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KTMP FONSI Response To Comments

Introduction

This appendix includes responses to comments received on the EA during the formal comment period (April
13 to May 14, 2010). Section 3.1 of the FONSI includes a summary of the comments received on the EA.
Section 3.2 of the FONSI contains responses to common comments. The following sections contain copies of
all the communications received during the comment period. The comments have been identified with a
bracket and a response to the comment is shown on the right side. While there are many individual responses
to comments in the following sections, for common comments, the reader is directed to responses in Section
3.2. This method of response was used to avoid redundancy. Substantive comments received after the close of
the official EA comment period are addressed in Section 3.3 of the FONSI.

Organization

This appendix has 3 sections. Section D.1 includes responses to comments made at the public meetings (see
Section 3 of the FONSI for dates and locations). Section D.2 includes responses to comments on the EA that
were submitted electronically and transcriptions of voice mail or telephone calls that were recorded. Section
D.3 includes letters received by mail or fax and includes the Clark Fork Coalition’s post cards. Table D-1 lists
the names of all those who submitted the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) email comment with
duplicates removed. Table D-2 lists the names of those that submitted the Clark Fork Coalition’s post cards.

All electronic submittals included in this section are sorted by last name or organization (where one could be
determined and it was clear the writer was representing the organization). State Representatives, City Council
members, and County Commissioners are listed under title by county/city. A table of contents appears in
Sections D.1 and D.2 to help locate specific letters. Two e-mails had no identifying information and are
included under “Anonymous”. Several others did not include names and address, so they appear under the e-
mail address instead of a name. In some instances, comments were submitted by the same person multiple
times. In this case, the comment is included only once in the response to comments. Individuals whose names
appear more than once are included because they submitted more than one, distinct e-mail or letter. A letter/e-
mail with more than one person signing is located under the last name or organization of the first signature.

Methods

If a letter was submitted electronically and the exact same letter was submitted via fax or e-mail, the comment
is included in the first section and not duplicated in the second section. Requests for information on the
deadline for submitting comments have not been included in the response to comments; however, they remain
in the project record.

In producing this section, text was copied verbatim from the submittal. No words were changed. Text may
have been reformatted to provide spaces between paragraphs and font sizes may have been changed so the
words are readable or do not take up unnecessary space. Font style may have been changed because not all
fonts are available to be viewed on all computers so a common font was selected for text that came in with an
uncommon font. Typographical errors, misspelling, punctuation, and capitalization remains as it occurred in
the submittal.

The email comments forwarded by the NRDC included approximately 6,600 e-mails. This letter and
responses appear under “Natural Resources Defense Council Letter”. A few people submitted completely
different letters through the NRDC. The letters that did not substantially match the content of the campaign
letter have been handled separately as regular e-mail comments. Some people modified the NRDC email
comment. No substantive comments were included in the modifications.

The Clark Fork Coalition also posted a letter on their website for people to send in. It matches the post card
mailing that appears in Section D.3. Most people who sent that letter electronically added more text and those
letters are identified as “Form Letter 1” and the complete letters are found in this section.
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D.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC MEETINGS

The section contains the responses to the formal comments submitted at the public hearings held on April 27,
28, and 29, 2010 in Cut Bank, Lincoln, and Missoula, respectively.

Public Meeting Transcripts Responses Table of Contents

Cut Bank Public Meeting COMIMENTS. .......coiiiiiieieie ettt sttt e e sseeseesteeneeseeene e e e D-5
Toole County CommissSioner, DAVe MILIEE ..........c.cviiiiiiiiie e D-7
Pondera County Commissioner, Sandra BrOESUET...........ccucieiieieieeieie st e st D-7
LO0a] 0o (o] A TN = 5 {=] YA = - USSR D-7

Lincoln Public Meeting COMMENTS .........ooiiiiiiiieieieiee et D-9
Lewis and Clark County Commission, Chairman Mike MUFTaY..........cccccciviieiiiieeie s D-10
Teton County Commission, JIM HOAGSKISS........cc.civiiiiiiiiiiieiere s D-12
08 S o | T T O o SRR D-12
F AN 1 A T T o USROS D-13

