please Jeave your comments with either MOT, Skillings
Ui(l ‘:’f't Ve Connolly or Herrera stall at the meeting, or mail to:

Ky ftpainet
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 111, Linda McDermott
111-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Linda McDermott [mailto:lim@commbank.net]
Sent: Tuesday, October 03, 2006 9:20 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Cc: Irenz@skillings.com; Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Project CN B744

| feel that a bike path along Hwy. 93 would be a great benefit for all who enjoy walking, biking etc. As the
Hwy. is already being used for Biking trips by several organizations a safer and designated area for them
to bike would be very beneficial. It would also be beneficial to those who enjoy walking and running just
for the physical exercise as well
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Letter 111a, Joe McDonald

111a-1.—See Response #18-2.
111a-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

From: Joe McDonald [mailto:joseph medonaldiaiske.edu]

Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 9:30 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipei@mt.gov; Kathleen Adams: Irenzi@skillings.com; Julie
Kightlinger: skilcrease/@mt.gov

Subject: NINEPIPES 93 EIS COMMENTS

The speed through the sensitive areas of the ninepipe area must be controlled in order to avoid
the killing of wildlife, waterfowl], pheasants, turtles.etc. The highway should be constructed on
piling through the reservoir area and piling should replace the fill that is in the large potholes
north of the Ninepipe Lodge. 1 don't support the idea of piling all the way from south of
Ninepipe Reservoir to Crow Creek.

July 18 2007 Herrera Environmental Consultants
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Letter 112, Sylvia McDonald
112-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 113, Tom McDonald
113-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Tom McDonald [mailto:tommi@cski.org]
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 2:32 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

I support the development of a designated walking/bike pathway from Ronan south along
Highway 93 for the full length of this project. Tom McDonald, 721 6th Ave. S.W. Ronan, Mt.
59864
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 114, Ann Marie McNeel
114-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 116, Missoula Outdoor Learning Adventures, J. Porter Hammitt, M.S.
Director and Lead Instructor

116-1.—See Response #3-1, 5-1, and 11-1.

From: James Porter Hammitt [mailto:porter@ MissoulaOutdoors.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 05, 2006 11:30 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipedmt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams

Subject: Ninepipes Comments

Hello,

I would to voice my opinions for the design of Hwy. 93 as it passes through the
Ninepipes area. I feel strongly, and it seems quite obvious, that highest priority should be
assigned to the concerns of wildlife in the area. This would include concerns for non-
fragmented habitat blocks, connectivity, safe wildlife travel corridors, and non-intrusion
into existing preserve areas.

I feel that everything possible should be done to mitigate any and all impacts caused by
traffic in that area. That is, 2 lanes, a reduced speed limit, elevating the roadway, and
passing lanes well before and well past the area, so as not to induce rapid accelerations or
decelerations. It seems that a small, non-intrusive bike/ped pathway immediately
adjacent to the road might also be appropriate.

I believe that Alternative 7, as [ understand it, most closely addresses these concens.
With extended bridge span lengths, obviously the cost will be higher. But Ninepipes is
one of Western Montana's most prized parcels of remaining pothole ponds wildlife
habitat, and wildlife mortality along that stretch is a well-know problem.

Thank you for taking the time to read my comments,

Porter

. Porter Hammitt, M.S.

Director & Lead Instructor

Missoula Outdoor Learning Adventures (MOLA)
1304 Jackson St., Missoula, MT 59802
406-240-2458  porteri@MissoulaOutdoors.com
www. MissoulaOutdoors.com
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Letter 117, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks,
John Grant, Wildlife Area Manager

117-1.—See Response #11-1.

117-2.—See Response #11-1.

Montana Fish., 117-3.—See Response #11-1.
) Wildlife R Parks

Oetober 6, 2006
Ninepipe Wildlife Management Area
52928 Ninepipe Road
Charlo MT 59824

Ms. Jean A, Riley, P.E., Chief

MDT Envirommental Services Bureau
PO Box 201001

Helena MT 59620-1001

Subject: CN B744, US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project

Dear Ms. Raley:

Thas letter addresses your response (August 10, 2006) to cormments [ submmtted for Fish,
Wildlife & Parks (FWP) regarding impending impacts to our Ninepipe Wildlife
Management Area (WMA) from the reconstruction of Highway 93,

Again FWP urges the project proponents to not construet a southbound passing lane
{included in the PPA) in the heart of the Ninepipe wildlife conservation area. The
significance of Ninepipe to all involved parties is evidenced by the considerable long-
term investments and protective measures instifuted by state, federal, and tribal
governments and the specific words in the 2002 MOU that “passing lanes are not
appropriate and will not be considered™ here. The time and resources spent exploring a
route to bypass this site entirely 1s further testament to the special significance of the arca.

As your August 10 letter acknowledges, and we concur, this stretch of highway has had
many human fatalities. Through the vears our emplovees have witnessed or had first-
hand knowledge of many of these crashes. -- Most had nothing to do with passing
attempts. Citing fatality statistics as supporting evidence for needing a southbound
passing lane seems like a wrong solution to the problem. Obviously, becanse there is no
northbound passing lane proposed in the middle of this wildlife habitat complex. there is
not really a need to have a southbound passing lane either as argued by the Midwest
Research Institute.

The unprecedented attention and added expense for wildlife mitigation in the US 93
project is highly commendable. That continuous roadside fencing, an accommodating
Feature for wildlife erossings being built elsewhere in the corridor, will not be built
through the Ninepipe arca because of the hazard they pose to birdlife indicates that the
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 117, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks,
John Grant, Wildlife Area Manager (continued)

117-4.—See Response #11-1. No recreational Section 4(f) resources will be

proponents realize the significance of the habitats to birds. Unfortunately, without all the |mpaCted-

high fences the wildlife crossing structures may not be as effective for the 4-legged

animals for which they are primarily designed, therefore more high-speed pavement (i.e. 117-5.—See Response #11-1.
passing lanes) should not be located at Ninepipe. With one less lane the resultant under-

road passages will be shorter and more likely to be used. -- Narrower width of road to

cross for earthbound creatures that circumvent the crossing structures will reduce their

exposure to collision risks. Likewise, birds flying across the road will have a shorter time

of risk without a passing lane. The data in the DSEIS for birds killed where the passing

lane is proposed is startling! The passing lane should be located somewhere else.

Three miles of Highway 93 bisects an almost contiguous block of Section 4(f) lands
through Ninepipe between Gunlock Road/Olsen Road and Duck Road. including the
proposed site of the passing lane in the PPA. Impacts to 4(f) lands will best be avoided
or minimized if all passing lanes are located elsewhere. Wetlands on 4(f) lands in this
location that extend into the current right-of-way will potentially be permanently
impaired when their right-of way reaches are modified. This impairment could be
avoided or minimized if a southbound passing lane is constructed outside of the wildlife
habitat management zone.

Perhaps, as you state, the extra lane (southbound passing lane) can be built in the existing
right-of-way without direct impacts to 4(f) lands, but the roadway may be safer if that
space is instead used for turn bays, wider shoulders. or to eliminate the need for an
exemption to standard barrow slopes. Safety of administrative and recreational users
accessing Ninepipe WMA lands in the vicinity of the proposed passing lane must not be
compromised. Most highway crossings (several daily during the growing season) by
FWP personnel with agricultural equipment occur at two locations on Highway 93, both
where the passing lane is proposed. All of our alternative US 93 crossings require
traveling along Highway 212, which is even more dangerous for slow-moving tractors
towing wide implements than crossing US 93, The southbound passing lane proposed in
the PPA may make it more difficult to safely access the WMA to achieve our habitat
management goals.

Goals of the management of the WMA are essentially the same as they were when the
project was initiated more than 50 years ago: to conserve and enhance habitat for ring-
necked pheasants and migratory waterfow] and to provide access for public hunting of
these game birds. Highway 93 has always provided challenges to meeting these goals.
We present these comments with hope that the “new and improved™ Highway 93 will not
further diminish neither this exceptional resource nor the ability of the local. visiting, or
through-passing publics to access or enjoy.

Sincerely,

John Grant
Wildlife Area Manager
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Letter 118, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Doug McDonald, Stream
Protection Coordinator

» Montana Fish,,
RECEIVED ) Wildlife ® PariGs

oA SEF 1 2 2006

118-1.—This level of design detail is beyond the scope of what is normally included
in an EIS. Culvert lengths will be determined for the selected alternative during
final design.

ENVIRONMENTAL October 6, 2006 118-2.—In section 5.12.5 Rural Portion — Fisheries, Direct Effects, Action
190 E. Sith Avenue Alternatives (p 5-105 o_f_draft docur_nent) there is a short Cjiscussi_on of_ poter_ltial
P.0. Box 200701 enhancement opportunities. In section 5.12.6 Urban Portion — Fisheries, Direct
Helena, Montana 59620-0701 Effects, Action Alternatives there is a short discussion about daylighting/habitat

enhancement of Ronan Spring Creek.

Jean Riley US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project
Montana Department of Transpottation ST S 118-3.—Please see section 5.11 of the DSEIS for a discussion of Floodplains and
P et Hepery NS Streams; specifically sections 5.11.3 and 5.11.4. The design and mitigation

Helena, Montana 59620-1001 measures discussed in these sections should improve stream conditions, including
potential increases in function, essentially no net loss of length, and with greatly
expanded floodplain accessibility. Specific mitigation requirements have not been

1 have reviewed the Draft Supplemental EIS for the proposed US Highway 93 improvements in the provided and typlcally are not at this Stage of design.

Ninepipe and Ronan areas. - Thank you for the opportunity to provide the following comments.

Dear Jean:

a. Itis suggested that the existing and projected lengths of culverts be included for each of
the potential alternatives, if possible.

b. If there were any opportunities for enhancing existing stream conditions under each
alternative, they could be included in the document.

. A more complete comparison of pre to post-project conditions regarding the potentially
affected stream would be appreciated. Will they remain as is even though they may be
somewhat degraded? Will there be a net increase of stream length or function?

d. There could possibly be a discussion of potential losses of or increases in stream lengths
and functions and whether mitigation will be required or credits obtained.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and please contact me if they are unclear. Ifthis
information is already in the document 1 apologize if I missed it.

Sincerely.

a oy ied onald

Doug McDonald

Stream Protection Coordinator
Habitat Protection Bureauw/Fisheries

I'MDTs SPASMDT 20061US 23 Ninepipe-Ronan DEIS.doc 1
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 119, David L. Moore

119-1.—See Responses #5-1, 13-1, 11-1, and 41-1.
119-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

From: David .. Moore [mailto:David. Moore@mso.umt.edu] 119-3.—See Responses #13-3.
Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 7:52 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov: Kathleen Adams; Irenzi@skillings.com; Julie 119-4—See Responses #13-4.
Kightlinger; skilcrease@mt.gov

Ce: trs@blackfoot.net 119-5.—All signing will conform to the most current federal and state standards.
Subject: Comments on Highway 93 Ninepipe DSEIS

i . . i 119-6.—See Responses #13-6.
I 'am a homeowner for 25 years in the St. Ignatius area. Please consider the following

suggestions for the Draft Supplemental EIS for the Ninepipe segment of Highway 93. T have 119-7.—See Responses #11-1.
gathered these details from the research of Thompson Smith. and entirely agree with his
proposals and comments:

In the rural segment of the project, I would advocate for a combination of Alternative 2 and. for
the section between Eagle Pass Road and Crow Creek, Alternative 7. The combination of these
two designs would result in a two-lane design except for a northbound passing lane on Post
Creek hill. There would be a raised-highway design for the most sensitive section, but I would
suggest that this h-.yn _|uhl north oi \m-.plpu. Lodge. In this design, I would also advocate for

ost Creek. which is probably the most important east-
west corridor for large animals in the umr» Mission Valley. In addition, an integral part of this
design would have to be clear visual demarcation of this part of the highway as a distinct
parkway, which would have a slower speed limit -- perhaps 50 mph.

