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STUDY CONTACTS: (Continued from Page 1) 'I;Lhe MDTdcmd DKS oh‘egqpf Corridor S'l'l.ldy
Carl Seilstad using three different scenarlos: Ti(jnfrfz\rﬁd:yok(;)(;(\)/vrzrgiwgi/— W | N | F R E D TO B | G SA N D Y
Fergus Co. Commissioner * SPot merovements only ity that may inferfere with CORRIDOR STUDY NEWSLETTER 2
(406) 535-5119 e Reconstruct/rehabilitate to gravel a person participating in
commissioners e Reconstruct/rehabilitate to pavement any service, program, or
@co.fergus.mt.us Under the first scenario, only the improvements for activity associated with
§pecific IoFations (spot improverT\ents) contained with- this study. Alternative ac- IN THIS ISSUE:
Daren Schuster in the pr01e<':t bundles.would be'lmplemented. Th.e se- cessible formats of this in- Study Background
Chouteau Co. cond and third scenarios would include construction of ) . ) Improvement
o ar——_— spot improvements as well as reconstruction of the formation will be provided Options
(406) 622-363] road.way to a gravel or paved surface in the remaining : upon re.quesf. For further .
portions of the segment. information, call (503) 243- SEErETEE
Lo ) . 3500 or TTY (800) 335-7592 Corridor Needs
@co.chouteau.mt.us Project Bundle Rankings or by calling Montana Re- Study Contacts
Project bundle rankings were developed for each of the s What's Next
I:g_',_ I;ah.’e impJIementation scenfrios (see PagespZ and 3). The ac- Iozo(?ql;i;(;uii;innz/rgobio Corridor Needs:
roject Manager tual order of implementation, however, will depend on IEElE G EES A TEUS [
15500 et e A P by + Improve roadway

tkahle@mt.gov agreed upon by Montana’s counties in 2005. The rank- ty and/or meeting. Study Background was developed to address the identified safety

ing criteria included: concerns. The general improvement types

Gary Neville ) | ) fiiflﬁ:hnshih&l;ﬁaaa;gl;';g(:tsr’nlgnio;fpera- identified for issue locations along the corri- o Improve roadway
e ety ] e Crash rate along the segment i : iti
MDT Billings District Office S = 7 Transportation (MDT), initiated the Win- dor included: surface conditions
(406) 657-0232 Glze an C arac erbo f(?h:IFOJeC . - -] e sk ifred to Big Sandy Corridor Study to investi- e Roadway widening
. trics - number of hills, curves, or intersec- i i ion of
gneville@mt.gov ¢ oeome i gate improvement options on a portion o e Replacing existing roadway base and
tions that would be improved Secondary 236 between reference post surr:‘ace g g y
Bob Vosen e Volume of traffic (R.P.) 24.0 and R.P. 89.5. This effort is strict- o
; ; T e Flattening hills
MDT Great Falls District e Amount of additional maintenance that would be ly a planning Stf‘dy meant to .|dent|fy 'm 8
e required with the proposed project pro_vement opjclf)ns and provide recommen- e Reducing sharp curves
ce dations to decision makers . e Removing roadside hazards
(406) 454-5929 . . )
, The corridor study includes the following e Improving intersection sight distance
rvosen@mt.gov What’s Next elements: and turning radii
Bob Schulte After the Corridor Study is e Analysis of tr.a.nsportation and environ- e Straightening skewed intersections The public draft of the Corri-
) o mental conditions. , - dor Study will be made
DKS Project Manager complete, funding will i o ) The improvement options were screened siftie)s !
e Consultation and coordination with : that idered fact h available on April 6, 2011
(503) 243-3500 need fo be identified local officials, stakeholders, and the [sIng a process ab Icon5| e o orslsuc for review and comment
’ ’ t tructabilit i tal im- .
ris@dkspdx.com Final Public Meetin and secured before en- public. ;Z;C;S ;;gr;]sow\cl\l:”Itlh\é’ii:];;:\)/r:;z:ta " Copies of the draft can be
Wednesday, April 13, 2011 tering into the next phase e Identification of corridor needs and would meet the identified issue. accessed via the study
7:00 pm — 9:00 pm of project development improvement options. website af:
Winifred Community Center which would consist of e Development of planning level cost Projeci' Bundles

estimates and investigation of potential http://www.mdt.mt.gov/

210 Main Street, Winifred the appropriate environ- funding sources Improvements adjacent to each other were pubinvolve/winifred/
mental documentation . N . grouped |n.to Ioglc.al packages called project ' ‘

