
Boulder -  South   Alternat ives  Analysis  
 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendix F 
 

Agency Correspondence 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
 
 





















From: McDonald, Doug [mailto:dmcdonald@mt.gov]  

Sent: Monday, October 06, 2008 3:35 PM 
To: MDT Comments - Boulder EA 

Cc: James, Darryl; 'mt.gov'; 'Allan.E.Steinle@usace.army.mil'; 'Potts.Steven@epamail.epa.gov'; 
'scott_jackson@fws.gov' 

Subject: Comment on Boulder South EA 
 
Hello Darryl - a comment on the Boulder South project - after a site visit i believe there are 
notably less wetland impacts associated with the alternative alignment than stated in the EA; 
there are virtually no wetlands located on the south end of the alternative route that would be 
impacted and very few acres of Category II-IV wetlands at the upper end; the potential wetland 
impacts associated with the alternative route should be in the 3-4 acre category rather than the 
30 or so as stated; the EA should also note that the alternative along the existing route could also 
result in the loss of several thousand trees/shrubs that now border the route and secondary 
impacts to improving the existing road could result in additional adverse impacts to wetlands and 
aquatic resources via modification of existing hydrology.  Thankx Darryl !   

 









-----Original Message----- 

From: Blank, Deborah L NWO [mailto:Deborah.L.Blank@usace.army.mil] 

Sent: Wednesday, December 17, 2008 4:28 PM 

To: Nicolai, Sarah; scott_jackson@fws.gov; tlythgoe@jeffco.mt.gov; djudge@fs.fed.us; 

Carlsen, Tom; Carlsen, Tom; McDonald, Doug; Spoon, Ron; Kelley, Mark; Ryan, Jeff; 

Kelly_Acree@blm.gov; Mike_Wyatt@blm.gov; potts.stephen@epa.gov 

Cc: Priebe, Gabe; Brosten, Barry; Bruner, Heidy; Martin, Tom; Wambach, Deborah; 

Djames@gallatinpublicaffairs.com 

Subject: RE: Boulder - South Environmental Assessment - Second Agency Coordination 

Meeting; MDT Control Number 2019 

 

I am sorry I was not able to make the meeting this morning.  I would like a copy of the 

meeting notes.  I heard there was a response requested from the Agencies by December 

19, but I am not finding where that request is and what it was for?   

 

As a reminder, as you go forward on this project, the CWA 404 (b)(1) analysis must 

determine the least damaging practicable alternative based on cost, logistics and 

technology.  The road on the other side of the river and improving HWY 399 to 

Whitehall appear to be less damaging to Waters of the US, so they, as a minimum, need 

to be analyzed under the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis (more specific than an EA level 

analysis) according to cost, logistics and technology. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Deborah Blank 

Helena Regulatory Office 

10 West 15th Street, Suite 2200 

Helena, MT  59620 

(406)441-1375 

(406)441-1380 (fax) 

Helena Regulatory Web Site 

https://www.nwo.usace.army.mil/html/od-rmt/mthome.htm 

 



































































 

 

 

 

To: Deborah Wambach 

From: Tom Carlsen 

Subject:  Highway 69 Project 

Date: 12/19/2008 

 

Deb, 

 

Just a few comments on the Biological Resources Report for this project a few comments 

on the project in general.  As you are probably aware, Western States, including Montana 

are placing an emphasis on corridors and the movement and connections provided by 

corridors to the long-term viability of wildlife species.  Highway 69, in the section being 

reconstructed, is the primary corridor and connection between two mountain ranges, the 

Elkhorn Mountains ands the Bull Mountains.  Big game species, including bighorn sheep 

are known to move through this corridor. 

 

Fish, Wildlife and Parks concerns in relation to potential impacts to wildlife, in regards to 

improvements in Highway 69, would be the increased potential for collisions between 

wildlife and vehicles due to increased traffic and increased speeds of vehicles.  As 

mentioned in the Biological Resources Report (BRR), most passive means of controlling 

speed of vehicles, including reduced speed limits are ineffective.  Therefore, the most 

viable alternative to ensure safe wildlife crossing is to develop wildlife crossings.   

 

I haven’t spent the time on the ground that you probably have looking for crossing 

potential but based on where I see big game species, primarily elk and mule deer in this 

area when I fly aerial surveys, I would expect movement between Ryan Mountain in the 

elkhorn Mountains and Hadley Park in the Bull Mountains towards the south end of the 

highway project.  Additionally, movement would likely occur in the vicinity of Brown’s 

Gulch and the Bull Mountains.   

 

Two potential wildlife crossings are mentioned in the BRR.  It is likely that only the 

Little Boulder River Bridge crossing has any merit based on a couple of factors including 

location.  Ideally, I believe that there should be three wildlife crossings focused in the 

area from the Little Boulder River Bridge to the south end of the project.  I realize this is 

a difficult section of the highway to construct crossings but I think that there is yet 

potential to identify potential sites and am willing to try to help with that effort. Please let 

me know if I can be of help. 

 

Tom Carlsen 

Wildlife Biologist - FWP 



 