The international importance of the habitat of the Ninepipe area, its cultural importance to Salish,
Pend d’Oreille, and Kootenai people and also to local non-Indians, and the enormous investment
already made in the area by the Tribes, the federal government, and the state, merit the
exceptional treatment of this section. It is noted in the DSEIS that while most options are
estimated to cost $35 to $40 million, Altermative 7 would cost an estimated $114 million. It is
worth noting that the United States is currently spending that much money every nine hours in
Iraq. We must build this highway the right way. even if it costs more to do so.

It would be good to look into some design to help de-ice bridging and other raised surfaces, and
to add to such structures some kind of muffling material to counteract noise impacts.

Wherever passing lanes reconverge, there needs to be much more aggressive, prominent, and
weatherproof signage, including not only strict marking of the point bevond which people must
not pass, but also the distance to the next passing opportunity. I would also advocate the
establishment of higher fines or tougher penalties for unsafe passing and posting notice of those
fines/penalties. It would be wise to increase funding for enforcement, if that can be included in
the project.

If the PPA remains Alternative 10, I would strongly advocate the elimination of llu. aoulhhound
passing lane through the Ninepipe area. If the parties insist th.n a southbound 55

necessary -- a |l|§’|]1\ dubious ‘l&‘.l.ﬂloll -- [ would u
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Letter 119, David L. Moore (continued)
119-7.—See Response #11-1.
119-8.—See Response #13-8.

that intersection. In this way, some environmental benefit could be gotten from what would 119-9.—See Response #13-9.

otherwise be an environmental detriment.
119-10.—See Response #3-1.

For Ronan, [ strongly urge the parties. and the city of Ronan. to reconsider whether four traffic
lanes are truly necessary to carry the projected volumes of traffic. There are numerous studies
available on the intermet, including several that can be accessed at
www.walkablecommunities.org, that show three-lane designs safely and smoothly handling well
over 20,000 ADT. and in some cases approaching 30.000. I would also urge the parties and the
city to consider replacing the traffic lights with roundabouts. which can reduce accidents,
improve traffic flow, and improve pedestrian safety.

Lastly. I would urge that a separate bike path be considered for the entire project, if this can be
done without significant additional harm to the environment.

Thank you for considering this.

EEEEEEE SRR E R R RS RS ST S LR
David L. Moore

218 Artemos Drive

Missoula, MT 59803

406-543-2270
david.moore/@umontana.edu

www, umit.edw'english/faculty/moore.him
LI E RS R A R R S S T AR L
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Letter 120, Lila Morigeau

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1H THE PUBLIC INVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your mmlv:men( is of great \-a]uc to the project
team, If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the cormment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments a1 the DT website: http://ivww.mdt, rntgw.fpuhlmlﬂhu eashiil
Please indicate commenits are for project (N BT44.

“As o resident of _Mission \fa“e)t’ o
~ T want a2 BIKE/AWALKING PATH,
é.s_fzu:&h, me_-\'rz\(-ﬁc, on _'Hm;/_ _OL?)_____.____

c,;-_hhed\nn a f-\l L commumihes

n__Tolson o Ar‘.'l_%".i .

OPEN HOUSES

Tribal Fitness Center
St gnaties, M1
Taesdy

September 19, 2006

Flease provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MO, Skllings :f:'; [‘;ﬂm":q

Namé: K’.,_Ir_ ﬂfw - l[:;nnilyﬁ:ll::qa _:ia.ll at the m:el.ing, or mail to; ::‘::m
Mdress: 52169 ddobbe _gﬂ’__ Bureau Chief : ; ; PUBLIC HEARING
jld&lﬁ_!“IG_'?@;Z ...... Environmental Services Bureau - e B

3 ¥ o Tuesday
- Hontana Department of Transportation - Septimber 19, 2004
B : PO B 20001 S T00- 900 pm
: T Helena, MT 596201001 - Bonan Community

PLERSE SUBHIT COMHENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228 - : ;'"'!' W
lonan,
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From: www@mdt.mt.gov [mailto:wwwi@mdt.mt.gov]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 11:51 AM

To: MDT Comments - Project

Subject: Comment on a Project Submitted

A question, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us" web page.

Action Item:

Submitted:

Project Commenting On:
Project State Highway No.:
Nearest Town/City to Project:
Name:

Address Line 1:

City:

State/Province:

Postal Code:

Email Address:

Phone Number:

Fax Number:

Comment or Question:

Comment on a Project
10/04/2006 11:51:10
US8%2093%20-%20The%20People’s®o20Way
93

ronan

Bonnie Mueller
33235 Emory Road
ronan

mt

59864
taffy@ronan.net
406-675-8270
406-675-8277

Please provide a bike path on project enb744

Bonnie Mueller
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121-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 122, Carolina Myhre
RECFIVED 122-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

0CT 0 22005 : 122-2.—See Responses #18-2.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THARK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value ro the project
team. 1f you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome ro mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is alsa available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website  http://www.mdtme.go/pubinvobvefeis_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744,

Ao L. S Peca Pt
| he miyssrn Lal

;ﬂrML .,"‘_?Zﬂv L Jive an

s R

OPEN HOUSES
EEETOU-H L 71/ P et it T Handay
September 18, 100
£00 - 800 pm
= Tribal Faness Cente
St Ignatius, M1

Tuesday
T Sepaember 19, 200
400 - 7:00 pm

Please pravide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either HDT, Slallings Nosah Comaul
Center

Name: Ut‘b‘l \"\‘Lm _ heg Jean A iy, PE K B
MbesBlolo 19 Lo Jid Bareay o PUBLIC HERRIN'
C har ]'D_L'Yh-ﬁ%al{ peen e Ervironmental Services Bureau

Teesdzy
Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 200

" = T T A Y ] 790 - 500 pm
tmale Corelina @ c,l-\ar..f..b_x.m.t‘f ek, NT S9620-1001 Yics tand

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER §, 2006 {406) 444-7218 ety
Bonan, MT

Connally or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail to;

E SHILLINGS

COMNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 123, National Wildlife Federation, Tom France, Esq., Director;
Sterling Miller Ph.D. Senior Wildlife Biologist

123-1.—See Response #41-1.

NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION" o _ 123-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
SRS | ENVIRONMERTAL
Northern Rockies Natural Resource Center

WILDLIFE

ETLINIEN]. 240 N Higgins, #2 # Missoula, MT S9802 ¢ Tel: 400-721-6708 « Fax: 406-721-0714 « www.nwlorg

October 6, 2006

RE: Project CNB744; Highway 93 improvement project, Ninepipe section, comments on draft
supplemental EIS

Tean Riley, Chief

MDT Environmental Service Burean
2701 Prospect Ave

Helena, MT: 59620

Dear Ms. Riley:

Thank you for. the opportunity to comment.on the draft supplemental EIS for the above-
referenced project;

The National Wildlife Federation was founded in 1936 as the national voice of state and local
conservation groups, and has since emerged as the nation’s foremost grassroots conservation
organization, Jeading an integrated network of members and supporter and 47 affihated
organizations throughout the United States and its territories. We have been involved with
erizzly bearconservation issues in Montana for 30, years.

Our primary concern:over this section of the Highway 93 project is to minimize the effect that
this project will have on the significant and ecologically fragile wildlife species in the Ninepipe
area.  Wildlife in this area currently are primarily birds but consideration should also be given to
other wildlife species from turtles to grizzly bears, We conclude that the project in this section
should be constructed giving a priority to wildlife'concerns even at the cost of making the project
moré expensive or reducing the speed or convenience with which motorists utilize this section.

This route of Highway 93 through the Ninepipe area is much more than a transportation corridor
people use to get to and from Flathead Lake. The wildlife and resourc values of this area are
core to the reasons people choose to live and recreate in western Montana, 1f we focus only on
maximizing the efficiency and speed by which vehicles can move through: this area we risk
undercutting values that are far more important in the long run.

Tmpacts on wildlife probably cannot be avoided by any project design but they can be reduced
and minimized. As we have previously commented, our preference is for an elevated roadway in
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 123, National Wildlife Federation, Tom France, Esq., Director;
Sterling Miller Ph.D. Senior Wildlife Biologist (continued)

123-3.—See Response #11-1.
this section that will permit animals to walk and fly under it with a minimum of hindrance. This

was Alternative #7 in the original EIS, We still believe that this is-the best approach 123_4_The document bemg S:Ommented On. IS the_draﬂ Supplemental EIS, an
extensive update of the 1996 final EIS for this section of the larger US 93 Evaro to
Polson project. See Responses #11-1 & 17-2.

the problems posed by a passing lane in this area was clearly recognized in the Supplen

EIS but this recognition is.ignored in the corrent propc The SEIS recognized the “h

ecological value of the landscape [in the Ninepipe arca] soncluded because of this

value “passing lanes are not appropriate and will not be included.” We believe t

assessment was correct and that if this alternative is selected it must be modified

passing lane and have only 2 lanes in this area. This sment i ed by'the MT Department

of Fish, Wildlife and parks and by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments.

Best regards,

e
[//W T F i o

l'om France Esq., Director

Sterling =\'_‘1\1'Hcr. Ph.D., Senior Wildlife Biologist
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 124, Frank and Sherry Neary

124-1.—Thank you for your comment.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN .IMPROVEMENT PR.OJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INYOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is abso available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: http://www.mdvmt.gov/pebinvolve/eis_ea.shim
Please indicate comements are for project (N BT44.

2EF e
SFE 1 D12

OPEN HOUSES
Honday
September 18, 2006
6:00 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
_ Su Ignatiu, HT
Tuesday
September 19, 2006
400 - 7:00 pm
Ronan Community
Center
Jean A Riley, PE Ronan, HT
ROt (Wel 3 0 PUBLIC HEARING
Emvirommental Services Bureau Toesday
Hontana Department of Transpartation September 19, 2006
Emall PO Box 201001 700 - 9:00 pm
mail: Helena, MT 59620-1001 Ranan Comemunity

PLEASE SUBNIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (406) 4447228 Center

Ronan, HT
¥

Please leave your comments with either NDT, Slallings
Connolly o Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to:

5 SHILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 125, Maggie Newman
125-1.—See Response #3-1

From: Delie/Newman Agency [mailto:funioni@ronan.net]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 10:02 AM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Please include a bike/walking path the entire length of the project. The bike path on the Polson
portion of the project is used a lot and adds a great deal to the quality of life in our area. It
especially would be used in the more populated areas. [ believe it is important to encourage
outdoor exercise in a safe manner. Even though the highway when completed will be much safer
for vehicles it will not be safer for pedestrians or bicyclists. Let’s do this project right! Thanks
for your consideration. Maggie Newman, 37164 Glory Road, Polson, MT 59860 (home) and
1211 Highway 93 South, Ronan, MT 59864 (business).
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 126, Jane Ochs
126-1.—See Response #5-1 and 11-1.

