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1.0 Coordination Process

The proposed action has been coordinated with the appropriate federal, state and local
agencies in order to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA). The Notice of Availability for the Gallatin
Canyon — Slope Flattening/Widening Environmental Assessment (EA) was published in
several area newspapers and broadcast media on dates as follows:
Press Releases: press releases were distributed to the following radio stations:

KPKX — FM

KGLT - FM

Advertising: display ads were placed in three newspapers on the following dates:

West Yellowstone News (December 16, 2005 & January 6, 2006)

Lone Peak Lookout (December 15, 2005 and January 5, 2006)

Bozeman Daily Chronicle (December 11, 2005 and January 8, 2006)
Copies of the advertising notice and press release are contained in Appendix B. In
addition, a postcard announcing the public hearing is included in Appendix B. The public
review period began on December 7, 2005 and ended on January 27, 2006. Copies of the

Environmental Assessment were available for review beginning December 7, 2005 at the
following locations:

Bozeman Public Library, 220 East Lamme, Bozeman

Ophir School District and Library, 45465 Gallatin Road, Gallatin Gateway

Big Sky Post Office, Big Sky

West Yellowstone Public Library, 220 Yellowstone Avenue, West Yellowstone

MDT Butte District Office, 3751 Wynne, Butte

MDT Environmental Services Office, 2701 Prospect Ave., Helena

Gallatin County Offices, 311 West Main, Bozeman
Copies of the EA were available upon request from the Montana Department of
Transportation (MDT) and the EA could be viewed at the MDT website address
(http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis ea.shtml). State and Federal agencies and local

entities were provided with a copy of the EA. The distribution list is included in Appendix
B. A complete version of the EA is included in Appendix D.

The Public Hearing for the EA occurred on Tuesday, January 10, 2006 at the Ophir
School. The hearing was held from 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM and the presentation began at
7:15. The public hearing was attended by 126 persons. A copy of the sign-in sheet and
the transcript is contained in Appendix A. 26 individuals offered comments at the public
hearing. These comments and MDT responses are provided in Appendix A.
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Subsequent to the public hearing, MDT received written comments from 3 representatives
of Federal, State and local agencies as well as 43 individuals. The written comments
received during the public comment period are provided in Appendix A, along with MDT
responses. The comments indicated five primary concerns with the Preferred Alternative;
1) speed limit/enforcement, 2) traffic signal at MT 64, 3) turnouts, 4) commercial truck
traffic, and 5) wildlife issues.

The first three issues are not being addressed as part of this project, but they are being
addressed by MDT in separate studies. Excessive speed limits and lack of enforcement of
the speed limits in the corridor were a major concern expressed by those who attended
the public hearing and submitted comments on the EA. Since the Montana Legislature,
per Section 61-8-303, MCA, sets the speed limit, changing the speed limit is not generally
something MDT can implement on its own. However, per Section 61-8-309, MCA, the
Transportation Commission may “determine upon the basis of an engineering and traffic
investigation that a speed limit set by 61-8-303 is greater or less than is reasonable or
safe under the conditions found to exist....on a segment of a highway less than 50 miles
in length...” MDT will be undertaking the necessary investigations to consider a change
in the statutory speed limit. Although speed limits will be evaluated in this corridor as
part of a separate study, enforcement of speed limits in the corridor is outside of MDT's
jurisdiction.

Residents of the Big Sky area also expressed the need for a traffic signal at the
intersection of MT 64 and US 191 to improve safety and traffic flow at that location. This
improvement has been evaluated by MDT and became a project in August, was let to
contract in September and will be constructed in Fall 2006.

The public was also concerned with the availability of and signage for turnouts in the
corridor and how the turnouts are used (or not used) by slower drivers. Existing turnouts
in the corridor are primarily intended to provide recreational access to the river and are
not designed specifically for use as pullouts for slower vehicles. These turnouts will be
evaluated by MDT as part of a separate study to determine what improvements can be
made.

Commercial truck traffic was also a common public concern. Public comments suggested
restricting commercial truck traffic from US 191, but commercial trucks cannot be
restricted from using US 191. US 191 is part of the National Highway System (NHS) and
therefore is considered part of the National Network of roads. Federal regulations (23
CFR 658) do not allow states to deny reasonable access of vehicles to the National
Network.  Additionally, US 191 is a Federal-aid eligible highway and Surface
Transportation Assistance Act (STAA) - dimensioned commercial vehicles may legally
operate on all Federal-aid eligible highways under State and Federal law.

Wildlife issues related to wildlife crossing and implementation of mitigation measures to
improve safety with respect to wildlife in the corridor were also of primary concern.
Concerns related to bighorn sheep were identified by both agency and community
representatives. MDT is coordinating with Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks (MFWP)
regarding signage to warn drivers about bighorn sheep. MDT will also maintain existing
wildlife paths beneath bridge structures and will design the new bridge structures so that
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bridge beam elevation is comparable to the existing beams thus preserving the ability of
wildlife to use these areas. Overpass or underpass structures for wildlife crossing were
also suggested, but these measures are not feasible given the physical constraints in the
canyon and the limited scope of this safety project. Other mitigation measures suggested
to reduce animal / vehicle collisions included “break the beam” technology and deer
reflectors and whistles. At this time, break the beam technology is still in the research
and testing phase and has not yet been established as a reliable method for reducing
animal / vehicle collisions. Deer reflectors and whistles have been tested and have not
been proven as technologies that reduce animal / vehicle collisions.

The Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) and Revisions to the Environmental
Assessment  can be  viewed at the MDT  website  address  of
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis ea.shtml. State, Federal, and local entities will be
notified by letter that this FONSI has been signed.
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2.0 Clarifications to the EA

This Addendum identifies clarifications to the Environmental Assessment released in
December 2005. Only the sections that changed have been included. Text deleted is
shown in strikeout font (for example, preject—=area). Text added is shown as underlined
(for example, on the average).

Page S-1, Paragraph 1, Edit the last sentence as follows:

US 191 is a two-lane road, which winds through a narrow canyon roughly parallel to the
Gallatin River. The current roadway was constructed under three projects between 1985
anrd—1987 1955 and 1967 and has 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes, 0.8 m (2 ft) shoulders, no
turn lanes, and substandard guardrails and steep side slopes in some locations.

Page S-6, Edit the text in the Mitigation column for Land Use — Private Land:

MDT will pay just compensation for any land taken for the project. No mitigation for
changes to land use. See page S-8 for mitigation of right-of-way acquisition.

Page S-12, Edit the text in the Preferred Alternative column under Surface Water as
follows:

Minimal additional impacts to Gallatin River and West Fork Gallatin River related to
increased impervious surface area and stormwater runoff.

Page S-12, Add the following text after the first paragraph in the Mitigation column under
Surface Water:

MDT would adhere to Best Management Practices (BMPs), develop an erosion control and
sediment plan prepared in compliance with the Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (MPDES) regulations and adhere to permit conditions in the Montana Stream
Protection Act Permit Notification (SPA 124) and COE 404 Permit. Where practicable,
bridges will be designed to direct drainage off the ends of the bridge structures.
Stormwater runoff directed from the bridge deck ends to outfall points would be filtered
via natural vegetative buffer prior to the runoff stream entering the water body.

Page S-12, Add the following text after the last sentence in the Mitigation column under
Water Body Modifications:

Culverts would be designed to accommodate fish passage to the extent practicable. MDT
will provide fish passage to the extent practicable at any drainage known to have a
fisheries value. Where culverts are to be added or replaced, they would be designed to
accommodate fish passage to the extent practicable.

Page S-17, Replace the following text in the Mitigation column under Fisheries:

West—FeFIeGaHa’em—RlﬁFaa—wetHd—be—mmﬂmed— MDT WI|| prowde fISh passage to the

extent practicable at any drainage known to have a fisheries value. Where culverts are to
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be added or replaced, they would be designed to accommodate fish passage to the extent
practicable.

Page S-18, Mitigation Column, Construction Impacts under Fisheries

Compliance with water quality permits; SPA 124 and COE 404 permit conditions including
any timing restrictions on in stream work as a provision of the SPA 124 Permit
Notification.

Page S-19, Mitigation Column, Construction Impacts under Threatened and Endangered
Species, Paragraph 4 change SPA 124 Permit to Notification

Page 3-2, Paragraph 5, Edit the second sentence as follows:

Fuel consumption is a function of traffic characteristics including traffic flow, driver
behavior, highway geometrics, vehicle fleet and climate. Construction activities would
result in a short-term increase in energy consumption during the construction period.
Long-term, the proposed improvements may have a negligible benefit and would not
contribute to any long-term negative effects on energy.

Page 3-14, Paragraph 5, Add a new paragraph following paragraph 5 with the following
text:

MDT would coordinate with the Ophir School District to discuss any concern the district
may have regarding the safety improvements and right-of-way impacts.

MDT will pay just compensation for any land taken for the project. No mitigation for
changes to land use. See page S-8 for mitigation of right-of-way acquisition. Refer to
Section 3.3.3 Right-of-Way and Relocations for a discussion of mitigation for right-of-way

acquisition.

Page 3-32:

Paragraph 2, Edit the first sentence as follows:

Six water bodies in the project area are listed in the Section 303(d) 2002 and 2004
reports. These include the Gallatin River; Storm Castle Creek; West Fork Gallatin River;
Middle Fork, West Gallatin River; South Fork, West Gallatin River; and Taylor Fork.

Paragraph 3, Add the following text after the second sentence:

The river segment from Spanish Creek north to the Missouri River is assessed with
impaired uses for cold water fishery - trout and primary contact (recreation).The probable
causes include dewatering and flow alteration and the probable sources are identified as
agriculture and crop-related.

Paragraph 3, Edit the third sentence as follows:

The segment of the Gallatin River from Spanish Creek south to the National Park
boundary (that-is adjacent to the proposed improvement areas) has not been assessed
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for aquatic life support, cold water fishery — trout, drinking water, or primary contact
(recreation).These uses are scheduled to be assessed in 2006.

Page 3-34:

Paragraph 5, Edit the first sentence as follows:

Water quality for the segment of the Gallatin River from the National Park boundary to
Spanish Creek within-the-prejectarea has not been assessed for the 303(d) list, and there
are no data suggesting the causes or sources of potential water quality impacts. However,
water quality is considered fully supporting for agriculture and industrial uses, and
biological monitoring by the Gallatin County Local Water Quality District indicates water
quality degradation just north of the project area is only slight.

Paragraph 5, Add the following text after the last sentence:

The minor impacts to water quality of the Gallatin River that may result from this project
would not be expected to impair the recreation or habitat values of the river. Water
quality for the segment of the Gallatin River from Spanish Creek to the Missouri River is
considered impaired for cold water fishery — trout and primary contact (recreation). As
discussed above, without proper design and adherence to BMPs, bridge replacements can
result in changes to sediment composition and transport rates which can cause flow
alteration downstream. No permanent dewatering is associated with this project.

Page 3-35, Paragraph 3, Bullet 4, Change “Montana Stream Protection Act Permit” (SPA
124) to "Montana Stream Protection Act Notification”.

Page 3-36:
Paragraph 7, Change “SPA 124 Permit"to"SPA 124 Notifications”.

Following Paragraph 7 add the following text:

Where practicable, bridges will be designed to direct drainage off the ends of the bridge
structures. Stormwater runoff directed from the bridge deck ends to outfall points would
be filtered via natural vegetative buffer prior to the runoff stream entering the water
body. MDT will provide fish passage to the extent practicable at any drainage known to
have a fisheries value.

Where culverts are to be added or replaced, they would be designed to accommodate fish
passage to the extent practicable.

Page 3-51:
Paragraph 1, Change (SPA 124) Permit to (SPA 124) Notification.

Add the following text at the end of the Mitigation section:

Additionally, the feasibility of clear spans for each of the crossings along with a minimum
amount of riprap due to the natural stability and substrate composition of these
tributaries at the confluence of the Gallatin River would be assessed. Where culverts are
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to be added or replaced, they would be designed to accommodate fish passage to the

extent practicable at any drainage known to have fisheries value.

Page 3-61, Paragraph 1, Change SPA 124 “Permit” to SPA 124 “Notification”.

Page 3-63:

Paragraph, 5, Change SPA 124 “Permit” to SPA 124 “Notification”

Paragraph 5, Revise the following text

MDT will provide fish passage to the extent practicable at any drainage known to have a

fisheries value. Where culverts are to be added or replaced, they would be designed to

accommodate fish passage to the extent practicable. Fish passage would be maintained

during construction activities. Compliance with water quality permits and notifications;
SPA 124 permit notification and COE 404 permit conditions would be followed during
construction including any timing restrictions on in stream work issued as a provision of
the SPA 124 permit notification.

US 191 is a two-lane road, which winds through a narrow canyon roughly parallel to the
Gallatin River. The current roadway was constructed under three projects between 1985
anrd—1987 1955 and 1967 and has 3.6 m (12 ft) travel lanes, 0.8 m (2 ft) shoulders, no

turn lanes, and substandard guardrails and steep side slopes in some locations.

Page 3-64, Paragraph 8, Change SPA 124 “Permit” to SPA 124 “Notification”.

Page 3-68, Add to proposed projects along U.S. 191:

Project Name| MDT# CN# Project Limits Watershed Project
Description

Yellowstone NH 50- 4800 US 191, MP 31.2 | Missouri River Pavement

X [length - 27.0 km .
Park — Big Sky |2(44)31 (16.8 mi)] preservation
INTERSEC STPHS- 2544003 U.S. 191 at MP Missouri River Traffic sianal
IMPROV- NH 50- 49.734 W?a—nes
US191-MT64 |1(14)50 —_—
Page 4-1:

Bullet 3, Change SPA 124 “Permit” to SPA 124 “Notification”.

Add a new bullet point at the end of the permits list:

« For the improvement areas where the 100-year floodplain has been delineated and
construction encroaches on the 100-year Floodplain, a Montana Floodplain and
Floodway Management Act Floodplain Development Permit from Gallatin County
Planning Department would be required.

« For any work below or above the Gallatin River, a Navigable Rivers Land Use License

(LUL)/Easement will be required from the Area Manager of the DNRC Bozeman Unit.

Montana Department of Transportation
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3.0 Response to Comments and Questions on the EA

The public hearing for the Gallatin Canyon — Slope Flattening/Widening EA was held on
January 10, 2006. A full copy of the transcript from the public hearing is included in
Appendix A. During the public comment period, a total of 69 comments were received and
are included in Appendix A. Responses to these comments are also included in Appendix
A. Comments 39 through 68 were received during the public hearing presentation and
many of these comments were responded to orally during the hearing. All other
comments were received after the public hearing.

Montana Department of Transportation Page 8
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4.0 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation

4.1 Biological Opinion

The Biological Assessment for the project was accepted on June 1, 2004. The following
determinations have been made.

US Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) concurs with the determination that the proposed
project would not have the potential to cause an adverse effect, nor to jeopardize the
continued existence of threatened bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), threatened
Canada lynx (Lynx canadensis), threatened grizzly bear (Ursus arctos horriblis), non-
essential experimental gray wolf (Canis lupus), and candidate fluvial Arctic grayling
(Thymallus arcticus) and, therefore, formal consultation is not required for these species.
The USFWS bases its concurrence on information in the Biological Assessment, including
project design features and the mitigation measures outlined in the Biological Assessment
that would be implemented as part of this project to minimize effects to fish and wildlife
species.

A copy of the Biological Assessment (BA) is on file with MDT Environmental Services.

4.2 Summary of Impacts

Table 1 summarizes the impacts of the No-Build and Selected Alternative for each of the
impact topics discussed in the Environmental Assessment. The Selected Alternative
improves safety of travel on US 191 between MP 32 and MP 70 by implementing safety
improvements and improving roadway deficiencies at ten locations along the US 191
corridor. Proposed improvements under the Selected Alternative include construction of
turn lanes, slope flattening, widening of shoulders, improving the clear zone, improving
site distance, installing new and upgrading existing guardrail, and replacing two bridges.

Table 1. Summary of Impacts

Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative

Access No impact Access to commercial property northwest of the West Fork
Gallatin Bridge would be reconfigured in proximity to the
existing location.

Access to the private cabin east of US 191 and north of Swan
Creek Road would be realigned onto Swan Creek Road.

Would improve access to businesses, residences, and schools
in the project corridor, as well as the recreational resources
in these areas: Red Cliff Area, Big Sky Area, Karst Ranch
Area, Swan Creek Area, Greek Creek Area, and Storm Castle
Creek/Castle Rock Inn Area.

Traffic

Traffic Operations Traffic flow impeded by vehicles | Improved traffic flow throughout the project corridor due to
that are slowed or stopped in the provision of turn lanes.
travel lanes for turn
movements.
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Table 1. Summary of Impacts (continued)
Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative
Turn-Lanes Existing safety issues continue. Would reduce potential rear-end and left-turn collisions.

New and Upgraded
Guardrail

Existing safety issues continue.

Would reduce the severity of off-road crashes.

Slope Flattening

Existing safety issues continue.

Would improve recovery area and reduce the number of off-
road and over-turning crashes.

Widening of Shoulders

New Bridge at the
West Fork Gallatin
River in the Big Sky
Area

Existing safety issues continue.

Pedestrians and Bicycles

No impact

Would improve recovery area and reduce the number of off-
road and over-turning crashes.

Bridge would include a multi-use path on the west side of the
bridge to improve pedestrian access between the commercial
facilities on the north side of the bridge and MT 64 to Big
Sky.

Bike Path in Big Sky
Area

Federal Land

No impact

No impact

Path would be impacted by roadway widening for safety
improvements. Although the separation between the
reconstructed multi-use path and the travel lanes may not be
as wide as current conditions, it would be consistent with the
American Association of State Highway and Transportation
Officials (AASHTO) standards.

US Forest Service (USFS) land exists on both sides of most of
the corridor. In the Karst Ranch improvement area, 0.02 ha
(0.04 ac) would be converted to highway right-of-way to
accommodate the proposed improvements. This land would
be a linear strip along the existing highway right-of-way and
the land use of the parcel as a whole would not change as a
result of the improvements.

Private Land

No impact

Land from 15 private parcels in the Big Sky and Storm Castle
Creek/Castle Rock Inn Areas would be converted to highway
right-of-way. In all cases, the land area would be a linear
strip adjacent to the existing highway right-of-way. In each
case, the current land use of the parcel as a whole would not
change as a result of the proposed improvements.

County Land

Community Resources
Population

No impact

No impact

The proposed improvements in the Big Sky improvement
area would convert 0.06 ha (0.15 ac) of land from the Ophir
School District (District #72) to highway right-of-way. This
land would be linear strip of land adjacent to the existing
highway right-of-way and may impact the parking lot in front
of the school.

Consistent with Gallatin County Growth Policy.

No impact

Schools

No impact

The two Ophir School bus stops located south of MT 64 could
be beneficially affected by shoulder widening in the Big Sky
Area. Access would be maintained, and safe bus stops would
be incorporated into the final design.

Refer to Access and Construction Impacts section for
additional discussion.

Emergency Services

Potential delays in emergency
response as traffic volumes
increase in corridor.

Widening the shoulders of US 191 in the improvement
locations would improve movement of emergency equipment
through the corridor by providing additional areas for cars to
pull off and let emergency vehicles pass.

Montana Department of Transportation
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Summary of Impacts (continued)

Topic Area No-Build
Community Resources (cont.)

Recreational Facilities No impact

Right-of-Way and Relocations

Selected Alternative

Access to recreation facilities is improved at locations of
proposed turn lanes. The extension of guardrail at the Swan
Creek and Jack Smith bridges would eliminate access to two
turnouts used unofficially for access to the Gallatin River.

Electric and
Communication
Facilities

No impact

Visual Resources

Roadway User No impact

Additional Right-of- No impact 0.54 ha (1.32 ac)
Way
Relocations No impact No relocations

Utility relocations may be needed.

Minimal impact to the visual character of the corridor.

Would cause minor visual impacts at the West Fork Gallatin
Bridge in the Big Sky Area because the new bridge would be
more than double the existing width and at least 50 percent
longer in order to accommodate the proposed improvements.
These impacts would be experienced by those on or near the
roadway as well as recreational users of the river.

Recreational User No impact

Contaminated Sites / Hazardous Materials

Underground Storage
Tanks (USTs)

No impact

Floodplains

Continued transverse
encroachment at six locations.

Continued longitudinal
encroachment at Karst Ranch.

Encroachment

Installation of slope stabilization structures at the Red Cliff,
Big Sky, Karst Ranch, Swan Creek, Greek Creek, and Storm
Castle Creek/Castle Rock Inn Areas would alter visual
appearance of the riverbanks and be observable by river
users.

Tree removal may result in minimal degraded visual character
at the Swan Creek Area, Greek Creek Campgrounds, the Red
Cliff Campgrounds and the picnic area at the Red Cliff
Campgrounds.

There are 4 USTs adjacent to the proposed improvement
areas that could be impacted if right-of-way is acquired at
these locations.

Continued transverse encroachment at the same six locations
as the No-Build Alternative.

Continued longitudinal encroachment in the Karst Ranch Area
and new longitudinal encroachment in the Jack Smith Bridge
Area. There is also the potential for encroachment in the
Moose Creek Area, but no floodplain mapping exists for this
area.

Flood Surface
Elevations

Water Quality
Surface Water

No impact

No additional impact to the
Gallatin River and the West Fork

Would reduce flow velocities and scour potential over existing
conditions at the West Fork Gallatin and Swan Creek bridges.

Minimal additional impacts to Gallatin River and West Fork
Gallatin River related to increased impervious surface area

Gallatin River. and stormwater runoff.
Groundwater No impact No impact
Private Septic Systems | No impact No information available
Ground Water Wells No impact No information available

Montana Department of Transportation

Page 11



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening

September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544

Finding of No Significant Impact

Table 1. Summary of Impacts (continued)
Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative
Water Body Modifications
Water Body No impact At this level of design, channel modifications have not been
Modifications identified.

Jurisdictional No impact

New or replaced culverts may impact fish passage.

0.58 ha (1.45 ac) directly impacted after incorporating
avoidance and minimization measures into initial design.

Minimal indirect impacts resulting from sedimentation,
degradation of water quality, increased water temperature,
increase in non-native plant species, and hydrologic
modifications.

Non-Jurisdictional No non-jurisdictional wetlands

were identified in the corridor.

No non-jurisdictional wetlands were identified in the corridor.

Vegetation

Montana Species of No impact No impact

Concern

Vegetation and No impact Minimal direct impacts as compared to the availability of

Noxious Weeds similar vegetation that would remain throughout the project
corridor.
Minimal increases in noxious weeds.

Tree Removal No impact Tree removal would occur at six of the improvement areas

(Red Cliff, Moose Creek, Swan Creek, Storm Castle
Creek/Castle Rock Inn, and Spanish Creek) to accommodate
safety improvements. The precise nhumber and location of
trees to be removed would be determined during final
design.

sheep mortality due to vehicles
would continue.

Fisheries No impact

Threatened and Endangered Species

Montana Species of No impact See Construction Impacts
Concern
Wildlife Existing conditions with bighorn | Potential impacts to habitat.

Continued mortality of bighorn sheep between MT 64 and
Karst Ranch.

Potential minor impacts to aquatic species from impacts to
water quality due to increases in impervious area, removal of
riparian vegetation, and changes in peak/base flows.

Potential impediment of fish passage at new or replaced
culverts.

Bald eagle No impact May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect bald eagles.

Canada lynx No impact May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect Canada lynx.

Fluvial Arctic grayling No impact May affect, but is not likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of the reintroduced population of the fluvial Arctic
grayling.

Gray wolf No impact May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect gray wolves.

Grizzly bear No impact May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect grizzly bears.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Table 1. Summary of Impacts (continued)
Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative
Construction Impacts
Temporary Impacts No impact Increased noise, mobile source air emissions, fugitive dust

during Construction (dust in air), soil erosion, sedimentation, and stormwater
runoff; use of construction easements and staging areas;
traffic delays; traffic congestion; potential for degraded
roadway surface; potential for hazardous materials spills and
construction debris; visual intrusions; disturbance of soils and
vegetation; displacement of wildlife, migratory birds, and
aquatic species from human-related disturbances and habitat

loss or alteration; and potential fish mortality.

Disruption of residential and business accesses, traffic
operations, pedestrian/bicycle movements, emergency
response, school-related transportation services, and utility
service.

Temporary impacts to floodplain functions and waterbodies
at bridges.

Short-term creation of direct and indirect jobs associated with
construction.

4.3 Summary of Mitigation

Mitigation measures to minimize or reduce adverse transportation, social, economic, and
environmental impacts were prepared for the Selected Alternative and are summarized in
Table 2.

Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative

Topic Area
Access

Type of Impact

Mitigation

Construction

Access to private properties and businesses
along the corridor could be impacted during
construction.

Access to private properties and businesses along
the corridor will be maintained at all times.

Traffic
Construction

May include temporary lane closures, delays,
short-term travel on unpaved surfaces, and

reduced travel speeds. The highway may be
temporarily open to only one lane of traffic at
some locations during construction.

Pedestrians and Bicycles

Bike Path in Big
Sky Area

Path would be impacted by roadway widening
for safety improvements. Although the
separation between the reconstructed multi-use
path and the travel lanes may not be as wide as
current conditions, it would be consistent with
the American Association of State Highway and
Transportation Officials (AASHTO) standards.

The contractor will prepare a traffic control plan to
minimize traffic disruption and will coordinate with
emergency service providers and schools. Two
lanes of traffic will be maintained to the extent
practicable.

The multi-use path between MT 64 and Ophir
School will be re-constructed.

Construction Impacts may include temporary closure of the
bike/pedestrian path between MT 64 and Ophir
School. Bicyclists along the corridor would
experience short-term impacts from possible
degradation of the roadway surface during

construction.

Maintenance of pavement to the greatest extent
practicable and additional pedestrian signage
during construction will be provided.
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area

Federal Land

Type of Impact

USFS land exists on both sides of most of the
corridor. In the Karst Ranch improvement area,
0.02 ha (0.04 ac) would be converted to
highway right-of-way to accommodate the
proposed improvements. This land would be a
linear strip along the existing highway right-of-
way and the land use of the parcel as a whole
would not change as a result of the

Mitigation

MDT will coordinate with the Gallatin National
Forest (GNF), MFWP, and USFWS to discuss any
concerns these agencies may have regarding the
safety improvements.

MDT will coordinate with the USFS to ensure that
planned improvements on US 191 are consistent
with planned improvements on GNF lands.

improvements.
County Land The proposed improvements in the Big Sky MDT will coordinate with the Ophir School District
improvement area would convert 0.06 ha (0.15 to discuss any concern the district may have
ac) of land from the Ophir School District regarding the safety improvements and right-of-
(District #72) to highway right-of-way. This way impacts.
land would be linear strip of land adjacent to the
existing highway right-of-way and may impact
the parking lot in front of the school.
Construction Temporary construction easements for grading, There will be early notification of property owners

temporary access, or temporary construction
staging would be needed from property owners
and public agencies along the corridor. Upon
completion of the project, the owners would
have unrestricted use of these areas again.

Community Resources

Construction

Right-of-Way an

Additional Right-
of-Way

Could temporarily impact travel patterns and
convenience along US 191. Fire and law
enforcement response could be delayed as well
as school buses and vehicles dropping off and
picking up students at Ophir School.

d Relocations
0.54 ha (1.32 ac)

and public agencies about construction. Staging
areas on National Forest System Lands (NFSL) will
be coordinated and approved by the USFS prior to
construction.

Early notification of community service agencies,
about construction activities in order to address
potential construction impacts will be provided.
The contractor will coordinate with emergency
service providers and schools as necessary
regarding the construction traffic management plan
and will provide ongoing information during
construction.

In order to minimize impacts to the commercial
property northwest of the West Fork Gallatin River
Bridge, guardrail was incorporated into the design
to reduce the right-of-way required for the
proposed improvements. As a result, the parking
capacity of the commercial property will not be
impacted by the proposed project.

Right-of-way acquisition for this project will be
conducted in accordance with the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646 as amended), (42
U.S.C. 4601, et. Seq.) and the Uniform Relocations
Act Amendments of 1987 (P.L. 100-17).

Construction

Construction easements for grading, temporary
access, or temporary construction staging would
be needed from property owners and public
agencies along the corridor.

Easements from private property owners will be
obtained according to the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies
Act of 1970, as amended (cited above) to provide
just compensation for and rehabilitation of
temporary construction easements.
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area Type of Impact Mitigation
Electric and Utility relocations may be needed. Utility relocations will be coordinated with the utility
Communication owners prior to construction.
Facilities
Construction Local communities may experience temporary Temporary disruptions will be minimized through
disruption to utility service for water, sanitary, coordination with utility owners.
electric, communications, and gas service during
construction.
Visual Resources
Roadway User Would cause minor visual impacts at the West At the West Fork Gallatin Bridge, mitigation will
Fork Gallatin Bridge in the Big Sky Area because | include appropriate aesthetic treatments to the
the new bridge would be more than double the bridge such as form liners to provide a texture to
existing width and at least 50 percent longer in the outside of the concrete bridge barrier rails.
order to accommodate the proposed Although these measures will improve the
improvements. These impacts would be appearance of the bridge, the visual impacts of the
experienced by those on or near the roadway as | increased size cannot be mitigated.
well as recreational users of the river.
Recreational Installation of slope stabilization structures at Visual impacts related to the installation of slope
User the Red Cliff, Big Sky, Karst Ranch, Swan Creek, | stabilization structures will be dependent on the
Greek Creek, and Storm Castle Creek/Castle type of structure that is proposed. The need to
Rock Inn Areas would alter visual appearance of | incorporate aesthetic treatments to the design of
the riverbanks and be observable by river users. | these structures will be determined during final
Tree removal may result in minimal degraded design and appropriate mitigation measures will be
visual character at the Swan Creek Area, Greek taken, if necessary, in consideration of recreational
Creek Campgrounds, the Red Cliff Campgrounds | US€rs-
and the picnic area at the Red Cliff MDT has coordinated with the GNF regarding
Campgrounds. potential visual impacts to recreational and other
sites due to tree removal. Once the final
construction limits have been determined, MDT will
stake the construction limits and mark the trees,
which are within the clear zone. Once the
construction limits have been staked MDT will meet
on site with USFS staff and identify which trees will
be removed. USFS staff will mark trees beyond the
clear zone that they feel should be either cut or
trimmed to enhance the view shed of the area.
This will prevent the project from appearing as a
“clear cut” as tree removal will be “feathered” in to
match the natural look of the area.
In the Greek Creek Area, MDT will install guardrail
instead of establishing a clear zone by removing
trees. This measure will improve the safety for
drivers without impacting the viewshed of the area.
In the Swan Creek Area, MDT will participate in
revegetation to mitigate for the impacts caused by
the temporary detour. Revegetation efforts will
include planting willows and possibly other
saplings.
Construction Removal of existing vegetation from road slopes | See Vegetation mitigation
would be a large visual impact. New cut and fill
slopes would be highly visible to users.
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area Type of Impact Mitigation

Contaminated Sites / Hazardous Materials

Underground There are 4 USTs adjacent to the proposed These USTs will be relocated if necessary.