Missoula PUDIIC MEEtiNg COMMENTS .......ciiiiiiiiee sttt be et et reea e be e e sreers D-17
o] oY) o TR Ao 2= o IO D-19
ZENTGIaf, JEANEILE ...c.ei ittt b et e et nae e e e re e e e nresraenbenre s D-23
Y LA o o OSSR D-26
Missoula County Commission, Michele LandqUist...........cooooeoiiiieie e D-27
T Fo T =T AN YT T T o TSR D-28
Northern Rockies Rising Tide, MaX GIaNQEr..........cccveveieieeieieseeseseesie e sie e sre e be e e resneeseenns D-32
Lewis and Clark Trail Adventures and Lochsa River Conservancy, Jim Hepburn. ........c..cccoceveiviennne. D-36
T YA L | SRS D-39
VAo ] AV T (o] TR Lo 1 TR D-41
Motor Carriers of Montana, SPOOK STANG.........coviiiiiiririerieeee bbb D-43
Clark Fork Coalition, BarDara HAll ...........ooooeeeoeeoeee oottt e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e D-43
BIOWN, ZACK .ottt e et e e et e e et e e et e e et e e e et e e e et teea et e e aa it e e aa—aan D-47
[ o 1= TR = (o] o] T IR D-52
MUIROIANG, IMICKEY ...ttt et st e st e et e st e et e et esbeesaesbesaeestestaeneeseas D-56
Yo a1 01T [T B €= g TNV 1=V OO D-57
[ (01T (o I AN F= 1 = o TR D-59
N o] s T €= To o USSP D-59
National Wildlife Federation, Alexis BONOGOTSKY .........ccciiiiiiiiiee e D-61
L0814 R B (U T T T ST T TSP PO PP PP PP UPTUPPPRPRO D-63
INISON, SUMIMIET ..ttt bbb bbbt bt bt bbb e et e bt e bttt s bt et e e D-64
WVAEK, LEINASEY ..ttt ettt ettt ettt ettt et esee ekt eteseeem e e e beeneemeeseeeneeseeeneeneeseeeneeneenneas D-65
] (0 1od ST N o3 R D-66
KEMDEL, WRITNEY ...ttt et te s e te e st e aeste et e s beane e besneensenteaneenrennen D-68
WOOUNOUSE, IMUIPRY ...ttt sttt sttt e e bt s e beseeen e e sbeeneeseeeteeneesaeeneeeenneas D-69
12101 o TR = o T TTRTRTTRRI D-70
LC 1= )Y (o o1 o OSSR D-70
UM Climate Action NOW, Zack POrter, PreSIdENT......c..ueviiceiiie ittt ettt et n e s eaaae e e s eaneee s D-76
BECKWITN, K.ttt s b e et e s he et e s beeab e s teebeesbesbeebe e besae e s e stesaeesrentas D-83
F N 1] )] 1 1T 10 F O TR P OO TP VR PSPPI D-85
Deborah RIChie ODErDITIG.......c.coviiiiiiie e D-86
T AN (=] oo SO D-88
TAIAST BIOOKS ...ttt ettt ettt sttt et s e Rt R e bbbttt neenn D-90
Brianna RANGAIL ...........ooiiieie ittt et e s te s e s teese e benre et e tenneeeenns D-92
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MALENEW DUNKIE........eeieieece ettt et e e et e st et e s be et b e s besbeesbesbeene e besteesaesteanaenreas D-94
MICHAET GERMAN ......eeieiee e e sttt e s be et e s besbeesbesbeens e besteesaesteanaeneeas D-95
D] Tod [ =L T PSS D-96
QIR TCT T ST - D-97
WHITNEY KEMDE ... ettt e st e s b e et este e st e besnaeseesteeneenreas D-98
ASIEA WOIT-SNEIMAN .......oocii e et e e s e e st e s te e beesbeesreesreesneeenteereens D-99
Y ol o= Yo I =] o oY S D-100
T SIMITN ... e e et be e sbe e s be e sbe e s abe s beesbeesbeesbeesbeesbbesnbeenbeebeens D-101
PEOGY IMITIET ...ttt bbbt bbbt b bt bbbt n e D-102
B = TS0} I = =T TR D-103
KD BECKWITN ...ttt bt bbbttt b ettt b et nenne s D-104
William KItChin, SUMMIE TTANTEE ..veieiiceiie ettt e e ettt e s s ettt e s sebbeeessatbeeessatraeessns D-105
MEELING SIGN 1N SNEELS ... .eiiiitece ettt st be e et e s be et e sbeebeesbesbeeneesbesseenne e D-107
CUL BANK MEELING ...ttt ettt s e et st e e s te s be et esbeeseesbesbeestesbeeneesbestaeseesteeneentens D-107
LINCOIN IMIBETING ...ttt bbbt b et b ettt e bt b bbb benr e e e nre s D-110
IMISSOUI IMBETING . ...tttk bbbttt b bbbt nre s D-114
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CUT BANK PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
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KTMP FONSI