‘..I_:'.:r“_l g
[ - J

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hrtpe/fwww.mdtme.gov/pubinvobve/eis_eashiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744,

OPEN HOUSES
Honday
September 18, 2006
00 - 800 pm

- Tribal Fitness Center
5t Ignatius, HT
Tuesday
September 19, 2006
400 - 700 pm
Roaan Community
Center
Jean A Riley, PE Roaan, T
Bureau Chief PUBLIC HEARING
Emironmental Services Bureau Tussday
Hentana Department of Transportation September 19, 2006
FO Box 201001 1700 - 5:00 pm
Helena, MT 59620-1001 Ronan Community

FLERSE SUBHIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-1228 :::':"' o

Flease leave your comments with either HDT, Skillings
Connelly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to:

Email:

5 SKILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 127, Brigid O’Connor, RN

127-1.—See Response #3-1.
127-2.—See Response #5-1 & 11-1.

From: Brigid & Art [mailto:curlybirdi@charlo.net]
Sent: Sunday, October 01, 2006 11:23 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

As a long time resident of the Mission Valley, and a public health nurse for the county, I am in
awe of how much active use [ have observed on the bike/walk path in the Polson area. We have
identified obesity as one of the worst public health threats to this nation, and I am so pleased to
see an invitation to better health being built right along the 93 roadway. in the form of the
bike/walk path. [ was so disappointed to discover that the path was not planned to extend south
of Ronan, and am writing vou to consider including a bike/walk path south of Ronan to St.
Ignatius or even Arlee. Isee 5 very brave bicyclists commuting to on Hgwy. 93 each morning
between Charlo and Pablo. It is only time before someone gets killed by a vehicle. In this time
of global warming, soaring gas prices, and obesity, I implore you to consider adding a safe path
along which citizens can safely travel through the valley on bicycle or foot.

1 also wish to register my vote as preferring option #7 of the plans through the Ninepipe corridor,
as it proves the least threat to wildlife of all the option presented.

Thank you for your time,
Gratefully,

Brigid O’ Connor RN
54501 Gallagher Rd.
Charlo, MT. 59824
(406) 644-2291
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 128, Susanne Measure O’Connor

128-1.—See Response #11-1.
October 3, 2006 128-2.—See Response #5-1 & 11-1.

s Lyneh, Diesor - MDT o RECEIVED 128-3—All of the proposed alternatives include at least 5 crossings (bridges and
Bt A, ¥ WASTER FiLE ocT 0 5 2006 culverts) at major systems in the corridor and approximately 12 additional wildlife

fﬂgf;";“‘f"“‘““‘\““"‘" Services £y ENVIRONMENTAL crossing culverts within the 11.2 mile project length. The use of structures, culverts,
2701 Prospect Ave or overcrossings is based on terrain as well as the identification of wildlife migration

P. 0. Box 201001
Helena, MT 596201001 routes and patterns.

Dear Jim,

T am writing concerning the proposed Highway 93 expansion in the Ninepipe/Ronan area. As | understand it,
the MDT preferred alternative for this section of highway includes a high-speed passing lane. THIS IS THE
WRONG SPOT FOR SPEEDING TRAFFIC. Wildlife move between the Mission Mountains and the
Flathead River through the Ninepipe wildlife management lands and a high speed passing lane will
dramatically increase wildlife mortality under this proposal. Passing lanes here are not appropriate and should
not be in the reconstruction project.

What is needed in this section of roadway is an elevated highway that would allow safe passage of wildlife
from one side of the road to the other under the road. Anything short of this is wrong and extremely
shortsighted. Wildlife is one of Montana’s most cherished assets. We need to insure their safety.

In a related matter, last month I had visitors from out of state who drove into Kalispell and told me how they
had driven through several states and saw very little road kill until the last 35 miles of their journey along the
west side of Flathead Lake into Kalispell. They were appalled by the number of dead animals along Highway
93, ] would have liked to tell them that this is unusual, except that [ know it is not. [ enjoy driving but 1 dread
the beginning and end of each trip driving Flathead County roads--especially highway 93! With the width of
pavement and speed that vehicles travel this highway there is no way that anything can cross from one side to
the other safely. (What exactly were the idiots that designed this highway thinking of?) Driving into Kalispell
Sunday night [ counted the remains of 5 deer, 4 skunks and several other animals too mutilated to identify--on
the east side of the road alone. This is a disgrace!

PLEASE! THE ANSWER TO THIS PROBLEM IS NOT A PERSON TO RETRIEVE ANIMAL
CARCASSES. What is needed here, like the Ninepipe/Ronan area, are wildlife underpasses and fences
to funnel the wildlife through them. Expensive, yes, but I'm sure much cheaper in the long run than the
sum total of vehicle repairs incurred in wildlife collisions. Wildlife collisions are surely the number one
road hazard in Montana. Not to mention the risk to vehicle occupants. In this last year there have been
three human fatalities in the Flathead area resulting from wildlife collisions.

Thanks for your time and consideration of this matter. Best \\ishc&%‘qu and your family, Jim!
e

(pores—
Susanne Measure O Connor (
845 Tth Ave East

Kalispell, Mt. 59901

o f gpezael
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 129, Carol Onsager

e x 129-1.—See Response #3-1.
RECEIVED
. N1 AT 2006

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use chis form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Dralt SEIS & ako available for viewing or submitting comments a1 the HOT website: hlrp.Hww_rndl.ml.gnf.’pubinwnmrnil__u.ﬂuml
Pleate indicate comments are for project (N B744.

e o resident of Mission Valley,

T oAt s BIKE/WALKNG PATH,
____%;Eifc;.crld.c....Frc,m'ir'm'%'_c,'_._m'."m&) a3

T eorneding  ALL commuonites

T from Jolson Yo Arlee.

? e v

' OPEN HOUSES
Henday
September 18, 2000
600 - 800 pm
Tribal Fitness Cente
0. Ignaius, HI
Twesday
September 19, 100
409 - 100 pm
Ronan Communéty
Center

Plezse leave your comments with either HOT, Skallings

Please provide your name and address:
d Conanlly or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail to:

Hame: WQ““_O”S..%EE’ . & Ky FE Vi BT
Mdress: . SFL3p DLd WELT TE A ll;:r:au th:z' Pu“;:u HEARIN
_ 2{! A ﬂra-) LT S“’f L +_. _ Environmental Services Bureau Tutsday
Montana Department of Transportation September 19, 200
Emaik PO Box 200001 100 - .00 pm
Mk e pm——— Helena, HT 596201001 fonan Comasily

PLEASE SUBHIT COMHENTS EY OR BEFORE OCTOBER £, 2006 (408) 444-1228 Goiay

Fonan, I

5 SHILLINGS _

EONNDLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED
: nc*r 1 02008

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN |NPROVEMENT PRO]ECT

THENE S0U FOR PARTICIPATING [N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCES Your involvement is of great value 1o the project
ream. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Dralt SEIS is alio available for viewing or submitting comments a1 the MDT website: hatp://www mdt.mt gov/pubinvobve/eis_ea.shim]
Please indicate comments are for project (N B144.

“As & resdent of  Mission \/a Heyj
T wanY s BIKE/WALKING PATH,

':E;Q.F.&EEE"f};;-;;-vs eaffic, on Moy 93

Connechneg AL_L:_ communihes
‘?rom “olson tn Arlee.

"~ OPEN HOUSES
Handay
Septerber 18, 200
00 - 800 g
Tribal Fitnews Centes
. gnatius, MT
Tuetday
September 19, 200¢
o b 400 - 100 pm
Please pnflnﬁ[;;ncuanzmr and addrm . Please leave your comments with either HOT, Skillings Neaan (ommsziy

L " ) Connofly or Herrera stalf at the meeting, or mail 1e:
Hame: Sy . .
Jean A, Riley, PE Boman, NT
Hiires: HOLDS '2“ UL Otale) & 0 b PUBLIC HEARING
C/[__[,fl} ]L j’] P ) C}SL(‘(:} Environmental Services Bureau Toesday

Hontana Department of Tramspostation September 19, 200¢
Email: 70 Bar 201001 200 - 300 pa
nail: ez o : " Helens, HT 596201001 Ko, Gl

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 4441128 feae

Roman, HT
?)

#0T 2]

Center

5 SHILLINGS

CONNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 131, Don Owen

IMASTER FILE RECEIVED 131-1.—The Preferred Alternative #3 will be a 2-lane road with a northbound
climbing lane in front of your property. Turns into your approach can be made from

CoPY A @ Apne : o : . .
SEP 21 2006 either direction. Due to a wider roadway it should be possible to make turns from
either direction.

Us 9 : 131-2.—The intent of the irrigation relocation planned for your site is to replace its
- 3 N_INEHPE /_RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT function in kind. During the final design phase the designers will work with you to
THANE Y0U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the praject find an acceptable reme dy.

team. [ you would like o submir wrirten co : 3 his fi i
ubmir written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment

box provided. If you need more rime, you are welcome to mail it in, We want to hear from vou! - P - - . - - - -
A e matn " Ras K 131-3.—As with the irrigation issue, during the final design phase the designers will
ra St 8 aho avalable for viewing or submitting comments at the MOT website: httpe/Foww mdt.mtgov/pubinvalve/eis_ea shiml Work out a Solution to the right'of'Way and fencing iSSUGS

Please indicate comments are for project (N B7dd.
 L_FIND 1T DIFFI1E0I To commens WHER)
THERE ARF SriLl so mn:gl YNMNoW 5
,ﬁ’o};giw HBLFE | wﬁ{&’&ﬁy L pleLONRLE ¥ Gyuniocic
B PRESENT THE ONE why 70 GETr A SEM) - rRvek
LN 1570 mrneE 7 AEFT TURMN Across THE (e H way
BECAVSE APRAOARCH 15 Sp NATROW. i}
AF NEW Ronp ONLY BILOWS RILHT TuRms RN
ASEm| _mrxe # U TURMN AT MLDINALE ? UMM FronppsT
1 HOPE RELROBLI |5 WIDE FNOVEH 170 my Fimce
(LF 1T 15 RILHITORBIONLY 1 Don’ rigimic sy ele
CF HRVING T o A pills LR T ER LR T7meE | Lo
[ ELooP 1RRILBTE ¥ HAVE meny QUESTIoWS pBovT
PITCHES Gomy Pown PosT EREER 14100 witHoo
WHSHING. IT witlt #LL DEFEND pr) pow P i
LAND IS TREEN AS To Howl | 1oLl |FE G772 bl d
NEXTTo #rokwrny., - _ ' N :Mm’be 18, 2006
o LE FENCE 15 norED opER 70 PITCH [HOW susze - St
L CET _INTD ONE CORUER OF2RNE, |F TIH£R L s
I FNOH LRMND LEFT T BF con Lexy/sr 125007 2w
ALL CEREVPON How inuttf LA s 7.4;(/ B/ ) * Saptember 19, 2006
Please provide your name and address: . Please leave your comments with either HOT, Shillings £ - 700 g
Nime: Do) ous EN [n_nnnl.ér or Herrera staff at the metting, or mail to; :::E Commusy
Mo 70 €70 Hfwy 3 ':a,“ :-‘-IWIP[ By
C-f‘f ﬁﬁ'ﬁﬂ! ﬂ'fi-/ 5’7?2 4 E:~:::m::(al Services Bureau I FIBLC HEANIMG
] i Hontana Department of Transportation ;,;:f:h, 19, 2006

PO Bex 201001 100 - 9.00 pm
Helena, HT 59420.1001 Rotan Ec.T.mLHilr

SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OF BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (406) 444.7228 Ceter
Ronas, MT

ENVIRONMENT AL

Email:

Ky e
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 132, Kay Palmer
132-1.—See Response #3-1.