Storage Tanks improvement areas and could be impacted if

(USTs) right-of-way is acquired at these locations.

Construction No contaminated soils were identified in the If contaminated soils are encountered within or
project area. However, if contaminated soils are | near the construction staging areas a
encountered, ground disturbance from staging remediation/reclamation plan will be developed, if
activities is generally shallow and would not be needed, in consultation with the Montana
expected to have substantial effects on Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ).

hazardous materials sites. Construction debris from removal of bridges and
Removal of bridges and pavement would result pavement will be handled as per MDT'’s Standard

in construction debris. Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction.
Construction Potential for temporary increases in noise levels Consideration will be given to limiting certain types
due to construction. of construction after dark. However, limiting all

construction to daylight hours is not feasible or
practical and can result in delays to the
construction schedule. Contractors will adhere to
MDT specifications and local ordinances. Advance
notice of construction will be provided to the GNF
and area businesses and residences.

Encroachment Continued transverse encroachment at the same | Impacts to the floodplain will be minimized by
six locations as the No-Build Alternative. following standard stream crossing design criteria
Continued longitudinal encroachment in the and avoiding direct impacts on stream channels
Karst Ranch Area and new longitudinal whenever practicable. Measures under
encroachment in the Jack Smith Bridge Area. consideration to minimize harm to floodplains
There is also the potential for encroachment in include slope stabilization structures and clear span
the Moose Creek Area, but no floodplain bridges. To minimize impacts, design of this
mapping exists for this area. pr01ect will be in compliance with Federal-Aid
— - Highway Program Manual (FHPM) 6-7-3-2
Flood _Surface Would r_ed_uce row_ yeIOC|t|es and scour potentlgl “Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments
Elevations over existing condlt_lons at the West Fork Gallatin | 1 Flood Plains” (also referenced as 23 CFR 650 A)
and Swan Creek bridges. and Executive Order 11988, Floodplain
Construction Temporary impact on functions. Management.

Coordination with the Gallatin Floodplain
Administrator will be required to obtain a
Floodplain Development Permit for locations where
the floodplain has been delineated.

Water Quality
Surface Water Minimal additional impacts to Gallatin River and MDT will adhere to Best Management Practices
West Fork Gallatin River related to increased (BMPs), develop an erosion control and sediment

impervious surface area and stormwater runoff. plan prepared in compliance with the Montana
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES)
regulations and adhere to conditions in the
Montana Stream Protection Act Notification (SPA
124) and US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 404

Permit.
Private Septic No information available If septic systems are within the final right-of-way
Systems and are affected by the project, they will be

relocated in accordance with MDT procedures.
Water Quality (cont.)

Groundwater No information available If ground water wells are within the final right-of-
Wells way and are affected by the project, they will be
relocated in accordance with MDT procedures.
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area

Type of Impact

Mitigation

Construction

Water Body Mod

Water Body
Modifications

Construction impacts could increase erosion and
stormwater runoff.

ifications
At this level of design, channel modifications
have not been identified.

New or replaced culverts may impact fish
passage.

MDT will prepare SWPPP that includes the
identification of BMPs to control erosion and
stormwater runoff and comply with permit
requirements.

All work will be performed in accordance with state
and federal guidelines regarding water quality and
permit conditions.

Culverts will be designed to accommodate fish
passage to the extent practicable. MDT will provide
fish passage to the extent practicable at any
drainage known to have a fisheries value.

Construction

Jurisdictional

The area at or near each bridge may be
impacted by construction activities.

0.58 ha (1.45 ac) directly impacted after
incorporating avoidance and minimization
measures into initial design.

Minimal indirect impacts resulting from
sedimentation, degradation of water quality,
increased water temperature, increase in non-
native plant species, and hydrologic
modifications.

MDT will incorporate a SWPPP and BMPs in the
proposed construction projects. Disturbed stream
banks will be revegetated to reduce erosion. The
construction contractor will be required to follow all
state and federal guidelines regarding water
quality.

Slope stabilization structures, such as retaining
walls, will be considered to minimize fill into
wetlands and waters of the U.S. (Gallatin River).
MDT will coordinate with the COE and the USFWS
during the Section 404 permit review process. If it
is determined that there are no possible mitigation
options on-site, MDT will use an off-site mitigation
area. One mitigation site option is the Jack Creek
Ranch near Ennis, Montana in the Madison River
drainage area of the Upper Missouri Watershed
approximately 32 air-km (20 air-mi) west of the
Gallatin Canyon project area. The project will
comply with the permit conditions.

Ground disturbance will be minimized and
disturbed areas will be reclaimed and revegetated
utilizing MDT standard specifications.

Construction

Potential for increased sedimentation, erosion,
and introduction of pollutants. Wetland N would
be impacted by a temporary detour route that
would be necessary to maintain traffic during the
replacement of the Swan Creek Bridge.

MDT will comply with the COE 404 permit
conditions.

MDT will incorporate a SWPPP and BMPs into
construction projects. Temporary impacts to
wetlands will be restored in accordance with MDT
standard specification or permit conditions.
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area
Vegetation

Vegetation and
Noxious Weeds

Type of Impact

Minimal direct impacts to vegetation as
compared to the availability of similar vegetation
that would remain throughout the project
corridor.

Minimal increases in noxious weeds.

Mitigation

Disturbed areas within MDT right-of-way or
construction easements will be reclaimed and
revegetated utilizing MDT standard specifications.
The Contractor will coordinate with the Gallatin
County Weed District to ensure compliance with
the Gallatin County Weed Plan. The following
mitigation measures will be taken on NFSL to
prevent the introduction or spread of noxious
weeds:

» Workers will park their vehicles in weed-free
areas that are identified with flagging or signs.

o All of the contractor’s heavy equipment will be
washed prior to entering and leaving the work
area.

* Reseeding of disturbed areas within MDT right-
of-way or construction easements on NFSL will be
done with seed mixes reviewed by the MDT
agronomist and the Forest Service and certified as
weed-free.

» Weed suppression will be completed prior to
construction and then following construction for a
period of up to three years in disturbed areas
within MDT right-of-way or construction
easements.

Tree Removal

Tree removal would occur at six of the
improvement areas (Red Cliff, Moose Creek,
Swan Creek, Storm Castle Creek/Castle Rock
Inn, and Spanish Creek) to accommodate safety
improvements. The precise number and location
of trees to be removed would be determined
during final design.

MDT will continue to coordinate with the GNF
regarding the potential removal of trees near
recreational and other sites in the project corridor.
Early coordination between GNF and MDT staff has
resulted in a number of mitigation measures
intended to minimize the impact to vegetation in
the project corridor. These measures are
discussed under Visual Resources.

Construction

Montana Species
of Concern

Temporary vegetation loss and modification of
vegetation communities from fuel spills and soil
compaction as a result of construction access
and activities.

Ground disturbance could increase potential for
noxious weeds.

See Construction impacts

Disturbed areas within MDT right-of-way or
construction easements will be reclaimed and
revegetated utilizing MDT standard specifications.

To reduce the spread of noxious weeds at open
water or wetland sites during construction, the
contractor will comply with relevant permit
conditions that may require cleaning equipment
(power wash with soap) prior to leaving or entering
the project corridor to preclude the transfer of
seeds into other areas.

See Construction mitigation
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area

Wildlife (cont.)

Type of Impact

Mitigation

Wildlife Potential impacts to habitat. Removal of habitat will be minimized or avoided to
Continued mortality of bighorn sheep between the greatest extent practicable. The opportunity to
MT 64 and Karst Ranch. enhance wildlife movement at the new bridge

locations will be addressed by the proposed clear
span structures at West Fork Gallatin River and
Swan Creek crossings. The new structures will be
longer than the existing structures, thereby
maintaining and improving the opportunity for
wildlife movement at these locations.

The necessity for bighorn sheep crossing signs with
yellow caution lights between MT 64 and Karst
Ranch to alert drivers to the potential for bighorn
sheep on the roadway will be investigated with
MFWP. If warranted, MDT will install these signs
under a separate maintenance contract.

Construction Could impact the survivorship of species, such as | BMPs will be incorporated into construction
amphibians, that rely on water bodies. projects to minimize water quality impacts.

Some brief temporary displacement of wildlife To minimize the potential for construction-related

populations may occur during construction. Use impacts to bighorn sheep, moose and elk, timing

of loud equipment or explosives near ungulate restrictions during the spring for construction

winter range during the Spring (March - May) activities and/or blasting within one mile of

could impact bighorn sheep, moose and elk, ungulate winter range will be considered by MDT

which are particularly vulnerable during this time | based on recommendations from the GNF and

of the year. MFWP.

Potential for disturbance to Peregrine falcons (a If necessary, a special provision will be included in

Montana Species of Concern) during nesting the bid package to address construction activities

period due to blasting or use of aircraft during within one mile of a known raptor nest during the

construction. spring. The GNF has specifically identified active
falcon and eagle nest locations and the necessary
spring timing restrictions to MDT for these
purposes.

Power lines may be constructed or modified. If power lines are constructed or modified, they will
be raptor-proofed in accordance with MDT policies.

Potential for impact during construction to MDT will stake the construction limits prior to

migratory bird species if bridges, trees, shrubs or | initiating any construction activity that will result in

other woody vegetation occupied by active bird the potential removal of trees. All trees to be

nests are removed. removed will be flagged and the removal of such
trees will be coordinated on-site with the GNF. A
special provision will be included in the
construction bid package to address this issue.
The GNF will provide any known locations of active
nests prior to construction. If necessary, a special
provision regarding the protection of actively
nesting birds will be included in the bid package.

Fisheries Potential minor impacts to aquatic species from During final design, MDT will assess clear span

impacts to water quality due to increases in
impervious area, removal of riparian vegetation,
and changes in peak/base flows.

Potential impediment of fish passage at new or
replaced culverts.

bridge structures at Swan Creek and West Fork
Gallatin. Riprap will be minimized.

MDT will provide fish passage to the extent
practicable at any drainage known to have a
fisheries value. Where culverts are to be added or
replaced, they would be designed to accommodate
fish passage to the extent practicable.
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Table 2. Summary of Mitigation for the Selected Alternative (continued)

Topic Area

Fisheries (cont.)

Type of Impact

Mitigation

Construction

Threatened and

Potential disruption of rainbow, brown and
Westslope cutthroat trout spawning period in
Swan Creek and West Fork Gallatin during in-
stream work associated with bridge
replacements.

Potential temporary adverse effects due to
habitat disruption, blockage of fish passages,
and increase in sediment and turbidity levels.

ndangered Species

Compliance with water quality requirements;
Montana Stream Protection Act (SPA) 124
notification and COE 404 permit conditions would
be followed during construction including any
timing restrictions on in stream work issued as a
provision of the SPA 124 notification.

BMPs and a SWPPP will be incorporated. Erosion
control measures will be installed and maintained
throughout construction. Fill of any kind into the
Gallatin River or its tributaries will be minimized.

Fish passage will be maintained during construction
activities.

Bald eagle May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect See Construction mitigation
bald eagles.
Canada lynx May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect See Construction mitigation
Canada lynx.
Fluvial Arctic May affect, but is not likely to jeopardize the No mitigation necessary
grayling continued existence of the reintroduced
population of the fluvial Arctic grayling.
Gray wolf May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect See Construction mitigation
gray wolves.
Grizzly bear May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect See Construction mitigation
grizzly bears.
Construction Temporary displacement of bald eagles due to The GNF will provide MDT with the location of any
noise and visual disturbance. known bald eagle nests within one mile of the
project corridor. If necessary, a special provision
regarding the protection of actively nesting birds
will be included in the bid package.
fRemqvaI rc])ft)r!parlan habitat that m?g’ be fuset;j Ejs If power lines are constructed or modified, they will
oraging habitat or movement corridors for ba be raptor-proofed according to MDT policies.
eagles, lynx, grizzly bears and gray wolves. . ] L
Re-planting or supplemental planting of riparian
vegetation.
Possible fish mortality and temporary BMPs and erosion control measures will be installed
displacement of fluvial Arctic grayling individuals and maintained throughout construction.
if present due to sedimentation as a result of Conditions of the SPA 124 notification will be
work in and near water bodies. adhered to.
A special provision will be included in the bid
Human activities at construction sites and package to address minimizing the potential to
construction personnel camping sites could attract bears and other wildlife to the project area
attract bears. during construction.
Air Quality
Construction Temporary construction impacts would include Contractors will be required to adhere to all state

short-term increases in fugitive dust and mobile
source emissions from construction equipment
and traffic delays.

and local regulations and to BMPs to minimize
fugitive dust and mobile source emissions. To
minimize the amount of additional vehicle
emissions, a construction traffic control plan will be
developed to limit disruption to traffic.
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5.0 Selection of Preferred Alternative

MDT proposed improvements at ten locations on National Highway (NH) Route 50/ US
191 between mile post (MP) 32 and MP 70 in Gallatin County, Montana. The net length
of proposed construction within this 61.2 km (38 mi) long project corridor is 9.7 km (6
mi).

Based on the Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening EA and the summary of public
and agency comments and responses, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has
selected the Preferred Alternative, which is described in the attached EA. Figure 1 shows
the safety improvement locations of the Selected Alternative.

Proposed safety improvements include turn lanes, slope flattening, widening of shoulders,
improving clear zones, improving site distance, new and upgraded guardrail, and two
bridge replacements. The locations of these safety improvements are summarized in
Table 3.

The Selected Alternative achieves the purpose and need for this project as described in
the attached EA.

The Code of Federal Regulations, 23 CFR 771.119 (i), states; “If, at any point in the EA
process, the Administration determines that the action is likely to have a significant
impact on the environment, the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
will be required.” No significant impacts were identified due to the proposed project, and
therefore, the Preferred Alternative was selected for this project. The impacts of both the
Selected Alternative and No-Build Alternative are summarized in Table 1 of this document.
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Figure 1. Proposed Safety Improvement Locations
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Table 3. Proposed Safety Improvements and Locations

Site Milepost (MP) Proposed Improvement
Red Cliff Area 41.5 e Left turn lane (southbound)
¢ Widen shoulders on both sides
« Upgrade/new guardrail on east side

Section House Area 43.1-44.1 « Slope flattening on both sides
* Upgrade guardrail on both sides

Big Sky Area 45.0 -48.4 * Roadway reconstruction

 Bring curve up to standards for super elevation
o Two-way left turn lane

o Four right turn lanes (southbound)

» Widen shoulders on both sides

* Bridge replacement at West Fork Gallatin River
« Upgrade/new guardrail on both sides

Jack Smith Bridge Area 49.6 — 49.8 « Slope flattening on both sides
* Upgrade guardrail on both sides
Karst Ranch Area 55.3 e Left turn lane (northbound)

¢ Widen shoulders on both sides

* Upgrade/new guardrail (southbound)
Moose Creek Area 56.2 e Left turn lane (northbound)

¢ Widen shoulders on both sides

« Upgrade guardrail (southbound)
Swan Creek Area 57.3 e Left turn lane (southbound)

¢ Widen shoulders on both sides

* Bridge replacement at Swan Creek

* Upgrade/new guardrail on both sides

Greek Creek Area 58.3 » Opposing left turn lanes

¢ Widen shoulders on both sides

* Upgrade/new guardrail (southbound)
Storm Castle Creek/ 64.9 - 66.0 o Two left turn lanes

Castle Rock Inn Area o Slope flattening (northbound)

¢ Widen shoulders on both sides

* New guardrail (northbound)

Spanish Creek Area 67.9 -68.1 * Widen shoulders on both sides

« Upgrade guardrail (northbound)
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Appendix A
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FORMAL PUBLIC HEARING
STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544
Gallatin Canyon — Slope Flattening/Widening

A public meeting for the Gallatin Canyon — Slope Flattening/Widening project was held on
January 10, 2006 at the Ophir School Gymnasium beginning at 7:00pm. The meeting was
tape recorded and transcribed below.

Transcription
GALLATIN CANYON EA
PUBLIC MEETING
CN A544
Ophir School Gymnasium ~ Ophir, MT
January 10, 2006
WELCOME

I would like to thank you all for coming tonight to this very important meeting. My name
is Charity Watt Levis. I'm the Public Information Officer for the Montana Department of
Transportation. This is a Public Hearing to present the Safety Improvements that were
evaluated in the Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment and get public comment on
this project. It is very important to the Department of Transportation that we hear your
questions and your concerns on this project because you are the people who use this
road, you know this road, and it is insight you have that helps us find the best solutions
for your needs and for the state of Montana.

Before I get started I would like to start with some introduction so that you know who is
here and who you need to talk to. Jeff Ebert is our District Administrator. Joe Olsen is
the Engineering Services Supervisor. Lorelle Demont is our Transportation Commission
Secretary and was at the door and greeted most of you. Ross Gammon is the
Maintenance Chief for this district. He is who you call when you have a problem with the
road maintenance. Roger Schultz, Dennis Dietrich, and Barry Brosten are all engineers
from MDT. From the Federal Highway Administration we have Jeff Patton. From David
Evans and Associates we have Laura Meyer and Debra Perkins-Smith. I would also like to
take this opportunity to see if we have any of our elected officials in the audience, please
identify yourself — Roger Koopman and John Vincent.

The agenda for tonight is that Jeff Ebert is going to give the project history. Then Laura
Meyer from David Evans and Associates is going to give an overview of the NEPA process
for this document. Joe Olsen will go over the actual safety improvements. Then we will
have the public comment period where we open the meeting up to have you go on record
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for your comments or things we may have missed or not addressed or any concerns that
you need to bring up. We will limit those comments specifically to this project. I know
there are a lot of issues on this road that are on your minds but during the public hearing
we would like restrain those to this project in particular. I would like to ask everybody to
please make sure you have signed in for the record. Then also I want you to know that
this meeting is being recorded. It will be transcribed as a matter of public record. So
when it comes time for the public comment we will ask you to identify yourselves because
it helps us with the transcription. Then those comments will be addressed formally in the
Environmental Assessment. Before we start with Jeff, I'm going to turn it over to John
Vincent who has an announcement to make.

ANNOUNCEMENT - John Vincent, Gallatin County

Because the meeting tonight is primarily concerned with the Environmental Assessment
and comments in regard to the project, today I contacted Jim Lynch, Director of the
Department of Transportation, and Col. Paul Grimstad, the Director of the Highway Patrol.
They have both agreed to work through Scott Meyers, who spearheaded the Gallatin
County safety effort, to come back down here to Ophir School, probably within the next
month and hold a Town Hall Meeting such as the one tonight specifically to take your
comments on what you think should be done in regard to the road and the patrolling of
the Gallatin Canyon. So they will be here to specifically address those canyon safety
issues in a town hall meeting in the very near future. I encourage you to attend that. I
know there might be some flexibility tonight to address some of those concerns, but that
meeting will be held primarily to talk about the safety issues a lot of which have received
some attention in the press recently. So through Scott Meyers, he will send out the usual
notices when that meeting is going to occur and we will come back here and do it again.

ANNOUNCEMENT - Charity Watt Levis, Montana Department of Transportation

On more announcement before I turn things over to Jeff. There are copies of the
Environmental Assessment back on the table by Lorelle. Please feel free during the
course of the meeting if something comes up and you want to look at that document, you
may do so. So with that I'll turn things over to Jeff.

PRESENTATION - Jeff Ebert, Montana Department of Transportation

Good evening. Thank you all for attending this meeting tonight. I appreciate your time
and energy coming out tonight to talk to us. Before we get into the specific details of the
project, I want to go over a little bit of the project background of the Gallatin Canyon
Safety Improvement Project.

It was first nominated back in 1996. The intent of the project was to address safety
locations that are depicted on the boards up here (referring to graphic). The initial
estimates were in the two million dollar range. The project was identified under our
Safety Engineering Improvement Program. The Safety Engineering Improvement
Program looks at high accident or high crash locations statewide. Those locations are put
into a database and the intent is to determine what is the best fix to address the crashes
that are occurring at those locations. Then they are “benefit costed” where you look at
the cost of the repairs versus the cost of the crashes that are occurring, i.e., the property
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damage, injury accidents, and the fatalities that may be occurring with those crashes.
The projects are ranked from one to however many show up in an individual year. Then
the projects are selected with the highest cost-benefit ratio, then they go down the list
until the money is exhausted. So like I say, this project was identified back in 1996 and
approved.

We went ahead and programmed it for preliminary engineering in July 1996. Basically the
project consisted of US 191 beginning at reference post 32 and proceeding about 38 miles
north to the end of the canyon — starting on the southern end at milepost 32 proceeding
north to just as you come out of the canyon which is about milepost 70. As we
proceeded through the project development, in 1997 the project was split into two
phases. We had identified some low hanging fruit, some easy locations within this
corridor that we could do fairly quickly. Then there were some other locations that
required acquisition of right-of-way, moving of utilities, and some fairly serious
environmental issues, and that is what kind of drove us to doing the Environmental
Assessment.

The first phase of that project was estimated in 1997 to be in the neighborhood of
$620,000, and phase two was about $2.2 million. So the cost went up by about $.5
million once that project was split into two phases and we got a little more of an idea
about the actual work needed to be accomplished.

In May of 1999, as we got further into project development, it was determined there were
two structures that we were going to need to widen in order to put in the two-way left-
turn lanes and/or some of the slope flattening. The first one is at the West Fork of the
Gallatin River right as you come into the Big Sky turnoff. That bridge would need to be
replaced rather than rehabbed or just widened. Then also the structure at Swan Creek
would also need to be replaced. That actually added a fairly significant cost to the project
and we went ahead and did that as far as the estimate goes.

In 1999, phase one of the first project was completed for the cost of $670,000. That
project consisted of some slope flattening, repair of bridge rail upgrades, signing,
delineation, and installation of turnouts that are out there right now. The second phase
of the project included the addition of some turn lanes, slope flattening, widening of
shoulders, improvements of the clear zone, improving sight distance, and some more
upgrade of existing and new guardrail to be installed.

After 1999, we began doing some survey work roughly over 1999-2001. We had a public
informational meeting in June of 1999. We also had another public meeting in 2002. As
a result of those two public meetings, it was determined that we needed to proceed into
an Environmental Assessment. So in 2003, we went ahead and hired the consulting firm
of David Evans and Associates to do the Environmental Assessment for that. During the
time we hired them, we were also doing preliminary geotechnical studies, some hydraulic
studies, and some coordination with some other state and federal agencies.

When it was decided to start doing the second phase of the project and when we started
looking at adding the additional bridgework, the estimated cost of phase two went to $6.2
million.

Montana Department of Transportation A-3



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544 Finding of No Significant Impact

The purpose of an Environmental Assessment and the reason we have to get into that is
because in order to do final design we have to have an improved environmental
document. The sites we have up here right now (referring to graphic) are still in a very
preliminary stage. We need to come in and get the public comments from you tonight
over the specifics of those locations. So with that I'll turn this over to Laura to actually
talk about the Environmental Assessment, then I'll come back up and go through the
detail of the individual projects.

PRESENTATION — Laura Meyer, David Evans and Associates

Introduction: Thank you, Jeff. I'm just going to give everyone a quick overview on what
is called the NEPA process or the National Environmental Policy Act. That is the process
we've been working through on this project. There are five basic elements of NEPA.

The first thing is the agency has to consider alternatives. So in addition to whatever build
alternatives the agency is considering, they have to also look at the “no action”
alternative or doing no improvements at all.

Secondly, they have to identify and examine the potential environmental impacts of what
they are proposing to do. Additionally, they look at mitigation measures to minimize
those impacts.

The third thing is that they have to coordinate with other agencies. In this project area
there are a lot of natural resource concerns, so MDT has been collaborating with the
Gallatin National Forest, Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks, US Fish and Wildlife Service,
and a lot of other agencies to get their concerns about this project.

The fourth thing is they have to do public involvement. They have to inform the public
about what they are proposing to do and then they have to consider the public’s input
while they are developing their alternatives.

Finally, the agency has to document this whole process and that is what this
Environmental Assessment is about. You've got to document the impacts, document how
you involved the public, document that you coordinated with all these agencies, and wrap
that up into one document. So that is what we just released a few weeks ago in this
Environmental Assessment.

NEPA also requires that you establish a purpose and need for the project. That kind of
helps guide the process, helps clearly identify what the agency intends to accomplish, and
why they need to accomplish it. As Jeff said, this is a safety project and it was initiated
because of high accident rates in this corridor. The established purpose of this project is
to provide a transportation facility that improves the safety of travel on US 191 between
milepost 32 and milepost 70. Two of the primary needs that were identified for this
project were (1) to address the problem of rear-end vehicle collisions, and (2) to address
the problem of off-road and over-turning crashes. All three of those types of accidents
were identified as having a higher average or a higher rate than the statewide average for
similar roads in the state.
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So, based on this purpose and need, MDT identified ten specific areas in the corridor
where safety improvements are needed. Joe Olsen is going to discuss what MDT is
proposing at these ten locations next.

As Jeff already mentioned, MDT has already done two public meetings for this project
where they have gotten input from the community. Some of the major topics that were
identified at these meetings were shoulder width, lack of turn lanes, pedestrian safety at
the bridge at Big Sky, passing lanes, turnouts, signage, and traffic signal at Hwy 64,
commercial truck traffic, and speed limits.

So the first three: shoulder width, turn lanes, and pedestrian safety at the bridge, are all
covered in this project and Joe Olsen will go over those specifically. Jeff also discussed
that there is another project that will be evaluating concerns about speed and signage
and some other issues. The remaining three: passing lanes, turnouts, and commercial
truck traffic were not addressed as part of this Environmental Assessment. Passing
Lanes: MDT got kind of mixed input from the public on what was needed there.
Expanding turnouts was a problem due to the environmental constraints in this corridor.
Commercial truck traffic — MDT just doesnt have jurisdiction and cannot restrict
commercial truck traffic on a federal highway.

So, in addition to all this input from the public, agencies were coordinated with and they
had a completely different set of issues they were concerned with. They are more
concerned with the impacts to natural resources in the corridor as a result of doing these
types of improvements. So MDT has taken all of this into consideration, public input and
agency input, and developed all these improvements that will be talked about tonight.

Obviously, there is going to be some benefits from these improvements: both vehicle and
pedestrian safety will be improved, traffic flow will be improved, and also access to
properties along the corridor will be improved. But there are some negative impacts and
those are mostly due to natural resource impacts. We've got a lot of wetlands adjacent to
this corridor as well as wildlife impacts and things like that that will occur as a result of
doing these improvements. MDT has collaborated with landowners and agencies to work
out mitigation measures to try to minimize these impacts as much as possible. All of
these things are documented in the Environmental Assessment.

The next step needs to get input from you on this Environmental Assessment. Comments
can be given here tonight during the public comment period which is going to follow this
presentation. You can either give comments verbally or there are comment sheets that
you can fill out and turn them in here at the meeting or you can take them home, fill
them out, and mail them in. An additional option is the MDT website. MDT website has
the Environmental Assessment actually available for review on the site and you can also
submit comments on the Environmental Assessment through the website. In addition to
the website, you can take a look at the document here tonight or it is available at several
locations: here at the Ophir School Library, the Big Sky Post Office, the West Yellowstone
Public Library, and three locations in Bozeman: the Bozeman Public Library, MDT offices,
and the Gallatin County offices.

So, what is MDT going to do with this input? They are going to take all of the input they
receive by January 27", which is the deadline to submit public comments, and they are
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going to review it. Based on the input they get, the information that is presented in the
EA, the impacts and the alternatives, could be refined based on the input MDT gets.

So, once all the input is in and MDT has taken a look at everything, if they find that
significant impacts have been identified, then they would actually have to go to an EIS,
which is a higher-level environmental document if they wanted to proceed with this
project. If no significant impacts are identified, then MDT moves on to what is called a
FONSI, which stands for Finding of No Significant Impact. That is the document where
you actually can see what is going to happen — what is the alternative that is going to be
implemented. So once that document is completed and FHWA signs it, then the public
will be notified that it is available.

So that is about it for the NEPA process. As Jeff said, then you move into final design,
right-of-way acquisition, and then construction. So that is NEPA in a nutshell. Now I'm
going to hand it over to Jeff Ebert who is going to be taking about the specific
improvements in the corridor.

PRESENTATION - Jeff Ebert, Montana Department of Transportation

Thank you, Laura. I forgot to mention a few things to you earlier, so I'm going to do that
before I get into the specifics of the locations. First of all I want to touch on is other MDT
work that is being looked at in the corridor. In addition to this project we have a project
that is going to be done between reference posts 57 and 61 (referring to graphic). What
we have here is some locations where the guardrail is being undermined by the river and
some erosion coming off. We are going to try to put in some erosion control and
riverbank stabilization to the tune of about one million dollars. That work will probably be
done about the same time as this contract will be let probably during the 2008
construction season.