Response To Comments

Toole County Commissioner, Dave Miller

1. Comment noted.

Pondera County Commissioner, Sandra
Broesder

2. Comment noted.

Compton, Jeffery Brian

D-7
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3. Comment noted.
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LINCOLN PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
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Lewis and Clark County Commission, Chairman
Mike Murray

4. Comment noted.
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5. Comments noted.
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s Teton County Commission, Jim Hodgskiss
6. Comment noted.
6
\
s Castagne, Chris
7. Comment noted.
7
\
(
8. Comment noted.
8
\
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( Aitken, Gary
9
9. See responses to Common Comments K and G.
\
(
10. See response to Common Comment J.
10
\
[
11. Comment noted.
11
\
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[
12 12. See response to Common Comments D1 and D2.
\
(
13. See the response to Common Comment J.
13
\

D-14
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MISSOULA PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
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Johnson, Norman

14 14. Comment noted.
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15 15. Comment noted.

D-20



KTMP FONSI Response To Comments

16. Comments noted.
16
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17
17. Comment noted.
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18. Comments noted.

18
\
Zentgraf, Jeanette
[
19
19. Comments noted.
\
(
20. See response to Common Comment H3.
20
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21
21. Comments noted.

22. Comment noted.
22

D-24
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23. Comments noted.
23
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g
24 24. Comments noted.
\
( Livesay, Rob
25 25. Comment noted.
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26

27

Response To Comments

Missoula County Commission, Michele
Landquist

26. The comment period opened on April 14. See
response to Common Comment F1.

27. See responses to Common Comments D1, D2, D3,
and H3.
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p
See response above
27
\
e
283 28. See responses to Common Comments M and N.
.
r
29 29. See responses to Common Comments M and I.
\
Belangie-Nye, Jean
p
30. See response to Common Comment H3.
30
\

D-28
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See previous page.

30
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31

32

Response To Comments

31. Module transportation would not occur when
weather conditions make it unsafe.

32. None of the new turnouts are within a floodplain
(see EA page 40).
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33

34

Response To Comments

33. As discussed in the EA on page 13, escorts by
police (Montana Highway Patrol) will address
impaired drivers if they are encountered.

34. Comments noted.

D-31
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Northern Rockies Rising Tide, Max Granger

35. Comments noted. See response to Common
35 Comment M and the Community Impacts analysis
in Section 3.6 of the EA.

36. See responses to Common Comments C2, J, K, L
36 and S.
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‘
See previous page.
36
37. See response to Common Comments C1, E1, E2
37 and S.
\
(
38 38. See response to Common Comment E1.
\

D-33
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39 39. See response to Common Comment P.
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See previous page.

39

40. See responses to Common Comments B and F1.
40

D-35
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41. See response to Common Comment R.

41

Lewis and Clark Trail Adventures and Lochsa
River Conservancy, Jim Hepburn.
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g
42. Please see Section 4.0 of the EA which includes a
listing of consultation activities.
42
\
(
43 43. See response to Common Comment K.
\
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g
44 44, See response to Common Comment M.
45 45, Comment noted.
\
(
46 46. See response to Common Comment D1.
\
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(
47 47. See response to Common Comment K.
\
Berry, Erik
(
48 48. Comments noted.
\

D-39
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49 49. Comments noted.
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g
50. Comments noted.
50
\
Wolverton, John
51 51. See response to Common Comment F1.
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52. A variety of issues made an overpass infeasible at
52 that location at that time. Other solutions were
evaluated. The chosen solution was increased
sighage and reduced speed limits through this area
in addition to the presence of a signal for the
pedestrian crossing,

53 53. See response to Common Comment C1.
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(
54 54. See response to Common Comment F1.
\
Motor Carriers of Montana, Spook Stang
(
55 55. Comment noted.
\

D-43
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56 56. Comments noted.
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Clark Fork Coalition, Barbara Hall

(
- 57. See response to Common Comment I.

\

(
58

58. See responses to Common Comments B, D1, D2,
D3, and M.
\
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59. See response to Common Comment K.
59

D-44
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(
60. See response to Common Comment D1.
60
61 61. See responses to Common Comments G and M.
\
62 62. See responses to Common Comments L and M.
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( See previous page.

62

63. MDT had concluded that the EA adequately and

63 accurately discusses the need, environmental issues,
and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate
mitigation measures.

64 64. See responses to Common Comments F1, A, and B.