RECEIVED

e T R
miEnRnent Okl yimnmxm
US 93 NINEP!PE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PRO]ECT

THAHK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING 1N THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. I you would like ro submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
Do provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is alse avadable for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: hiip://www.mdt.mtgov/pubenvobve/eis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for preject (H BT44.

e e sident of Mimon alley,
E oant 3 BIKEAUALING D__w}

__Je_!xro.\ from. er\('ﬁc. o li“h.&)s/ _C

~ Connethne A LL commumihes

acram TPolson do Ar‘lee_ ~

OPEN HOUSES
Honday
Seplember 18, 2006
400 - 800 pm
~ Trbal fitness Center
_ St Ignatius, HT
Teesday
September 19, 2004
400 - 700 pm

Please provide your name and addgess: Please leave your comments with either HOT, Skallings Nonan Coommijily

/ ) Connolly or Werrera stall at the meeting, or mail 10: Tontsr
Name: <=7 —f mr":{_ Jean . Riley, PE Raonan, 0T
Address: __/z<us” )Z 22 Bureau Cief PUBLIC HEARING
C Y. (/ M {j_‘_'{_@‘_}?lr- Ervironmental Services Bureau Torsday
) Hontana Department of Transportation Seplenher 19, 2008
. M0 Bax 201001 100 - %00 pm
Email: S— e Helena, HT 59620.1001 Ronan Commuity

PLEASE SUBMIT COMMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (406) 444-7228 ::"“:"' W

- Ky e
MY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 133, Carolyn Pardini
133-1.—See Response #3-1.

U§ 93 NINEPIP.E / RONAN INPRO\'EMENT PROJECT

THARK 1ou fﬂll PAR]][IH.TING IH: THE PUBLIC INYOLVHENT PROCESS! Your mvul\em(‘nr is of great value to the pto;ea
tearn, I you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the tOITlrI_'I:ﬂI.‘
I:-ox pmwdul lf)-cu nccd more time, you are welcome ro mail |t in. We want to hiear from you!

MOV, VYRAWED

Hhan M& ) -M, YeSeVVR LoV

Iha Draf SEIS is a!m miahfe far iewing or submmmg comments at the HDT: wehmu !mp I it gur!pmbmmbn.fm mhlml
* Please indicate comments are for project (H B744.

U’“%“"—‘-?”f b Yoy 43 dﬁa e e

&{5 we people e

mam for alonomic: dmdapmm

OPEN HOUSES

Handay

September 18, 2066

&00 < 800 pm

— Tribal Fitness Center

St Ignatius, HT

'““‘“T !

~ September 19, 2006

3 LR ¥ 450 - 100 pm

Please provide your name and address Please leave your comments with tllh.ll _!‘(U'L St_lllﬂsi Riaza Community

Connolly or Herrera staif at the meeting, or mail 10: Cater

Name: = — _Jeanh Koy PE : Rean, M

Address: .. —— Bureau (hiel e : PUBLIC HEARING
Envionmental Services Bureas Tuesday *
Montana Department of Tﬁﬂsp_nr_l:alinn September 19, 2006

PO Bax 201001 100 - 300 pm
Emalimwméﬁk @- Helena, M1 59620-1001 anen Conmasty
e % Center
PLEMSE DA ok okeoft mmﬁ (406) 444-1028 Honan, M
¢ ?) rsuuuu:g

g CONNOLLY
T 23

;
3
3
:

fve,
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 134, Sheri Perry
134-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJE(T

THARK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN.THE PUBLIC IHVOLYHENT PROCES! Your involverment is OFBI’(‘M value 1o the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please usé |hi.\: form and place it in the comment
box provided, If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in, We want to-hear from you!

The Draft SEIS s aksa avadlable for viewng or submitting comments at the HOT webite hl:p:Hmm.ivﬂ:.ml.guvfpu;himnlve.fris_ea.!hlml
Please indicate comments are for project (N 8744, :
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Please yrnvldr your name and Please leave ]v.m:r comments with either MOT, Shollings
Conrolly or Hervera stalf at the meeting, or mail te:
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Hontana Department of Transportation September 19, 2006
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 135, Pheasants Forever, Mission Valley Chapter,
Jim Ploskunak, President

RECEIVED
0CT 10 2008 135-1.—See Response #11-1.

INVIRONMENTAL

MISSION VALLEY #134
October 5, 2006

Jean A. Riley, P.E,

Bureau Chief

Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Ave., Box 201001
Helena, Montana 59620-1001

(406) 444-7228

Subject: US 93 Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge and associated Wildlife Management
Areas and Waterfow] Production Areas.

Dear Ms. Riley;

The Mission Valley Chapter of Pheasants Forever is the oldest chapter of this National
organization in Montana (20 years) and is one of the most active chapters in America.
We maintain over 130 paid members and we have had significant impact on fish and
wildlife in the Mission Valley. We have partnered with the Montana Department of
Fish, Wildlife and Parks and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to acquire land for
nesting birds of all kinds. We have also been very active partners with the Confederated
Salish and Kootenai Tribes in efforts to restore several streams/rivers in the valley,
including Ronan Spring Creek. Stinger Creek, Mud Creek and Marsh Creek. We
recently facilitated the purchase of land; -wrote grantsto help others purchase land-and
have actively participated in the political process to convince decision makers to purchase
land in the Ninepipe/Mission Valley Area for wildlife.

I give you this brief history so that you may understand we have a stake in the design of
Highway 93 through this “National Treasure” of land and critters.

Our membership board and myself are very concerned by the preferred alternative which
proposes to widen and build a southbound passing lane right through the most sensitive
portion of the entire Ninepipe ecosystem. What could you be thinking?7??

Surely the fine engineers of MDOT can do better than this. Any logical decision maker
who has both the safety needs and the environment in mind could find a better
alternative. We would suggest that if you believe safety demands a southbound passing
lane somewhere through the Ninepipe ecosystem that you bring the four lane on further
south out of Ronan to just north of Beaverhead lane. If you need another southbound
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 135, Pheasants Forever, Mission Valley Chapter,
Jim Ploskunak, President (continued)

135-2.—See Response #11-1.
passing lane then put one on Post Creek hill along side the northbound passing lane. 1fa

northbound passing lane on Post Creek hill meets all criteria for your balancing act then

why doesn’t a southbound meet your criteria also? We see that you have divided the

highway in your Post Creek Hill alternative to “Independent Alignment”™. - Why not just

keep the two passing lanes together and make a four lane in this segment to meet your

safety needs. Why make the footprint so large by making an “Independent Alignment”™?

We have attempted to give logic to our proposed modification of your proposed
alternative. If you want to be known as the agency who is “engineering smart” and
“environment smart” then we suggest you consider our comments. Otherwise your huge
expenditure of time and effort to produce this SEIS appears to have sent you off into
some illogical thinking from which you have balanced criteria that do not weigh the
same.

From the beginning, safety was the reason for need to rebuild the highway. From the
beginning, Ninepipe was the most wildlife and wetland sensitive segment of the 50+
miles of this project. . Ninepipe is where the grizzly bears most frequent, it is where your
own studies show the most birds are killed by ten fold. - It is the place where turtles are
killed and yet you propose to hurry traffic along by providing a passing lane right through
the best of the best of this wildlife haven.

Someone must rethink this even if politics got you here!

Sincerely,—.
~ 1 !

N i - b ley '-Lu(?'u'

i
\_\.
“'_J%l Ploskunak
President Mission Valley Chapter

cc Craig Genzlinger
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 136, Mark Potraz
136-1.—See Responses #1-1, 11-1, and 13-8.

Montana Dept of Transportation e R IR
Helena, MT ERY }\ij}mﬂ‘ﬁ PR
Re: CNB 744 NH-E S-I(aYLE

us an Evare.rblon 389 A
Oficepipe Lealeoe,

CN.- 6144

Dear Ms Riley,

| am one of the unlucky people who get to drive Highway 93 most of the time
making two trips daily, at least 5 days weekly hauling fuel in a petroleum tanker between
Missoula and Kalispell. Why the Highway Department would even look at any other
alternatives besides a four lane highway in this area is hard for me to understand. Iam well
aware of the hazards on this road and tanker trucks are not always able to flow with the traffic.
Putting in passing lanes is notthe answer to the making the highway that much safer. The
vehicle count on US 93 most definitly justifies a four lane highway all the way through,
including the smaller cities and towns. | have never talked to one person that does not
support this idea. | think it is time to quit holding hearings and get on with the building
program. Thank you for your consideration in this manner.

Mark Potraz
Somers MT
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 137, Jack Puckett

: 137-1.—See Response #17-2.
N 137-2.—See Response #103-1.
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN |MPROVEMENT PRO]ECT .

THAKK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INYOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value to the project!
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place-it in the chmiment
box prov jided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in, We want to hear from you!

A
The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website http:/fvww mdt.mt gov/publnvolve/eis ea shiml
Please indicate comments are-for project CN BT44.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECEIVED
0CT 10 2006

, HHHE=TH | | ENVIRONMENTAL
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLVMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. Ifyou would like to submir written comments, please use this form and place it in the commene
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEI5 is also available for viewing or submitiing comments at the MDT website: hitp fwww.mdt mt.gov/ pubievolve/eis_eashim]
Please indicate comments are for project CH B744.
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138-1.—See Response #11-1.
138-2.—See Response #3-1.
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Letter 139, Meloney Ridley
139-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 140, Mary Rodda
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US 93 NlNEPlPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PRO]E(T
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 141, Jean Rody
141-1.—See Response #3-1.

US 93 N!NEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK TOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value to the project
team, If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box pravided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail itin. We want to hear from you!

~The Draft SEIS is alio available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: ~hitpe/Fvww.mat.mt. gov/pubinealve/eis_ea.shim]
Pleate indicate comments are for project (N B744,
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 142, Ronan Telephone Company, Jay Wilson Preston, Chair

142-1.—See Response #13-8.

142-2.—The proponents are aware of the conduit system and will work with the
phone company to facilitate its relocation/replacement.