In the immediate future, there was meeting here at Ophir School in December where
Scott Meyers, Rep. Roger Koopman, and several individuals within the Big Sky area met
with the public. There was also a meeting with our Director and several individuals from
the department and Rep. Roger Koopman to talk about some quick things that could be
done in the interim. There was a commitment to do a speed study in the corridor. One
of the things we wanted to do with the speed study is determine if the current speed was
appropriate and what effect there might be with the addition of some signage. That
speed study was done last fall and we do have that information. Last week we put up the
variable message signs, one at the beginning of the canyon and one up here at Big Sky.
Our intent is to come in next month and do a second phase to that speed study and see
what effect those variable message signs are going to have on the traveling public as they
proceed through the canyon. While we are doing that speed study, we are also going to
look at the signal warrant at the intersection of US 191 and Big Sky Road. As a part of
our safety project and also as part of some development that occurred, there was a signal
study done several years ago and it showed at that time and this was before a lot of this
area has really taken off, that that signal was not warranted. We have committed to go
ahead and take data when we are doing the speed study and look at that intersection
again for the possibility of a signal. Once we do that data collection, we will come back
and look at it, look at the warrants that need to be satisfied in order to put in a signal. If
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it doesn’t warrant it at that time with the ski traffic coming up, then we are also going to
commit to come back and look at it again. Then we are going to commit to do it again in
the spring when the tourist traffic comes up. So we are going to try and really look at
that intersection and determine whether or not there should be a traffic signal placed
there.

The other thing we are going to try and do in conjunction with the variable message signs
is to also install a “your speed is” sign. It is a sign that gives you information as you are
driving toward it as far as how fast you are proceeding. Once those signs are installed
and we contemplate that they will be here by the end of January or first of February, we
will install those signs and then see what affect the speed has with those. The intent with
“your speed is” signs is not to find out how fast somebody is going. We are going to
have it set so that once you get over what the speed limit is, it is going to say “you're
going too fast”. We are not going to see what the record is for coming into the canyon or
going out. I don't think that is appropriate.

The other thing we are going to do is in the spring we made a commitment to install
centerline rumble strips in the no passing areas and curves. One of the areas that we've
found and from the comments we've received and from other states that have done this,
is there is an affect on motorcyclists using the roadway with those. So in passing areas,
we will not install rumble strips down the centerline but we will look at putting them in
the no passing zones and the curves.

Those are kind of a listing of other projects that we are going to be doing and looking at.
John Vincent mentioned Director Jim Lynch, and Col. Grimstad from the Highway Patrol
are going to come in and have another public meeting to talk specifically about speed. So
with that, I'm going to start speaking on the work we are doing at the individual locations.

Up here right at the beginning (referring to graphic), in the middle here is a kind of south
to north depiction of US 191. We start down here at reference post 32 and then we
proceed to the north and the project ends at milepost 70 as you come out of the canyon.
Each one of the locations on here is also depicted specifically. I'm going to walk through
them fairly quickly. I would invite you to come up after the presentation if you have
specific comments or have general knowledge of those locations that you can pass on to
us, that would be great and very much appreciated. The other thing we did, I mentioned
about the bridges going up and their costs, we have split phase two of this project into
two projects. We are looking at doing approximately six million dollars worth of work in
2008 to coincide with that erosion control project I mentioned earlier, and we are going
to be looking at locations on this map that are a dark black, then the locations that will
come up at a future date that we don't have funding for right now but will hope to try and
secure in the future, are kind of a lighter gray tone and I'll talk about those specifically.

Red Cliff Campground: This would be on the south end of the project (referring to
graphic); the first location is the Red Cliff Campground and will involve the installation of
a left-turn lane. This would be the north portion and this would be south. We would
start the left-turn lane at this location (referring to graphic). The widening that is
required at this location also requires the installation of a Gabion wall. A Gabion wall
simply speaking is a basket of rocks that is installed next to the roadway and the roadway
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is built out over the top of that. We will put that Gabion wall for a distance there and
then the left turn lane will be through the turnoff into the Red Cliff Campground.

Section House: The next location proceeding north would actually be a little south of the
Big Sky turnoff. This is the location called our section house. Again in the south direction
proceeding north we will be doing some slope flattening through that curve on the east
and west side of the roadway there.

Big Sky: The next one up is right at Big Sky and it involves about 3-1/2 miles of work.
Again starting north and proceeding south we will start with a left-turn lane going in the
south direction. We will also have a right-turn lane going into Big Sky itself. So there will
be a right-turn lane for those vehicles proceeding southbound — a dedicated right-turn
lane for them to slow down and get out of the main line of traffic. We will also have a
left-turn lane starting on the other side of the intersection and going down through the
development that is occurring through there. It is a two-way left-turn lane and it allows
the motorists making a left-hand turn to get out of the stream of traffic so they will not be
an impediment to the traffic and lower the chances of rear-end accidents that are
occurring through that corridor there. Again Ophir School area, which is down in here, so
we are actually going south to the intersection that distance and then go north just
slightly with that two-way left-turn lane through there. Again through all this
development there will be a continuous left-hand turn lane and an addition of a right-
hand turn lane into the Ophir Creek loop and also into just next to Buck T-Four. Also in
order to do the turn lanes, where the West Fork crosses underneath through US 191,
there is going to be a new structure put in there so we can do the widening for the turn
lane and also for that right turn lane. Plus, there will be a reinstallation of the bike path
that was installed under that.

Jack Smith Bridge: Now we are going north — the Jack Smith Bridge, we are going to do
some slope flattening on the east and west side of the roadway near to the south of the
bridge for about two tenths of a mile there.

Moose Creek: The next location is Moose Creek left-turn lane and also the Karst Ranch
will be the installation of a left-turn lane into the Karst Ranch and also into Moose Creek
Campground.

Swan Creek: This is where we are going to replace another one of the structures. This
one is going to involve some installation of some Gabion walls for the widening. This will
be another left-turn lane into that Swan Creek turnout. The widening will require the
installation of these Gabion walls for the widening that we are going to do there.

Greek Creek Campground: Again the left-turn lane there and some more Gabion walls
will be placed along there to allow for the widening that is going to go in there and also
back up in here (referring to graphic) for that left-turn lane that is being done there.

Squaw Creek: Milepost 65.2, there will be a left-turn lane installed at that location.
Again, there will be some additional Gabion wall to accommodate the widening along that,
then a left-turn lane in this location right here (referring to graphic).
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Castle Rock Inn: Reference post 66, there will be some slope flattening done in that
location.

Spanish Creek: We are looking at putting the typical through there, reconstructing that
curve, doing some slope flattening at that location.

Again, I ask you to come up here afterwards because it is a little tough for you to see but
if there are some specifics you want to let us know about, we invite you to come and do
that at the end of the presentation.

Project No. 1 of Phase 2 is a six million dollar project and it will include work at what we
call the section house (referring to graphic). It will include the work at Big Sky, the
bridge replacement, the Jack Smith Bridge area will be done under that first project. The
Swan Creek area will be done under the first project. Then the last location is the
Spanish Creek area and that will be done under the first project.

The Red Cliff Campground, the Karst Ranch, Moose Creek, Greek Creek, and Squaw
Creek, and Castle Rock will be the project done under Phase 2 Project No. 2. That work
is estimated to be $3.2 Million.

I went through that fairly quickly, but that is the end of our presentation. Now is your
chance to come up here and give us all the good comments we need to hear. In order
for you to be clearly heard, you need to speak into the microphone. Charity will bring
that to you so you don’t have to come up here and stand next to me, although I would
like the company. So with that, I'll open it up for your questions. Thank you very much
for coming tonight.

QUESTION/COMMENTS

Com: (Jerry Fishel) I live here in Big Sky. I have a couple of suggestions. One would be
to put reflectors on the centerline of the highway. I've seen this done in Florida
and other places. It defines the lanes and it will define the left-turn lane. These
reflectors will be helpful for people staying in their lanes. The second suggestion
is: In the park they have a system where they measure where the animals cross
the road, and we've all seen that. Would it be possible to set up a timing system
on these large tractor trailers such that we can measure the time that they go
through the canyon? In other words, they would carry some kind of a radio
transmitter chronograph indicating what time they went in and when they came
out, and if it turns out that the average speed through the canyon is excessive,
identify them and give them the proper reprimand or whatever fines might be
appropriate.

Com: (F. Craig Barber) I come up and down about 60 times during the winter for
teaching skiing and things like that. I live in South Cottonwood Canyon. I'm
amazed that we have a bridge at Lava Lake, which is around milepost 60, a
curved bridge that is very narrow and the freeze thaw is much more tricky with a
bridge. The same thing at Swan Creek - that bridge has a curve in it. Two or
three years ago there was black ice on that slight curve and it made the car spin
and then there were about five cars below that also spun. So I'm hoping that if
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Com:

=

Com:

Com:

you redo the Swan Creek Bridge, you will at least make it straight. I don't think
that is technically impossible and probably very smart and if Lava Lake isn't in the
scheme now, it should be fixed in the future because that is just like a funnel.
Just this past week I saw three extra-wide commercial trucks with huge dump
trucks on the back of them with no blinking light car in front. One of those could
not squeeze through that bridge if someone is coming the other way. So you've
got some serious hazards there. Thank you.

(Roger Cantwell) I've been up here in the canyon for about 20 years and I take
care of all the white crosses throughout the canyon here. I have a suggestion — 1
know the white crosses are doing a lot of good but I think instead of the white
crosses maybe we should put six-foot skull and crossbones painted on the
blacktop either in white paint or florescent orange. Nobody has mentioned mile
marker 37 called dead man’s curve. I think something could be done about that.
There are six white crosses right there. Thank you.

(Jerry Wortman) I just have quick question — has this project been fully funded?

(Jeff Ebert) Phase II of Project No. 1, the locations that included the bridge at Big
Sky and Swan Creek, that project we estimate to be about $6 Million. We feel we
have enough funding in our kitty to do that work in 2008. The other three
locations that amounted to about $3 Million, we don't have funding for right now.
That is the cost estimate to do what we feel, based on the preliminary information
we have right now. Once the Environmental Assessment is complete, we can then
go into final design. Our friends from Federal Highways do not allow us, nor do
the folks in NEPA do not allow us to do final design until that environmental
document is done. Until we can get that process done, technically those are still
fairly sketchy estimates. The work probably could be a little bit more or a little bit
less. We will adjust it based on that budget.

(Charity Watt Levis) Before we go on, I know everyone has a lot of questions and
a lot of suggestions that are general safety suggestions. During this public
hearing at this point, we would really just like to hear your comments about what
was proposed tonight. We’d also invite you, and I know there is a lot to digest if
you haven't gone through the Environmental Assessment, and there may be a lot
of things you may not be familiar with, but if you have comments after the
meeting or after you've reviewed the Environmental Assessment, you have the
opportunity to submit written comments as well. Then after the formal hearing is
closed, all of the staff will hang around here and answer questions should things
come up specifically that you have on your mind.

(Linda Allen) My husband and I live four miles south of the mouth of the canyon,
which is where the last four people died. We live here at Big Sky as well. We've
been driving the canyon quite frequently daily for the last ten years. I'm an
advocate of lowering the speed limit in the canyon to 45 mph. I think a number
of these projects, which are proposed for safety reasons, disappear if people
aren’t going too fast. It is not just too fast for winter conditions, it's worse in the
summer. So if you haven't given a thought to lowering the speed limit, I think you
should. It is the only thing that is simple, obvious, immediate, practically free, and
insures that drivers will have better control of their vehicles.
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Q: (Ian MacConnackie) I'm a new resident of the canyon, about seven miles north.

Com:

The Gabion walls that are the caged rocks, are they going to be set down into the
river to expand the shoulder that you putting the turning lanes in at Red Cliff and
Swan Creek? Are they going to be into the river?

(Jeff Ebert) The Gabion walls that we are going to install will be put adjacent to
the river. We can't put them into the water because there are Corps of Engineer
restrictions on that. Again, the environmental document that we are doing tonight
will help drive how close, but the intent is to put them adjacent to the riverbank.
So there will be some excavation putting in the Gabions and building the slope up
from that.

(Ian MacConnackie) I didn't catch the woman’s name over there, but this is in
reference to the obvious. The speed limit in the canyon — why is that listed as one
of the last proposals in this project? You mentioned that you are going to address
that later in phase three. Wouldn't that be the primary goal of a safe stretch of
road? When that speed limit was increased from 55 mph to 60 mph, where are
the statistics backing up the increase in accidents? These are all real basic issues
for a lot of people who live around here. 1 for one believe that a reduction in the
speed limit wouldn't necessarily mitigate these proposals you have. Turning lanes
are great idea but ultimately speed kills and if anybody has lost anyone to a traffic
related accident, they can attest to that. I just want to know why it is at the end
of the agenda.

(Jeff Ebert) This was one of the things that came up at our December meeting.
The speed limit was very much on your minds. I'll grant that you are passionate
about it, but I'm passionate about our project and we need to stick on that, I'm
sorry. Our Director and the Col. of the Highway Patrol committed to doing
another meeting where you can come and voice those concerns. I don't have the
data here tonight to say whether or not it is better, worse, or indifferent. I'm just
not prepared to talk about that at this time. The engineering we do is to deal with
the geometrics in the canyon and those are things we deal with. The speed limit
issue I know is foremost in your minds, but that is going to be talked about at the
next meeting, and I would just like you to hold you passion until then, please.

(Ken Morton) I've been a full-time resident for 28 years here. Will any private
property be taken for this project?

(Jeff Ebert) Thank you for bringing that up. That is a very good question. Yes, at
some of the widening and slope flattening locations there will be the potential of
that. I mentioned that at the beginning when I talked about the two safety
projects. The first one didn't involve any right-of-way, the second one does.
Again, because we cannot go into final design, we don't know the specifics. But if
there are locations up here, I want to hear from those folks. I think the best way
is to come up afterwards and talk to us if you've got specific questions about your
property. It might sound like I'm blowing you off and I'm not. I really do want to
know that kind of information because that will drive how we can design this and
fit that work within that. Yes, there will be some right-of-way required.
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Q:

Com:

(Dorothea Jude) I would like to know when the traffic light would be installed.
Would we have to wait until 2008? How does it affect the speed limit leading up
to a traffic light?

(Jeff Ebert) Because we can do that work independent of this work, obviously
there needs to be some coordination because we are going to be doing some
widening with that. But as we proceed into that, we can make provisions to go
ahead and try and install that signal if it is warranted prior to this work being
done, it is a lot cheaper. Traffic signals run in the $150,000 to $200,000 range.
That's a lot of money too, but that is easier to find than $6 Million. We can try
and do that beforehand. The speed limit, by putting a traffic signal in, we will look
at that. Those of you who drive Huffine Lane know when some of those traffic
signals were placed in there, we had to go in and lower the speed limit. To lower
somebody from 65 mph on Huffine, then have them stop at a signal that is just a
crash waiting to happen. So I think it would affect the speed limit at least in that
Big Sky area both north and south of the turnoff.

(Tom Butler) I'm with the Highway Patrol out of Belgrade. I don’t want to start
the speed limit tonight, as Jeff said, but one thing I would like you to keep in mind
when you are discussing this tonight and it goes directly towards the
environmental issues they are talking about. We can hang whatever we'd like on
a post for a speed limit in this canyon, but we have to be able to enforce it. That
involves widening the highway out and giving us some room to do something,
which goes right towards the project, right towards the environmental issues, and
all that is part of this. At another point we will talk about the speed limit issues,
but while you are commenting on this, everybody needs to understand that all the
problems you folks have driving up and down the canyon, we also have the same
thing driving up and down the canyon and if we don't have room to come up there
and enforce the speed limit that is in place today, then, we won't have room to
enforce a lower one. That is going to take some widening. So, keep that in mind
when you are talking to the department officials after this meeting or with your
questions now. There is going to have to be some widening happen in this
canyon for law enforcement to come up and do some good to help solve some of
the problems.

(Wayne Lee) I'm a resident of Big Sky. Relative to the signal, it took me about
three hours to find a signal that would comply with federal standards. There is a
company in Ohio and it would cost $20,000. We keep saying we need studies,
hearings, meetings, and reports on — a little bit of action and a little less study
would go a long ways. The other thing is looking at this project where you have
your widening and your cut bank laybacks; I believe a rumble strip in the sidelines
would do far more good than what you are proposing. I've worked on highway
projects for a good portion of my life, and you're two foot widening of the existing
shoulder is a sliver fill which is the most expensive thing you can do in the form of
construction. So your bang for your buck, from what I'm seeing on this project, is
extremely low. To me if you would have done better studies going into it, you
could have prioritized where you were spending your money and come up with a
whole lot better result for the dollars spent.
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Com: (John Leeper) The black ice in the canyon is an enormous problem. Although we

Com:

Com:

have thermometers on our cars, it often doesn't tell us if we are approaching an
area that is shaded. You may think you don't have black ice, but you do when
you hit it. I'm wondering if it would be possible to get some solar signs that
actually take the temperature in some portions of this canyon so we’d know when
we are coming up whether we've got a black ice situation or not. I know there
are some portions of the canyon where you can spin out and a lot of people have,
and it is amazing that we haven't had more fatalities on some portions of the
canyon. So I could almost personally pick out some of those areas where you do
spin out but if you could get a solar sign in there that gave the temperature so
that when people are coming around, they’ve got a good idea whether it is frozen
or not.

(David O’Connor) Big Sky. Jeff, I know we are trying to keep this to the EA, but
as you addressed some of the commitments that the Dept. Director and the
Highway Patrol made, when we had the meeting here in December it seemed like
there was a loud and clear desire from people to not only do the things you've
mentioned, but also to mark any turnouts that we have to advise slow traffic to
use them. I'm curious as to why that didn’t make the list?

(Jeff Ebert) It did make the list and I forgot about it. I'm sorry. Part of the study
we are doing and I know you don't like studies but you have to study these things.
David is talking about several turnouts that are out there, but for us to advise
people to pull off into them and then get back out into the traffic, we may be
causing more crashes than we are preventing. By that I mean we ask somebody
to come off the roadway, pull into the turnout, and they’ve got six or seven cars
behind them, they need to be able to pull out to where once they get back onto
the roadway they are not creating a hazard to themselves or to other cars coming
up behind them. So that too is going to be looked at and we are going to provide
additional signing to notate where those locations are. Thanks for reminding me
about that.

(Bob Donner) The question of law enforcement on speed limits came up awhile
back. When you were talking about the signs that show your speed, it seems to
me that it might be fairly simple if somebody is going over the speed limit to put
on a video and take their picture, and the law enforcement could take place
somewhere else without having to widen the road.

(Amy Davis) I live in Gallatin Gateway. I have one question about the relationship
between this study and the study that is about to be done on the Gallatin River to
determine if it is an outstanding water resource. Has there been any
consideration of the affect that study and a possible determination that the
Gallatin is an outstanding water resource might have on your judgment of the
significance and severity of the environmental impacts caused by the construction
and the changes made in the roadway? Can someone address that?

(Laura Meyer) Yes. To answer your question we were aware that the Gallatin was
nominated as an outstanding water resource. It hasn't gone through the process
yet, so it hasn't actually been designated. We did coordinate with all the agencies
that regulate water resources and water quality issues. So we've been working
with them to stay within all the regulations that currently apply to the river. That
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Com:

is all documented in the Environmental Assessment. If at a later date, the
situation changes, then maybe the actions that are taken will change. But that
would have to wait until things are formalized in that process. We did work with
all the agencies that regulate water quality to ensure that we've minimized
impacts to the river as much as possible. That is why a lot of the suggestions,
improvements, widening and things like that are so restricted in this corridor
because MDT is trying as much as possible to stay out of the river. There has
been a lot of documentation already about the affects this roadway historically has
had on the Gallatin River. It is listed as a water body on the 303d list, which is an
impaired water body. So we've definitely been going through the process that is
involved in protecting the river as much as possible.

(Amy Davis) What is the projected time for completion of the outstanding water
resource study?

(Laura Meyer) I don't know the answer to that.
(John Vincent) The 2007 Legislative Session.
(Amy Davis) So that would be before this actual construction would occur?

(John Vincent) Gallatin County Commissioner. I believe the projected time frame
is to allow the next Legislature to decide whether or not they are going to
designate the river as an outstanding water resource. So DEQ is now doing the
environmental document on that project. It has been funded. So it will be up to
the next Legislature so it could be as far as a year from this April before the
Legislature decided whether or not the river is going to be designated as an
outstanding water resource.

(Amy Davis) Well I'm just wondering if there were a FONSI that occurred before
the determination on the outstanding water resource?

(John Vincent) I really don't think that it would make a difference because the
outstanding water resource addresses source-point pollution and I believe that
would not impact construction that is needed to complete this project.

(Amy Davis) I would like to make one other quick comment. I don't think it is
proper to separate the issue of lowering speed limits and improving enforcement
of speed limits and other traffic rules like don't cross a double yellow line. I don't
think it is proper to separate consideration of the impacts of those kinds of
changes from consideration of the safety impacts of making the changes, which
are being proposed tonight. You have a chart that says “summary of impacts”
and then there are two columns. One is the no build alternative and one is the
preferred alternative. But we don't have a lower speed limit increased
enforcement alternative to consider. I think it ought to be considered at the same
time.

(Laura Meyer) I wanted to remind everybody again that this is part of the public
hearing and the comments that come up tonight will be addressed in the
Environmental Assessment. If we don't answer them or we don't address them
now or we don't have the answers, they are on record and will be addressed in
the Environmental Assessment.

Montana Department of Transportation A-14



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544 Finding of No Significant Impact
Q: (Susan Hellier) Can you tell me where we can get copies of the preliminary

designs for a specific area?

A: (Jeff Ebert) The project is actually being designed in our Helena office. A
gentleman by the name of Jim Davies is doing the design work. Roger Schultz
back in the corner is the design supervisor. Are you looking for a phone number?
Jim Davies phone number is 444-6227. He would be happy to give you what we
have so far.

Q: (Rick Allen) I think I've gotten the message that we are not discussing speed limits
and enforcement tonight, so rather than challenge you as most of the folks in the
rooms have done and would like to do, I'd like to clarify a few things for the
record. I think it would be useful to know why speed limit and enforcement was
not made a part of the planning. Whether that is a policy of MDT, a state law,
someone’s opinion, and specifically whether Evans and Associates that performed
this study was told not to factor those matters into the equation or whether they
simply operated on the assumption that the speed limit and enforcement would
not be changed?

A: (Jeff Ebert) Good question. We will have to get back to you on that. That is
something we need to address. I'm going to give you an answer by saying
engineers like to do things on the road because they feel the engineering is what
drives the fixes that are out there. Human factors, speed limits, are beyond our
control as engineers other than when we do our studies to determine speed limits.
There is an engineering principal out there when setting speed zones, and I didn't
want to go here but I'll touch on it, the state law says that we have to do an
engineering study in order to affect speed limits. The engineering study that the
department does is based on the industry standard, which says that you should
set speed within the 85" percentile. Part of the studies we do is collect data and
look at what motorists are driving the conditions that are out there, then you set
the speed according to what the 85" percentile is doing. You can adjust that
speed usually down based on what is determined to be the pace. The pace is a
ten-mile increment of where most people are traveling within that band of speeds.
One school of thought says that if you set a speed too low, (1) it is tougher
enforcement — as Tom mentioned, engineering-wise it is not feasible; and (2) you
get aggressive drivers, who come up behind somebody that might be going that
speed, and they do things they shouldn’t such as pull out and make a pass in a
location that is not safe. So balancing that — we don't feel as a department that
you can simply come in and just lower the speed limit. It is not going to have the
same fix as is out here. With that being said, I invite you to come and talk to our
Director and the Colonel of the Highway Patrol because that is beyond my
expertise as an engineer.

Q: (Ben Bulis) When you go ahead and acquire right-of-way, do you purchase the
property or do you just take it over?

A: (Jeff Ebert) Acquiring of right-of-way, we are required under federal statutes and
do an appraisal to appraise the value of the property at current market values
within this area. It is going to be based on what property is selling for in this area
and through the corridor. Remember we are next to the river and it is pristine and
such. We are going to have to pay current market value. Where the take comes
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in is when we don't agree on a price based on the market value, the department
through eminent domain, has the ability to acquire that land and pay the market
value to that individual as compensation for that land. If we don’t come to an
agreement and we go to court, we deal with the judges on that.

Q: (Ben Bulis) Acquiring the land, do you put that in the preliminary cost estimate for
the project?

A: (Jeff Ebert) Yes, we've guestimated an amount. But again we don't have the final
limits, so it is our best guess. We constantly update our estimates. We just went
through an effort last fall and updated all those costs and looked at inflation and
projecting it out to 2008 when the construction will occur. So we added three
years for inflation. It is our best guess.

Q: (Anne Marie Mistretta) I live here in Big Sky. I have a question about whether or
not you plan to install emergency telephone systems along the road. If not how
will timely information, urgent information, get transmitted to law enforcement so
they can change those variable message signs to say something other than
“winter conditions drive safely, thank you”? I'll give you an example, December
14™ driving at 1:30 up canyon to Bozeman past mile marker 51 — I do realize that
there are agencies that do not agree with feeding the Bighorn Sheep salt, however
MDT for all intents and purposes is feeding salt to the Bighorn Sheep, and there
were about five of them standing and feeding right smack in the center of the
road. Three hours later at 4:30 I was driving south, those same sheep were
standing there eating and the light, of course, was getting very bad. By that
point, people were taking the law into their own hands, parking their cars and
running south in the canyon, up to a quarter and a half mile, to flag trucks to slow
down. If we can't get information out of that canyon to people who can change
those signs such as we needed the night the high school bus sat for almost one
hour because we could not get information out of that canyon to families. We
haven't done what we need to do to improve this road.

Q: (Ruth Lott) I'm going to follow right on the same idea. In this 85" percentile, they
are not factoring in black ice and sheep in the middle of the road and that seems
to me to be environmental. So there is no way speed is not part of the
environmental process here and it just has to go in.

A: (Jeff Ebert) Could I get back on your comment about the variable message signs?
To get information on those variable message signs our crews drive up and down
the canyon on a periodic basis and in fact when storms are occurring they are out
there constantly. They have the ability, with their radios, to radio messages back.
The intent, with the variable messages signs, is that we are going to get set up to
where our section people have the ability through their computers in their offices,
to change those signs to whatever is necessary. For example if there was a crash
at mile marker 60 and the road was closed, our intent is to get that information on
the variable message signs and provide good information so that we can assist in
cutting the amount of time people have to sit and wait. So yes, we have that
ability right now and we will sue it now that those are out there.

The telephone comment — what we've found is that it becomes a cost benefit
issue. How many do you put out there? If there is a crash, what is the likelihood
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that the crash is going to occur right next to that phone? It is not very likely.

How do you space them, how many do you space, and how do you find out how
many phones are affected by vandalism? You bring up a point, and we’'ll look at it
and see. I'm not ruling if out right now but I'm just telling you some of the costs
involved in doing that might not be worth the benefit. That is a good question
and a good comment.

Q: (Anne Marie Mistretta) Laura said you are working with the FWP, and I realize this
is infrastructure, but could someone be working with FWP to be sure that they
understand the sheep are on the road eating the salt that they won't feed to them
up mountain from the road?

A: (Jeff Ebert) That is one of the things we will coordinate with and one of the things
we are finding with the types of materials that we are using out here, if it causes
other issues we will look at that and see. It may be that we have to discontinue
the use of that. We are going to look at it and we are going to address it with this
project.

Q: (Kevin Germain) I have a question for either David Evans and Associates or
Commissioner Vincent. This gets back to the question earlier about the
outstanding resource water. I know there is a lot going on with the Gallatin right
now with the TMDL study and the Outstanding Resource Water Study. Is there
anything with the outstanding water resource designation that would preclude or
take away some tools from MDT for widening the road, with the Gabion baskets as
well as any sort of bridge realignment that we should be aware of?

A: (Jeff Ebert) When that TMDL issues came to be a federal court judge in Missoula,
Don Maloy, issued a restraining order against the Department of Transportation
and shut down all projects being let that were within that area. I would hope, and
I think the work DEQ is doing is hopefully going to get us ... because that was
byproduct to us. Any projects that were near those waters, we could not let to
contract. I'm not an expert on TMDL's but that was what happened when it came
up before and I suppose there is that threat again. Our intent as state
government is to address those issues and to make sure our project isn't a
hindrance to them meeting those requirements for that.

The other thing, in order to do the construction, there will be some permits that
have to be issued from the Department of Environmental Quality — 124, Section
404 with the Corp. of Engineers, then the contractor also has to get some permits
too. So that whole thing will be addressed when we get down to actually doing
the construction.

Q: (Kevin Kelleher) I live at milepost 54 in the Karst area. Specifically on the bridges
I have three questions. The measurement of the old bridge at the West Fork is 54
feet, the new proposed bridge is 88 feet in length, the width of the old bridge is
30 feet, the new width is 76.8 feet. Would it be prudent or possible to get that
stop signal in before construction begins on the bridge? Which direction would
that bridge be widened — towards the river, towards the main Gallatin at the
confluence, or will it be widened to the west of the West Fork?

A: (Jeff Ebert) Those are going to be final design issues that we are going to have to
address. Again the EA looked at what those tentative impacts could be. Before

Montana Department of Transportation A-17



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006
STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544 Finding of No Significant Impact

we do that we may have to tweak the width and length of that as we proceed to
final design. Right now I can't specifically tell you how far either way — those are
a final design issue that will come up as we proceed.

Q: (Kevin Kelleher) The EA says it will keep the same center line, so that would lead
me to believe the distances would be split on each side. The most important thing
is the right hand turn lane into Big Sky. Right now it is a dangerous situation if
you are driving south and you have a lot of traffic turning into Big Sky. I watch
locals every day pull out in front because I'm going further south towards Bucks T-
4. The other thing I didn't notice in the EA and maybe it will be in the EIS, but
there is nothing about noise abatement. Specifically, noise ordinances against the
use of Jake brakes, non-muffler vehicles including motorcycles, at all in the EA. It
is become a particular problem not only on US 191 but also on Montana 64 with
the empty gravel trucks coming down the mountain and using Jake brakes all the
way down. Will noise abatement be addressed in the EIS?

A: (Jeff Ebert) Yes it will.