D-46
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Brown, Zack

o 65. See response to Common Comment F1.
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66 66. See responses to Common Comments B, 1, and O.
\
e
67 67. See response to Common Comment E2.
\
(
68. See response to Common Comment L.
68
\

D-48
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(
69. See responses to Common Comments C2, F1 and K.
69
\
(
70. Comment noted.
70
\
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71

72

73

Response To Comments

71. Comment noted.

72. See response to Common Comment E1.

73. See response to Common Comments | and O.
Potential impacts Threatened and Endangered
species, including Bull Trout, were investigated and
summarized in Section 3.10 of the EA. The analysis
was coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife
Service to ensure their agreement with the with
MDT’s conclusions. (See Section 4.1.1.4. of the EA
and Table 2 of this FONSI.)

As discussed in the EA, adverse stream impacts are
not expected due to the distance between the
proposed turnouts and stream resources, the use of
Best Management Practices to minimize sediment
and erosion, and revegetation will be employed.
(Please see Sections 3.9 and 3.13 of the EA.)
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74. Additionally, as stated above, adverse stream
impacts are not expected due to the distance between
the proposed turnouts and stream resources, the use
of Best Management Practices to minimize sediment

and erosion, and revegetation will be employed.

74 (Please see Sections 3.9 and 3.13 of the EA.)
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[
75. See response to Common Comment EL.
75
\
(
76. See responses to Common Comments M and S.
76
\
Liben, Robbie
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77. See response to Common Comments H1, H2, and
77 H3.

D-53
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78. See Common Comment F1 and H1, H2, and H3
78

D-54
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[
79. See response to Common Comment E1 and
79 Common Comment E2.
\
(
80 80. See response to Common Comment A.
\
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‘
81 81. See response to Common Comment K.
\
(
82. Comments noted.
82
\
Mulholland, Mickey
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83. Comment noted.
83

Schroeder, Genevieve

84 84. See response to Common Comment S.
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85 85. See response to Common Comment E2.

D-58



KTMP FONSI

86

87

Response To Comments

86. See response to Common Comments F1 and A.

Howard, Nathan

87. See responses to Common Comments D1 and D2.

Nickas, George

D-59
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88. See responses to Common Comments S, E1, E2, and
88 P.

D-60



KTMP FONSI Response To Comments

See previous page.

88

National Wildlife Federation, Alexis Bonogofsky
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89. See response to Common Comment S.
89
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90. See response to Common Comment F1.

90
Carr, Dru
‘

91 91. Please see Section 4.0 of the EA which includes a
listing of consultation activities. Consultation
started in 2009. See response to Common Comment
F1.

\
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92. Imperial Oil and its consultants were extensively
involved in the preparation of the environmental
92 analyses and documentation. MDT staff were
extensively involved in the process and MDT takes
full responsibility for the content of the document.

( Nelson, Summer

93 93. See response to Common Comment F1.

D-64
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‘
93 See previous page.
\
g Wark, Lindsey
94 94. See response to Common Comment K.
\
95. See response to Common Comment J.MDT does not
( agree the that the number of turnouts are “prolific”.
Along approximately 31 miles of Highway 12, one
new turnout will be constructed; along
95 approximately 110 miles of Highway 200, 12 new
turnouts will be constructed; along approximately 45
L miles on Highway 287, 11 new turnouts will be
constructed.

D-65
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p
96. See responses to Common Comments E1 and L.
96
\
Stocks, Nick
‘
97
97. See responses to Common Comments E1 and M.
\
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98. See response to Common Comment P.
98

D-67
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99

100

101

Response To Comments

99. Comment noted.

100. See response to Common Comment A, B and F1.

Kembel, Whitney

101. KMTP must abide by Montana law.
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(
102. Comment noted.
102
\
Woodhouse, Murphy
‘
103. See response to Common Comment H3.
103
\

D-69
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‘
104 104. See response to Common Comment E1.
\
Lamb, Bo
(
105. See response to Common Comment F1. MDT
conducted an extensive effort to notify the public.
105 See Section 2.0 of the FONSI.
\
Gentry, Robert
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106

107

Response To Comments

106. See responses to Common Comment F1 and S.

107. See response to Common Comment K. The Purpose
and Need for the project, provided in the EA in
Sections 1.2 and 1.3, does not include the creation of
a permanent high wide corridor.
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See previous page.

107

108. See response to Common Comment D1. The
alternatives summarized in Section 2.3 were

108 eliminated because they were infeasible. The only

alternatives for MDT to consider were the proposed

action and the no action alternative. According to

ARM 18.2.236(2), the no action alternative is

considered a reasonable alternative.
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- See previous page.
108
N
(
109 109. KMTP has not shipped a test module. KMTP. As
shown in Table 9, the loads will be various sizes.
None of the modules could be transported and meet
the 10-minute rule without the turnouts.
\
s
110
110. See response to Common Comment D3.
\
1 111. MDT concludes the analysis of economic and
environmental impacts is sufficient. MDT has
111 received no substantive comments indicating
otherwise.
\
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(
112. See Common Comment K.
112
\
(
113
113. See response to Common Comment Q.
\
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114 114. See response to Common Comment Q.