Thursday, Aprill4, 2011 d fimi . Areas of concern identified along the corri- bundles. Eight project bundles were created Hard copies of the study will

7:00 pm — 9:00 pm 2 pre ImIr.)C‘H"y engr dor included: covering five to ten mile segments along the be available at the Winifred
neering activities. corridor. There is no bundle for the north- Community Center and the

e Poor roadway geometry, including 90-
degree curves

Big Sandy High School Auditorium

ernmost portion of the corridor (R.P 83.5 to i i )
398 1st Avenue, Big Sandy Big Sandy City Hall

R.P. 90.0) because no improvements were

e Poorroadway surface conditions identified for this area. The deadline for receiving
CheCk‘OUT the study The public is encouraged and wel- e Maintenance and operational issues comments is April 28, 2011.
website at: http:// come to attend. We hope to see Implementation Scenarios
WV\{W-de-mf.-QOV/ you there! Improvemenf Opiions The project bundles could be implemented
pubinvolve/winifred/ A preliminary list of improvement options (Text continues on Page 4)
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Project Bundle Rankings by Implementation Scenario
Spot Improvements Reconstruct to Gravel Reconstruct/Rehabilitate to Pavement
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Chouteau County —L— Project Bundle Begin/End Points | —— Study Corridor
Fergus County o= @ PI’OJ:eCt Bundle Number g}ct‘]‘:i’ éfaadsounda”es
DKS Associates wess e N 1~ | Project Bundle Rank - e
HOSE IS R 012345 A Note: “Reconstruct/Rehabilitate to Gravel does not apply for this segment.
**Reconstruct/Rehabilitate to Pavement does not apply for this segment.
Project County Scope Estimated | Rank Project County Scope Estimated | Rank Project County Scope Estimated Rank
Bundle Cost* Bundle Cost* Bundle Cost*
Spot Improvements Only Reconstruct/Rehabilitate to Gravel (incl. Spot Improvements) Reconstruct/Rehabilitate to Pavement (incl. Spot Improvements)
1 Fergus Spot Improvements $2,240,000 4 1 Fergus Reconst. to Gravel $4,470,000 3 1 Fergus Reconst. to Pavement $6,690,000 4
2 Fergus Spot Improvements $3,400,000 1 2 Fergus Reconst. to Gravel $5,430,000 1 2 Fergus Reconst. to Pavement $7,450,000 1
3 Fergus Spot Improvements $5,710,000 2 3 Fergus Reconst. to Gravel $8,670,000 2 3 Fergus Reconst. to Pavement $11,620,000 2
4 Fergus Spot Improvements $60,000 8 4 Fergus Spot Improvements $60,000 | N/A 4 Fergus Rehab. to Pavement $4,660,000 7
5 Chouteau Spot Improvements $2,170,000 5 5 Chouteau Reconst. to Gravel $4,400,000 5 Chouteau Reconst. to Pavement $6,620,000 5
6 Chouteau Spot Improvements $950,000 6 6 Chouteau Reconst. to Gravel $3,580,000 6 Chouteau Reconst. to Pavement $6,210,000 6
7 Chouteau Spot Improvements $2,280,000 7 7 Chouteau Rehab. to Gravel $3,080,000 7 Chouteau Rehab. to Pavement $9.,920,000 3
8 Chouteau Spot Improvements $140,000 3 8 Chouteau Spot Improvements $140,000 | N/A 8 Chouteau | Spot Improvements $140,000 N/A

*Note: The costs shown on this page are planning level cost estimates only (2010 dollars) and do not include right of way costs.
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