A: (Laura Meyer) As far as Jake brakes and other things like that. Those are
restricted by local ordinances. MDT has no control over those types of things. As
far as federal noise studies, MDT is required to do a detailed noise analysis if you
are going to be adding lanes, or adding travel lanes, or shifting the alignment of a
roadway. This project doesn’t do any of those things so it doesn't meet the
requirements of a project where noise assessment is needed. So noise was not
considered an issue in this project since none of those things are occurring.

Q: (Kevin Kelleher) But wouldn't that be addressed in an EIS? I know it needs a local
ordinance but because there is no local government here, we can't pass an
ordinance against the use of Jake brakes and other loud vehicles. I know the
State of Montana, through the Highway Patrol, can enforce the muffler-less
vehicles and situation like this, but it is definitely an environmental impact in the
canyon and should be looked at as the amount of traffic increases especially heavy
construction traffic.

The third issue regarding the “use slow vehicle” signs, Highway 12 along the Lolo
River in Idaho is far more dangerous than this road. They have a 50 mph speed
limit and every single turnout is posted that slow moving traffic must use vehicle
turnouts when delaying four or more vehicles. I lived here and worked on this
project for a long time, we go back 25 years asking for those signs to alert tourists
delaying traffic to use these pullouts. I have to disagree with you as far as the
safety issue of them coming back into traffic. When I go home to my home at
night I'll use the new Portal Creek pullout if I've got a lot of traffic behind me as a
matter of courtesy so that all the traffic behind me doesn't have to stop when I
turn left into my home at milepost 54.7. So I would strongly suggest that you put
the slow vehicle turnout signs as a very high priority in this project.

Q: (Phil Holbrook) I've lived a mile south of Karst for 28 years. I help Roger with the
white crosses and many of those are the result of single vehicle accidents because
of the design of the road not because people speeding or people avoiding
someone else. It is because the road design fools the traffic and by the time they
realize they need to slow down it is too late from some of them. We have many
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crosses and we've had many people go off the road in these places. I think your
engineers should address every one of those crosses. Take a look and try and
find some background on what happened in those accidents.

Q: (Trilly Calendar) Big Sky. Just following that up, with the history of the road and
the number of the accidents that have taken place there, it would seem from an
engineering standpoint you guys could analyze where the most dangerous areas
are or have been historically. Iimagine that is essentially why you have what you
have here. Has there been any consideration for any sort of dividers dividing
traffic in those areas where you've had those types of problems which would
potentially eliminate any sort of head-on and maybe some of the more severe
types of traffic accidents that have taken place?

I have a clarification question as well. T want to be sure I understood that the
study you have proposed for the signal at 64 and 191 is really separate from all of
this and could happen well in advance of 2007-08 construction project.

A: (Jeff Ebert) I'll take your last question first — yes we can look at doing that. Again
we have to coordinate with the widening we are going to do — the widening
brought up by Kevin Kelleher.

The second issue you brought up having to do with the dividers. That was
actually brought up to me just the other night. One of the things that was
brought up was a K-barrier. I've been an engineer for 20 years or more and I
don’t know what a K-barrier is. The other thing that was talked about was a
Jersey barrier. We do use Jersey barrier, which is a concrete that is placed down
the medians in a lot of interstate highways. The department has not used the thin
slats as explained to me as the K-barrier anywhere in the state. That is something
we can further look at as this project progresses.

A couple of comments or concerns: (1) How much do you put? Do you put it just
in the curves, or throughout the whole thing? That is another obstacle that can be
struck and cause crashes. I'm of the opinion without further information, I feel
like that is more detrimental because there is more instances of it being able to be
hit. The other thing is (2) what about people who need to make left-hand turns
out of those if it is continuous? What about wildlife crossing through that area?
Those are issues that we are going to have to look at. We will put it on our list of
things to study and look at as this project proceeds to final design.

Q: (Kevin Barton) Big Sky resident. Is there any review of 64 as far as separated
turn lanes at the intersection of US 191?

A: (Jeff Ebert) Yes, we are looking at doing that. I think the geometrics are that we
are going to have a dedicated left-turn, a dedicated right-turn, and then there will
be three additional lanes where there is only two right now.

Q: (Greg Fields) I live at the south end of the project at mile marker 32 at the Elk
Horn Ranch. I want to know how come you think Red CIiff instead of mile maker
39, which is the dead man’s curve, and you've got all the traffic at the Corral and
Rainbow Ranch and people going in and out of there and I don't think that is on
there? I have a laundry list of questions for all these different things.
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Com:

Com:

You say you are looking at little road strips in the middle of the road, how does
that affect the snow plows when they come through and it builds up on that? You
are talking about a concrete barrier and snow builds up on that. All that is going
to be more hazardous than just a straight road that is open so they can come
through and clean it up. They do a pretty good job right now. You add that and
it is going to mess it up worse. To go back to using the turnouts — I drive big
trucks, horse trailers, stock trucks. You want me to go ... I can barely get that
thing going 45-50 mph. You want me to slow down, turn off, and start up again?
I'd be going 15-20 mph for another mile or two, and you want me to turn off
again? It will take me two hours to get out of the canyon. That is just crazy.

(Jeff Ebert) This is the first time I've heard about dead man’s curve. I apologize
for not knowing everything there is to know about this area. That is something
we can look at. It is my understanding that these locations were identified back in
1996, and we do this on an annual basis. So I'll look into that at reference post
39?

(Greg Fields) I see this all the way down to Buck T-4 (referring to graphic), I don't
see a lot of white crosses through here. This is a lot of rear-end traffic with
people slowing down and more inconvenience stuff. You know people get upset
over people dying like at dead man’s curve and the other day over at Spanish
Fork. That is a really flat straight area that goes into two sharp curves. That is
where people get in trouble. They are going 60-70mph, I don’t care what the
speed limit is, and they hit those curves and you can't do that curve that fast in
dry, wet, or any condition. I think personally all the emphasis should be on those
harsh curves not these straight a ways and all that crap. Harsh curves are where
people are dying not these rear-end jobs out here.

(Jeff Ebert) We will look into reference post 39.

(Ben Bulis) I had a question at our last meeting and you called it sand gravel. Is
there any way to make the size of the chips smaller that you use in the canyon
since they don't get blown off because of the wind in the canyon?

(Jeff Ebert) Ross Gammon is our Maintenance Chief for this area and I'll let him
address that question.

(Ross Gammon) Yes there is. We used to use 1/2 gravel, and we've still got some
old piles of that stuff around. We are not using that stuff anymore. All of our new
gravel is 3/8 minus and it all goes through a screen. There are other areas where
we are looking at going below that spec. So that is what we currently use —
everything is 3/8 minus. But even a 3/8" rock, if you are going 60 mph and a
truck picks that up and throws it at your window, is going to break it. I've got two
or three at home to prove it myself.

(Greg Fields) When you say that you go through a filter process for your rocks, I
see your piles built up and over the summer you have all the weeds growing on
top of it. Then in the winter you kick it out onto the road where it gets spread on
to the side, then, you‘ve got weeds on the side. I know that personally because
I'm picking those things up all the time and it is a bad deal because then it
spreads from the road into the public land onto my private property, which my
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Com:

Com:

Com:

horses and cows aren't going to eat. It just keeps spreading all the way across.
It's an environmental issue.

(Ross Gammon) Why don't you give me a call and you and I will talk about that
because we've got a heck of a weed program going? You can call me at 556-
7004.

(Lynne Malpeli) I have a question for MDT, what is the ruling on commercial
through the National Park?

(Jeff Ebert) There is a lot of controversy with the National Park Road and I don't
want to get into that because that is not what we are here for. We maintain the
road through the park but it is their restrictions as to what goes through that park
and what doesn't go through that park. We don't have control over that from and
MDT standpoint.

(Lynne Malpeli) Who would I call?
(Jeff Ebert) Somebody from the National Park Service.

(Denise Wade) From Big Sky. I have a couple of comments — one is related to the
sheep that we talked briefly about. There are three locations where they cross the
road. They cross US 191 pretty regularly and I was wondering if it would be
possible to put signage or flashing lights or something like that similar to what is
happening further south with the elk as you go through Yellowstone. They are on
those blind corners at mile marker 51 and Durham Meadows and right in there
pretty regularly in the wintertime going for the salt on the roadway. So I would
like to have that as part of the public record that I wouldn't mind seeing some
flashing lights or something warning people who don't drive it regularly that they
are frequently there.

My second comment is kind of related to speed limit and I know we are not
supposed to talk about that but I want it entered into the public record that US
191 is pretty much a closed system and if somebody is speeding and highway
patrol or sheriff is following them, they aren’t going anywhere. You follow them
until you pull them over. I don't think anyone is going to pull over and stop in the
middle of the road. There are plenty of places to pull over. There are many
pullouts. I realize that not every single spot has a shoulder where you can pull off
but I feel like I would like to see the Highway Patrol not use that as an excuse to
not catch speeders or not have any direct influence towards people who are
speeding.

(Jeff Ebert) First of all, could you state those locations and we'll look into where
those sheep are crossing.

(Denise Wade) One is by Deer Creek. One is milepost 54, another is milepost 51
to 52, somewhere in there, and another is milepost 48 or a little bit further south.
Tonight when I drive home T'll tell you.

(Jeff Ebert) Ok. We'd better move into a closing because a lot of people are
leaving. There are written forms for comments up front. Please take some home
with you and pass them to your neighbors. The last comment, please come to the
Montana Department of Transportation, Highway Patrol meeting to discuss that
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because that is something that can be done a lot sooner than our construction
project.

Com: (Charity Watt Levis) Before we close the meeting I'd like to let Representative
Koopman make his comments.

Com: (Rep. Koopman) Just a quick announcement. Some of you are on my email list.
I'm trying to have a constant update of the developments with the canyon issues.
Those of you who aren't, I just recommend that you get on it. In fact it is just not
an email list, I also mail out to those who don’t have emails. I'm trying to keep a
newsletter going so I can be a funnel of information and can provide that as I
learn of new developments. It isn't exhaustive, but it is helpful. So, you can email
me at koopman@imt.net or just give me your name and address and email
address tonight if you are not already on that. Also there will be updates on the
awareness campaign that we are trying to get started to try and influence those
driving habits out there. Thank you.

CLOSE THE PUBLIC HEARING PORTION OF THE MEETING

Charity Watt Levis: Again we would like to thank you all for coming tonight and remind
you that the staff is going to hang around after the meeting. If you have specific
questions that weren't appropriate to ask during the public hearing, we will be here. If
you have other thoughts that come up, give us a call or use the comment forms if they
specifically relate to the Environmental Assessment. Thanks for hanging in there and
staying so long.

End of transcription
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Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006
STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544 Finding of No Significant Impact

Written Comments Received During the Public Comment Period with Responses

Comment 1 Response

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES /%

AND CONSERVATION L B
BOZEMAN UNIT OFFICE —_

TANA

2275 BOOT HILL CDURT - SUTTE 110
BOZEMAN, MONTANA 59T15-T140

{206] 556-5 243
TAN: (406) 567-0726

JAN - 9 2006
Ms. Jean Riley, P.E, — I
Bureau Chief, Environmental Servibd) § &0 o SLd 1AL MASTEH FILE
Montana Department of Transportation COP
2701 Prospect Avenue Y
Helena, MT 59620-1001

January 4, 21

Be: GALLATIN CANYOMN — SLOFE FLATTENING/WIDENING
STPHS 530-1(1438 Contral Mo, A544
Environmental Assessment

Drear Ms. Riley,

Per your request we have reviewed the Gallatin Canyon — Slope Flattening/Widening
Environmental Assessment

The State of Moniana holds Ownership of the land and Minerals located below the [ow MDT will coordinate with DNRC for easements and land
water marks of navigable rivers and lakes. The Department of Natural Resources and use license, as necessary.
Conservalion {DNRC), Trust Land Management Division, administers these lands on

fof = The Gallatin River is defined as a pavigahle river from Taylor's Fork o
behalf of the state. The Gall ) i ! ) For any work below or above the Gallatin River, a

to Central Park, .‘v_’]nrl!:—ma. Within this area the ]_)Hlﬂ_l' 1.1.-".r]I require easements for bridges, Navigable Rivers Land Use License (LUL)/Easement wil
utility lines and pipelines over, below and above navigable waterways and 2 land use be required from the Area Manager of the DNRC
license (LUL) will be required for work in the river channel, Bozeman Unit.

(continued on next page)
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Comment 1 (cont.) Response

Structures that will be affected include the 35 MPH Bridge in section 13 TS5 R4E, the
Jack Smith Bridge in section 27 T6S R4E and any utility lines or pipelines associated
with them. These structures will require easements,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gallatin Canyon — Slope
Flattening/Widening Environmental Assessment. If you have any questions or comments
please contact me at (406) 556-4507 or DNRC Bozeman Unit, 2273 Beothill Court, Suite
110, Bozeman, MT 39715,

Sincerely
Craig Camphell
Bozeman Unil Manager

CC: Garry Williams, CLO Ares Manager
Jeanne Holmgren, Bureau Chief REME
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Comment 2

Response

l D JA ’*"imﬁ‘ﬁ'"m""’":f‘

? Montana Department of COPY
= [iNVIRONMENTALQUALITY T ———

F.0. Box 200901 « Helena, MT S$9620-0901 o« (406) 444-2544 + www.deq.mb.gov
RECEIVED
JAN 13 2008 January 11, 2006
BNV HEHTA
Jean Riley, P.E.
Bureau Chief

Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

0. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

Nean
Dear MsRIfey:
The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) reviewed the envirenmental

assessment (EA) for the proposed Gallatin Canyen Slope Flatiening and Widening
Project.

After reviewing the EA, the DEQ) s comments include;

2a. | O page 3-34, the discussion regarding the West Gallatin should note that in addition to

metals, runoff from highways can also include substantial amounts of sand and salt,
where heavy snowfall necessitates inereased highway maintenance activities. Sand,
sediment (silt and clays). and nuirients associated with sediments in the West Gallatin are
[actors affecting aguatie life, resulting in a slight to moderate impairment, These
pollutanis pose lang-term, continuing impacts and should be mitigated.

2a. As stated on pg 3-34 of the EA, “Runoff can carry
sediments and other pollutants and debris into streams
and wetlands, which degrades water quality”. The
mitigation measures discussed on pg 3-35 are intended
to minimize these impacts.

(continued on next page)
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| Comment 2 (cont.)

Response

2b. | The mitigation discussion on page 3-35 should note design options that provide for

I curbing that directs ranoff water to permanent sedimentation retention structures. Also,

2c the proposed bridge design at this site should eonsider design features that directs bridge
| surface runoff off the bridge along curbs, and not through drain ports that empty directly

ifitgy the river,

2d.

Similar design featwres should be considered and discussed on page 3-34 involving the

Gallatin River, and in the "wetlands" impacts section of the document, pages 3-37 - 3-45,

MDT should also refer to the “Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) Design
Considerations for Permanent Erosion Conirol Features to Reduce Sediment Transport.”
This document was prepared by a team of MDT engincers in August 2005 and notes
several design features that are applicable o this proposal.

Additionally, DEQ) suggests that wetland mitigation take place in the same watershed (the
Gallatin). If on-site mitigation is not feasible, could MDOT research mitigation either
above or below the project area on public lands within the Gallatin Hydrologic Unit code
(10020008)7

2e. |Lastly, the downstream segment of the Gallatin River below Spanish Fork (outside of the

project boundary) s also listed as impaired due to flow alteration and dewatering.
Sometimes, additional investigation finds that siltation (a pollutant and therefore
requiring a TMDL) is also an issue because of the flow alteration.

Thank vou for the opportunity to review the report, If you have any questions regarding
DEQ's comments please contact Jeff Fyan, Water Protection Burean (406-444-4626),
Robert Ray, Water Quality Planning Bureau (406-444-53319), or me (406-444-6780).

Sincerely,
N
| ow

Tom Ellerhoff
Environmental Program Manager

cc: R. Ray, DEQ
I. Eyan, DEQ)

2b. Sediment retaining structures would require a larger area

2c.

than is currently available along the roadway at bridge end
locations. Additionally, permanent detention structures
would not be feasible due to the nature of the disconnected
improvement sites of the project and limited right-of-way.

MDT’s hydraulic engineer for this project will investigate
potential opportunities to improve sheet-flow along the
bridge deck surfaces to help minimize point discharge.

MDT will follow best management practices as described
on page 3-35 of the EA.

Storm water runoff directed from the bridge deck ends to
outfall points would be filtered via natural vegetative buffer
prior to the runoff stream entering the water body.

Language to this effect will be added to Section 2.0
Clarifications to the EA in the FONSI.

2d. See responses to comments 2b and 2c.

2e. The mitigation measures discussed in the EA on pg. 3-35

would be undertaken to prevent sediment transport so that
the potential for flow alteration downstream would be
minimized. No permanent dewatering is associated with
this project.
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Comment 3

Response

Mongana Fish,
) Wildlife (R ParlGs

T
1400 South 19" Ave Hﬁﬁ%& [y
prrey EE Bozeman, MT 58718 FiTa )

F 08 & T

January 27, 2008

Jean Riley, PE.
Emvironmental Servicas Bureau Chief REC EIVED
Mantana Department of Transporiation JAN 3 0 2006

270 Prospect Ave, Box 207001
Helena, Monlana 59620-1001

ENVIRONMENTAL

Cear Ms. Riley,

I recanlly reviewed an environmental assessment (EA} from your Department for the
Gallatin Canyon Slope Flattening and Widening project, STPHS 50-1(14}8, Coniral
Mumber A544, October 2005, This is my first opportunily to comment on this propesal,
although | note that the EA includes earlier comments from cur Department contained in
letters to Laura Hunter dated July 11, 2003 and December 2, 2003, The EA addresses
prapased highway changes intended to improve road safety along about 38 miles of US
Highway 191 as it parallels the West Gallatin River in a narrow canyon betwaan
mileposts 32 and 70. . The need forthe proposed safety improvements i$ clear both from
the document and from our experienca traveling this highway on a regular basis,

As you know the West Gallatin River supports a substantial trout fishery well known to
anglers that is both ecologically and economically significant to this area, Many portions
of the EA acknowledge the potential risks of hamm 1o that fishery that the proposed
construction activities could pose, including adverse effects on channel morphology and
the potantial to concentrate and deliver increased amounts of various poliutants to
surface waters. In a general way the EA identifies appropriate safeguards against these
unwanted efiects during construction, including several references to *Best Management
Practices” that will be used during construction. Based on these acknowledgements and
asserons, | anticipate that your construction plans will include actions to reduce or
mitigate sadiment delivery, and to prevent discharges of petraieumn producs or olher
harmiul substances into nearby ditches, or to lands capable of delivering these
substances to local waterways. For these reasons | have only 2 few additional
comments o affer at this time:

(See next page)

(continued on next page)
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Comment 3 (cont.)

Response

3a. f)

3b. <)
3c. |3}
3d. |4

Iunderstand that at this level of design and environmental review many specific
construction detalls and impacis have not yet even been identified. However,
slatements such as “Culvers would be designed te accommedate fish passage fo
the exfent practicable” (emphasis mine, Table 5.2, Paga 512 of the EA) as
mitigation for fish passage effects are a concam if they are intended to mean thal
MDT will unilzterally make these kinds of decisions. Perhaps (hat is not what was
meant, but this may be an implication 1oavoid, | do recognize that most of my
misgivings aboul this type of decision-laden languags in the EA are safeguarded in
other parmit review processas, '

| did not see any discussion of intentionally engineering grades to establish settiing
ponds, wetland filters, or similar features that might reduce the amount of materials
the new roadway would deliver 1o Ihis drainage. | wonder if this raad improvamant
project might not be a good time to consider incorporating such features where
feasible? An imporant project goal should be to ensure thal the completed project
pozes no direct or persisten! environmental threat to the local watershed. Perhaps
mare could be done than Lo just rely on the assumption that the complated project
would not be significantly worse than the existing condition?

Safe angler access to the West Gallalin River is an angaing concern along Highway
191, particularly as traffic has increased so much recently with continuing
conslruction activities at Big Sky. Are thare opporiunities within the general scheme
of the proposed road safety improvements to intentionally enhance safe public
access to the River? The bridge replacements seem o offer one opportunity.
Parhaps there are others? From a fisheries and river recreational standpoint, the
replacement of two existing three-span bridges with clear span bridges is an
especially welcome improvement. | just wonder if other opportunities to enhanca
public recreational use of the area have been considerad, in addition to the road
safely improvements?

Al this tims, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is daveloping
an Envirenmental Impact Slatement (E1S) evaluating a petition to designale the
upper West Gallalin River as an Outstanding Resource Water (0 RW) under
provisions of state law and the Clean Water Act. The initial public 5COping process
for this EIS ended in lale December 2005, Since most of Lhe areas impacted by the
Gallatin Canyon Slope Flattening and Widening preposals esincide with Ihe area
uncer consideration for ORW designation, | wonder how the Montana Dapartment of
Tranzportation (MDT) is coordinaling this project with DEGQ?  In addition, it seems
that MOT should alss evaluate how the proposed roadwork will polantially effect a
recommendation to designats the upper West Gallatin River as an ORW.

3a.

3b.

3c.

3d.

MDT will provide fish passage to the extent practicable at
any drainage known to have a fisheries value. A statement
to this effect will be added to the Waterbody Modifications
and the Fisheries sections of the EA (See section 2.0
Clarifications to the EA in the FONS]I).

See responses to comments 2b and 2c above.

Opportunities to enhance public recreational use of the
area and to the River were not a focus of this project per
se because the purposed of the project was roadway
safety. However, MDT has incorporated a multi-use path
on the west side of the West Fork Gallatin River Bridge
that would improve pedestrian access to both sides of the
river. Additionally, the proposed turn lanes at the Red Cliff
Area, Moose Creek Area, and Greek Creek Area would all
provide improved access to the campgrounds, which
provide river access at those locations.

MDT has corresponded with DEQ regarding the
nomination of the Gallatin River as an ORW. The DEQ
project manager, Greg Hallsten, indicated that DEQ has no
concerns with the Gallatin Canyon safety improvements
relating to the ORW designation. This is primarily because
the ORW designation is not affected by non-point source
discharges or temporary impacts. However, MDT will
continue coordination with DEQ throughout the course of
this project.

(continued on next page)

Comment 3 (cont.)

Response
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| really_app_rcciale this opportunity ta comment on the Gallatin Canyon Slope Flallening
and Widening EA. I hope that my remarks are useful to you at this time. | look forvard
to lzarning how your project plans develop,

Please contact me with any guestions,

Sincerely, fil

L -
i
JodI T-sr{f‘nQ/
?“JP Fishieries Biclogist

06-084-5038
tohtz@state, mt.us.

C: Pat Flowers, FWP Region Three Supervisar
Bruce Rich: FWF Region Three Fisheries Manager

2
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Comment 4

(Note: Due to its large attachment, Comment 4 was relocated to page 67 at the end of this matrix.)

Montana Department of Transportation Appendix A: Comments/Responses Page 8 of 91



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening

September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544

Finding of No Significant Impact

1. We need a stop light at the corner of Highway 191 and Highway B4 to control the traffic in and out of

Sa. Big Sky. In the moming betwesn 730 AM and 8:00 AM i i3 almost impossible to make a left hand tum as

the traffic coming into Big Sky is solid. In the evaning batwaen 4:30 and §:00 PM again it is impossible o
make a left hand turn from our office 1o get onto Highway 191 or even to cross Highway 64 to go 1o the

Conoco. R
5b. |2. The speed limit should be lowered fo 35 mpg from the Big Hom Center ta the Exan,

3. Wa need a walking path an the new bridge for safety or else a walking bridge over the Gallatin River on
5c. |the right of way,

From Ruby Delzer
Insedt a calchy tag line here

Fuby Delzer
Faal Estate Agent Coldwaell Banker Delzer Raal Eslale
134 Highway 64 Uinit #1
Big Sky, MT 59716
ruby@delzers.com tel:
fa:
mobile: 406-095-4825
406-095-3029
406-223-4826

Comment 5 Response
From: "Ruby Delzer” <ruby@dalzers.com>
Tao: <mdteiscommentsgallatini@mt.govs
Date: 122272005 10:01:53 AM
Subject: Commeant on Gallatin Canyon EA

5a. MDT is evaluating a traffic light at this location separately
from this project. If a traffic signal is warranted at this
location, the design for the signal would be considered in
the design of the MT 64/ US 191 intersection.

5b. See response to comment 4b, page 68.

5c. A sidewalk is proposed for the west side of the new West
Fork Gallatin River Bridge near Big Sky.
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6a.

6b.

6c¢.

6d.

Comment 6 Response
Fram:; "Ermiest Rajala” <colrf@plus net>
Ta; amdtaiscommentsgallatingmi.gow:
Date: 122772005 65437 PM
Subject: Commeant on Gallatin Canyon EA

We comment abouwt the Gallatin Canyan US 191 project from the prospective of
having a summer home near mile marker 64 for 23 yvears.

Please try to reduce and or eliminate the commercial 18 wheelers. Those
behemaths roar by &t ar near spead limit day and night,

Lower speed limit 1o 55 between Gallatin Galeway and lhe YNP boundary.
Actually there are many curves which really are unaafe over 55 mph.,

Make laft furn lases / umoults especially batwean Blg Sky (mile marker
49} and Spanish Cresk whare there are many curves and forested aread
obstrucing vision 1o side roads

Enforce the law. We observe that a great many vehiclas with Gallatin
County license, espacially 6T, do ignor the double yellow lines,

Good Luck, Mr & Mrs EA Rajala

cC. <dpsipdeainc.com:=, <lhuf@deainc.com:=

6a.

6b.

6c¢.

6d.

US 191 is part of the National Highway System (NHS) and
therefore is considered part of the National Network of
roads. Federal regulations (23 CFR 658) do not allow
states to deny reasonable access of vehicles to the
National Network. Additionally, US 191 is a Federal-aid
eligible highway and STAA- dimensioned commercial
vehicles may legally operate on all Federal-aid eligible
highways under State and Federal law.

See response to comment 4b, page 68. The posted speed
limit is 60 mph with lower speed advisories at curves.

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EA, seven left-turn lanes
are proposed between mile marker 49 and Spanish Creek.

See response to comment 4b, page 68.
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Comment 7 Response

January 1, 2008

Jean Riley

MDT Environmeantal Services
PO Box 201001

Helena, MT 58820-1001

Dear Ms. Riley:
We located the environmental assessme ) . See response to comment 4b, page 68. Speed advisories that
butitis much too large o downioad. The major g:jrr::ﬁt?rfa!ﬂna Egﬁi‘: :ﬂ";}tﬁ%’;ﬁ;ﬁm:ﬁ a;e IO\éjver th_amt;he 60 _rgph posted limit exit on curves segments
Improvemeants concerns the speed limit. The speed limit on Highway 191 from the bridge south o} roaciayin the comeor
of G_alratm Gateway to Yellowstone National Park is too high. It should be 45 mph in narow
curving sections and 50 mph on the straight-aways , and no higher, Sixty mph is too fast for
raad conditions, weather, numerous side roads, and heavy traffic.

_ Tr_'na propozed safety improvements described in the Bozeman Daily Chronicle will
certainly imprave the road, but driving too fast and tailgating are the major causes of accidants
The r”‘“.'t change te be implemented should be to lower the speed limit. We have driven that rnéd
many times, in daylight and in the dark, and try 1o avaid it whenever possible because the
posted speed limit is too fast for safe driving in most sections. Because it is posted many drivers
will drive that fast anyway.

Smcgrer],.l. . > " *
?,",;\‘iéﬁ’xf"fj {ﬁﬂinﬂuﬂ?}{ Eyﬂm g?é.-w—-a_

Mareen and Roger Breeding
1870 Star Ridge Rd
Bozeman, MT 58715
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8a.

8b.

Comment 8 Response
RECEIVED
January 4, 2006 JAN - 6 2006
DEPT. OF TRANSPORTATION

BOZEMAN, MONTANA
Linda G. ¥rooman

P. 0. Box 10156
Bozeman, MT 39715
(406) 763-4224 d WTTE DETRICT e
Governor Brian A. Schweitzer RECEIVEM
Office of the Governor ;
M{:nta.na Stale Cﬁpifﬂ‘] Bldg. JAN l 3 23‘:]5
P. 0. Box 200801 —

Helena, MT 59620-0801 LH

Dear Gov. Schweitzer:

il
I am sure you are aware by now that four more people were killed on Highway 191 in v Jim LY
Gallatin Canyon in the last 24 hours, Tonight’s TV news stated the driver of one of the o Tomwiant
vehicles was thought to have been drinking.

I am enclosing some articles regarding drunk driving in our area and an editorial about a
solution for Highway 191, We have lived off of 191, three miles north of Gallatin
Canyon, since October, 1997, and have witnessed the inerease in traffic and had near
misses with speeding and/or drunk drivers. [ have given a lot of thought to what could
make the highway safer,

It is my opinion that we have three things in play here; 1) The speed on the road is too
high, particularly in the Canyon; 2.) The Big Sky growth and building boom adds
hundreds of vehicles moming and evening to the construction sites; 3) Driving while
drinking is considered part of the culture here and not much is done legally to change that
idea.

The cheapest and fastest “fix” is to lower the speed limit to 45 or 50 mph and to strictly
enforce it. The money that the MDOT plan would cost could easily pay for enough
highway patrol to be permanently assigned 24 hours a day to the highway,

A second road needs to be built over the mountains to Madison County. This road is
necessary to help relieve traffic on 191, as well as an exit in case of a serious emergency
such as a wildfire or earthquake. Part of Big Sky is in Madison County, but Gallatin
County seems to shoulder the brunt of its impact. Perhaps Madison County would
actually house some of the hundreds of construction workers that drive to and from Big
Sky every day.

8a. See response to comment 4b, page 68.

8b. The current project is to improve the safety of 191 as it as
it traverses Gallatin Canon. Alternative routes therefore
were not considered as part of the project.

(continued on next page)
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Comment 8 (cont.)

Response

2.

8c. | Semi truck traffic must be rerouted to the Madison Valley, or on the Interstate system,

where a lot of people here believe it is legally supposed to be.