115 115. See response to Common Comment S.
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(
116 116. See responses to Common Comments A, B, and C1.
\
s
117. See response to Common Comment P.
117
\
UM Climate Action Now, Zack Porter, President
‘
118. Comment noted.
118
\

D-76
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(
119. See response to Common Comment D1.
119
\
(
120. See response to Common Comment K.
120
\

121. See responses to Common Comments E1 and P.

121{
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122. See response to Common Comment |.
122
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(
123. See response to Common Comment K. Noise

123 )
levels would not increase. The trucks would
generate no more noise than other commercial
vehicles that currently use the route (see page 36 of
the EA).

\

124. Contingency plans for adverse weather conditions
124 are included in Appendix 2 of the MTP.
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125 125. See responses to Common Comments A and B.

126 126. See response to Common Comment K.
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[
127 127. Comment noted.
\
(
128 128. See responses to Common Comments F1 and B.
\
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129{ 129. The list of permits required has been updated. See
Section 4 of the FONSI.
130 130. Comment noted.
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Beckwith, Kip
(
131 131. See responses to Common Comments A, B, E1 and
F1.
\

D-83
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D-84
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Anonymous

Comment noted.
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Deborah Richie Oberbillig

1. See response to Common Comments B and K.

2. See responses to Common Comments E1 and P.

D-86
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{

See above response.

3. Please see response to Common Comment M.

4. Please see response to Common Comments B.
4 <
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Erin Axelrod

< 1. Please see the responses to Common Comments B
1 and P.
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2. Comment noted.
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Talasi Brooks

1. See the responses to Common Comments E2, E1
and P.
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D-91




KMTP FONSI

14

24

Brianna Randall

1. Please see responses to Common Comment B, C2,
and D1.

2. Please see responses to Common Comment L and
M.

3. The new and modified turnouts will cause a
minimal increase in impervious surface area. See
response to Common Comment O.

D-92
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4. See responses to Common Comments L, M, and I.

D-93



KMTP FONSI

Matthew Dunkle

1. Please see response to Common Comment B

—r

2. See response to Common Comment L.

3. See responses to Common Comments | and O.
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Michael Gehman

1{ 1. Comment noted.
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Dick Lewan

1. See responses to Common Comments H2 and H3.
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Theresa Wirak

1. The Blackfeet Nation was consulted, please see

Table 30 beginning on page 55 of the EA.

2. See response to Common Comment L. Imperial

Oil has adequate insurance to cover accidents.

3. See response to Common Comment F1.
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14

29

Whitney Kembel

1. MDT is responsible for ensuring that the EA
conforms with the requirements of MEPA.

2. Seeresponse to Common Comment B.
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Ashlea Wolf-Sherman

1. See response to Common Comment L.
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Michael Gehner

1. See response to Common Comment E1.
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Ted Smith

1. See response to Common Comment L.
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=

w N

(6]

Peggy Miller

1. See response to Common Comment D1.
2. See responses to Common Comments | and O.

3. Safety issues are addressed in the EA and the
MTP, Also, see responses to Common Comments
H1, H2, and H3.

4. The proposed route is an existing transportation
corridor. Recreationalists, including bicyclists and
hikers are not expected to be affected by the
module hauling as most of it would occur at night.

5. See response to Common Comment L.
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Jason Berry

Comment noted.
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Kip Beckwith

1. Please see the responses to Common Comments P,
El, F1, and B.
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William Kitchin, Summit Tranfer

1. Comment noted.
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	Appendix D Response to Comments
	Introduction

	This appendix includes responses to comments received on the EA during the formal comment period (April 13 to May 14, 2010). Section 3.1 of the FONSI includes a summary of the comments received on the EA. Section 3.2 of the FONSI contains responses to common comments. The following sections contain copies of all the communications received during the comment period. The comments have been identified with a bracket and a response to the comment is shown on the right side. While there are many individual responses to comments in the following sections, for common comments, the reader is directed to responses in Section 3.2. This method of response was used to avoid redundancy. Substantive comments received after the close of the official EA comment period are addressed in Section 3.3 of the FONSI. 
	Organization