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANK YOU FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC IKVOLVHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of grear value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hup://www.mdumt gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N BT44.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 143, Ronan Telephone Company, Rosa E. Tougas, President/Operations
Manager

143-1.—See Response #142-2.
RTC RONAN TELEPHONE COMPANY

312 MAIN STREET SOUTHWEST + RONAN, MONTANA 59864
(406) 676-2751 » FAX NO. (406) 676-8889

October 3, 2006

RECEIVED

OCT 0 ¢
Jean Riley. PE., Chief OCT 46 2006
MDT Environmental Services Bureau o
EN
MT Department of Transportation WRONMENT&:_
PO Box 201001
Helena. MT 59620-1001

RE: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project

T'o Whom it May Concern

The 1JS 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Project-will have a major impact on Ronan Telephone Company’s
facility providing telephone services from Spring Creek Rd on Highway 93 south to an area near
Eagle Pass Trail,

We support Alternative Ronan 4 (PPA) through the townsite of Ronan.  The southbound couplet,
however, requires a major change 1o allow a 4-pipe conduit system currently installed along 17
Avenue SW to be replaced by a different route.  This system serves most of south area of the
Ronan townsite and all our services south'of Ronan. The only practical way to abandon this
facility is to re-engineer our network to include a switching node south of Ronan allowing us to
re-home customers in that area to a different wire center. In addition services east of Ronan are
carried in an eastbound route of the same conduit systern that crosses both the north and south
bound routes of the couplet proposal. Accommodating this crossing could also be a significant
problem.

Ronan Telephone Company needs to be informed as soon as a record of decision is made and will
require at least 3 years from that date to complete the re-engineering and rebuilding of these
facilities. We will need a reimbursement contract in place soon after the record of decision in

order to accomplish what is needed.
Sincerely,
Y

~
(2 op
I ONB AN SRS
Rosa E. Tougas R 2

President/Operations Manager
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 144, Mary Herak Sand

144-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
144-2.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.

From: Mary Sand [mailto:Mary Sandi@ske.edu] 144-3.—See Response #13-3.

Sent: Friday. October 06, 2006 10:07 AM

To: Julie Kightlinger 144-4—See Response #13-4.

Subject: Comments on Highway 93 Ninepipe DSEIS

) ) ) ) ) _ 144-5.—All signing will conform to the most current federal and state standards.
This message is to urge vou to support the following recommendations for Highway 93 in the

Ninepipe area: 144-6.—See Response #13-6.

In the rural segment of the project, I would advocate for a combination of Alternative 2, and for 7 _
the section between Eagle Pass Road and Crow Creek, Alternative 7. The combination of these 144-7.—See Response #11-1.
two designs would result in a two-lane design except for a northbound passing lane on Post Q_ _
Creek hill. There would be a raised-highway design for the most sensitive section, but I would 144-8.—See Response #13-8.
suggest that this begin just north of Ninepipes Lodge. In this design, I would also advocate for

the longest and highest bridge design at Post Creek, which is probably the most important east-

west corridor for large animals in the entire Mission Valley. In addition, an integral part of this

design would have to be clear visual demarcation of this part of the highway as a distinet

parkway, which would have a slower speed limit -- perhaps 50 mph.

The international importance of the habitat of the Ninepipe area, its cultural importance to Salish,
Pend d°Oreille, and Kootenai people and also to local non-Indians, and the enormous investment
already made in the area by the Tribes, the federal government, and the state, merit the
exceptional treatment of this section. [t is noted in the DSEIS that while most options are
estimated to cost $35 to $40 million, Alternative 7 would cost an estimated $114 million. It is
worth noting that the United States is currently spending that much money every nine hours in
Irag. We must build this highway the right way, even if it costs more to do so.

It would be good to look into some design to help de-ice bridging and other raised surfaces, and
to add to such structures some kind of muffling material to counteract noise impacts.

Wherever passing lanes reconverge, there needs to be much more aggressive. prominent, and
weatherproof signage. including not only strict marking of the point beyond which people must
not pass, but also the distance to the next passing opportunity. I would also advocate the
establishment of higher fines or tougher penalties for unsafe passing and posting notice of those
fines/penalties. It would be wise to increase funding for enforcement, if that can be included in
the project.

If the PPA remains Alternative 10, I would strongly advocate the elimination of the southbound
passing lane through the Ninepipe area. If the parties insist that a southbound passing lane is
necessary -- a highly dubious assertion --I would urge that it be placed just north of the Highway
212 intersection, rather than south, and incorporated into a full bridging of the ponds north of
that intersection. In this way, some environmental benefit could be gotten from what would
otherwise be an environmental detriment.

For Ronan, I strongly urge the parties, and the city of Ronan, to reconsider whether four traffic
lanes are truly necessary to carry the projected volumes of traffic. There are numerous studies
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 144, Mary Herak Sand (continued)

144-9.—See Response #13-9.
144-10.—See Response #3-1.

available on the internet, including several that can be accessed at 144-11—See Response #11-1.
www.walkablecommunities.org, that show three-lane designs safely and smoothly handling well

over 20,000 ADT, and in some cases approaching 30.000. I would also urge the parties and the

city to consider replacing the traffic lights with roundabouts, which can reduce accidents,

improve traffic flow, and improve pedestrian safety.

Lastly. I would urge that a separate bike path be considered for the entire project. if this can be
done without significant additional harm to the environment.

Whatever is chosen must at least keep all passing lanes out of the core four miles of the Ninepipe
potholes area.

Sincerely.

Mary Herak Sand

Charlo resident most of my life

Still work full-time for Salish Kootenai College
Current address:

301 Fifth Avenue NW

Killdeer, ND 38640

(701) 764-6400
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 145, Martena Savage
145-1.—See Response #6-2.
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Letter 146, Robyn Schock
146-1.—See Response #3-1.

From: Robyn Schock [mailto:robyn.schocki@ronank12.edu)
Sent: Friday, October 06, 2006 12:58 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt. gov

Ce: Irenzi@skillings.com: Kathleen Adams

Subject: Comment on US93 Ninepipe/Ronan EIS

Comments for project CN B744

I have lived in the Mission Valley my entire life and I would like to have a BIKE/'WALKING
PATH. separate from traffic. on HWY 93, connecting ALL communities from Polson to Arlee.

Thank you,

Robyn Schock

33246 Allison Road
St. Ignatius, MT 59865

robyn.schocki@ronank12.edu
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

 RECEIVED
S . 0CT1°0 2006
e bt B b A IR Jasd A b el B e
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
TUANE YOU FOR PARTICIPATING M THE PUBLIC INVOLYHENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value 1o the project

teamn, 1f you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the commene
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear fram you!

e } i

The Dralt SEIS is also avalable for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: hittpe/Feww.mdLmt govf pubirvolye/eis_ea.shiml
Please indicate comments are for project (N B144.

BIKE/AWALKING PAT™,

T want_a :
~seperake from eafhic, on Mwy 93

CALL communibies

_cornnefing

_froomn Tolson Yo Arlee.

OPEN: HOUSES

- Handay

_ September 18, 2006
600 - 800 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
51, Agnativs, HT
Tuesday
September 19, 2008
400 - 700 pm
Fonan Community
Center

-
Name: 3_*».-14,6?6. = _?..J).@.ﬂfy:’ Lol i Jean A iky, PE s i
7 = ; . Riley, Lonan, ¢

Address: . //?"//.]v .{’/ ‘{_—\_._4y r_f{c’ — Bureau (hi:f 5 v
. .../Vf'/—:: Al AL SR Environmental Services Bureau !Puadm e
/.. - Montana Department of Transportation s:;:::fhu 19, 1006

PO Box 201001 700 - 900 pm
Helena, HT 59620.1001

106) 444.7228

Please leave your comments with either HDT, Sillings

Flease: provide your name and address:
) Connolly or Herrera stalf at the meeling, or mail to:

Email:. S-S
Roman Commanity
Center

FLEASE SUBHIT COMHENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006
Konan, HT

| SHE

Letter 147, James Schoener

147-1.—See Response #3-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

RECETY Letter 148, School District No. 30 Lake County,
RECEIVED Andrew W. Holmlund, Superintendent of Schools

SEP 15 2008

A= vw \ 148-1.—Thank you for your offer to trade some property or to allow disposal of fill
\h‘ SN m:&ﬁ}afélm on your property. These issues won’t be dealt with at this time. First we must
‘SE?TGQK\BISW&C!‘ éO’\L € COIZ?HJL\ finalize the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and execute a Record of
Ronan-Pablo Schools Decision selecting the preferred alternative. Your offer will be examined in detail in

D ot ._!\'w - - - - .
e * orawer R Ege:g‘m the final design phase, which comes after the Record of Decision.
Superintendent Ronan, Montana 39864-0580 :
Ext. 3200 406-676-3390 Busxrées;s :I;;Egager
xt.

“Helping Every Child Achieve”

September19, 2006

Jean Riley

Wontana Department of Transportation
PO.Box. 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

RE:  Draft SEIS

n Writing to. you on behalf of the elected School Board Trustees of School District No.
yrawer B, Ronan, MT' 59864-0580.

My remarks are in reference to Alternative Ronan 3 and Alternative Ronan 4 (PPA). The
trustees would like to offer you potential needed portions of land on'the East side of the
ing Football/Track complex which is on the northern section of the proposed starting
int of the South bound lane. They would like to do this through facilitating a land
‘ap so they coulliTelocate the Football'Track complex:

Equal Opportunity In Education and Employment
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 149, Donald S. and Beverly C. Schumacher

149-1.—See Response #11-1.
149-2.—See Responses #17-2 and 49-2.

Abe Lhaagt eve _plaones Lo .

'/';{"-'.;J{)v = el ,(l:._i.y_,bnj Mt

oy
=
by &
=
-
o
=
-
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 149, Donald S. and Beverly C. Schumacher (continued)
149-3.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 150, T.K. Schwaderer
150-1.—See Response #3-1.

l LS = L s A fRUE
US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANK YOU FOR PARTICIFATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Dualt SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments a1 the MOT website: http://www qldi.ml.guw-’puhinﬂgcﬂ‘v ED

Please indicate comments are for project (N BT4d,

SE— T} ]

D __ENVIRONMENTAL
_As a resident of  Mission _'\;_"aHey_)

T owant s BIKEAWAKING PATH,

sepevate from teaffic, on Hwy 43

_connechng ALL commonihes

_freon Tolson te Aclee.

" OPEN HOUSES
Honday

_ September |8, 2008
600 - B:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
§t. Ignatius, KT

Tuesday
September 19, 1006
£00 - 100 gm
Fonan {ommenity
Center
) Jean A, Riley, PE Fonan, HT
Address: ] - Bureau Chiel PUBLIC HEARING
: Enviranmental Services Bureau Tousday
Hontana Department of Transpertation September 19, 1008
PO Box 201001 700 - 9:00 pm
Emai: e T Halena, NT 59620-1001 Ronan Community
Lenter
Fenan, HT

Please provide your name and address: Flease leave your comments with either HDT, Skifings
T . Connolly or Nerrera staff at the meeting, or mail to:
Name: = '

TLEASE SUBMIT COMHENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2008 (406} 444-7228

)

5 SEILLINGS

COMNOLLY
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 151, Karen K. and Timothy C. Scott

NN/
@@ h)\\{ ke ] 151-1.—See Responses #1-1, 11-2, and 13-8.