An “outside the box™ idea: Make Big Sky its own county, perhaps including the area

8d.

south to West Yellowstone. Big Sky's population is not totally made up of “deep
pﬂckf_ﬁs," but if the part time, seasonal residents were taxed in proportion to their impact
and size of their buildings, it could help make Big Sky self-sufficient, The traffic would
be reduced on the highway. Examples: a high school would eliminate school buses and
private cars with young drivers. The county services that require trips to and from Big
Sky (planning, plat approvals, voting) would be eliminated. Tt would become a real town
with services and shopping so trips to Bozeman would not be necessary for essentials.

8e | The MDOT plan is interesting in that is doesn't address the speed limit at all. As T've

written to you before, they are only interested in moving traffie. And to all the eritics of a
lowered speed limit who say, “It is the slow drivers who are the problem,” I believe the
slow drivers are the ones who have a sense that they are driving the safe speed, not the
too-high posted speed limit.

Thank you for all of your concern and help in this matter.

Sincerely,
EA sy, )
- Linda G. Vrooman

Ce: MDOT /

Gallatin County Commissioners Bill Murdock, John Vincent, and Joe Skinner

8c. See response to comment 6a.

8d. The project is to improve safety in Gallatin Canyon. This
proposal is beyond the scope of this project and MDT’s
authority to implement.

8e. Thank you for your comment. See response to comment
4b, page 68.
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Comment 9

Response

A question, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us" web page.

Action Item: Comment on a Project
Submitted: 01/09/2006 10:36:59

Project Commenting On:  Highway 191

MName: Alan A. Wanderer, M.D.
Address Line 1: 2055 Morth 22nd Ave., ste # 1
City: Bozeman

State/Province: MT

Postal Code: 59718

Email Address:
Phone Numbaer:
Fax Number:

aw@@aacmt.com
406 582 1111
406 582 1112

Comment or Question:
January 9, 2008

| am a resident and physician in Bozeman. My family has a condo
in Big Sky and my son and son-in-law travel almost daily to Big
Sky to work on information technology projects. | am writing to
your organization to present my views on the need for safety

improvement for higway 191.

This highway has become an major safety hazard because of its
intrinsic swerving 2 lane roads, increased traffic and frequent
bad weather conditions. Our family has been increasingly
concernead about the safety problem which affects all individuals
who fravel between Bozeman and Big Sky.

Conseguently there is a need to make some immediate and long
term improvements for this highway, Roger Koopman has some good
ideas on how to improve human behavier with improved signage and
reduced speed limits. However that will not entirely solve the

problem as there is also a need for structural improvements in

the road.

The following are queries that | would like an answer to;

9a.

1. Why can't the department install thin strong (metal or other
material) barriers separting each lane? The barriers could be

installed initially just in the areas with the most frequent
accidents. They would not have to be continuous so thal persons
could tum around if necessary.,

9a.

Installing barriers to separate opposing lanes of traffic
would be considered a measure to reduce head-on
collisions. However, it can also pose safety concerns
because the barrier itself is an obstruction that could be hit
by vehicles. As discussed in Section 3.2.3 of the EA,
head-on collisions are not an issue in this corridor. Also,
such barriers would further hinder animals as they cross
the road, which is a safety concern for motorists as well as
the wildlife. This measure also makes it difficult to perform
maintenance on routes such as this that require frequent
snow removal. Therefore, this type of barrier was not
considered as a measure to improve safety on US 191.

(continued on next page)
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Comment 9 (cont.)

Response

9b.

2. Why can't the department construct more turnouts for slow
traffic elc? The turnouts that are there now are not adequate in
numbers nor is there adequate signage indicating there presence.

9c.

3. Why can't the departmeant also install barriers to prevent
vehicles from falling into the river?

9d.

4. Why can't the department install solar lighting along unsafe

9e.

of.

stretches of the road?

2. Why can’t the department ask the state and county police to
enforce speed limits and to monitor open alcohol beverages in
cars of construction people who travel back to Bozeman at the
end of the day,

If the answer is cost, then the depariment neads to create a
referendum for the Gallatin County and ask residents if they are
willing to create a bond to pay for improved safety on this
highway. Another alternative is to be creative by installing

toll booths at both ends of the highway that would reguire
drivers who use this highway to pay their share of the cost.
Additionally an added property or sales tax in Big Sky and
Gallatin County might be a third alternative to pay for this
project. Gallatin Counly's economy is very dependent on this
highway and | believe most residents and businesses would sea
the value for imroved safety of this highway.

In summary, | hope your department understands the need and
gravity of this situation and will find immediate creative
solutions to improve the safety of highway 181,

Sincerely,

Alan A, Wanderer, M.D.

9b.

9c.

9d.

9e.

of.

The primary purpose of the existing turnouts in this corridor
is to provide stopping points for recreational access.

These turnouts are not intended to serve as pull-offs for
slower traffic and may not meet the design criteria to be
designated as such.

Due to the additional impacts associated with expanding
existing turnouts and implementing new turnouts in this
corridor, turnouts are outside the scope of this safety
improvement project. However, MDT will complete a study
of existing turnouts later this year to evaluate the size, sight
distance and signage associated with the turnouts.

Guardrails exist throughout the corridor as necessary to
prevent off road and overturning crashes. As discussed in
Chapter 2 of the EA, new guardrail and/or upgrades to
existing guardrail are proposed in all ten of the
improvement areas for this project.

Solar mechanisms have been implemented previously and
have not been functional in the canyon due to insufficient
sunlight.

See response to comment 4b, page 68.

These options have been considered but are not included
in this project for reasons described above. While cost is a
consideration, it was not the deciding factor. A local bond
issue is for the County to address and is outside the
jurisdiction of MDT.

Montana Department of Transportation

Appendix A: Comments/Responses

Page 15 of 91




Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening

September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544

Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 10

Response

Mentana Department of Transportation % MASTER FILE

Comment Form L‘_@;“f

~ Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)
and proposed safety improvements

Public meering dare and time: 7 pm on Tuesday, January 10, 2006
Location: Ophir School Gynmasivm
locared 1.5 miles south of the US 191,/ MT 64 intersection at 45465 Gallatin Rd

You are invited to make your comments on this form and leave it with the meeting officials
o take it with you and mail it 1o Jean Riley at MDT Environmental Services, 2701 Prospect

Avenue, F.O. Box 201001, Helena, MT 59620-1001 by January 27, 2006.

e submitted online at warw.mdt.mt eov/pubinvolve,/eis ea.shiml or by

by January 27, 2006.

1

Coraments may als
fax at (406) 444-7245
Please indicate your name, address and affiliadon (if any) below. Thank you for your interest
comments on this project. Feel free to use the back and/or additional sheets of paper if

an
Naome and address: \.]Ohéar\ 6;;10'
50645  Gallawn 779 B
_ Gallahn Galeway | iNT 59725
b Mol - BA5-HITE  or  dob- 995 4579 w
Comments: [-9-04& over The
We hue just nprth of e Jack Smoin Br.dee Arem,(g;fi?f .
' T Bredge

Wher  We e dn:urr'nﬁ North on {9/ o pur home
we  oftern have o v(‘oma to o complede Stop  because
of oncpming -Haé{—;s i the Sowth beund lane. The
Luvpe & fcE before et C!'rfu-u_eway dorn 0# ,;5_______
Ver __Other  npethbewnd dewers have
L G]["Hjlcu {4 ‘film-t, 5-.‘-3__13.«-3‘;, W her “they Jee  ouv sor ¢
blinker ,l’r-unh—} . Thers are s _A-F:Imll hies ‘ll;f_l.(:_l'l[lln’.nj eff at

o wler

Hhis arep . THS biconme havsh  in both swimner

This location was not identified as a high accident location and
therefore is not within any of the proposed improvement areas.
MDT will continue to monitor this section of US 191 for potential
Safety Engineering Improvement Programs in the future.
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Comment 11

Response

11a.

11b.

11c.

11d.

11e.

A guestion, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us" web page.

Action tem: Comment on a Project
Submitted: 01/10/2006 16:26:22
Project Commenting On:  US 191 sludy based on death toll

Cormment or Question:

| am unable to attend the meeting on the US 181 study but would
like to offer some comments as a professional driver and manager
of Karts Stage's airport shuttle service to Big Sky and WYS.

1. Make the lower speed advisories on curves ihe spead limit

rather than advisorias.

2. Make the speed limit the same day and night for all vehicles.

55 would make sense from the mouth of the canyon te WYS for sake
of consistency and safety. Lowering the spesd limit in an of it

self isn'l necessarily going to make 191 safer,

3. In my opinion profassional drivars are not the problem on 191
in the canyon and up to WYS. Tourists, especially in the winter
who drive much slower than the posted limit cause most of the
problems. It causes locals to make unsafe passing decisions
because of the slow traffic, If slow traffic used turn outs to

let tarffic by it would help significantly. Signs posted

requiring vehicles to use turns outs if there are 6 or more (as

an exapmle) vehicles behind them or they will be cited may help.
Is there an existing law that requires cars to yeild the
right-of-way when they are impeding traffic by driving too slow?
If not perhaps we neaed one.

4. Improve sanding especially on known corners and shaded areas
that are frequently cover with "black ice”. Overall the crews

due a great job in the canyon and they know the problem areas.

Thank yvou or the opportuniy to provide recommendations for
improvements on 191 batween the mouth of the GGallatin canyon and
WYS. Mike Connell, Karst Stage 556-3544 - mike@karststage.com

11a.

11b.

11c.

11d.

11e.

See response to comment 4b, page 68

See response to comment 4b, page 68

See response to comment 9b

Yes — There is a State law (61-8-311) that pertains to
minimum speed regulations. The law states that “the
operator of a slow-moving vehicle behind which four or
more vehicles are formed in line shall turn off the roadway
at the nearest area where a sufficient and safe turnout
exists in order to permit the vehicles following it to
proceed.”

Sand is easily blown off the road by traffic and requires
repeated applications. The MDT Maintenance Department
is very aware of the winter road conditions in the Gallatin
county and appreciates your comment about them doing a
good job overall.

Montana Department of Transportation
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Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544 Finding of No Significant Impact
Comment 12 Response
From: " Lake1" <lake@3rivers.net=>
To: <mdieiscommentsgallating@mt.gov>
Date: 1/111/2006 11:40:40 AM
Subject: Comment on Gallatin Canyon EA

Gentlemen: | find the suggestions concerning the travel safety of 191 to be well stated. | drive this
canyon everyday to work and know the hazards quite well. One issue that | don't think has been
addressed is the speed signs marking curves. A 45mph limit on a curve may reflect the speed you can
travel on a "good" day, but this does not apply to an snowpacked, icy road. Maybe during the winter these
speeds should be reduced. | have always believed in "driving the conditions " of the day. Many don't think
that way.

See response to comment 4b, page 68.

Thank you for your time.

Barb Canode
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Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening

September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544

Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 13

Response

.—-utuggn:.lppmpdﬁ o I||.n. T 5T¥ l'_|_13“_.
"MASTER FILE
Montana Deporfment of :"rcnf.':ﬂnr;:.-,x\__n l i
Covrwnenf Form B s --":E:] F‘i‘r

Gallafin Canyon Environmenfal Assessment (EA)
and proposed safety improvements
Pubbic messing date and times 7 pm oo Tusesadag, Jamuacy 10, 2006

Lieanom: ‘L"F'hl.l: Echoal ':':i:.:nlll:-ll'.'li
locuted 1.5 miles scath af the 115 1918 T &4 inremsectice st 45465 Galladn Bd

Wiom are mvited o make youe conrrmends on this foem and lisree it wich the meercin e s ictals
ar take it with you and |11-'I|J 1L B2 'I in Faley ai MOT Erwisansnental Sepvi cas, 37010 Prospece
Avenue, PO, Box 201001, Helena, BT S5620-1001 by January X7, 2.

Lomments may alsa be submitted online ot wew.cgltmt oo pobicralve fde_ea sheml o by
Fux ar [(406] 444-7245 |'\-'|- _|:I.I|l.|:-|l.'l|l ET, NG

Please indicate yoar name, address and affilagon GF uny) below. Thank yoa far your inszsese
i cormureEnts an s et Feel free to use the b rk g/ or additos |5,| -\.|II'\-'H n paper It

l'l"!.l'-ﬂ-:-l'.l'
Mame and ad'dress: E{lﬂi‘; ar
S Iy (st Laus
_ G aT e Ly M SFT3L

Cornrmenis:

‘-J:]f- Mesy, Sreplisar AT Ivroncsereen) a8
M+ oy —=— hlaw)

——

See response to comment 5a.
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STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544

Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 14

Response

tdontana Degartment of Transperk m{: 15&5 '{ E:R FIL
Comment Farm 1 [ Upi

Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)
and proposed safefy improvements

Public meeting date and time: T pan oo Teesday, January 1, 20046

locared 1.5 miles soth of the 18 1900 64 intersection st 45445 Gallatia Bd

Avenne, Jl,l B M1

Camments meay alse be submined coline a0 smrs pdrant g
fax ar (406) 444-T245 by January 27, 2006

Thank yea Bar pour |

i, ackdreses ;||'-'| al |
e or 14-.1 tional shees of

Please indicane *
arsd oomments ot

N EEEALT.

eodect. Feel free we uie th

e g oodress: C.k-:“ n}r.J 4 I....L!' rE M fi I'i&&'l"".l.‘" G5~ Q
Hhioo Eal I\..‘.‘t'[r-.r'} Moad

; h—mjl' S e -

hu‘: ﬂu 'l"'.l'l_ L L

1

T o
TV

14a. _L-I;u._ e Passic ﬁ__uw nh s — wi1s Now!
14b. lowsa _‘:‘;_m_u_; Lot WNew L

14c. ﬂ ];:. Pl iﬁ Bl £ "'_'?i_&}_—_ﬂﬁ‘.‘[_ﬂg_

14d.

E;I.‘:'i..'_l_ \-L'LL'LL J‘;—"' _I*I"llll ) -Il'n"—"—-l} ID-" '|‘-\|-_-| !._.r'\=

Loy L] ﬁ.-"*ll.’jk
21900 0

14a.

14b.

14c.

14d.

Past experience indicates that long stretches of “no
passing” create a pent-up demand to pass and when the
caravan of vehicle reaches a passing zone this pent-up
demand can result in risky decision making on the part of
the drivers.

See response to comment 4b, page 68.
See the public hearing transcript page A-16— response to
question from Anne Marie Mistretta regarding emergency

phones.

See response to comment 4a, page 68.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 15

Response

“crere] rrambar A |

Prmedt e Crlaia Cansr Eanimsaic
R : - et e i s dn e
Ay dvand snd Tl porfote | i _:'::-rn. IL 5|'-|_|_. S04

Montana Department of Trarspevkatian 1HM ﬁl-%-;E R FIT.,E

Camment Farm EU F"*!F |

EE e RIS |

Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)
and proposed safefy improvements
Tublic meeting dare and time: T par oo Twesday, January 10, BiE

|.i.'||.'.lru|1.' ':.-.lphil. ::.I'.III'-II l:-lg.'lll'.._l-iu.-n
lescared 1.5 miles gouth of che U8 191/M7T &4 intagsectica &t 45465 Gallatin Rd

Woun ant Invited oo make PO COMINENTS a1 thiz foen and leave it afth the CEEIE0g officials
oF ceke 1 with yoa and mail ic I.l.l_l'..l!l Ril-.',' ar MOT Eowircesnental Service s, 2701 :‘r'5|'\.¢.'|
Avenue, PO Beox 201001, Helena, BT 59620-1001 by Jamuasy X7, BHibh,

Crmenenes miay Elso be sobmimead caling ar worsy, mdt e gon /' pabismrdee feie_egahienl or by
fiax at (406) 444-7245 by January 27, 2006, '

PFlease indiczie your mme, addrezs and affilizdon [if any} helow. Thank wou for vouor inserest
and cammenss on this praject. Feel feee 10 vse the back and for edditiocal sheets of paper if

neCeaTy. P .. -
Warme aad address; ;’:"I-ﬂfqﬂ';ff ,a":x Gfﬂ?f -
.-qhw]rl-'ll-‘:,éﬁ“’i'f'ﬁdle" b & HDH I T,
55 597/ L

Comments: r . N
- FI"“J i - - s 4 [
Whe  fae {Su bultar T Follsutr
7

I}muu do 0T 18 Thsm,

—

R‘\-. E :;.ﬂﬂ"":':' \--I,.iyﬂﬂ:{&l;j-’j- {:"'_.-"-"':u'_." :?l.' '. ﬂf_:_.-"':gf:

See response to comment 9b.

Montana Department of Transportation Appendix A: Comments/Responses

Page 21 of 91




Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006

BT LV ARG e e onlar

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544 Finding of No Significant Impact
Comment 16 Response
EvESS = e

Camment Farm

fdantang Cepariment of T-:r;n:,r_'u_'m.;i : Fh r:”—j

Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)
and proposed safefy improvements

Public meeting date and dme: 7 pm an Tuesday, January 10, 2006
. Lacarien ':"i':'\lu ol (i:u'lll'lla."-\...l:l
lecated 1.5 miles south of the US 191/ MT 64 intersection ar 45465 Gallasin Rd

endal S l.<<'|||r$|.4.
'.h"]'lnua.n 27, 200k,

“emments may dso be sitnetbed ooline st o mdsne g pubimeobee feis_ea, g o by
fam a1 (204G l=-|1 245 '\-l._r'|r'|la.r-\. 27, 2l

Please indicate your name, sddress and sfiilis
and comments o this project,  Feal fres ioo
nedE .

Home and oddress: 'i_:__é‘g!_uﬂ_.' o
Fov Jéopas

n (if oy belaw, Thamk sou for
the ||||-::-|- ar pdditocal shee

Carmmenis:
16a. " ?II ""—Z‘("'Jﬁ"f syt | Lace e v e 4!"“"1"*‘ tate 16a. Highway 64 is outside the project limits and therefore this
}lﬁ{m—% -?ﬂ»ﬂ‘iw-:q'_-fn !'_La. ot s o oa .c.u._r_.-ef ﬁ/ﬂ_ﬁ-ﬂ is beyond the scope of this project.
ﬁ““"i_;&ﬂ /
16b. m‘——hﬂﬂﬂ“*{hf v Ao T “'"-ﬂ'g‘-i;—ff Tt 16b. See response to comment 5a.
.-'.wd':*.u.i L NN QP e _b‘.':‘-au'y. LR f‘i’mﬁm,{{q

_,.[‘z,_ﬂ b Y alen o W Train ..E',"'q...f_m.._.-‘.&_‘_.,.,, d"i.___.a.a.f 5
_.-"In.d-.-.-, e st Sk g s _..f:_;_.fzﬁ-': Tre ol A e

fo 2l Lol ,,_J. A sl
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 17

Response

Conrtred mamber A4

= # = .;_-- Frope: namee Calas Lt Csmmmamic
— = Avesevel oo prapaed e o
ey ageard sl geiots e PeqoxDETFHE

Montono Deparfment of Tronsporfation r['ﬁ.ﬁgTEH F
Comment Forrm )
I | | __COPY
Gallalin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)
and proposed safely improvements
Public meedng dies and tme: 7 pm oo Tuesday, [an ary 18, 2004

Locariare Dwpldr Schoal I'_'.-_..'._'n;,;.i.:._'\;
bacated 1.3 inlls south of the US 191, MT 64 intersection ar 45465 Gallasn Bd

Tiou &t ievited o make your comments on this fomm end lesve i with tihe meeting officils
or ke it ezl you and mail ic o Jean Riley ar MDT Environmental Ser ki, 27071 Prospect
Avenue, PO Bo 201001, Helena, BT 596201000 by January 27, 2006

Cammments may also he submied anfine 2w it e pubdmeobee fes il or by
mm - Iy 250 he submities ;'_:--'l'c an aryw AL oL piv pubinrotes M sasheel or by
Bax ar (4040) 444-T245 by Jameary 27, 2006,

Please indicare yoast name, address and affilisiioan (if amy) belowr. Thenk goa Fae vaur inderest

and eomments an this peaject. Feel foee to ase thee back Sar additinmal shesrs I-!'|'I|'H." i

CECERfdry.

Mame and aaaress; _-ﬁ:'u:,l &g [ awT WE &L

g o GaeciToe Rd

P g
(Filisgmow lrarawdy My TR
. .

Commenis:
P."ﬁ'.r..l:-'.'_ A e FErs T -_';; o s pen oy Bagg

WEHESe A Pefspr eds Hu B TS Seopsalcmiet Wwaing

Fhiar of UVsefeierer F.‘.".-.fi:

Thank you for your comment. While it is a creative option, a
skull and crossbones would not comply with MDT’s current

signing standards.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 18

Response

Comments on Gallatin Canyon Safety to MDT
January 14, 2006
We are Tull-ime residents of Big Sky. We were at the November meeting, and
the January 10" meeting, and are incensed that NONE of the proposed
immediate safety items have been addressed, of course excluding the flashing
lights put up after 4 more people died on Jan 3rd. We have driven the canyon for
years. As you know, it has anly gotten more dangerous. In fact, it is scary now
just to think about driving to Bazeman and back, especially during the morning
and evening “rush” hours.

We are well aware that Monlana, as any state, has a budget to contend with and
issues all over the state. But we wonder if any are as urgently in need of
immediate attention as this stretch of highway. We are all aware that there are
procedures for mid and longer term improvements. But do you know that there
have been literally dozens of quick and inexpensive life-saving solutions that
have been proposed at these meetings which no one seems to be acting on.
Shame on all of us, you and our system if we cannot try some of these methods
to help save lives. Everyone seems to forget that if we don't get it exactly right we
can always change or amend a simple sign, stop light or whatever. You have
received multiple lists of ideas to improve safety. Certainly someone there can
grab the bull by the horns, stop the CYA and implement some of these ideas
now,

Tim and Karen Nelson
PO Box 161611
Big Sky, MT 58716-1811

See comment 9b regarding turnouts.
See comment 4b, page 68 regarding speed and enforcement.
See comment 5a regarding a traffic signal at MT 64.

MDT will evaluate the northern portion of the corridor later this
year for appropriate locations to install rumble strips along the
centerline. This would be done separately from this project.

Covering open loads was also a topic at that meeting. This is
not within MDT'’s jurisdiction.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Response

Comment 19
RECEIVED
JAN 19 2008
THVIRONMENTAL
BOX 1037 & WEST YELLOWSTONE, MT 59758 ® [406) 646-9365
14 January, 2006
Dear Jean;

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on MDT"s Highway 191 Project.

Thank you for proposing the safety measures MDT has suggested for Highway 191.
We'd like to suggest that additional steps too, might be taken to improve the ability of
wildlife to cross 191 safely. Steps like including the construction of wildlife passways
and trails under the expanding bridges, lower speed limits, increased enforcement, and
break-the-beam technology like that used in Yellowstone National Park on 191,

Thank you for considering our comments, and all you and MDT does for Montana. We

remain;
(\ Respp&/t]:jfully‘ W M
=N 0T sy ) a ¥
thews B

“raig and Jackie!

See responses to comment 4d regarding break the beam
technology and wildlife passages, page 69.

Montana Department of Transportation Appendix A: Comments/Responses

Page 25 of 91




Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening

September 2006

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544
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Comment 20

Response

RECEIVED
JAN 1 & 2005

ENVIRONMERTAL

Jamuary 17, 200

M= Jean Riley

MDT Environmental Services

2T Prospect Avenoe . i )
P00, Box 201001 RECT) AN 2 B s
Hedensa, MT  3%620-1001

Dear Ms. Riley:
R Gallatn Canyan Environmentnl Assessment

In your process of requesting comments on the proposed safety improvements for Hay
191 through the Gallatin Canyen, | have | believe an imporinnt and critical request:

My family owns propenty close to Mile Marker 534 in the Canyon.  Our home is on
property thet borders on the east side of Hwy %], Directly across froom owr booms and across
the Hiway is a driveway leading to a bridge crossing the Gallatin River.  Across this beidge is
100+ acres of land which was ence my family™s farm land and is now public land,  (This land
wns purchased in 1976 with Mature Conservaney fumds through the 115, Forest Service.)
Many people now take advantage of this public land for hiking, cros-coumry skiing, walching
the wildlife etz

The problem ks People leaving that area amd going north cross over the traffic lane that
goes south,  The vision in both directions is very limited. There 15 a very large “puall-ast™
ap proximately one fourth mile south of thet driveway, Motorists should go o that “pull-ou” to
turm around and then head north but they den’t22!). 1 think there should be a sign posted on the
sign pointing to the land across the river (Tamploey Mesdows) or on the drivesay from the
bridge to the Hiway stating: MO LEFT TURN ALLOWED or RIGHT TURN ORLY,

In 1970, my father who was driving o pick-up trock was hit by an 18 wheeler at this
intersection. He did not survive, thus my concern.

¥our consideration of this marter will be E.pp'ﬁ:’:i.u'l.m]_ Would you please a:'l-mnwl::dg:
that wou have received this l=tter.  Thank you,

Sincersly yours,
e Ll i
Sdira Andesson
3504 Ravalli, Bozeman, MT 39718

See response to comment 10.

Receipt was acknowledged in response letter dated 03/01/06.
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Finding of No Significant Impact

Comment 21

Response

From: "Chuck Anderson” <cha@mt net=

To: <mdteiscommentsgallatin@mt.gov>

Date: 11712006 10:23:13 PM

Subject: Comment on Gallatin Canyon EA (yes, [ realize this may not be exactly the proper

forum, but hopefully, MDT will hear us out or at least forward our comments fo the “right" people)
17 Jan 2006
To Whom it may concern:

If Montana does NOT currently have a statute mandating the turn-out of slow-moving vehicles on rural 2-
lane highways, | would suggest adopting a statute similar to ldaho's:

TITLE 49 MOTOR VEHICLES CHAPTER 6
RULES OF THE ROAD  49-839. TURNING QUT OF SLOWVW MOVING VEHICLES. On a two-lane
highway outside an urban area where passing is unsafe due to oncoming traffic or other conditions, the
driver of a vehicle traveling slower than the normal speed of traffic and behind which three (3) or more
vehicles are formed in line, shall turn off the roadway at the nearest place designated as a turnout or
wheraver sufficient area for a safe turnout exists, in order to permit the following vehicles to pass. Of
course, conspicuous signage notifying drivers of the statute, and perhaps even the penalty for violation,
should be present. Thank you for soliciting citizen opinions.Charles B. and Lana 5. Anderson,
ownersCedar Creek #60, Big Sky, MTAntler Ridge, Lot 108, Big Sky, MT

Sty o chdinda )

=a |
K

CC: <dps{@deainc.com>, <llhu@deainc.com=

See response to comment 11c.
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Comment 22 Response

Jai L cdve

servineg oo with m‘r.i‘e

War .
Montana Depariment of Tronsportation
Comment Form

Gaﬂahn Can'yon Environmental Assessment (L'A}
and piuposed safefy improvements
Public meeting date and dme: 7 pm on T

on: Ophir School G
located 1.5 miles sooth of the U5 191/MT a4

wesday, JTanuary 10, 2006
ST
section at 45465 Gallatin Rd

Loc

You are invited o make v u
or take it with you and maii it to Jesn Ri ANpN I'.'\qu.'"J Servi
Avenue, P.O, Box 201001, Helena, MT 0 lUIll by january 27, 2006,

Comments may alse be submitted online a1 wvw.mdemeeow/pubinelve feis_egshuml o by
fax at (406) 444-7245 by January 27, 2006,

Please

Name and address: _Me. Eging £, Hpves

L0 Bax Jilo52
Bre Sk, Wim = T g o iy

[
ST7l
Comrments:
Sorry BrHoe conditian o] Ax paren.
&
22a. /) /ﬁfasc .c:.,r“ cz% /‘,66.11’ P ‘-{ima/ or  peqiode ” 22a. See response to comment 5a.

— ’_/?,Jr et fhy 6 £ 121 !

22b. ééj Pfe'af( rrdvee mca/-‘ﬁ 354 e j,gﬂ.}‘-h éjﬁ,;f,f _;,,—fwf

22b. See response to comment 4b, page 68.

1 7 el Su# Geigfe {52 md o M/fw
J— ggég_{e_g_aﬁ’an /5 4550?74’ ﬁr{(é( y{u-f u-s“ﬁ /ejffv{q%’:
Vlue have FS ppl fmiis %ﬂdq’ﬂu Hocu s, ﬂﬁyiﬁ(df

hece, !f‘i'; =y ,50?‘-“2:,63'('3&3 Py el PR (o ok 22¢. This project proposes to implement a two-way left-turn lane
22c. ) Leatern yuriony lanes cu Honly be uﬂ/u:r ’/Eff}ﬂ ﬁgj‘fw_,x 7 (TWLTL) in the Big Sky area due to multiple accesses. A
N TWLTL would remove traffic that is slowed or stopped to

initiate left turns from travel lanes therefore improving the
traffic flow and reducing the need to pass.
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Comment 23 Response

-
B e g
o g 1, T AT ey

JAN 1 2 5mn-

Montana Depariment of Transporfation
Comment Form

Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessmen
~ and proposed safety improvemenfs

Public meeting date and time: 7 pmon Tuesday, January 10, 2006
Lacation: Ophit Sehool Gynmasium
located 1.5 miles south of the US 191/MT 64 intersection at 45465 Gallatin R&

You are invited to make your comments on this form and leave it with the meeting officials
or take it with you and mail it 1o Jean Riley at MDT Environmental Services, 2701 Prospect
Avenue, P.O. Box 201001, Helena, MT 59620-1001 by January 27, 2006.

Comments may also be submitted online at wrorw.mdt o gov/pubinvalve feis _en.shom] or by
fax ar (406) 444-7245 by January 27, 2006.

Please indicate your name, address and affiliation (if any) below. Thank you for your interest
and comments on this project. Feel free to use the back and/or additions] sheets of paper if
necessary.

Name and address: Me/RS HuBser £pwn OSLOND
) Lb2lo ﬁﬁu,ﬁ??»/ ,ép
éﬂkm Iﬂa s M7 59,

Commentfs:
i

23a. -@%@M@u / n/a,/;’yééu Vi /4 Aj é”..a‘{‘ Y 23a. See response to comment 4b, page 68..