	This appendix has 3 sections. Section D.1 includes responses to comments made at the public meetings (see Section 3 of the FONSI for dates and locations). Section D.2 includes responses to comments on the EA that were submitted electronically and transcriptions of voice mail or telephone calls that were recorded. Section D.3 includes letters received by mail or fax and includes the Clark Fork Coalition’s post cards. Table D-1 lists the names of all those who submitted the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) email comment with duplicates removed. Table D-2 lists the names of those that submitted the Clark Fork Coalition’s post cards.
	All electronic submittals included in this section are sorted by last name or organization (where one could be determined and it was clear the writer was representing the organization). State Representatives, City Council members, and County Commissioners are listed under title by county/city. A table of contents appears in Sections D.1 and D.2 to help locate specific letters. Two e-mails had no identifying information and are included under “Anonymous”. Several others did not include names and address, so they appear under the e-mail address instead of a name. In some instances, comments were submitted by the same person multiple times. In this case, the comment is included only once in the response to comments. Individuals whose names appear more than once are included because they submitted more than one, distinct e-mail or letter. A letter/e-mail with more than one person signing is located under the last name or organization of the first signature.
	Methods

	If a letter was submitted electronically and the exact same letter was submitted via fax or e-mail, the comment is included in the first section and not duplicated in the second section. Requests for information on the deadline for submitting comments have not been included in the response to comments; however, they remain in the project record. 
	In producing this section, text was copied verbatim from the submittal. No words were changed. Text may have been reformatted to provide spaces between paragraphs and font sizes may have been changed so the words are readable or do not take up unnecessary space. Font style may have been changed because not all fonts are available to be viewed on all computers so a common font was selected for text that came in with an uncommon font. Typographical errors, misspelling, punctuation, and capitalization remains as it occurred in the submittal.
	The email comments forwarded by the NRDC included approximately 6,600 e-mails. This letter and responses appear under “Natural Resources Defense Council Letter”. A few people submitted completely different letters through the NRDC. The letters that did not substantially match the content of the campaign letter have been handled separately as regular e-mail comments. Some people modified the NRDC email comment. No substantive comments were included in the modifications. 
	The Clark Fork Coalition also posted a letter on their website for people to send in. It matches the post card mailing that appears in Section D.3. Most people who sent that letter electronically added more text and those letters are identified as “Form Letter 1” and the complete letters are found in this section.
	D.1 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS FROM PUBLIC MEETINGS
	The section contains the responses to the formal comments submitted at the public hearings held on April 27, 28, and 29, 2010 in Cut Bank, Lincoln, and Missoula, respectively.  
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	CUT BANK PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
	Toole County Commissioner, Dave Miller

	1. Comment noted.
	Pondera County Commissioner, Sandra Broesder

	2. Comment noted.
	Compton, Jeffery Brian

	3. Comment noted.
	LINCOLN PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
	Lewis and Clark County Commission, Chairman Mike Murray

	4. Comment noted.
	5. Comments noted.
	Teton County Commission, Jim Hodgskiss

	6. Comment noted.
	Castagne, Chris

	7. Comment noted.
	8. Comment noted.
	Aitken, Gary

	9. See responses to Common Comments K and G.
	10.  See response to Common Comment J.
	11. Comment noted.
	12. See response to Common Comments D1 and D2.  
	13. See the response to Common Comment J.
	MISSOULA PUBLIC MEETING COMMENTS
	Johnson, Norman

	14. Comment noted.
	15. Comment noted.
	16. Comments noted.
	17. Comment noted.
	18. Comments noted.
	Zentgraf, Jeanette

	19. Comments noted.
	20. See response to Common Comment H3.
	21. Comments noted.
	22. Comment noted.
	23. Comments noted.
	24. Comments noted. 
	Livesay, Rob

	25. Comment noted.
	Missoula County Commission, Michele Landquist

	26. The comment period opened on April 14. See response to Common Comment F1.
	27. See responses to Common Comments D1, D2, D3, and H3.
	See response above
	28. See responses to Common Comments M and N.
	29. See responses to Common Comments M and I.
	Belangie-Nye, Jean

	30. See response to Common Comment H3.
	See previous page.
	31. Module transportation would not occur when weather conditions make it unsafe.
	32. None of the new turnouts are within a floodplain (see EA page 40).
	33. As discussed in the EA on page 13, escorts by police (Montana Highway Patrol) will address impaired drivers if they are encountered. 
	34. Comments noted.
	Northern Rockies Rising Tide, Max Granger

	35. Comments noted. See response to Common Comment M and the Community Impacts analysis in Section 3.6 of the EA.  
	36. See responses to Common Comments C2, J, K, L and S.  
	See previous page.
	37. See response to Common Comments C1, E1, E2 and S.
	38. See response to Common Comment E1.
	39. See response to Common Comment P.
	See previous page.
	40. See responses to Common Comments B and F1.
	41. See response to Common Comment R.
	Lewis and Clark Trail Adventures and Lochsa River Conservancy, Jim Hepburn.