I would like to provide my input on Project CN B744. First | would
like to say that Highway 93 should be a four -lane road from the Mexicar
border to the Canadian border, including through all urban areas. With all
the modern technology we have available there is not any enviormental
reason that can not be addressed during and after construction of the
highway. To do less many lives will be sacrificed instead of the envior-
ment. Somewhere along the line a group has decided if we build bigger
highways more people will come. People are going to come regardiess
of the size of the road. Building a 2 lane road with passing lanes is only a
slight improvement over just a 2 lane road. There will alwaysbe those who
will try to pass in no passing zones and those who will crowd you over to
pass where the passing lane ends. | think a four-lane road is the only way
to address the traffic problem. Even if it means doing less miles as money
becomes available, lets do it the safest and right way the first time.

Sincerely
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 152, Matt Seeley

152-1.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
152-2.—See Response #3-1.

From: Matt Seeley [mailto:Matt_Seeleviaske.edu]
Sent: Wednesday, October 04, 2006 2:48 PM

To: mdteiscommentsninepipe/dmt.gov

Ce: <Irenzi@skillings.com>: Kathleen Adams
Subject: Ninepipes - Alt. 7 support

As a resident of the Mission Valley. avid cyclist. and wildlife enthusiast, I am writing to
express my strong support for choosing Alternative 7 as the optimal new highway design
through the Ninepipes area. This option appears to be just as safe and fast as the
preliminary preferred option, but it has the distinet advantages of being more
environmentally friendly and allowing more people to safely enjoy the pristine Ninepipes
area. The additional cost of this option are easily justified in terms of long-term
preservation of such a critical bird, animal, and plant environment. A bike path through
this region is also extremely important because it eliminates the very dangerous current
situation of cyelists being forced to ride on 93. In addition. such a bike path would be
very attractive to both resident and non-resident users. The new bike path across
northern Idaho provides an excellent example of how much such a feature can enhance
the recreational use of an entire region.

I hope vou seriously consider all of the long-term benefits of Alternative 7.
Thanks,

Matt Seeley

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 4.doc

J-176 US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Final SEIS



Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 153, Ron Selden and Beth Brenneman
RECEIVED

153-1.— )
SEP 26 2006 See Response #3-1.

ENVIRONMENTAL

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN INPROVEMENT PROJECT
THANK 10U FOR PARTICIPATING IN THE PUBLIC INVOLYMERT PROCESY! Your involvement is of great value 1o the project

team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place it in the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome to mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is ao available for viewing or submitting comments at the HOT website: hitp:/fwww.mdt.mt goe/pubinvelve/eis. eashtmt
Please indicate comments are for project (K BT41.
¥ Lot DL ; S — s —
GREETNES » WE WourD Luch To SEE A BikE x PEOESTRIAN
: XTENDED ALont U.S. Hibubd| 4% FROMN RotAr
_To_Missouth, WA THE HIGK GOST VE L, An OVERWEIGICT -
EAL (ETY _AND THE
Of. TUE Misgny VALEYM A Brie-PEDE
SEEms LKL A SENSIGHE AND TIMELY
2 A, 2 PR MENT
15cvl (5 mongy  PLEASE LEANS HA
pEVBOET\VOM | o

TS PR oL ONSDIAATIN,

~ OPEN HOUSES
Honday
 September 18, 2006
00 - 8:00 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
e, Ignatius, MT
Tistaday
September 19, 2006
Pleare leave your comments with either NOT, Skifings ::‘nm' g::m:':iw
Connelly or Herrera staff at the meeting, or mail to: Center

p 3 rr Jean K. Riley, PE Ronas, KT
Address: 7 M - - Bureau Chiel PUBLIC HEARIKC
; Emvironmental Services Bareay Tuesday
Mantana Department of Transportation Saptember 19, 200
PO Box 201001 T:00 - 5:00 p
Helena, T 59620-1001 Raaan Community

| Center
(406) 444-1228 onan, BT

63 e
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 154, Stacey Sherwin
154-1.—See Response #3-1.

RECEIVED
0CT 04 2006

September 29, 2006
ENVIRONMENTAL
Mentana Department of Transportation
Jean A. Riley, PE
Environmental Services Bureau
PO Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001

Re: project CN B744
Dear Ms. Riley:

1 request that the Montana Department of Transportation add off-highway bicycle paths
to the plan for highway reconstruction along the Highway 93 corridor south of Ronan.
Numerous individuals and families attempt to bicycle along the highway to access
homes, shopping, and the churches that are south of town as far as the Nine Pipes
junction. Addition of a bicycle path would make this route safer for existing bicyclists,
add 1o the recreational possibilities in the area, and increase the likelihood that
individuals consider bicycles as a safe transportation altemative. In addition, the area is
seeing a steady increase in the number of bicycle tourists who ride from Glacier National
Park to Missoula; the addition of a bicycle path would provide a draw to continue this
source of tourism.

As a bicyclist and bicycle commuter, I urge the Department of Transportation to add
construction of a bicycle path to the Highway 93 corridor south of Ronan.

Sincerely,

/
Stacey Sherwin
Ronan, MT
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

Letter 155, Sierra Club, Bob Clark; Patricia Hurley, Flathead Resource
Organization; Kim Davitt, American Wildlands

155-1.—Thank you for your comments and for your participation in this process.
See Responses #17-2 & 49-2.

155-2.—See Response #52-6

Bob C

EHVIRONMENTEL

To Jean A. Riley, Chief QOctober 5, 2006
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 119-8

2701 Prospect Avenue

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT. 59620-1001

e-mail: mdteiscommentsninepipe@mt.gov

Re U.5. Highway 93 Ninepipe-Ronan Improvement Project
Drraft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement - comments are for Project CN B744

Please accept the following comments on the Ninepipe-Ronan Highway 93 reconstruction Draft SEIS,
on behalf of the Sierra Club and the Flathead Resource Organization. Our organizations have been in
existence since 1892 and 1978 respectively, representing over 750,000 citizens from around the nation
and 2200 members in the State of Montana (including several hundred on the Flathead Indian
Reservation) are particularly concerned with the poteritial impacts to wildlife in the Ninepipe/Ronan
Improvement project area. Qur members work and recreate throughout the Flathead valley and we
benefit from the incomparable natural resources of the Ninepipe area. We have participated in the
review process for this project since 1988 and had membership on the first IDT and representation on
the CAC and MDT for the SEIS process

While there is much to applaud in the efforts to reevaluate the design, we are disappointed in (1) the
casual analysis of wildlife use, {2) the poor choice of placing a passing lane in critical habitat and (3) the
egregious selection of Alternative 10 despite the lack of evidence that it is the most viable.

After the publication of the MOA in 2000, our organizations as well as most people in the Mission
Valley were relieved to understand that the highway planners recognized the unique, fragile and
regionally significant value of the Ninepipe area. State, Federal and Tribal agencies had collaborated in
assembling tens of thousands of acres of dedicated wildlife management lands in the “kettle” terrain
between the Mission Mountains and the Flathead River.

Language in the MOA outlining the goals of the SEIS clearly established that “1t was imperative to look
at the Highway within the context of the surrounding landscape”. This intent by the framers of the
MOA was clear in their demand that the SEIS study the feasibility of realigning the highway west to
avoid cultural and wildlife conflicts. It was also stated that ifit was decided to leave the highway on its
current alignment, “due to the high ecological value of the landscape, passing lanes are not appropriate
and will not be included”,

Furthermore, it was clearly established when the IDT and COC committees began meeting, that Level
> standards would not be applied to the Ninepipe area because of the adverse effects these
standards would impose on 4{f) values and the wildlife management mandate of the area
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Appendix J—Public and Agency Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses

After several years of TDC and CAC meetings and public meeting involving hundreds of residents, all
hased on the minimalist pledges of the MOA, we were extremely disappointed earlier this year when the
PDSEIS changed the ground rules that we had been working under. The result of these arbitrary
changes is a preliminary preferred alternative calling for a one-mile-long south-bound passing lane
through the “kettle” area and a much heavier-handed treatment for Ronan than we believe to be
necessary or prudent. We urge the MDT to honor the Memorandum of Agreement.

We would first like to point out some glaring omissions in the DSEIS:

o The evaluation of impacts on wildlife and endangered species does not include new information
that was not already available at the time of the MOA. The citations are mostly “personal
communications”—an extraordinarily casual approach to wildlife research. There is still no
understanding of how wildlife uses the corridor or the adjacent kettle area, and how the PPA
would affect wildlife access to vital habitat components on either side of the roadway. There is
no analysis of vital habitats, and likely corridors are only estimated.

There are no studies on the relationship between Highway 95 and other transportation
infrastructure in the area. Wildlife use of Ninepipe bisects several roads, including Highway
212, Mollmann Pass Road and Eagle Pass Road. The cumulative effect, if not understood, could
pose real jeopardy. For instance, over the past five years, three grizely bears have been killed on
Highway 93, and at least two others on a county road east of the highway in the Kicking Horse
area. lt is not possible to design a permeable road without knowing this relationship.

The PPA calls for short bridges at the ends of Kettles One and Two, but no rationale as to how
this would protect painted turtles. We refer to, and urge you to, adopt the recommendations
submitted by Kathy Griffin, University of Montana Wildlife Biologist regarding appropriate
crossing structures for turtles (Her research, along with that of Susan Fowle's are the best
information we have on turtle movement and mortality.) However there is every reason to
believe that full restoration of the kettles by full-length bridges would resolve the risk.

Both the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks and the US Department of Fish and
Wildlife have strongly objected to the south-bound passing lane due to the indirect effect it
waould have on their 4 (f) mandate, yet there is no discussion of this in the DSELS. These
agencies along with the Tribes have the public responsibility for managing wildlife in the
refuge, the WPA’s and the WMA's, and their concerns should be addressed in detail. We feel
that a passing lane will increase vehicle speed and increase the development footprint in this
sensitive arca, Traffic noisc is known to cause lower breeding densities for a wide variety of
bird species adjacent to roads in open areas (meadow birds) (articles from Reijnen, Foppen, van
der Zande ete.) It is likely that the additional noise caused by traffic speeding up because of the
passing lane could adversely impact bird breeding population density. Because the passing lane
is likely to result in more noise, a road with a passing lane is worse than a road without one. As
we have stated numerous times, we believe that the best solution is to abandon plans to build
passing lanes through the wildlife sensitive area of Ninepipe (particularly, the four miles of
roadway through lands that have been dedicated to wildlife management by tribal, state, and
federal agencies) and we urge you to reflect this design in your final decision.

The PPA calls for numerous wildlife crossings in the roadbed but specifically rejects the
inclusion of wing or funnel wildlife fencing. The preponderance of evidence and literature
suggests that wildlife will not use crossing without such fencing. This contradiction must be
resolved before the FEIS is finalized.