4&,-{.4 sk .ﬁ.flmu_u_r) £l f:m- £liarg o ,9./ /“’fi.uz/f /" A ZJJJ
: © , . —/ 7 / ¢

; : z . ?E : : i
,zéﬁ'ﬁ_mt(ggd_&mkf_ PAIA _J.m“fmﬁ.mf:qz.” LA
elureid ﬁ;ma s okl il 0l Mo B L / pat 5

f’a&mﬁw MﬁWMM P nd 23b. Gallatin County is currently in the process of applying
X ;e | i i into the canyon.
b ridil Lemaicts i foos pucile A 2T ,J_,{ i) & Y P for a Transit Grant to put bus services into y
SRS I, _,,L,/./: e Al Ll / ’ﬂ 4
ﬁ 4{ .e’é, : it £t &
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24a.
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JAN T 6 2008 |

serving gou with pride L
EHTAL

L
Montana Deparfment of Transporfation
Comment Form
Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessmenf (EA)
and proposed safefy improvements

Public meeting date and time: 7 pm

on Tuesday, January 10, 2006
ocation: Ophir School Gynmasiom
locared 1.5 miles south of the US 191/MT 64 intersection at 45465 Gallatin Rd

You are invited to make your comme:

Comments may also be submitted caline at www.mdtmt.gov fpubinvolve/eis ea.shiml or by
fax at (406) 444-7245 by January 27, 2006

Plezse indic: our name, address and affiliat
n this project

ny) below. Thank you for y

Feel free to us and/or additional sheets of paper if

Name and address: Johe H_Leepe i~
Po By

B S mr
U 1

LBy

S5k

Commenfs:
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ede Coppeossemol olahpodritn.
— lSee beekl )

[y

Comment 24

24b. = i We weed dovwi oy lame s So L Fuil berds
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24c.

24d.

24e.

241,

24g.

24h.

24i.

See response to comment 6a. The elected
officials of Montana’s Congressional delegation
would be the appropriate persons to contact in
this regard.

See response to comment 9b.

See response to comment 18.

This is not within MDT’s jurisdiction.

See response to comment 4b, page 68. The

posted speed limit is 60 mph with lower speed
advisories on curves.

This is a law enforcement issue and is beyond
MDT’s jurisdiction.

It is not within MDT'’s jurisdiction to implement
cell phone towers.

See response to comment 9d.

See response to comment 9a.
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Comment 25

Response

From: John Metz [mailto;jwmetz@amail.com]
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2008 11:49 AM
To: Bousliman, Theresa

Subject: US 191 in Gallatin Canyon

Hi Theresa,

I suspect that no one in state government is very concerned about what |
have to say below, and realize it is a long message, but | feel

obligated to express my concerns about highway safety on U.S. 191 in
Gallatin Canyon. If possible, can you let me know who such a letter
should be sent to in Montana government?

John Metz
Gallatin Gateway

Safety on U.S. 191 in Gallatin Canyon: Bias Toward Speed

U.5. 191 in Gallatin Canyon has been called the most dangerous road in
Montana. There were 467 crashes on the highway between Four Comers and
Big Sky from 2000 to 2004, five of which caused fatalities, according to

the Bozeman Daily Chronicle. The newspaper did not provide more recent
statistics. | first drove through Gallatin Canyon about ten years ago,

and | continue to drive it today. | have noticed few changes, except for

increased traffic.

U.5. 191 is dangerous for obvious reasons-the weather conditions, the
nature of the road (narrow and winding), the amount and type of traffic,
and the way people drive. | realize the following proposal has been

made:
Proposed safety improvements include adding turn lanes, flattening
side slopes and removing obstacles from the roadside, widening

shoulders, improving sight distance by flattening curves and hills,
upgrading guardrail, replacing the bridge over Swan Creek, and

replacing the bridge over the West Fork of the Gallatin River to
accommodate a new turm lane.

Comments noted. See below for specific responses.

(continued on next page)
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Comment 25 (cont.)

Response

25a.

Hopefully these construction projects will improve safety. However, I've
never driven the canyon and thought “this bridge oughta be replaced” or
"we could really use a turning lane here.” What | usually think is,
"People are driving awfully fast on such a winding and narrow canyon
road."

Bias Toward Speed

In the canyon, there is a bias toward speed. To make the canyon safer,
this bias must be addressed by the State of Montana. The speed limit is
currently 60 mph. As you first enter the canyon from the north this

speed seems reasonable, but most drivers are going much faster than 80
at this point. | know that when | enter the canyen doing 60, another

driver is likely to come up quickly behind me. When | turnout (to be
considerate of the person breaking the law), the speeding driver quickly

disappears as | get back on the road and up to speed. The other vehicle
s going at least 70, often faster,

| realize patrolling the canyon is difficult, but more patrolling could

an impaortant part of the plan to change people's thinking about breaking
the speed limit law in the canyon. It's a dangerous canyon, so people
shouldn't speed through it. People have to be convinced to believe this
and act accordingly. This northern part of the canyon should be
patrolled to set a tone for the rest of the drive. Hit speeders with a
couple tickets and they will have to start thinking-and

driving-differantly. Combine this with education and the canyon might
see fewer accidents. All of this assumes that speeding in Gallatin
Canyon is a main cause of accidents; that slower driving would help
drivers make safer driving moves, because the driver has more reaction
time or because the slower vehicle is easier to control in case of an
emergency.

When | say "bias toward speaed,” | mean that if the speed limit is 60
mph, in Gallatin Canyon drivers take that to mean a minimum speed.
Citizens don't seriously obey the speed limit law, and government, for
some reason, hasn't effectively enforced it, if the number of current
speeders can be used to judge. The logic is this: Speeding is dangerous.
People in the canyon speed. This makes driving in the canyon more
dangerous. Questions that should be seriously considered and dealt with
honestly in public dialogue inciude:

25a. MDT generally agrees with the comments that
patrolling is difficult and people shouldn’t speed
through the canyon. The proposed improvements
which include wider shoulders in some locations
would make the Montana Highway Patrol’s job easier
and safer in pulling over vehicles for enforcement.
See Comment 48 (Highway Patrol). Regarding
enforcement of the speed limit see response to
Comment 4b, page 68.

(continued on next page)

Montana Department of Transportation Appendix A: Comments/Responses

Page 32 of 91




September 2006

Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening
Finding of No Significant Impact

STPHS 50-1(14)8 CN A544

Comment 25 (cont.) Response

Should the speed limit be enforced to to prevent accidents and (see next page)

save citizens' lives?

Is it the State's job to take steps-on behalf of its citizens-to
make & dangerous situation safer?

Should drivers be allowed to drive however they want, without
"Big Brother" teliing them how to drive?

The Problem with Slower Drivers

A simple study with a speed gun would prove what everyong already knows:
the speed limit in Gallatin Canyon is not taken seriously. Many drivers
simply disregard it. And, these drivers tailgate slower drivers. In

fact, they BULLY them. And this is accepted as normal, good driving. In
Gallatin Canyon, the mindset is "the faster you can go, the better a

driver you must be." The state, to make Gallatin Canyon safer, has to

take serious action to change this mentality.

Some drivers (fast ones no doubt) will tell you its the slower drivers

who are dangerous in the canyon. But slow drivers are more of a problem
because of the BIAS TOWARD SPEED. If the speaders would slow down, the
slow drivers wouldn't be going so slow, so to speak. Someonea might still

drive 35, but coming up behind him at 45 would be different than coming

up at 65, or 55, Slow drivers should use turnouts, and often. They

should be educated to do so and reminded with road signs. Turnouts

should be clearly marked, and drivers behind slow cars should not

tailgate.

| am not the fastest nor the slowest driver in the canyon. | realize how
easy it is to drive up behind a slow driver. | don't feel that the state

has taken any serious measures to prevent fast drivers from harassing
(evan unintantionally) slower drivers. You may be thinking, "What can be
done about that?" The answer is:

The state must have a serious education and law enforcement plan that
counters the current BIAS TOWARD SPEED,

(continued on next page)
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Response

You can't just build a bridge and flatten a curve. You have to convince
people to drive slower-Ihat its the right thing to do, Driving slower

will be a hassle, especially for some. Some people will lose even more
time, and money, fram their lives. The gquestion is: Do we want 1o do
anything to make the canyon safer? Or do we just want to keep taking our
chances? Thus far, it seems like the citizens of Gallatin Valley and the
political leadership in the State of Montana have chosen to take their
chances and sacrafice safety,

| recenily looked through an issue of The Lookout, a free weekly paper
published in Big Sky. Where they had space to fill, they included the
following safe driving tip:

Remember to use the turmnouts.
The driving tip was illustrated with a drawing of vehicles stacked on

top of each ather. This llustrates the bias toward speed . Publishing

this tip-and no ofhers-illustrates how on a dark, winding, narrow, and
slippery road, the bias is toward speed. The tip is for the SLOW

drivers-the bad drivers, the dumb drivers, The tip is for them to stay
out of the fast drivers' way.

A state-sponsored traffic safety campaign for the canyon could encourage

The Lookout and other local publications te remind drivers of more than
just using turnouts, Other tips could be:

Remember not to tailgate slower drivers.
Speed kills.
Dimn your lights,

Andsoon

25b.

After the most recent driving fatalities in the canyon, the State of
Maontana did take action and place a big flashing sign at the entrance to

the canyon. It says, "Drive Safely” and "Thank You." | think that goes

in one ear and out the other. Why not change that to "Speed Kills" and
include some statistics about the number of accidents on the road. The
state has already put up crosses to get people’s attention. "Speed
Kills" and accident statistics would try to do the same thing: get

people to drive more safely, which primarily means slowing down.

25b. Yes, a variable message sign (VMS) was recently
installed near the north end of the canyon. The intent
is that MDT crews in the canyon will radio information
to office staff regarding real-time roadway conditions
and emergency situations. This information could then
be posted to the sign remotely, thereby enabling more
relevant information about current road conditions to be
posted on this sign.

(continued on next page)
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Response

Why ls LLE. 181 Still So Dangerous?

I believe that little has been done to improve safety in the canyon for

bwo main reasons: 1) the geography of the canyon: narrow, winding, dark,
inclement; and 2) most people who drive it want to go fast, They want to
get home after working construction in Big Sky or after skiing.
Semi-truck drivers want to take the shortest route from A to B and cover
it quickly. This is all understandable, but in the case of Gallatin

Canyon, the average motorist's desire fo get from A to B guickly bumps
up against a sericus traffic safety issue. The road through Gallatin
Canyon is dangerous, and thus far the mentality has been to put risk
ahove safety. The state, | believe, needs to step in and become very
active in changing this mentality. Thus far | don't think that's been

done.

Most drivers want to go fast through the canyon. They are in a hurry to
get where they are going; they are familiar with the road; they drive
reliable vehicles {often large trucks or SUVs) with BRIGHT headlights;
they imagine they will not lose control because they haven't yet, If

there were 467 crashes in four years, that's just ever 110 accidents a
year, a couple a week {not one or two every day). But due to the growth
of Big Sky and elsewhere, the canyan drive will only become more and
maore dangerous. Now is the time to change the bias toward speed.

Semi Trucks

I challenge you to clack the driving speeds in the canyon, not just in

clear daylight driving conditions, but in difficult nighttime ones. The
drivers you must furn out for are often speeding. And often these are
semi-truck drivers, and it's not unusual to see two or three or four of
them speeding along in a row. For safety, semi-trucks should be crawling
through the canyon-not fiying through it at top speed. Remember! U5,
191 through the canyon is known as the most dangerous road in Montana. |
know some fruckers won't like i, but if we want the road to be safer,

it probably makes sense to say that semi-trucks, like all other vehicles
(trucks, SUVs, busses, cars) should drive slower. The speed limit is
currently 60 mph. Why not make it 457

(see next page)

(continued on next page)
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Response

We can agree that the truckers are skilled drivers, and no one wants fo
delay them without good cause. Everyone has experienced the temporary
blindness caused by a semi truck whipping up the snow. Combine this with
two more speeding semi-trucks, coming around a bend, with someonea in the
other lane tailgating a slow driver, and you've got a lot going on. Semi

trucks often fly around curves in the canyon, driving very close to the

center line. There's litthe room, This is one scenario for an accident,

Of course, there are many others.

Construction Projects

I'm not against construction. I'm just skeptical of it sometimes-because
| know it's good for the economy, so | think it's seen as a way lo

create jobs and make or keep friends. Other projects, involving
guardrails, turnouts, and reflectors, could be helpful.

25c.

It seems like in some places it'd be difficult to put up

guardrails. | wonder what ¢an be done about that. I'd like to see more
guardrails,

25d.

More and better turmnouts could be helpful. There are many good
anes now, some are marked better than others,

25e.

Reflectors can help drivers see where the road goes, which
facilitates faster and smoother driving. This helps the slow goers gat

and keep going. Maybe there is some new reflector technology that could
lighten up the canyon road. The State of Montana should research
reflector technology and theory and even develop their own reflectors so
that LIS, 191 can be a maded of ingenuity and safaty . What are the best
reflectors and what is the best reflector system that can be used in the
canyon? Why not find out and use it? Upgrade reflectors. (In some places
they are very helpful already. Do that in more places, And do it now,)

25c. See response to comment 9c.

25d. See response to comment 9b.

25e. In 1998 the MDT installed double reflectors along the
shoulders from Big Sky to the mouth of the canyon. As
new reflector technology becomes available the
Department will continue to access the applicability of
the new technology in situations such as the Gallatin
Canyon.

(continued on next page)
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Comment 25 (cont.) Response

But there's a mental construction project to be done as well. Some would
say it's to educate the public about the dangers of driving too fast for
driving conditions. Presently, | think most Montanans feel that driving

& litlle fast in dangerous conditions is a Montana thing to do. I's

cool. It's tough, At the very least, it's okay to do. Montanans are

rugged, adventurous FAST DRIVERS. This mentality, one can argue, causes
accidents. Al present, some peaple like to drive a little fast (or a lot

fast) through the canyon. Things must be done to help these people think
they should drive a little {or a lot) slower. More patrol (| know that's

not easy) and more education (newspaper articles, TV reports, signs, and
various other kinds of media) should be helpful,

25f. 25f. MDT does provide education through public

| think the state should take the lead in this fight to educate the announcements that concern drinking, speeding, snow

public and change their bias toward speed. | think it would take longer plows, etc.
for a private citizen group to effect change, and they'd end up going
through the state anyway, eventually. The state of Montana must jump in
now and start getting things done-not waiting for the mass of citizens

to lead, but leading them into a safer situation.

Highway Patrol

In one area | won't be too presumptuous: State Highway Patrol, | imagine

25g. ; .
9 State Troopers are a bit frustrated by what they can do to improve 25g. See response to comment 4b, page 68..

safety in the canyon. Maore Troopers in the canyon would probably
help-but that requires more Troopers (a staffing/budgest issue). The
guestion is: Does this area have enough State Troopers on pafrol?

Schoolchildran

25h. Finally, schoolchildren drive the canyon each day from Big Sky to
Bozeman and back. These are less experienced drivers on Montana's most

dangerous highway, in all sorts of weather conditions at fast speed (if 25h. Comment noted.

they are doing the speed limit). The state should be taking the lead
here, If you wanted to create a really hazardous driving situation,
you'd create U.S. 191 in Gallatin Canyon, then put a lot of
high-school-age drivers on it

(continued on next page)
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Response

How Serious is Montana about Traffic Safety?

Sometimes | think the state has been just plain negligent about U5, 191
in Gallatin Canyon, but, | think tog, the state simply reflects the

public’s attitude. It looks like it will take a lot more deaths before
citizens and government leaders commit to changing the bias toward
speed. What is the public's real concern here? (Safely or speed?) Wil
anything really change? Who should take the lead? If it's somehow
determined that measures should be taken to make U.5. 191 in Gallatin
Canyon safer, then what measures should be taken?

Below is a summary listing of my sugoestions:

25i.

1. Education campaign to change the public’s thinking about speeding

through Gallatin Canyaon.

25j.

2, More law enforcement in the canyomn.,

25k.

3. Guardrails, wrnouts, and reflectors.

251,

4. Limit semi-truck speeding, by prohibiting semi's in the canyon if
necessary.

25i. This request has been forwarded to the MDT Director’s
office for consideration.

25j. See response to comment 4b, page 68.

25k. See response to comments 9b and 9c. See response
to comment 25 regarding reflectors.

25l. See responses to comments 4 (page 67) and 6a.
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27a. See responses to comment 4, page 67.

27b. This project does not propose to change the posted
speed limit in the corridor. It is not anticipated that the
proposed improvements would promote higher speeds,
but they would provide a safer roadway facility. If
roadway hazards are encountered, drivers would be
better able to recover due to the wider shoulders and
flatter side slopes or guardrail in the improvement
areas.

27c. Comment noted.
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See response to comment 4b, page 68.
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Response

Susie Kemn

MASTER FILE|—

From: NONEKERN@ao!.com
Sent:  Wednesday, January 25, 2006 2:09 PM Q @ ?Y
To: fkem@quellos.com

Subject: Rt 191 in Gallatin Cyn

| live in Big Sky a_nd have read the article In Jan 12 "Lone Peak Lookoaut®. | think tha ohly way to solva the
Canyon problem is to construct several passing lanes on 191 at least s far as Big Sky. Pull offs and tuming
lanes heip, but you are wasting ail our money on “gentler driving® advertisements as suggested by Rep
Koopman,electronic barrier signs at key locations and flash waming messages. This includes signs waming of
slow driving that impedes traffic flow. None of these ideas will solve the long term problem brought about by too
many drivers in a hurry to ski, to get to work, to get home or to be a teurist....all on a windi ng two lane road. This

is a massive problem and there is only one worthwhife time and money-savi ng...yes, it will save money...solution.

Get a study of where to put passing lanes and I'f serve on the committes...my son drives back and forth to
Bozeman 3 to 4 days a week...what do you think his chances are of having an accident? You know and so do |,

Respectfully submitted, Nonie Kem (Ariine), Big Sky, MT

As stated on page 2-5 of the EA, passing lanes were
originally proposed as the third phase of this project. Based
on public concern that installing passing lanes might result
in increase speeds in the corridor, MDT has removed
passing lanes from consideration in this project.
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Comment 30 Response
Doug & JoDean Bing
306435 Gallatin Road

Gallatin Gateway, MT 59730

January 25, 2006

MDT Environmental Services
Attention; Jean Riley

2701 Prospect Avenue

P.O. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

Dear Jean,
See response to comment 10.
Near mile marker 50 in the Gallatin Canyon there is a 45 mile an hour curve that is shaded and
therefore icy. Having observed this curve for the last 30 years it must be one of your top report
accident spots. The additional danger there is the access immediately to the north of the said
curve of 10-12 residences. I recommend widening and adding a turn lane at this location,

%g,u

Sincerely.

oug in
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Comment 31

Response
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31a.

31b.

31c.

31d.

31e.

See response to comment 5a.

The turn lanes proposed as part of this project are at
high accident locations and are anticipated to improve
safety in the corridor.

Regarding turnouts; see response to comment 9b.

See response to comment 4b, page 68.
This is beyond the scope of this project.
See response to comment 8d.

See response to comment 8d. This also applies to
affordable housing issues.

B 31b. L 50 g Fimid bolicnting . Eomitppyiles it 5 worel’ 31f. MDT does not have the authority to either discourage
Name and addiess: Dot Doz / oot - = »f-'-f”‘f PO tncd el Lot A'rru—r” Hera dy om r;v or encourage development of properties. Land use
Cof Funabephl Head o | 34 Stade BL A3 et and A peief g planning is the responsibility and function of local
g Shy, M T | Bvigps vitle, Wi "”* Bisuald ‘f*: - "‘;“r Autp. 254 ”c'“”‘ he Lt governments. MDT’s goal is to provide a safe and
597/6 | 53720 3ec. g h:‘-v;*“ e é,e b foor gan a‘-f"‘":;'.r’ ' ";-”'_f:” :::'*‘* efficient highway system that balances the needs of the
T Ry ¥, PR o :-\. ety Foptnang aed geis CaliTin el . . . .
Comments: ' * ) e d o o traveling public with the needs of the ac_ljacent
The Gallades cunigon ¢ rivee ahoeld bo gy s tod fos 2o 31d. Ay Sl st Beplemian v S Shy landowners. MDT manages accesses in order to
deacdy, ard Bovs ecomomic patice nusalling from Lozcreiom. ”" amplegant and ahiien, maintain the flow of the traffic, enhances public safety,
Us w?? hrosid e carspon can puver Lo w@»df i Filim, 3te. #) E.ns mm*;rf i dile Hoseriny for sonplopacs in ths preserve the public’s investment in the highway, and
P s o canyn cnd Do nives for Figp Ehg- aoen as ’f’"‘*"'“’""“’”)” ook T cirasle Fems reduce future maintenance costs and the same time
;;/{M MW by b o, A fran 2 s 31f ol evee Ly CowLaT “‘"’"F ) tries to be consistent with and support local land use
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RECEIVED
JAN 2 6 2008

ENVIRONMENTAL

VFEB (18 M0k Montana Department of Transportafion|
Comment Form

éE\rviug oL st pnde

MASTER FILE
COPY

Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)
and proposed safety improvements
Public meeting date and time: 7 pm on Tuesday, January 10, 2006

Locadon: Ophir Sehoal Gyamasivm
located 1.5 miles south of the US 191 /MT 64 intersection at 45465 Gallatin Rd

You are invited ta |11| e your comments on this form and leave it with the meet £
tley at MDT Envitonmental Services, 2701 ’ruuln‘:hr
Avenue, PO Box 201001 ) Helena, MT 59620-1001 by January 27, 2006.

Comments may also be submitted online at www.amdt.mtgov /pubinvolvefels esshiml or by
fax at (4046) 444-7245 by January 27, 2006.

Please indicate your name, address and affiliation {if any) below. Thank you for your interest
and comments on this project. Feel free to use the back and/or additional sheets of papet if
MECESSATy.

Name and address:  _ Fennie  la IS8

e Flee L‘rh‘l' Fheadans

B2 sky, mMT

Commenis:

32a.

32b.

32c.

MW&M@*E‘*' s o,

32d.

V4
%md.zy a o tucconidguing oo jseds { Al ainilasd ) el

Mwﬂ_‘._.&{ o sogudhpsen \ Lesdisersd _cbitia e

dasfz;y 5 Al akies.

32a.

32b.

32c.

32d.

Regarding speed limit, see response to comment 4b,
page 68

Regarding enforcement, see response to comment 4b,
page 68.

Regarding surveillance, see response to comment 4b,
page 68.

Regarding reducing traffic volume, see response to
comment 8d.
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Comment 33 Response
From: "Chris Bunting” <bunts1970@earthlink.net=
To: <mdieiscommentsgallatin@mt.gov=
Date: 1/26/2006 4.23:34 PM
Subject: Comment on Gallatin Canyon EA

To Whom it May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Montana Department of See responses to comment 4, page 67.
Transportation's proposed plan for Gallatin Canyon and for taking measures
to make the road safer. [ highly encourage you to reduce the speed limit
where appropriate and to take measures to protect wildlife along this

critical wildlife area. As you know, many large animals (elk, deer, bear,

and moose) are Killed while crossing the road and in turn many people are
injured and even killed. In order to protect wildlife and motorists, please
widen the bridges over Swan Creek and the West Fork of the Gallatin River. |
also encourage you to take additional steps to improve the ability of

wildlife to safely cross Highway 191, including constructing wildlife trails
beneath the expanded bridges.

Once again thank you far the apportunity to comment.
Sincerely,

Chris

Chiris Bunting
3070 Sawmill Rd.

Bozeman, MT 58715
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Comment 34 Response
From: "Julie York™ <juliesyork@hotmail.com=
To: <mdteiscommentsgallating@mt.gov=
Date: 1272006 12:11:29 PM
Subject: Comments on Gallatin Canyon EA
CC: =dps@deainc.com>, <llhu@deainc.com=

January 27, 2006

Julie York

43 Jardine Road
Gardiner, Montana 59030

Re: Comments on the Slope Flattening/Widening—Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment

Recommendation for Proposed Project 34a. See response to comment 4b, page 68.
34a. Evaluate reducing existing speed limits and enforcement of these reductions in areas where large mammals (particularly '

federally listed species) are known to occur in high numbers and/or are known to eross Highway 191, This will aid in

reducing the number of incidences of injury and mortality to humans and wildlife.

The below comments concern the lack of analysis (for direct, indirect and cumulative impacts) and incorrect statements
regarding impacts of speed to wildlife (including threatened and endangered species) in the EA (Chapter 3). There are no
citations supporting these assumptions in the EA, although ample literature exists to evaluate these effects, particularly for
large mammals. In addition, the EA does not discuss that Highway 191 inside and outside of Yellowstone National Park is a
significant source of human-cavsed mortality to the threatened gray wolf because of the existing 55 m.p.h. speed limits.

Misleading Assumption in EA:

34b. Speed fimit would remain the same. 34b. See response to comment 27.
The EA does nol differentiate between posted and actual travel speeds. See below for effects discussion on this subject. In
addition, it is not clear in the EA what the existing speed limit is; however, it is assumed to be 53 m.p.h. The posted speed limit is 60 mph with lower speed
advisories at curves. MDT will be evaluating the
False Assumption in EA: speeds in this corridor separately from this project.
34c. The wider road width in the proposed improvement areas may decrease the potentiol for wildlife fatalities in these areas
bhecanse the driver has more space to manewver around wildlife that may be crossing the road. There fore, the proposed 34c. That statement does not say that visibility of wildlife
profect is net anticipated 10 increased wildlife fatalities, and may decrease fatalities. would be improved. It says that maneuverability would

Wider road widths do not improve visibility of wildlife and, along with road surface improvements which will occur as part be improved, which is a benefit of wider shoulders.

of the proposed project, increase the risk of vehicle-strike injury/mortality to humans and wildlife. See below discussion.

(continued on next page)

| Comment 34 (cont.) Response
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Inadequate Analysis of Cumulative Effects:

34d.

The cumulative effects discussion does not incorporate effects from the increased traffic volumes stated in the EA. NEPA

cumulative effects include all past, present, and future actions. The increases in traffic volumes that will oceur on Highway
191, independent of the proposed project, should be assessed for impacts to humans and wildlife from vehicle strikes.

Road-related effects to wildlife ingluding speed

34e.

Approximately 20% of the land area of the 1.8, is estimated to be affected ecologically by roads, with some effects

extending outward for more than 100 meters (Forman 2000). Road-related effects are considered to be the leading direct
human cause of vertebrate mortality in the United States, with 1 million vertebrates estimated to be killed each day (Forman
and Alexander 1998). Although there have been relatively few studies that assess road impacts at the population level, some
studies of rare animals, animals that have long life spans and low reproductive rates (several carnivores and reptiles), and
amphibians, due to breeding requirements that require movements between upland areas and wetlands from appear to be al
highest risk at the population level.

34f.

Risk of larpe mammal mortality from collisions (as well as severe human injuries) are most likely to occuor at speeds of 45
m.p.h. or greater (Lavsund and Sandegren 1991, Groot Bruinderink and Hazebroek 1996, Gunther et al. 1998, Joyce and

Mahoney 2001). An increase in actual vehicle speed as a result of improved road surfaces and straighter roads has been
documented for Yellowstone National Park (Gunther et al. 1998) and in other areas of the U.8. and Europe (Groot
Bruinderink and Hazeroek 1996). Actual (not pested) speeds over 40 mop.h. is the single most impaortant factor in
contributing to wildlife-vehicle strikes in Yellowstone National Park (Gunther ct al. 1998). Deer-crossing warming signs are
effective if motorists reduce their speed; however signs are likely to become 1gnored over time (Romin and Bissonette 1996).

34g.

A positive relationship exists belween straightness of roads, speed limit, driver in-linc visibility along the road and the
number of wildlife collisions (Bashore et al. 1985), due to the fact that drivers can see further down the road and usually

increase their speed, therefore reducing the time available for breaking, Increased speeds require increased stopping distance
for cars and trucks on dry roads. Winter road conditions can require four times the stopping distance as dry, “non-winter”™
roads.

34h.

Wildlife-vehicle strikes are positive correlated with daily and seasonal behavior and are spatially clustered (Clevenger et al.
2001, Joyce and Mahoney 2001). Most collisions oceur at the peak of ungulate movements (early moming, evening, and at

night) (Peak and Bellis 1969, Leedy 1975, Putnam 1997, Joyce and Mahoney 2001). Carnivores have large spatial
requirements and require frequent crossings of roads through their home ranges and for dispersal. Population density onc of
the primary factors of wildlife-collision mortality (Gunther et al. 1998, Finder et al., 1999, Joyee and Mahoney 2001},

34i.

Diriver visibility of wildlife at night is limited primarily by the peripheral extent of the vehicle headlights. Increased road
lighting at night has not been demonstrated to reduce wildlife-vehicle collisions in several ungulate studies or reduce human

imjuries from collisions with large mammals (Reed and Woodard 1981). Humans appear unable to distinguish similarly
colored objects at night and glare from oncoming headlights temporarily blind drivers. Humans have difficulty estimating
distances to moose on or near the highway if the animal is in silhouette (Sweed Johyansoon and Rumar cited in Reed and
Woodard 1981) and nighttime fatigue contributes to inability of driver to distinguish animals {Joyee and Mahoney 2001).
Human injuries from moose collisions are proportionate to the number of meose-vehicle collisions, not to daylight or street
light status,

34d.

34e.

34f.

34g.

34h.

34i.

We agree with your comment that increases in traffic
flow will occur on Highway 191 independent of the
proposed safety project. These traffic increases were
accounted for in the traffic projections as presented in
Section 3.2.2. As stated previously, these increases in
traffic are not an impact of the proposed safety project.
The proposed safety project itself would not cause the
traffic to increase. Section 3.6.1 and 3.6.2 discuss
past, present and future actions for cumulative effects.
See section 3.6.3 (pg 3-72) for discussion on traffic
related to wildlife. “Traffic volume is expected to
increase with future development. With increases in
traffic, the potential for animal-vehicle collision
occurrences can increase.”