	42.   Please see Section 4.0 of the EA which includes a listing of consultation activities.  
	43. See response to Common Comment K.
	44. See response to Common Comment M.
	45. Comment noted.
	46. See response to Common Comment D1.
	47. See response to Common Comment K.
	Berry, Erik

	48. Comments noted.
	49. Comments noted.
	50. Comments noted.
	Wolverton, John

	51.  See response to Common Comment F1.
	52. A variety of issues made an overpass infeasible at that location at that time.  Other solutions were evaluated.  The chosen solution was increased signage and reduced speed limits through this area in addition to the presence of a signal for the pedestrian crossing, 
	53. See response to Common Comment C1.
	54. See response to Common Comment F1.
	Motor Carriers of Montana, Spook Stang

	55. Comment noted.
	56. Comments noted.
	Clark Fork Coalition, Barbara Hall

	57. See response to Common Comment I.
	58. See responses to Common Comments B, D1, D2, D3, and M.
	59. See response to Common Comment K.
	60. See response to Common Comment D1.
	61. See responses to Common Comments G and M.
	62. See responses to Common Comments L and M.
	See previous page.
	63. MDT had concluded that the EA adequately and accurately discusses the need, environmental issues, and impacts of the proposed project and appropriate mitigation measures. 
	64. See responses to Common Comments F1, A, and B.
	Brown, Zack

	65. See response to Common Comment F1.
	66. See responses to Common Comments B, I, and O.
	67. See response to Common Comment E2.
	68. See response to Common Comment L.
	69. See responses to Common Comments C2, F1 and K.
	70. Comment noted.
	71. Comment noted.
	72. See response to Common Comment E1.
	73. See response to Common Comments I and O.  Potential impacts Threatened and Endangered species, including Bull Trout, were investigated and summarized in Section 3.10 of the EA.  The analysis was coordinated with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to ensure their agreement with the with MDT’s conclusions.  (See Section 4.1.1.4. of the EA and Table 2 of this FONSI.)
	As discussed in the EA, adverse stream impacts are not expected due to the distance between the proposed turnouts and stream resources, the use of  Best Management Practices to minimize sediment  and erosion,  and revegetation will be employed.  (Please see Sections 3.9 and 3.13 of the EA.) 
	74. Additionally, as stated above, adverse stream impacts are not expected due to the distance between the proposed turnouts and stream resources, the use of Best Management Practices to minimize sediment and erosion, and revegetation will be employed. (Please see Sections 3.9 and 3.13 of the EA.)  
	75. See response to Common Comment E1.
	76. See responses to Common Comments M and S.
	Liben, Robbie

	77. See response to Common Comments H1, H2, and H3.
	78. See Common Comment F1 and H1, H2, and H3 
	79. See response to Common Comment E1 and Common Comment E2.
	80. See response to Common Comment A.
	81. See response to Common Comment K.
	82. Comments noted.
	Mulholland, Mickey

	83. Comment noted.
	Schroeder, Genevieve

	84. See response to Common Comment S. 
	85. See response to Common Comment E2.
	86. See response to Common Comments F1 and A.
	Howard, Nathan

	87. See responses to Common Comments D1 and D2.  
	Nickas, George

	88. See responses to Common Comments S, E1, E2, and P.
	See previous page.
	National Wildlife Federation, Alexis Bonogofsky

	89. See response to Common Comment S.
	90. See response to Common Comment F1.
	Carr, Dru

	91. Please see Section 4.0 of the EA which includes a listing of consultation activities.  Consultation started in 2009. See response to Common Comment F1.
	92. Imperial Oil and its consultants were extensively involved in the preparation of the environmental analyses and documentation.  MDT staff were extensively involved in the process and MDT takes full responsibility for the content of the document.  
	Nelson, Summer

	93. See response to Common Comment F1.
	See previous page.
	Wark, Lindsey

	94. See response to Common Comment K.
	95. See response to Common Comment J.MDT does not agree the that the number of turnouts are “prolific”.  Along approximately 31 miles of Highway 12, one new turnout will be constructed; along approximately 110 miles of Highway 200, 12 new turnouts will be constructed; along approximately 45 miles on Highway 287, 11 new turnouts will be constructed.
	96. See responses to Common Comments E1 and L.
	Stocks, Nick