The SEIS fails to identify fill quarries, mix and process sites, and disposal areas. We understand
that this is usually considered a separate issue and not addressed in NEPA documents on most
highway projects. But these ancillary activities can have enormous impacts if they are not
located and performed in a way that corvesponds to the wildlife needs of the area. Secondly the
current procedure of contracting for and managing these sites after a ROD has been published
has not been particularly successful on the Flathead Reservation. There are several large
abandoned quarries in Lake and Sanders Counties left over from previous projects, and at least
one on Highway 212 north of the Dixon Agency was operated during the nesting season of
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Letter 155, Sierra Club, Bob Clark; Patricia Hurley, Flathead Resource
Organization; Kim Davitt, American Wildlands (continued)

155-3.—See Responses #11-1 and 13-8.
155-4.—See Response #52-7.
155-5.—See Response #52-8.
155-6.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
155-7.—See Response #11-1.

155-8.—The southbound passing lane in the Ninepipe Reservoir area is not included
in the Preferred Alternative (PA) in this final SEIS, and the speed limit in the project
area will not change under any of the action alternatives. Predicted noise levels
from the No-Action alternative are similar to those for the preliminary PA and the
final PA. Noise impacts would be similar with or without construction of the PA.

155-9.—See Response #52-11.
155-10.—See Response #52-12.
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Letter 155, Sierra Club, Bob Clark; Patricia Hurley, Flathead Resource
Organization; Kim Davitt, American Wildlands (continued)

155-11.—See Response #52-13.

eagles. Oversight of the quarry restoration has been left to Montana DEQ, which has 155_12_The three lead agencies selected Alternative 10 as the PPA because they
mobilized by lack of funding and personnl o _ felt it was the best combination of minimizing environmental impacts, maximizing
s should be identified and evaluated as to their effect on wildlife use of the area before . B - - . . K .
¢ Eved Db ngpmroosd. wildlife benefits, and improving traffic flow and safety at a cost that will result in a
project that can actually be funded. After consideration of issues addressed in

In its discussion of safety, the DSEIS continues to use a misleading index of highway risk based comments received on the DSEIS’ the proponents have now selected Alternative
on accidents, in_|-.|ri]v:. nn:]]iumlljliwprr mile ol';‘n.‘ld\\';q‘\u‘ rather than the )ldl;&]al'd ::dcx of p Rural 3 as the Preferred Alternative in the FSEIS. See also Response #11-1 and
accidents per traveler-mile. The only reason this is done is to stir up misinformed passion an
to avoid an objective risk analysis. MDOT should be required to use standard measures rather comment #39-6 from USACE.
than slewed data for propaganda.
According to the comparative analysis of the alternatives, Alternative 7, the raised parkway 155-13.—See Responses #11-1 and 155-12.
better meets all of the goals in the purpose and need than the PPA or any other alternative. Yet
earlier this year, there was an effort by FHWA and MDT to have Alternative 7 deleted from the 155_14_See Responses #5_1 and 11_1
menu on grounds of cost. It was also rejected as a PPA for the same reason.

are several such projects already existing in the US, such as Glenwood Springs Canyon
in Colorado, where the value of the landscape and its community justified the cost. We submit
that at Ninepipe, with its 20,000 acres of dedicated wildlife lands worth tens of millions in
sportsmen’s licenses and tax dollars, is such a place. If this project were put to a meaningful
cost-benefit analysis, Alternative 7 would prove a bargain. We urge you implement Alternative
7 and we recognize that this is an expensive alternative and will be impp)r to work with you in
efforts to obtain the necessary funds to implement it
Finally, despite the fact that Alternative 7 and at least two other alternatives (3 and 4) exceed or
equal Alternative 10 in attaining the goals, it was Alternative 10 that was selected as the PPA.
This discounting of the DSEIS's own data seems arbitrary and bull-headed. This is only one
example of how the DSEIS process has been used as a continued and concerted effort to justify a

There are also several errors of commission in the DSEIS:

pre-existing decision.

In conclusion, although we are disappointed in the Draft, we believe that even the flawed picture
presented by the DSELS provides more than ample reason to reject the PPA and accept a more
benign ﬂlm native. We strongly urge you to reconsider Alternative Seven or, failing that, mix and
match lane configuration and sy to safely manage traffic and maintain the integrity of the
Ninepipe wildlife management area. These need not be mutvally exclusive goals.

Respecttully,

> Patricia Hurley /' Kim Davitt
Sierra Club Flathead Resource Organization American Wildlands

.8, Senate, Max Baucus
Stat Montana, Hal Harper
Confederated Salish & Kootenai Tribes
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Letter 156, Suzi Skaw

1S 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PP.O]EET

THANK 'I'ﬂl.l FOR FARTICIPATING 1H THE PUBLIC INVOLYNENT PROCESH Your uun]\cmcn( is oF great value to the project
team. I you would like to submit written commients, please use dhis form and place it in the comment
- box pmwdcd 1F you need more time, youare welcome ro mail it in. We want to hnr ﬁ'om youl.

The anl SEIS is alw vailable or wmng o suhmlrung comments 2t the HI}! website: Imy wamit.mt gm‘pubmwhe!els eashiml
Please indicate comments are for project CN B144.

These comments are for project CN B744:

Give me onc_cg.s_on_uhx _we_ should_nm: have. A b_ike_f_pmebr.:m pathe—
in ronan. I witnessed a death when a bicyclist was hit by a motorist

"By Ninepipes several yeats ago, The group hie was was cycling with

~ffrom Michigan)uwas waiting-up at the top of the hill was not—even
aware he was killed. A relative was hit by a motor home with a

four foot mirror protruding from the side of the vehicle when he
was—on—the—highway—inother—person—was hit—by Don-Andsen's several
_years ago by a motorhome and they weren't even aware they had hit him.

an is not included in the higl\way design now, it will Iu. muc.h
hamrtu“mmemeﬁt “irlater on. T

The project may uel]. inr_rease tourism re{l(,ctmg on the busmesses
“here as well, thus 1ncreas!.ng taxes to the state, which m.ay pay for
4tseli-in the long run—— —— e o

~ OPEN HOUSES
= Honday
_ September 18, 2004
00 - 8:00 pm
Tribal fitness Center
W Ignatiug, HT

Tuesday
~ September 19, 1006
400 =700 pm
fonan Community
. - Center
::"‘E' = 3‘:’:‘) e o T Jank Mg PE s e Roaan, HT
dres: Zae & L_EAST _[OS] D baress Ol ; PUBLIC HEARNG
! Ermmnmcn!a} Sfmm Bureay : Tiesday :
Hontana Depmme_nl of Transportation Septemher 19, 2006
PO Box 201001 140 - 800 pm
Helena, N 59620-1001 Fgnan Commenity

PLEASE SUBKIT CONMENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER 6, 2006 (406) 444-128 faalsf

. :

"

Pleaie leare your commants with either HOT, Skiings
Connolly or-Herrera stafl at the meeting, or mail to:

Email:

5 SKILLINGS

COMMOLLY
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156-1.—See Response #3-1.
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GASTER FiLE| RECEIVED
coPY Sep 2 5 2006

ENVIRONMENTAL

US 93 NINEPIPE / RONAN IMPROVEMENT PROJECT

THANE, 10U FOR PARTICIPATING 1 THE PUBLIC INVOLVMENT PROCESS! Your involvement is of great value to the project
team. If you would like to submit written comments, please use this form and place ivin the comment
box provided. If you need more time, you are welcome ro mail it in. We want to hear from you!

The Draft SEIS is also available for viewing or submitting comments at the MDT website: http://www.mdt.mt gov/pubinvolveeis_ea.shim
Please indicate comments are for project (N B744.

157-1 I %T—S \’\d;_a:j__.bl"ﬁr. cecreabionale as oell o5

Conintine b cned  Troe  cseck o T hepe.  son ot iaias

Bty Coow Rolson ko Romswm.

e .?c_»b_lc.;'_ Belsee ama ood aeckin Revan
L

OPEN HOUSES

— Honday

_ September 18, 2006

Please provide your name and address: Please leave your comments with either MOT, Skillings
7 i {1 Connally or Herrera stall at the meeting, or mail to:
Name: Q‘;Sﬂ‘y S ’

L ; Jean A Riley, PE
Address: €050 A .5&:':'_"\ Bureau Chief

Telsow i . Environmental Services Bureau

> Montana Department of Transportation
PO Box 201001

Helena, NT 54620-1001

PLEASE SUBHIT CONHENTS BY OR BEFORE OCTOBER &, 2006 (40¢) 4441228

Email: Juushy: Seith @ covan flZede,

E SRILLINGS

CONNBLLY

It 0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-j\native files\00-01432-002 apx j comment letters 4.doc

800 - 800 pm
Tribal Fitness Center
0. Ignativs, M1

Tuesday

September 19, 2006
400 - TH0 pe
Ronan Community
Center

Ronan, HT

FUBLIC HEARING
Toesday

September 19, 2004
7:00 - %00 pm
Fonan Community
Center

Ronzn, HT

Letter 157, Dusty Smith
157-1.—See Response #3-1.
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53950 Marsh Creek Road

Charlo, Montana 59824
trs(@black foot net « 406-644-2547

Ms. Jean A. Riley, P.E.

Bureau Chief

Environmental Sciences Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

P.O. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

Dear Ms. Riley:

Following are my comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project, NH-F 5-1(9) 6F - Control Number B744, Lake County,
Flathead Indian Reservation. Montana.

One problem I would like to mention at the outset is that public involvement in this DSEIS was
inadequate -- events were far less publicized than earlier stages of the project. and the DSEIS
was much less available. This violates the intent of NEPA regarding public involvement.

Sincerely,

Thompson Smith

53950 Marsh Creek Road
Charlo, Montana 59824
trsf@blackfoot net
406-644-2547

Thompson Smith (53950 Marsh Creek Road, Charlo, Montana 59824)

Comments
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project.
NH-F 5-1(9) 6F - Control Number B744, Lake County, Flathead Indian Reservation, Montana

There are some aspects of the DSEIS that are positive and impressive, including parts of the

wildlife and wetlands
contributions of the Tribes™ natural resource staff members. I realize there were many good
people, for whom I have high respect, who contributed to this document, My criticisms of the
DSEIS should in no way be taken to reflect otherwise.

smenis, The best parts of those sections are in part due to the

As a whole, this document seems to be pulling in opposite directions. It is in many respects a
confused and confusing picce of work, and unfortunately, a disappointment given the vears of
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Letter 158, Thompson Smith

158-1.—We believe the public involvement effort was adequate. Public
involvement included formation of an Advisory Committee and an Interdisciplinary
Team, four public scoping meetings, solicitation of scoping comments, six project
newsletters, meetings with City of Ronan officials, numerous presentations to
interested groups, a project website, broad media coverage, a manned public
information office in the corridor, and two public meetings and a public hearing on
the draft SEIS. Copies of the draft SEIS were distributed to individuals and
organizations known to have an interest in the project, or who had requested one. In
addition, over 1,500 notices were mailed to names on the general project interest list
advising them of the document’s availability.

We are sorry you were not included on our initial distribution, as you had previously
been included through your previous association with the Flathead Resource
Organization. We had sent a copy to them, but were unaware of your present
location and status. Although you were sent a copy when you requested one, please
accept our apology for any inconvenience this may have caused. Your name has
been added to the project mailing list and, as a commenter on the DSEIS, you will
receive a copy of the final SEIS.

Please also see Sections 7.3, 7.4 and Appendix J in the final SEIS for a detailed
description (times, dates, locations etc.) of the public involvement efforts made on
this project. Public involvement efforts associated with the DSEIS were successful
in generating over 400 comments from approximately 200 commenters.