Thank you for your comment. Since the road already
exists, the increase in impacts from this safety project
would be minimal as discussed in the EA.

The proposed safety improvements would not be
expected to increase driving speeds above what they
are today, because these improvements would not
substantially straighten the road. The posted speed
limits would not increase and MDT will be evaluating
speed in the corridor as discussed in comment
response 4b.

Thank you for your comment. No straightening of
roadway or increase to the posted speed limit is
proposed in this project.

Thank you for your comment.

Lighting was not proposed as part of this project or as
mitigation.

(continued on next page)

Comment 34 (cont.)

Response
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34j.

Clearing of roadside vegetation has not been shown to reduce the likelihood of vehicle collisions with large mammals along
roads (Feldhammer et al. 1986, Kaji 1996), although it has been demonstrated to result in a 16% decline in moose-train

collisions along railroads (Jaren ¢t al. 1991). Clearing of roadside vegetation can increase forbs, grasses and exotic
vegetation, and therefore can attract grizzly bears and ungulates 10 roadsides (Lavsund and Sandegren 1991). This increases
the likelihood of vehicle strikes along roadsides and/or with the animals as they cross roads for travel and/or 1o oblain
roadside vegetation on the opposite side. Most wildlife species were killed significantly more often in non-forested cover
types than in forested types (Gunther et al. 1998). Screening next to high guality bear habitat makes bears less visible to
visitors and reduces bear-jams (Gunther and Biel 20007, The number of deer killed per month on I-80 in Pennsylvania was
strongly correlated with numbers of deer grazing along the right-of~way (Bellis and Graves 1971).

34k.

Depending on the width of roads and associated higher speed noise, vegetation clearing of roadside habitat can lead to
avoidance to ¢ross roads by increasing the impermeability of the road. Avoidance ol crossing road may be a more significant

impact 2t the population level than road mortality (Harris 1984, Noss and Cooperrider 1994) because it serves as a barrier to
movement and may lead to genetically isolated populations.
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34j. Thank you for your comment.

34k. Thank you for your comment. This project does not
propose to add travel lanes and the improvements that
are proposed would only occur at specific locations, not
throughout the corridor. Therefore the width of the
road is not likely to become more of a barrier than it is
now.

(continued on next page)
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Comment 35 Response
From: =W mdt,mt.gov=
Ta: "MDT Commenis - Project” smdicommentproject@mt.gov=
Data: 1272006 11:18:27 AM
Subject: Comment on a Project Submitted

A guestion, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us" web page.

Action ltem: Comment on a Project
Submitted: O1/27/2006 11:18:27
Project Commenting On:  Capital Improvement on US191
Mame: Pride Maline

Address Line 1. PO Box 161336
City: Big Sky

State/Province: 0T

Postal Code: 58716

Email Address: Pride@goveia-llc biz
Phone Mumber: 406-995-2091

Fax Number: 406-093-9558

Comment or Question:
| would like to show my support for the improvemeants plannad Thank you for your comment.
along US Highway 181, | am a long fime member of the Big Sky
community and feel that the efforts that you are making to
improve the conditions along 191 are a great start in the right
direction.

| know that people feel that the speed limit should be lowered
and although | do not agree nor disagree with that arguement, |
do not belisve that a lower speed limit will have as much of an
impact as your proposed changed. | feel that your proposed
changes will offer a much needed margin of error for drivers,
therefore limiting the number of accidents and fatalities.

| hope when receiving arguements against this project, that you

will keep in mind some people do not understand where the money
is coming from and others just do not want e see any delay in

the drive time between West Yelowstona/Big Sky and Bozeman. |
am not in favor of huge delays either, but | believe that we are
going to have to suffer through that in order to make 191 safer

for everyone traveling it. What is a couple of hours when it

colld save your life!

Thank you for your time.
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Comment 36 Response

A guestion, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us™ web page,
q q

Action ltem: Comment on a Project

Submuitted: /272006 18:18:52

Project Commenting On; Capital Improvement Project - US 191
Email Address: bigskygirl9@yahoo.com

Comment or Cuestion:

[ wanted to volce my supporl for the Capital Improvement Project
for US Hwy 191, based upon the EIS that was reviewed at the
community meeting in Big Sky. 1 feel widening the roads,

Thank you for your comment.

increasing tumouts and adding lefthand tum lanes would improve
the safety of our canyon. Thank you for the effort you have put
forth, we need more of it

Fate Ketschek
Big Sky Chamber of Commerce board member
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Comment 37

Response

=

sErving oo with pride

Mentana Department of Transportation
Comment Form

MASTER FILE
COPY

Gah'afm Canyon Environmental Assessit
and proposed safety Jmprovemenfs
Public meeting date and time: 7 pm on Tuesday, January 10, 2006

Location: Ophir School Gynmasium
located 1.5 miles south of the US 191/MT 64 intersection at 45465 Gallatin Rd

You ate invited to make your comments on this form and leave it with the meeting officials
ke it with you and mail it to Jean Riley at MD'T Environmental Services, 2701 Prospect

Hury and dovow ol areey spetd |
ATUHGS st thd Ao o 2 " aiesgnsirli g
F/_,ac-{;r.f PRETIPT S W afﬁ -:}ré'; ')‘.'IA‘ (,“J
drsntimie ,;.m At g h,.,.efﬁ
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Avenue, PAO. Box 201001, Helena, MT 596201001 by January 27, 2006,

Lhane
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37a. Thank you for your comment.
37b. Regarding stop light, see response to comment 5a.

37c. Regarding speed limit, see response to comment 27.

37d. Thank you for your comment.

37e. Regarding pullout signs, see response to comment 9b.
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Comment 38

Response

From: swwwimdtmt.gov=

To: "MDT Comments - Project” <mdtcommentproject@mt.gov=
Date: 113172006 10:04.26 AM

Subject: Comment on a Project Submitted

A guestion, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us® web page.

Action Item: Comment on a Project

Submitted: 01/31/2006 10:04.26 .
Project Commenting On:  Hwy. 191 Gallatin Canycn Feb. 1st meeting

Mame: Jennifer Hogan

Email Address: Mtwildflwi@aal.com

Phone NMumber: 4059953321

Comment or Question:

Hella, | am unable to attend the meeting at Cphir School
tomarrow evening, but would like to submit my commaent in regards
to improving safety on Highway 191 through the Gallatin Canyon
hetween Bozeman & Big Sky. Having been a resident here for 10
years - | have driven the canyon thousands of times and have
definetly seen it get worse. | have written letters to the

governers in the past regarding Semi's which have terrorized
many people - but the other biggest problem that | have noficed
as have many others that | know, is auto’s (mostly but not anly
Semi's) crossing the CENTER Line - mostly on curves but have had
it happen to me even on straightaways. | believe that putting
something like Rumble STrips down the center line may help keep
peaple on their side of the road, or at least make them more
aware of how they are driving. | also believe at this point in

time, the increase in the number of cars has escalated out of
control but | don't think this number will continue to grow too
much. Seconer or later, the construction will slow down
tremendously in Big Sky which is a huge portion of the traffic.

| strongly believe that spending money to widen andior

straighten the highway would be a huge waste of resources and a
maore comimaon sense approach such as centar line rumble strips
{and continuzal re-painting of lines) would make an impact, as

well as lowering the speed limit only because | believe it would
limit Semi travel because if the road isn't such a short cut to

them anymore...maybe so many wont use it. THank You!

See response to comment 6a.

See response to comment 18.
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From: "Demant, Lorelle” <ldemont@mt.gove

To: "Ebert, Jeff™ <jebert@mt.gove, "Gammon, Ross” <rgammaon@mi.gov=

Date: 21102006 10:54:35 AM

Subject: F: Ask MDT A Quesfion Submitted

Hi Jeff and Ross,
Would one of you be kind encugh to provide me with some information to respond to this inguiry please?

thanks,
Lorelle

----- Original Message-——

From: wwwi@Zmdt.mt.gov [mailtorweew@mdt.mt.gov)
Sent: Friday, February 10, 2008 10:13 AM

To: MDT Comments - Ask MDT

Subject: Ask MDT A Quastion Submitted

& guestion, comment or request has been submitted via the "Contact Us" web page.

Action ltem: Ask MDT A Cuestion
Submitted: 02M0/2006 10:13:186
Marme: Zane Yenny

Address Line 1 3880 Equestrian Lane
City: Bozeman

Slate/Province: MT

FPostal Code: S8T18

Email Address: zaneyenny@hotmail.com
Fhang Mumber: (406) 624-0113
Comment or Question:

Why Is nothing being done about the animals being hit by See responses to comment 4, page 67.

vehicles south of the Conoco at the Big Sky turnaff on 1917
There are elk and moose being killed daily and it's just a

matter of time before someona gels killed. The speed limit
should be lowered because it's a winter refuge area and animal
crossing signs should be put up every guarter mile. What is the
problem?
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The following comments and questions were taken from the January 10" Public Hearing transcript.
Jeff Ebert opened the floor to the public for their questions and comments.

No. | Name Affiliation | Date Form Comment Response
40 Jerry Fishel Individual 01/10/06 | Public | live here in Big Sky. | have a couple of suggestions. One would be to See response to comment 25 regarding
Hearing put reflectors on the centerline of the highway. I've seen this done in reflectors.
Florida and other places. It defines the lanes and it will define the left-turn
lane. These reflectors will be helpful for people staying in their lanes.
The second suggestion is: In the park they have a system where they See response to comment 4d, page 69.
measure where the animals cross the road, and we’ve all seen that.
unld it be possible to set up a timing §ystem on these large tractor See response to comment 4b, page 68.
trailers such that we can measure the time that they go through the
canyon? In other words, they would carry some kind of a radio transmitter
chronograph indicating what time they went in and when they came out,
and if it turns out that the average speed through the canyon is excessive,
identify them and give them the proper reprimand or whatever fines might
be appropriate.
41 F. Craig Barber | Individual 01/10/06 | Public | come up and down about 60 times during the winter for teaching skiing The new Swan Creek Bridge would have

Hearing and things like that. | live in South Cottonwood Canyon. I'm amazed that a curve that meets MDT design
we have a bridge at Lava Lake, which is around milepost 60, a curved standards.
bridge that is very narrow and the freeze thaw is much more tricky with a
bridge. The same thing at Swan Creek - that bridge has a curve in it. Two
or three years ago there was black ice on that slight curve and it made the
car spin, and then there was about five cars below that also spun. So I'm
hoping that if you redo the Swan Creek Bridge, you will at least make it
straight. | don’t think that is technically impossible and probably very . ) .
smart and if Lava Lake isn’t in the scheme now, it should be fixed in the The L?V?" LaKe bridge was not identified
future because that is just like a funnel. Just this past week | saw three asa h_|gh accident location and therefore
extra-wide commercial trucks with huge dump trucks on the back of them | IS Not in the proposed safety
with no blinking light car in front. One of those could not squeeze through improvement project.
that bridge if someone is coming the other way. So you’ve got some
serious hazards there. Thank you.

42 Roger Cantwell | Individual 01/10/06 | Public I've been up here in the canyon for about 20 years and | take care of all Thank you for your comment.

Hearing the white crosses throughout the canyon here. | have a suggestion — | e . .
know the white crosses are doing a lot of good but I think instead of the The *S” curve at MP 39 was improved in
white crosses maybe we should put six-foot skull and crossbones painted | 1986 during a slope flattening and
on the blacktop either in white pain or florescent orange. Nobody has guardrail project. This curve will be
mentioned mile marker 39 called dead man’s curve. | think something reevaluated in 2006 to examine if it is
could be done about that. There are six white crosses right there. Thank | feasible to further improve this section.
you.

43 Jerry Wortman Individual 01/10/06 | Public I just have quick question — has this project been fully funded? See response in the public hearing

Hearing transcript, page A-10.
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No. | Name Affiliation | Date Form Comment Response
44 Linda Allen Individual 01/10/06 | Public My husband and | live four miles south of the mouth of the canyon, which See response to comment 4b, page 68.
Hearing is where the last four people died. We live here at Big Sky as well. We've
been driving the canyon quite frequently daily for the last ten years. I'm an
advocate of lowering the speed limit in the canyon to 45 mph. | think a
number of these projects, which are proposed for safety reasons,
disappear if people aren’t going too fast. It is not just too fast for winter
conditions, it's worse in the summer. So if you haven'’t given a thought to
lowering the speed limit, | think you should. It is the only thing that is
simple, obvious, immediate, practically free, and ensures that drivers will
have better control of their vehicles.
45 lan Individual 01/10/06 | Public I’'m a new resident of the canyon, about seven miles north. The Gabion See response in the public hearing
MacConnackie Hearing walls that are the caged rocks, are they going to be set down into the river | transcript page A-11.
to expand the shoulder that you are putting the turning lanes in at Red Cliff » ) )
and Swan Creek? Are they going to be put into the river? Additional information: As stated on pg 3-
36 of the EA, the purpose of installing the
slope stabilization structures is to
accommodate the proposed
improvements without encroaching into
adjacent water bodies.
| didn’t catch the woman’s name over there, but this is in reference to the A speed study is not proposed as part of
obvious. The speed limit in the canyon — why is that listed as one of the this project, but will be performed as part
last proposals in this project? You mentioned that you are going to of a separate study. See response to
address that later in phase three. Wouldn'’t that be the primary goal of a comment 4b (page 68) and the second
safe stretch of road? When that speed limit was increased from 55 mph to | part of Jeff Ebert’s presentation in the
60 mph, where are the statistics backing up the increase in accidents? Public Hearing Transcript.
These are all real basic issues for a lot of people who live around here. |,
for one, believe that a reduction in the speed limit wouldn’t necessarily
mitigate these proposals you have. Turning lanes are great idea, but
ultimately speed kills, and if anybody has lost anyone to a traffic related
accident, they can attest to that. | just want to know why it is at the end of
the agenda.
46 Ken Morton Individual 01/10/06 | Public I've been a full-time resident for 28 years here. Will any private property See response in the public hearing
Hearing be taken for this project? transcript, Page A-11.

Additional information: As discussed on
pages 3-18 and 3-19 of the EA, itis
anticipated that right-of-way would be
required from 15 private parcels and two
public parcels. Based on the preliminary
design, the total amount of right-of-way
that would be required from these 17
parcels is 1.3 acres.
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Affiliation

Date

Form

Comment

Response

47

Dorothea Jude

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

| would like to know when the traffic light would be installed. Would we
have to wait until 2008? How does it affect the speed limit leading up to a
traffic light?

See response in the public hearing
transcript, page A-2.

Additional information: see response to
comment 5a.

48

Tom Butler

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

I’'m with the Highway Patrol out of Belgrade. | don’t want to start the speed
limit tonight, as Jeff said, but one thing | would like you to keep in mind
when you are discussing this tonight and it goes directly towards the
environmental issues they are talking about. We can hang whatever we’d
like on a post for a speed limit in this canyon, but we have to be able to
enforce it. That involves widening the highway out and giving us some
room to do something. Which goes right towards the project, right towards
the environmental issues, and all that is part of this. At another point we
will talk about the speed limit issues, but while you are commenting on
this, everybody needs to understand that all the problems you folks have
driving up and down the canyon, we also have the same thing driving up
and down the canyon, and if we don’t have room to come up there and
enforce the speed limit that is in place today then we won’t have room to
enforce a lower one. That is going to take some widening. So keep that
in mind when you are talking to the department officials after this meeting
or with your questions now. There is going to have to be some widening
happen in this canyon for law enforcement to come up and do some good
to help solve some of the problems.

Thank you for your comment.

49

Wayne Lee

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

I’'m a resident of Big Sky. Relative to the signal, it took me about three
hours to find a signal that would comply with federal standards. There is a
company in Ohio, and it would cost $20,000. We keep saying we need
studies, hearings, meetings, and reports on — a little bit of action and a
little less study would go a long ways.

The other thing is looking at this project where you have your widening
and your cut bank laybacks. | believe a rumble strip in the sidelines would
do far more good than what you are proposing.

I've worked on highway projects for a good portion of my life, and you're
two foot widening of the existing shoulder is a sliver fill which is the most
expensive thing you can do in the form of construction. So your bang for
your buck, from what I'm seeing on this project, is extremely low. To me if
you would have done better studies going into it, you could have prioritized
where you were spending your money and come up with a whole lot better
result for the dollars spent.

Comment noted.

MDT will evaluate rumble strips in the
north half of the canyon later this year.

The State’s transportation system needs
always exceed the available resources
and nominated projects are carefully
selected based on how well they address
a specific transportation need and
contribute to overall system
performance. For more information on
how safety projects are selected you can
reference the Performance Planning
Process at:
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/publications/docs/
brochures/tranplanp3.pdf
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No. | Name Affiliation | Date Form Comment Response
50 John Leeper Individual 01/10/06 | Public The black ice in the canyon is an enormous problem. Although we have See response to comment 9d.
Hearing thermometers on our cars, it often doesn’t tell us if we are approaching an
area that is shaded. You may think you don’t have black ice, but you do
when you hit it. I'm wondering if it would be possible to get some solar
signs that actually take the temperature in some portions of this canyon so
we’d know when we are coming up whether we’ve got a black ice situation
or not. | know there are some portions of the canyon where you can spin
out and a lot of people have, and it is amazing that we haven’t had more
fatalities on some portions of the canyon. So | could almost personally
pick out some of those areas where you do spin out, but if you could get a
solar sign in there that gave the temperature so that when people are
coming around, they’ve got a good idea whether it is frozen or not.
51 David Individual 01/10/06 | Public Jeff, | know we are trying to keep this to the EA, but as you addressed See response in the public hearing
O’Connor Hearing some of the commitments that the Dept. Director and the Highway Patrol transcript, page A-13.
made, when we had the meeting here in December it seemed like there . . .
was a loud and clear desire from people to not only do the things you've Additional information: see response to
mentioned, but also to mark any turnouts that we have to advise slow comment 9b.
traffic to use them. I'm curious as to why that didn’t make the list?
52 Bob Donner Individual 01/10/06 | Public The question of law enforcement on speed limits came up awhile back. See response to comment 4b, page 68.
Hearing When you were talking about the signs that show your speed, it seems to
me that it might be fairly simple if somebody is going over the speed limit
to put on a video and take their picture, and the law enforcement could
take place somewhere else without having to widen the road.
53 Amy Davis Individual 01/10/06 | Public I live in Gallatin Gateway. | have one question about the relationship See response in the public hearing
Hearing between this study and the study that is about to be done on the Gallatin transcript, page A-13.
River to determine if it is an outstanding water resource. Has there been . ) )
any consideration of the affect that study and a possible determination that | Additional information: see response to
the Gallatin is an outstanding water resource might have on your judgment | comment 3d.
of the significance and severity of the environmental impacts caused by
the construction and the changes made in the roadway? Can someone
address that?
What is the projected time for completion of the outstanding water See response in the public hearing
resource study? transcript, page A-14.
Additional information: Initial indications
were 2007, but MDEQ is in the early
stages of the EIS process and it is not
clear when that process will be complete.
So that would be before this actual construction would occur? See response in the public hearing
transcript, page A-14.
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Amy Davis Well, I'm just wondering if there were a FONSI that occurred before the See response in the public hearing
(continued) determination on the outstanding water resource? transcript, page A-14.
Additional information: see response to
comment 3d.
| would like to make one other quick comment. | don'’t think it is proper to See response in the public hearing
separate the issue of lowering speed limits and improving enforcement of transcript, page A-14.
speed limits and other traffic rules like don’t cross a double yellow line. | » ) .
don’t think it is proper to separate consideration of the impacts of those Additional information: see response to
kinds of changes from consideration of the safety impacts of making the comment 4b, page 68.
changes, which are being proposed tonight. You have a chart that says
“summary of impacts” and then there are two columns. One is the no build
alternative and one is the preferred alternative. But we don’t have a lower
speed limit increased enforcement alternative to consider. | think it ought
to be considered at the same time.
54 Susan Hellier Individual 01/10/06 | Public Can you tell me where we can get copies of the preliminary designs for a See response in the public hearing
Hearing specific area? transcript, page A-15.
55 Rick Allen Individual 01/10/06 | Public | think I've gotten the message that we are not discussing speed limits and | See response in the public hearing
Hearing enforcement tonight, so rather than challenge you as most of the folks in transcript, page A-15.
the rooms have done and would like to do, I'd like to clarify a few things for » ) .
the record. | think it would be useful to know why speed limit and Additional information: See response to
enforcement was not made a part of the planning. Whether that is a policy | comment 4b, page 68.
of MDT, a state law, someone’s opinion, and specifically whether Evans
and Associates that performed this study was told not to factor those
matters into the equation or whether they simply operated on the
assumption that the speed limit and enforcement would not be changed?
56 Ben Bulis Individual 01/10/06 | Public When you go ahead and acquire right-of-way, do you purchase the See response in the public hearing
Hearing property or do you just take it over? transcript, page A-15.

Acquiring the land, do you put that in the preliminary cost estimate for the
project?

Additional information: As discussed on
pg 3-19 of the EA, right-of-way
acquisition would be conducted in
accordance with the Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 and the Uniform
Relocations Act Amendments of 1987.

See response in the public hearing
transcript, page A-16.
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57

Anne Marie
Mistretta

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

I live here in Big Sky. | have a question about whether or not you plan to
install emergency telephone systems along the road? If not how will timely
information, urgent information, get transmitted to law enforcement so they
can change those variable message signs to say something other than
“winter conditions drive safely, thank you”? I'll give you an example,
December 14th driving at 1:30 up canyon to Bozeman past mile marker 51
— | do realize that there are agencies that do not agree with feeding the
Big Horn Sheep salt, however, MDT for all intents and purposes is feeding
salt to the Big Horn Sheep, and there were about five of them standing
and feeding right smack in the center of the road. Three hours later at
4:30 | was driving south, those same sheep were standing there eating
and the light of course was getting very bad. By that point people were
taking the law into their own hands, parking their cars and running south in
the canyon up to a quarter and a half mile to flag trucks to slow down. If
we can'’t get information out of that canyon to people who can change
those signs such as we needed the night the high school bus sat for
almost one hour because we could not get information out of that canyon
to families. We haven’t done what we need to do to improve this road.

See response in the public hearing
transcript, page A-16.

Additional information: see response to
comment 25 regarding variable message
signs.

58

Ruth Lott

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

I’'m going to follow right on the same idea. In this 85th percentile, they are
not factoring in black ice and sheep in the middle of the road and that
seems to me to be environmental. So there is no way speed is not part of
the environmental process here and it just has to go in.

See responses to comment 55.

59

Anne Marie
Mistretta

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

Laura said you are working with the FWP, and | realize this is
infrastructure, but could someone be working with FWP to be sure that
they understand the sheep are on the road eating the salt that they won’t
feed to them up mountain from the road?

See response in the public hearing
transcript, page A-17.

60

Kevin Germain

Individual

01/10/06

Public
Hearing

| have a question for either David Evans and Associates or Commissioner
Vincent. This gets back to the question earlier about the outstanding
resource water. | know there is a lot going on with the Gallatin right now
with the TMDL study and the Outstanding Resource Water Study. Is there
anything with the outstanding water resource designation that would
preclude or take away some tools from MDT for widening the road, with
the Gabion baskets as well as any sort of bridge realignment that we
should be aware of?

See response in the public hearing
transcript, page A-17.

Additional information: see response to
comment 3d.
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61 Kevin Kelleher Individual 01/10/06 | Public I live at milepost 54 in the Karst area. Specifically on the bridges | have See response in the public hearing
Hearing three questions. The measurement of the old bridge at the West Fork is transcript, page A-17.

54 feet, the new proposed bridge is 88 feet in length, the width of the old
bridge is 30 feet, the new width is 76.8 feet. Would it be prudent or
possible to get that stop signal in before construction begins on the
bridge? Which direction would that bridge be widened — towards the river,
towards the main Gallatin at the confluence, or will it be widened to the
west of the West Fork? The EA says it will keep the same center line, so
that would lead me to believe the distances would be split on each side.

The most important thing is the right hand turn lane into Big Sky. Right
now it is a dangerous situation if you are driving south and you have a lot
of traffic turning into Big Sky. | watch locals every day pull out in front
because I'm going further south towards Bucks T-4.

The other thing | didn’t notice in the EA and maybe it will be in the EIS, but
there is nothing about noise abatement. Specifically noise ordinances
against the use of Jake brakes, non-muffler vehicles including
motorcycles, at all in the EA. It is become a particular problem not only
on US 191 but also on Montana 64 with the empty gravel trucks coming
down the mountain and using Jake brakes all the way down. Will noise
abatement be addressed in the EIS?

But wouldn’t that be addressed in an EIS? | know it needs a local
ordinance but because there is no local government here, we can’t pass
an ordinance against the use of Jake brakes and other loud vehicles. |
know the State of Montana, through the Highway Patrol, can enforce the
muffler-less vehicles and situation like this, but it is definitely an
environmental impact in the canyon and should be looked at as the
amount of traffic increases especially heavy construction traffic.

The third issue regarding the “use slow vehicle” signs, Highway 12 along
the Lolo River in Idaho is far more dangerous than this road. They have a
50 mph speed limit and every single turnout is posted that slow moving
traffic must use vehicle turnouts when delaying four or more vehicles. |
lived here and worked on this project for a long time, we go back 25 years
asking for those signs to alert tourists delaying traffic to use these pullouts.
| have to disagree with you as far as the safety issue of them coming back
into traffic. When | go home to my home at night I'll use the new Portal
Creek pullout if I've got a lot of traffic behind me as a matter of courtesy so
that all the traffic behind me doesn’t have to stop when | turn left into my
home at milepost 54.7. So | would strongly suggest that you put the slow
vehicle turnout signs as a very high priority in this project.

As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EA, a
right-turn lane is proposed in US 191 at
MT 64.

The response in the public hearing
transcript incorrectly states that more
abatement would be addressed in the
EIS. An EIS is not being developed for
this project.

See response to comment 9b.
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62 Phil Holbrook Individual 01/10/06 | Public I've lived a mile south of Karst for 28 years. | help Roger with the white When the Department analysis accident
Hearing crosses and many of those are the result of single vehicle accidents trends they look at accidents causes
because of the design of the road not because people speeding or people including fatalities.
avoiding someone else. It is because the road design fools the traffic and ) ) )
by the time they realize they need to slow down it is too late from some of | 1€ Department will continue to monitor
them. We have many crosses and we've had many people go off the road | these sections of US 191 for potential
in these places. | think your engineers should address every one of those | Safety Engineering Improvement
crosses. Take a look and try and find some background on what Programs in the future.
happened in those accidents.
63 Trilly Calendar Individual 01/10/06 | Public Just following that up, with the history of the road and the number of the See response in the public hearing
Hearing accidents that have taken place there, it would seem from an engineering transcript, page A-19.
standpoint you guys could analyze where the most dangerous areas are . ) )
or have been historically. | imagine that is essentially why you have what | Additional information: see response to
you have here. Has there been any consideration for any sort of dividers | comment 9a.
dividing traffic in those areas where you’'ve had those types of problems
which would potentially eliminate any sort of head-on and maybe some of
the more severe types of traffic accidents that have taken place?
| have a clarification question as well. | want to be sure | understood that See response in the public hearing
the study you have proposed for the signal at 64 and 191 is really transcript, page A-19.
separate from all of this and could happen well in advance of 2007-08
construction project?
64 Kevin Barton Individual 01/10/06 | Public Big Sky resident. Is there any review of 64 as far as separated turn lanes See response in the public hearing
Hearing at the intersection of US 191? transcript, page A-19.
65 Greg Fields Individual 01/10/06 | Public I live at the south end of the project at mile marker 32 at the Elk Horn See response in the public hearing
Hearing Ranch. | want to know how come you think Red Cliff instead of mile transcript.
maker 39, which is the dead man’s curve, and you've got all the traffic at
the Corral and Rainbow Ranch and people going in and out of there and | | S€€ response to comment 42.
don’t think that is on there? | have a laundry list of questions for all these
different things.
You say you are looking at little road strips in the middle of the road, how
does that affect the snow plows when they come through and it builds up See response to comment 9a regarding
on that? You are talking about a concrete barrier and snow builds up on lane barriers. See response to comment
that. All that is going to be more hazardous than just a straight road that is | 9b regarding turnouts.
open so they can come through and clean it up. They do a pretty good job
right now. You add that and it is going to mess it up worse. To go back to
using the turnouts — | drive big trucks, horse trailers, stock trucks. You
want me to go ... | can barely get that thing going 45-50 mph. You want
me to slow down, turn off, and start up again? I'd be going 15-20 mph for
another mile or two, and you want me to turn off again? It will take me two
hours to get out of the canyon. That is just crazy.
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No. | Name Affiliation | Date Form Comment Response
Greg Fields | see this all the way down to Buck T-4 (referring to graphic), | don’t see a See response in the public hearing
(cont.) lot of white crosses through here. This is a lot of rear-end traffic with transcript, page A-20.
people slowing down and more inconvenience stuff. You know people get
upset over people dying like at dead man’s curve and the other day over See response to comment 42.
at Spanish Fork. That is a really flat straight area that goes into two sharp | aqgditional information: In determining
curves. That is where people get in trouble. They are going 60-70mph, | where specific safety improvements were
don’t care what the sp_eed limit is, and they h|t_t_hose curves and you can't needed, MDT compiled crash data from
do that curve that fast in dry, wet, or any condition. | think personally all 1984 to 2000.
the emphasis should be on those harsh curves not these straight a ways
and all that crap. Harsh curves are where people are dying not these rear-
end jobs out here.
66 Ben Bulis Individual 01/10/06 | Public | had a question at our last meeting and you called it sand gravel. Is there | See response in the public hearing
Hearing any way to make the size of the chips smaller that you use in the canyon transcript, page A-20.
since they don’t get blown off because of the wind in the canyon?
67 Greg Fields Individual 01/10/06 | Public When you say that you go through a filter process for your rocks, | see you | See response in the public hearing
Hearing piles built up and over the summer you have all the weeds growing on top | transcript, page A-21.
of it. Then in the winter you kick it out onto the road where it gets spread
on to the side, then you’ve got weeds on the side. | know that personally
because I'm picking those things up all the time and it is a bad deal
because then it spreads from the road into the public land onto my private
property, which my horses and cows aren’t going to eat. It just keeps
spreading all the way across. It's an environmental issue.
68 Lynne Malpeli Individual 01/10/06 | Public | have a question for MDT, what is the ruling on commercial through the See response in the public hearing
Hearing National Park? Who would | call? transcript, page A-21.
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69 Denise Wade Individual 01/10/06 | Public From Big Sky. | have a couple of comments — one is related to the sheep See response in the public hearing
Hearing that we talked briefly about. There are three locations where they cross transcript, page A-21.

the road. (One is by Deer Creek. One is milepost 54, another is milepost
51 to 52, somewhere in there, and another is milepost 48 or a little bit
further south. Tonight when | drive home I'll tell you.) They cross US191
pretty regularly and | was wondering if it would be possible to put signage
or flashing lights or something like that similar to what is happening further
south with the elk as you go through Yellowstone. They are on those blind
corners at mile marker 51 and Durham Meadows and right in there pretty
regularly in the wintertime going for the salt on the roadway. So | would
like to have that as part of the public record that | wouldn’t mind seeing
some flashing lights or something warning people who don’t drive it
regularly that they are frequently there.