	97. See responses to Common Comments E1 and M.  
	98. See response to Common Comment P.
	99. Comment noted.
	100. See response to Common Comment A, B and F1. 
	Kembel, Whitney

	101. KMTP must abide by Montana law.
	102. Comment noted.
	Woodhouse, Murphy

	103. See response to Common Comment H3.
	104. See response to Common Comment E1.
	Lamb, Bo

	105. See response to Common Comment F1. MDT conducted an extensive effort to notify the public.  See Section 2.0 of the FONSI.
	Gentry, Robert

	106. See responses to Common Comment F1 and S.  
	107. See response to Common Comment K. The Purpose and Need for the project, provided in the EA in Sections 1.2 and 1.3, does not include the creation of a permanent high wide corridor.
	See previous page.
	108. See response to Common Comment D1.  The alternatives summarized in Section 2.3 were eliminated because they were infeasible. The only alternatives for MDT to consider were the proposed action and the no action alternative. According to ARM 18.2.236(2), the no action alternative is considered a reasonable alternative.  
	See previous page.
	109. KMTP has not shipped a test module. KMTP.  As shown in Table 9, the loads will be various sizes. None of the modules could be transported and meet the 10-minute rule without the turnouts.
	110. See response to Common Comment D3.
	111. MDT concludes the analysis of economic and environmental impacts is sufficient.  MDT has received no substantive comments indicating otherwise.
	112. See Common Comment K.
	113. See response to Common Comment Q.
	114. See response to Common Comment Q.
	115. See response to Common Comment S.
	116. See responses to Common Comments A, B, and C1.
	117. See response to Common Comment P.
	UM Climate Action Now, Zack Porter, President

	118. Comment noted.
	119. See response to Common Comment D1.
	120. See response to Common Comment K.
	121. See responses to Common Comments E1 and P.
	122. See response to Common Comment I.
	123. See response to Common Comment K.  Noise levels would not increase.  The trucks would generate no more noise than other commercial vehicles that currently use the route (see page 36 of the EA).
	124. Contingency plans for adverse weather conditions are included in Appendix 2 of the MTP.
	125. See responses to Common Comments A and B.
	126. See response to Common Comment K.
	127. Comment noted.
	128. See responses to Common Comments F1 and B.
	129. The list of permits required has been updated. See Section 4 of the FONSI.
	130. Comment noted.
	Beckwith, Kip

	131. See responses to Common Comments A, B, E1 and F1.
	Anonymous

	Comment noted.
	Deborah Richie Oberbillig

	1. See response to Common Comments B and K.
	2. See responses to Common Comments E1 and P.
	See above response.
	3. Please see response to Common Comment M.
	4. Please see response to Common Comments B.
	Erin Axelrod

	1. Please see the responses to Common Comments B and P.
	2. Comment noted.
	Talasi Brooks

	1. See the responses to Common Comments E2, E1 and P.
	Brianna Randall

	1. Please see responses to Common Comment B, C2, and D1.
	2. Please see responses to Common Comment L and M.
	3. The new and modified turnouts will cause a minimal increase in impervious surface area.  See response to Common Comment O.
	4. See responses to Common Comments L, M, and I.
	Matthew Dunkle

	1. Please see response to Common Comment B
	2. See response to Common Comment L.
	3. See responses to Common Comments I and O.
	Michael Gehman

	1. Comment noted.
	Dick Lewan

	1. See responses to Common Comments H2 and H3.
	Theresa Wirak

	1. The Blackfeet Nation was consulted, please see Table 30 beginning on page 55 of the EA.
	2. See response to Common Comment L. Imperial Oil has adequate insurance to cover accidents.
	3. See response to Common Comment F1.
	Whitney Kembel

	1. MDT is responsible for ensuring that the EA conforms with the requirements of MEPA. 
	2. See response to Common Comment B.
	Ashlea Wolf-Sherman

	1. See response to Common Comment L.
	Michael Gehner

	1. See response to Common Comment E1.
	Ted Smith

	1. See response to Common Comment L.
	Peggy Miller

	1. See response to Common Comment D1.
	2. See responses to Common Comments I and O.
	3. Safety issues are addressed in the EA and the MTP, Also, see responses to Common Comments H1, H2, and H3.
	4. The proposed route is an existing transportation corridor. Recreationalists, including bicyclists and hikers are not expected to be affected by the module hauling as most of it would occur at night. 
	5. See response to Common Comment L.
	Jason Berry

	Comment noted.
	Kip Beckwith

	1. Please see the responses to Common Comments P, E1, F1, and B.
	William Kitchin, Summit Tranfer

	1. Comment noted.
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