158-2.—Thank you for your comment.

158-3.—Our apologies. Please note that we did manage to get it right on the cover,
the title page signature line, and throughout the rest of the document.
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Letter 158, Thompson Smith (continued)
Smith, comment on Highway 93 Ninepipe DSELS, 10-6-2006, page 2 158'4-_See Responses #11'1 and 155'12

158-5.—See Responses #11-1 and 155-12.
work that went into it. A reader has to wonder what he or she is getting into when the title page
lists the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes as the “Consolidated” Salish and Kootenai 158-6.—See Responses #11-1 and 155-12.

Tribes.
; o o 158-7.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
I'here never seems to have been agreement reached between the main parties on a vision of what

this project should accomplish. Is it a design for a transportation system, or is it just a highway ]_58-8—Speed limits on HIghWﬂy 93 were set by the State |egi5|ature and law

expansion project? Is it going to emphasize protection of the environment and communities, or is . .
it going to put a premium on traffic speed and passing opportunities? enforcement is under the Department of Justice.

The Preliminary Preferred Alternative (PPA) in some ways manifests just how unresolved the Also see RGSPOHSGS #5-1 & 11-1.

vision for this highway is. Altenative 10 has been presented by Skillings-Connolly officials and

others as a “compromise” that both provides for environmental and community preservation and 158-9.—See Responses #5-1 and 11-1.
also allows for faster and bigger traffic flows. But it is in several respects less of a compromise

than a contradiction. The higher speeds that the design would encourage would undermine the

investment in wildlife pa
speeds would also create greater safety problems in some respects,

The PPA lacks the coherent vision of either the larger or smaller designs. Proponents of the four
lane alternatives, while in my opinion misinformed on some crucial safety questions, at least
make no bones about their central aim -- faster speeds and unlimited passing for enormous
volumes of traffic -- and the valuing of those goals over protection of the environment and
communities along the highway. Conversely. the design proposed in 1999 by the Flathead
Resource Organization (and supported by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes prior to
the death of Chainman Mickey Pablo in August 1999), put a clear priority on safety and
preservation of the environment and communities along the road, while supporting lower, not
higher, prevailing traffic speeds for the most environmentally sensitive part of the Ninepipe
segment of Highway 93. That design was content to accept a low LOS in exchange for the other
considerable benefits.

The FRO plan also included the development of a number of non-construction elements,
including lowered speed limits in the four-mile “parkway” segment, increased law enforcement.
the development of intermodal transportation, and the exploration of ways to shift more of the
freight traffic onto the rails. The MDT’s resistance against considering anything except highway
construction in thinking about the Highway 93 issue has been a very public bone of contention
for many years, but as with so many other old i issues, this D‘»]"I‘, seems ultgrl\ obli\ iom to lhal
history and acts as if

The design advocated by FRO, and until 1999 by the CSKT. was generally opposed by the
Montana Department of Transportation on the grounds that it would be unsafe due to the lack of
passing opportunities it would provide. However, it is clear even in this flawed DSEIS that
Alternative 7 -- the closest approximation to the FRO design -- would deliver roughly the same
zains in safety as the PPA. Alternative 10
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Srith, comment on Highway 93 Ninepipe DSEIS, 10-6-2006, page 3

But here another contradictory aspect of the DSEIS emerges. Even though Alternative 10, the
PPA, is for the most part not a four-lane design, the DSEIS resorts to the same distorting tactics
as earlier EIS’s to create an exaggerated impression of the safety benefits of multi

and an obfuscation of the safety problems those designs would present -- particularly on a
highway like this one, with high numbers of side entrances, poor winter driving conditions, large
numbers of elderly drivers, and other factors.

One of the ways that the DSEIS distorts the safety issue is by conflating the separate issues of
Safety and Level of Service (for example, in the table on page 1-17, and 2™ paragraph on p. 1-
21). Again, this n old argument that was discussed vigorously in public venues for many
vears, but the DSEIS acts as if the debate never occurred. Of course LOS and safety are
interrelated. But then so are the issues of lane configuration and wildlife impacts. Nevertheless,
those two issues are considered separately, as they should be. The conflation of Safety and Level

traffic lanes. This is of course not uniformly true, for the following reasons, among others:

1. Speed is already a factor in many accidents on Highway 93, and also a factor in the
severity of those accidents. The addition of traffic lanes usually results in higher speeds,
which in turn increases both the rate and severity of accidents. Though new statistics are
not vet available, anecdotal observation suggest that today, on those already

segments of Highway 93 with passing lanes (Schall’s Flats, ete.), many vehicles now
travel at speeds in excess of 80 mph.

2. On undivided highways with frequent entrances, like this one. the more complicated
intersections created by the addition of traffic lanes can increase both the rate and
severity of accidents. People crossing the highway, or turning lefi onto the highway. have
much more complicated situations to assess. As for turning left off of the highway. it is
true that the alternatives described in this EIS would provide for left-hand turn bays at
county roads. However, the 8 or 9 other entrances per mile that already exist in between
the county roads, including driveways, would have no such turn bays, so people turning
left off of the highway would have to come to a dead stop in the passing lane. That may
be particularly hazardous in icy conditions.

3. On multiple lane highways, drivers -- particularly those from out of the area who are
unfamiliar with the area -- tend to be less attentive. Long distance drivers fall into an
interstate trance and zone out. That too can be a factor in accidents, particularly on roads
with so many side entrances.

4. The addition of multiple lanes can become a particular problem in winter, when the
stripes separating the lanes can become obscured by snow and ice. and the passing lanes
become slick. The DSEIS in general needs to examine the way that highway design

xpectation.” The existence of passing lanes tends to encourage people to
drive too fast in winter conditions.
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Letter 158, Thompson Smith (continued)

158-10.—The 1996 Final US 93 EIS contained an extensive comparison of the
safety effects of a 4-lane highway versus a 2-lane highway for a section of US 93
from RP 0.6 to 6.3, which is about 30 miles south of this project. The comparison
was for a 5 year period before and after this section was improved from a 2-lane
roadway to a 4-lane roadway. Since this is a Supplemental EIS, we did not repeat
the presentation in the SEIS. The comparison showed that even though there was a
31% increase in traffic volumes, there was a significant reduction in numbers of
accidents, accidents per mile, accidents per million vehicle miles, and fatalities.
There was, however, an increase in accidents in icy or snowy conditions.

In researching a response to this comment, we examined the same section of
roadway for the most recent 5 year period for which we have accident data (January
1, 2002 — December 31, 2006). This analysis along with the previous comparison is
included in the text in Section 5.1.1 of the FSEIS. The analysis shows that even
though traffic volumes on this section have increased by 105 %, there are still less
total accidents, accidents per mile, accidents per million vehicle miles, and less
fatalities than the 5 year period before it was improved from 2 to 4 lanes. The
severity index is now computed differently; however, when computed with the same
formula used in the earlier period the severity index is also lower than before it was
improved from 2 to 4 lanes. As before, however, there was a slight increase in
accidents in icy or snowy conditions. As with any major project with competing
capacity, safety, and environmental needs, compromises are often necessary in
designing transportation facilities.

158-11.—The assertion that the discussion on safety in the DSEIS creates a false
impression that any improvement in safety would necessitate the addition of traffic
lanes is certainly not the intent. In fact, we could not make such an interpretation.
Contrarily, Table 5-1.4 shows considerable projected safety benefits on the 2-lane
alternative (with no added lanes) due to added shoulders and intersection
improvements.

158-12.—See Response #18-2. See also Response #158-10.

158-13.—We agree that stopping in a passing lane to make a left turn would be
more dangerous in icy conditions. The potential accident reduction of the added
lane, as experienced on the section south of Evaro, though, more than offsets any
increase due to icy conditions. Also, an access control plan will be prepared for this
project following the completion of the environmental process. It is fully expected,
based on the experience on adjacent sections of US 93, that an average of 3 accesses
per mile will be closed as a result of the adoption of an access control plan.
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158-14.—The alternative selected for the preferred alternative, Alternative Rural 3,
does not have long stretches of multiple lane highway. It is projected to be a
considerable safety improvement.

158-15.—The problem of stripes being obscured by snow and ice is not unique to
multiple lane highways, as 2 lane highways can have the same problem. Also see
Response #158-13.

Responses on this page are a continuation from the previous page
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Smith, comment on Highway 93 Ninepipe DSEIS, 10-6-2006, page 4

I would have no problem if the EIS looked at these issues and then argued, with reasonable basis,
for why they do not outweigh the other safety benefits of a multiple lane design. The problem is
that none of these tvpical and obvious problems with undivided multiple lane highwavs are even
mentioned in this document, in spite of the fact that they have been raised many times in earlier
comments submitted by citizens and organizations in the Highway 93 EIS process.

The MDT has often pointed to the example of Evaro as proof that the addition of lanes delivers
big gains in safety. There are four reasons why that is a poor example in assessing what would
deliver the best safety benefits on the rest of the highway. First, we've always agreed with the
EIS that any of these design improvements would improve safety; it is impossible to know if the
Evaro hill section would have seen similar reductions in accidents with other designs. Second,
Evaro is the steepest section on 93 and has virtually no side entrances with any significant traffic,
and those two conditions make it better suited for a four-lane design. Third, for safety analysis
you have to look at how a whole highway functions, not just one segment. And fourth, some
types of accidents actually increased, including some that we predicted -- those related to snow
and ice, and those related to intersections.

The Evaro example must be set against the case of Highway 37 in California’s Bay Area, near
Novato, which saw a dramatic reduction in accidents -- including the elimination of fatalities --
after being reduced from three lanes to two lanes. Highway 37 carries well over 30,000 ADT.

A number of federal studies have shown that on undivided highways, the principle improvements
that have been clearly proven to deliver improvements in safetv are not so much the addition of
trafTic lanes, but to a greater degree the creation of wide paved shoulders, reductions in the
numbers of side entrances. creation of lefi-hand turn bavs at key intersections, better lighting,
striping, and signage. well-designed sight distances. reduced speeds. and better law enforcement.
In other words, the clearest benefits to safety are delivered by the specific highway
improvements long advocated by FRO -- improvements that could have been built with
everyone's enthusiastic support over ten years ago, saving many lives, if the MDT had been
willing to forego their objective of excessive expansion of Highway 93.

So one can see the distortions and misunderstandings that result from conflating Level of Service
and Safety. Again, this was a prevalent problem in earlier EIS’s for Highway 93, and was
pointed out by many commenters at that time.

One cannot help but conclude that this conflation is part of a pattern of argumentative stvle and

redecisional tone in the EIS. The public overwhelming wants safety improvements; if the EIS
can make it appear that more lanes is the primary way of achieving that end, then it helps clear
the way for a highway that is bigger than necessary. But that is not what an EIS is supposed to
do. It is supposed to provide the public with an even-handed, unbiased assessment of the facts
and science.

That pattern of argumentative bias around the issue of safety can also be seen in one of the most
important statistical references used in this EIS. In examining the safety conditions on Highway
93. the EIS repeatedly cites “accidents per road mile™ instead of “accidents per million vehicle
miles