My second comment is kind of related to speed limit and | know we are not
supposed to talk about that but | want it entered into the public record that
US 191 is pretty much a closed system and if somebody is speeding and
highway patrol or sheriff is following them, they aren’t going anywhere.
You follow them until you pull them over. | don’t think anyone is going to
pull over and stop in the middle of the road. There are plenty of places to
pull over. There are many pullouts. | realize that not every single spot has
a shoulder where you can pull off but | feel like | would like to see the
Highway Patrol not use that as an excuse to not catch speeders or not
have any direct influence towards people who are speeding.

Additional information: All three of those
locations fall within the “high wildlife
accident occurrence area” identified by
MFWP and documented in the EA. As
discussed in Section 3.4.6 of the EA,
MDT will collaborate with MFWP
regarding the need for bighorn sheep
crossing signs.

Thank you for your comment.
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(Note: Comment 4 was relocated to this page due to its large attachment.)

Comment 4 Response
Py
(e (See next page)

JAN 3 © 2006 Lo
American Wildlands
Emumﬂfw.pnrp-hased conservation for the MNorthern Rockiss.”

Jean A. Riley, P.E. - )

Environmental Services Burcan.Chief MASTEH F”.E
Sontana Department of Transpartation

E'J'Lﬂ] Prospect Ave., PO Box 201001 ' CO PY
Helena, Montana 539620-1001 -

Dear Ms. Riley,

Amcrican_'lf‘r'i[dlund».: appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Gallatin Canyon: Slope

Flattening Widening Environmental Assessment. We see this as an opportunity to increass motorist safety
on the Gallatin Canyon portion of Highway 191 by decreasing the likeliheod of aceidents involving
wildlife.

While this project mostly focuses on alterations to the road for the benefit of human safety, American
Wildlands believes this is alse an opportunity to help protect some of the wildlifie that far too often gets
killed on this stretch of rosd. Taking advantage of this opporiunity will also increase motorist safety, the
MDT s primary goal in this project.

Improving the Canyon’s abundant wildlife's ability to cross the road without being struck by a vehicle is
an important component of improved motorist satety — one that will be increasingly important as the area
continues to grow, The EA estimates that by 2026, traffic in the Gallatin Canyodn north of Big Sky will
double to 10,230 vehicles per day. American Wildlands beligves that MOT should start taking steps pow
to prevent vehicle-wildlife aceidents, as the risk to people and our wildlife will only increase with time. If
the MDT invests a little more time and money now into improving the ability of wildlife to safely cross
Highway 191, the agency can help reduce the increasing tragic toll this dangerous highway is taking on
people, our property and our wildlifie in the future, We would like 10 see more projects with a Purpose amd
Meed of reducing animal-vehicle collisions,

The Proposed Projece: MOT plans to install turn lanes at dangerous intersections such as Big Sky, widen
and flatten the slope at these intersections and replace and elongate bridges spanning Swan Creek and the
West Fork of the Gallatin River, ’

(continued on next page)
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Response

4a.

Specific Wildliie Safety Measures Proposed by drgrican Wildlamds: We propose that MDT amend its

existing plans and improve wildlife passage beneath the elongated bridges by adding streamside wildlife -
trails. Such trails are easier for wildlife to negotiate than the boulders and rip-rap that currently Nank these
stteams, making it easier for animals 1o use these “underpasses™ rather than crossing the road. While
some argne that there is linle assurance wildlife will use these paths, i°s o technique American Wildlands
thinks it is well worth frying. We would be happy to participate in the design process of the bridges and
trails. Furthermore, we would like to see research on the use of these structures. MIYT has already
illustrated its national leadership in the field of reducing animal-vehicle accidents through recent projects
on Bozernan Pass and Highway 93 in the Bitterroot Valley, as well as the upcoming Evaro to Folson -
Project through the Flethead Valley, We want to encourage MDT to use this opportunity te eentinue its
leadership in making highways more wildlife-friendly by testing this underpass-trail concept on Highway
191,

Crenaral Wildlife Safery Megswres Propoged by American Wililiangs: These measures from a new and

grovwing field of research are used in the United States, Canada and Europe to reduce animal-vehicle
“collisions while maintaining habitat connectivity For wildlife. Some of them could befincorporated in the
CMDT s Highway 191 project:

«  Lower speed limits enforced Ew increased pstmls and/or photographic technology that -
automatically issues tickets by mail;

o Dy l..-rpilbs.lrl.l.l'.ldl..-l'pilﬁb structures — various sizes with fencing to guide animals to lhwl., Crossing
SITUCHUrSs; )

»  Break-the-beam technology - when a deer or elk breaks an invisible light beam on the side of &

v road, lights flash to warn drivers that an animal is near or on the road,
= Wildlife-warning signs;
»  Deerreflectors and whistles.

4b.

Lower speed limits: Al the public hearing on January 10, MDT stated that speed limits were not part of
this project. However, the LS. 287/26 — Moran Junction to 12 Miles West of Dubois, Wyoming project

lowersd the speed limit from 65 o 55 {see attached page from the Record of Decision). Speed limits
relate directly to safety and are an important part of the safety discussion, However, American Wildlands
would prefer that the speed limit be reduced separately, so that it can be done in 2046, rather than linked
to the date of the project, Driving slower will save the lives of people and wildlife. We also support
::n'fnruing the speed limit and installing electronic barrier signs at key locations, which display driver
speed and flash warning messages,

4c.

Cverpossmderpags steactures: The attached paper by Ruoediger, Claar and Gore, identifies highways tha:

ra through key linkage areas in the S Morthern Rockies and identifies 1.5, 191 as one of those
huglw.-'n_l,ls ksee F:gures 2and 5 In addition, rhc paper states that crms:mb structures should he
implemented at traffic volumes presently on Highway 191,

4a.

4b.

The structures will maintain small animal use. Existing
wildlife paths beneath bridge structures will be maintained.
The elevation of the underside of the new bridge beams is
comparable to the existing beams now in place and use by
larger animals would not have to change.

1st bullet: See response to comment 4b.
2nd bullet: See response to comment 4c.
3rd bullet: See response to comment 4d.

4th bullet: MDT is coordinating with MFWP regarding
signage to warn drivers about bighorn sheep.

5th bullet: Deer reflectors and whistles are not proven
technologies for reducing animal / vehicle collisions.

MDT will be evaluating speed in the corridor separately
from this project. See the second part of Jeff Ebert’s
presentation in the Public Hearing Transcript regarding the
speed study. Since the Montana Legislature, per Section
61-8-303, MCA, sets the speed limit, changing the speed
limit is not generally something MDT can implement on its
own. However, per Section 61-8-309, MCA, the
Transportation Commission may “determine upon the
basis of an engineering and traffic investigation that a
speed limit set by 61-8-303 is greater or less than is
reasonable or safe under the conditions found to exist....on
a segment of highway less than 50 miles in length...” MDT
will be undertaking the necessary investigations to
consider a change in the statutory speed limit.

With respect to enforcement, the rules of the road in
Montana are enforced by the Montana Highway Patrol and
they fall under the jurisdiction of the Department of Justice.
For your convenience, their website is:
http://www.doj.mt.gov/enforcement/highwaypatrol.asp

(continued on next page)
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Response

Al approcimately 2,000-3 0600 vehicles per day, highwiys usunlly have sdverse impacts on wildlite dus w
habirat fragmentation and mortality (Dr. Tony Clevenger and Paul Pageet, persomal communication).
Highway departments and land management agencies should implement wildlife crossing structures at
these traffic volumes, Traffic volume over 4,000 vehicles per day is most assuredly creeting significent
habitat fragmentation and wildlife mortality. (Ruediger, B., 1. Claar and I, Gore. Restoration of Camivore
Habitat Connectivity in the Northern Rocky Mountains, In Evink, G.L., P, Garrett and David Zeigler, eds.
19040, Proceadings of the Third Intermational Conference on Wildlife Ecelogy and Transportation. FL-ER-
73-99. Florida Department-of Transportation, Tallahassee, Flarida, 330pp, p.7)

Break-the-beam technalogy: This is currently being tested on Highweay 191 in Yellowstone Park. This
promizing technology eould be implemented in other locations on the highway once it has been tested and

/
\

improved.

Specific to Highway 191, this discussion will become increasingly important as the Big Sky area
continues to grow. Roadkill hot spots along Highway 191 north of Yellowstone Mational Park, hased on
American Wildlands" analysis, are:

»  From the Big Sky turn-off north two miles to mile post 50;
« A two-mile section that includes Red CIHF Campground; and
= A mile north and south of Taylor's Fork

These hot spots represented in the color map inchuded with cur comments and are based on a draff renon
A Preliminary Assgssment of Wildlife-Transportation Issues in the Cireat \’cllg\\'stor;c Ecggvstem bup ’
Amanda Hardy of Western Transportation Institute and Steve Willer {formerly American Wildlands) ard
Elizaheth Roberts of American Wildlands, I've included a copy of the relevant sections of the report tdnm
”!.:5]1.\:{:‘[}' 191 (p. & and 9). Please note the difference between our hot spat lecations and the “Hi ph
Wildlife Accident Occurrence Area™ in the EA. For exampie, the two-mile section that inclucl:s%{cd CLiff

L'-un_tp__l;rmmc{ is nut_highlig]l[ed in the EA. Please consider these above three areas for solutions to wildlife
collisions now and in future projects, )

'l_"huulla you for proposing to elongate the bridges over Swan Creek and the West Fork of the Gallatin River
IL}." wildlife movement underneath, We cancourage you to take additional steps to improve the ab i‘|j*L .‘01. -
wildlife to sufely cross Highway 191, including constructing wildlife trails beneath :.h-c expanded hgid-rv:s
and other preventative measures mentioned above. Human sufety and wildlife conservation are two

important concerns for Americans, and highway projects like this one ‘i i i
y projects like this one provide a unique opportunicy o
address both of these concerns atl ence. e app T

[hank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Ul O b

Jﬁ’:slum W. Burnim

MDT has passed along information regarding public
concern over speed limit enforcement in the corridor to the
Highway Patrol and has met with the Director, Col. Paul
Grimstad on the issue. However, MDT has no jurisdiction
over how the Highway Patrol chooses to address issues
related to the enforcement of traffic laws.

Two radar-activated Speed Monitoring signs are currently in use
in the Gallatin Canyon. One at the entrance to the canyon in
the southbound lane and the other near Big Sky in the
northbound lane. These units display a message stating “Your
Speed Is xxxxx” message to cars traveling at or below the
speed limit and a message stating “Slow Down Now” to the
drivers of vehicles traveling above the prescribed speed limit.
Additional speed studies of the Gallatin Canyon are anticipated
as a follow up to the speed monitoring signing.

4c. Due to the physical constraints in the Canyon, and the
limited scope and budget of this safety project involving
spot improvements; Overpass/Underpass wildlife
structures are not feasible with this project.

4d. Break the Beam technology is still in the research and
testing phase and has not yet been established as a
reliable method for reducing animal / vehicle collisions.

Thank you for this information. The “hot spot” you have
identified near Big Sky appears to fall within the high wildlife
accident occurrence area identified by MFWP and documented
in the EA. We will look into the other two areas that are
identified the Western Transportation Institute document.

(continued on next page)
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Attachment to Comment 4

RECORD OF DECISION
US287/26
A, DECISION
RECGRD DF DEEISION A1 This Record of Decisien documents decisions made concerning highway

FHWA-WY-EIS-02-01-F improvements presented in the FELS.

N
A2 The Proposed Action is the reconstruction of 37.7 miles of U.5, 287/26 extending
east Tom near Moran Junction to the east boundary of Shoshone Mational Forest
west of Dubois, The improvements will increase roadway safety, accommodate

.5, 28726 — M“EPDE": 3.01 to 40.71 projected traffic, correct roadway design d_eﬁcicnr.i-?s, and enhence and improve the
M J . . s visitor experience, Crwverall, the project will be designed and constrocted to protect
aran Junction to 12 Miles West of Dubois wwmr“ the natural and human environment and meet the goals of the Bridger-Teton and
Tet dF . ! g Shoshone Mational Forest Land and Resource Management Plars and the USFS

on an remont Counties Wyoming Cermennial Seenic Byway Plan.
a3 The Seieeted Alternaiive, Altemative E “Team Consensus’, will improve the existing

highway essentially on the same alignment, limiting major alignment shifts 1o those
locations necessary to improve safety and to avoid or minimize impacts to natural

FE‘IJ'FI..IHFI'I! Eﬂﬂd cnvironmental resources,  Important minor horizontal alignment amd pradeline
modifications will be incorporated o improve roadway design features, and
generally improve roadway safefy and stabilily. Due to the substantial variation in
types of roadway users and terrain, the pested speed limit will be reduced 1o 55 mph,
with 45 mph curve advisories, as needed.  Combined with passing lanes, this
alternative will adequately accommodate projected traffic volumes, promate mere
consistent travel speeds, and enhance traffic safety.

A Parking areas and pullouts will be designed (o enhance the visitor experience by

L™ providing recreational opportunities and scenic improvements.  Modifications t©
existing recreational facilities will include added turn lanes, access improvements,
. interseetion enhuncements, consolidated parking, and resurfacing of pullouts, Up 10
-4 five undercrossings may be provided o accommodate snowmobiles and eliminate

& existing, dangerous at-grade crossings.  &foot shoulders (6-foot in passing lanes)
ﬁ will he provided for pavement edge support, collision avoidance maneuvers, vehicle

i
£

B. ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

u.s. Dﬂpﬂl‘iment of Tranﬁpﬂrtﬂtiﬂ" B.1 General
Federal High\l}ay Administration B0 Seven alternatives were initially developed 10 address the project purpose and need

ohjectives, including the MNo-Action Alernative.  These aliernatives were
documented in Chapler 2 of the FEIS.

emergency stops, and hicycle travel along this transcontinental bicyele route.

gy o
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Restoration of Carnivore Habitat Connectivity
In the Northern Rocky Mountains

Bill Ruediger; Endangerad Species Program Leader
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region, Missoula, MT

James ¥, Claar; Carnivore Program Leader
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region, Missoula, MT

James F. Gore; National Grizzly Bear Habilat Coordinator
USDA Forest Service, Northern Region, Missoula, MT

Abstract: The Novthern Rocky Mountaing are the best location fn the lower 48 states to
mainiain funciioning communities of large and mid-sized carnivores. Highways and
railroeds fave cremted significant habitat fragmentation, habitat loss, mortality and other
threats to these species. The authors reviewed existing highways and railroads, as well ds
fand ownership patterns. “Key linkage areas” were evaluated across the Northern
Reeky Menmtaing of Montana, Tdaho and Wyoming. Shay four highways were considered
imporicnt as key linkage areas, Twendy of ihese were considered “high prierity” due to
the cumulative impacts of having four lanes, high traffic volume, high potential for
upgrading, paralleling railroads or eritical privete Jands, Highweay planners are
encouraged fo move towards analyzing “geographic areas” when assessing impacts af
highways on wide-ranging carmivores.

Iniroduction. The Northern Rocky Mountaing were a place; where high mountains rose
to the skies, covered with lush green forests and dotted with meadows, lakes and
spectacular posteard vistas, Wide fertile valleys wove their way between ranges, laced
with natural grasslands, shrublands and cottonwood bottoms as far as the eye could see,
Carnivores, such as the grizzly bear (Ursus arctos), wolf (Canis lupis), wolverine (Gulo
gulo), lymx (Lymx canadensis) and several other species roamed the valleys and ‘
mountains - moving back and forth - emong some of the earth’s most abundant and
striking wildlife resources. And, as Norman Maclean so elegantly stated “Eventually all
things come together and a river runs through it.” ‘Well, this mey have been how it was,
but those days are behind us and what “runs through it” now is not only a river, but also a
mejor four lane highway, a railroed and strip development,

The Northern Rocky Mountains; The Last Best Place for Large and Mid-Sized
Carnivores. The best opportunity for management of a finctional carnivore community
in North America is the Northemn Rocky Mountains of the United States and the Southern
Rocky Mountains of Canada, It may be the last place in the lower 48 states where this
opportunity exists, The area extends from the Wyoming Range in Wyoming notth to
Jasper Mational Park in Canada (Paquet 1935). One of the major issues in conservation
of carnivores in this area is the expanding highway and railroad system. Another is strip
development as humans expand cut from towns and cities. The authors have evaluated

Finding of No Significant Impact

these two factors and are preseating an approach that would allow carnivors habitat and
population connectivity in the Idaho, Montana and Wyoming portions of the Northern
Rocky Mountains. Admittedly, this is not a fully developed concept, but a beginning
point from which state departments of transportation (DOT"s), Federal Highway
Administration, land management agencies, wildlife agencies and conservation groups
cen begin a serious dizlog, The problems of highways and human sprawl on wildlife and
fish resources are increasing and will persistent. The solutions to these impacts are best
solved sooner than later.

Many of the large carnivores are already listed under the Endangered Species Act
(ESA). Grizzly bear and wolves are currently protected under ESA. Lynx have been
proposed for listing — and their status is being reviewed by the USDI Fish and Wildlife
Service. Wolverine and fisher (Maries pennanii) are of concern and have been petitioned
for listing in the past. Federal and state agencies have a legel responsibility to manage
native wildlife species, particularly those listed or reduced in numbers or range such that
listing may be required.

The Progression of Forest Roads To Highways, As the highway system (and railroad)
grows in size, traffic velume and total miles, its impacts on-wildlife will grow, The
impacts on low density earnivores like grizzly bears, wolves, lynx, wolverine and fisher
will be more severe than mast other wildlife species, This is due to their large home
ranges, relatively low fecundity, and low natural population density, The adverse effects
of highways to rare carnivores and other wildlife include serious habitat fragmentation,
mortality, direct loss of habitat, displacement from noise and human activity and
secondary loss of habitat due to human spraw! (Ruediger 1996 and 1998),

When treffic volume increases, there is an evolution of highways from gravel roads to
paved two lane roads, and from two lane highways to more problematic four lane
highways and “super highways” like the Interstate system. The eventual result of such a
progression in the highway system on rare carnivores is the slow strangulation of
vizhility due to population isolation, loss of habitat, mortelity of individuals and a decline
in potential populetion size, All of these factors are primary causative agents in the
decline and extirpation of wildlife worldwide.

Critical points in development of highways occur when: 1. Gravel forest or back-
country roads are paved (this is the beginning of “highway” impacts compared to forest
road, backcouniry or county roads). This results in higher speeds, higher traffic volumes
and increased human developments. 2. Two lane highways are upgraded into four lanes.
3. Two lane highways are upgraded by widening the pavement surface, widening the
cleared right of way, adding passing lanes and straightening curves. While often
necessary for safety purposes, improved highways adversely affect carivores and other
wildlife species.

Railroads: A Deadly Additional Factor, While the authors” major considerations were
the identification of highways and critical private Jands in key linkage areas, a serious
additional factor is raifroads, Railrosds provide similar dangers to carnivores as highways
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such as habitat loss, habitat fragmentation and mortality sinks, plus several factors that

are unique to only railroads (Weods & Munro 1996; Paquet and Callaghan 1996; Gibean
and Hener 1995). For example, railroads often provide food sources that attract

carnivores such as grain spills (grizzly bears) and carcasses of deer (Odocoileus 5p.), elk
(Cervaes elapfus) and moose (Alces alees) that have been hit and are on, or near the
railroad right-of-way. Railroads provide snow-free and/or level travel ways attractive to
prey species (elk, deer and moose) and carnivores. Railroad bridges are occasionally used
by wildlife to cross rivers, highways and valleys — sometimes with fatal results. Also, )
tra::;l have no ability to maneuver to avoid animals on the tracks and can not stop

quickly. '

Railroads pose a significant threat to carmivores by themselves. However, in
combination with highways they produce a double threat thet can be catastrophic to
wildlife — especially carnivores, The worst documented example in the Northern Rocky
Mountains is the Trans-Canada Highway and Railroad eombination. Tn this instance, a
high speed, high traffic volume four lane highway is paralleled by a busy railroad. The
result has been a severs impact on wolf mortality end serious habitat fragmentation to
grizzly bears, wolves, lynx, and wolverine (Leeson 1996). In the United States, the
effects of railroads paralleling major highways has been poorly studied.

Benefits of Restoring Habitat Connectivity. Providing habitat and population

connectivity in the Northern Rocky Mountains has many potential benefits to carnivores
and other wildlife. These include:

1. Increase the amount of habitat available 1o carnivores by allowing movement and
dispersal within and between major mountain ranges in Idaho, Mentana and
Wyoming. This would maximize the amount of availeble habitat and distribution of
carnivores.

2. Maximize the potential population size, resulting in higher resilience of carnivare
populations due to demographie, stochastic and genctic factors.,

3. Decreased mortality rates for all, or most, carnivores due to collisions with cars,
trucks and trains.

4. Reduce the need for controversial translocation programs since carnivores could
expand throughout the Northern Rocky Mountains through natural movement and
population expansion.

3. Meet the intent of the Endangered Species Act and the National Forest Management
Act by providing maximum habitat use, maximum potential population size and
increased dispersal potentia] which results in populations that are more viable due to
being “well distributed” across the landscape,

6. Minimize land management restrictions because larger, well distributed populations
are less fragile than smatler, insular populations,

Kcy‘Linkag'e Areas— What are they? Key linkage areas are critical areas where
camivore habitat connectivity is diminished, eliminated or at risk over time. Usually, the
factors placing connectivity at risk are highways and private lands. Special management
emphasis, such as provisions for wildlife crossings (for highways) or

acquisitiong/ezsements (for private lands) are recommended to increase or maintain
wildlife habitat connectivity.

Federal and State Lands As a Foundation For Carnivore Habitat Connectivity in
the Northern Rocky Mountains, The foundation for the approach the authors took was
the public land base - both federal and state. This minimized the reliance on private
lands. However, where it was impossible to maintain habitat connectivity across public
land, “key linkage areas™ across private lands are identified. The solution to maintaining
the key linkage areas revalves around future conservation eigsments, purchases or other
agreements that result in providing habitat connectivity from one mountain range to the
next. :

Defining Problem Highways. The highway systems in Idaho, Montana and Wyoming
were reviewed for potential impacts on carnivore habitat and population connectivity.
These will be identified and addressed later in this paper. Also, a subset of “high priority”
highways are proposed based on: 1. Existing four lane highways. 2. Two lane highways
with & high potential for upgrading (to four lanes, or “Super Two Lanes™), 3, Two Iane
highways with high traffic velume. 4. Highways or forest roads with a high potential for
improvements that could lead to more traffic and the associated problems. 5. Highways
that have paralleling railroads. Other highways that can have a serious impact are the
upgrading of gravel forest and backeountry roads into paved two lane highways. When
located in carnivore habitat, these former low standard roads begin the processes of
increasing traffic volumes and speed in carnivore habitat. Paving of forest roads increases
the patential for permanent human occupancy of remote areas through encouragement of
subdivisions, resorts and high-use recreation developments,

The increase in traffic volume in carnivore habitat create a challenge for carnivores
{as well as for highway, wildlife management and land management a‘gﬁmiea}. An issue
facing highway agencies is when should wildlife-crossing structures be implemented?
This is a question without a precise answer. It is known that some highways are not
barriers or significant mortality factors for carnivores, These highways generally have
low traffic velume and long pauses between traffic pulses, They are also two lane roads,
aften with minimal clearing distances. At approximately 2,000-3,000 vehicles per day,
highways usually have adverse impacts on wildlife due to habitat ﬁagt_nenFaIiun and
mortality (Dr. Tony Clevenger and Dr. Paul Paquet, personal mmmumcntloqs}. Highway
departments and land management agencies should implement wildlife crossing
structures at these traffic volumes. Traffic volume over 4,000 vehicles per day is most
assuredly creating significant habitat fragmentation and wildlife mortality.

The effectiveness of highway crossing structures is a concern to all involved in
looking for the solutions to the mortality and habitat fragmentation crested by highways,
railroads and other associated factors. The authors acknowledge there are problems to be
addressed as to how and where wildlife crossings should be built, Other authors have
addressed the effectiveness of wildlife crossing designs (Clevenger 1998, Gibeau and
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Herrero 1998; Paquet and Callaghan 1996, Gilbert zand Wooding 1996). As more
research is completed on carnivores and other wildlife, the mysteries of how and where to
build effective wildlife erossings will be solved. '

Seale Matters When Assessing Highway Effects on Carnivores, In past papers,
Ruediger (1996 and 1998) defined the effects hiphways have on carnivores, There are
many solutions that can be applied to reduce the impacts, such as underpasses,
overpasses, management of human activities and vegetation management, In this paper,
the authors will suggest where the solutions should be applied over a broad geographic
arce. Management of cammivores must be applied at proper scales to be effective (Noss
1891 Paquet 1995). An appropriste geographic scale for assessing the impacts and
solutions o highways and railroads the is the Northern Rocky Mountains of the US and
the Southern Rocky Mountains of Canada (Servheen et al. 1998: Gibeau and Herrero
1998, Gibean and Heuer, 1996, Paquet 1994, 1995 and 1996). While the specific
solutions must be applied locally, analysis end management of the overall problem must
be at higher scales.

Highway impacts must be addressed at the geographic scale by state DOT's and the
Federal Highway Administration, as well as by total length of highway. Trying to address
impacts by short highway segment, as is presently done, is not apprapriate. Tt is
impossible to understand the importance or context of a highway ssgment o carnivores
without looking at higher scales, What is urgently needed is a more comprehensive
planning process involving highway management agencies, land management agencies,
wildlife management agencies and the public,

Assessing the Northern Rocky Mountains Carnivore Habitat Connectivity. The
following is a state by state overview of the key linkage areas for the Northern Rocky
Mountain geographical area.

Montana: Montans has & unique private land to public land ownership pattern that
exacerbates maintenancs of carnivore habitat connectivity. Montana has 20% federal
land, 6% state land and 55% private land (Figure 1). While the public may have the
perception that Montana is largely vast, open spaces of public land, Montana actually has
one of the smallest pereentages of public land of any rural western state. The ownership
pattern is particularly problematic in western Montana, where mountain ranges are
largely National Forest land, but the surrounding valley bottoms are mostly private lands,
The private land is increasingly subject to subdivision, suburban sprawl and other uses
incompatible to the long-term maintenance of wildlife habitat connectivity. Once the
private lands are filly developed, western Montana will have only three large areas of
carnivore refugia (Greater Yellowstone Arca, Selway-Bitterroot Mountains and the Boh
Marshall Wilderness-Glacier Park areas), with the remaining public land habitat between
these areas existing as “island” mountain renges surrounded by developed private land.

The challenge in Montana is to provide permeable highway segments and secure
corridors across private land for carnivores and other wildlife. This will be necessary if
the majority of public land is to remain useful as habitat. If we fail to provide access for

Finding of No Significant Impact

wildlife across private lands and permeable highway sezments in the “key linkage areas,”
severe habitat fragmentation will contimue to occur, The Greater Yellowstone Area,
Selway-Bitterroot and Bob Marshall-Glacier areas would be permanently isolated with a
much Jower potential for camivore persistence, There is evidence that the isolation of
these three areas already exists for many or most camivores. 'Wolf recolonization in
Montana oecurred rapidly in the late 1980"s and early 1990°s from Canada io the
Winemile area north of Tnterstate 90. Southward movement of wolves appeared to be
stopped by 1-50. Grizzly bear have poor pioneering and dispersal abilities and no known
natural movements have occurred between grizzly bear recovery areas, in spite of
distances of only 10-120 miles separating these areas,

Figure 2 provides a map of the highway and private land “key linkage arcas™ i.tl.l
Montana, A written description of each key linkape area is provided in Table 1. Thirty
five highway segments and 16 private land corrider areas were identified in Montana as
“key linkage areas.” ' '

Tdaho: The situation in Idsho is clearly different than Montana. Idebo has & much more
favorable public land ownership pattern than Montana. A much higher percentage of
Tdaho is public land (63% federal, 5% state and 31% private). Phus, public lands are much
more contiguous, particularly in the mountainous areas.

Mevertheless, Idaho also has significant key linkage areas of concern. In northern
Tdaho from Coeur d' Alene north, key linkage areas betwesan the Selkirk Mountains,
Cabinet Mountains and the Bitterroot Mountains are at risk and will require restoration.
In western Idaho, linkage to the Wallowa and Blue Mountains in Oregon and Washington
is at risk or shsent, In eastern Idaho Interstate 15 provides a formidable barrier between
the Greater Yellowstone Area ard Bitterroot Mountaing,

Figure 3 provides a map of the highway and private land “key linkage areas” in Tdaho.
A written description is provided in Table 2. Twenty one highway segments and 7 private
lznd corridor areas were identified in Tdaho as key linkage areas.

Wyoming: Within carnivore habitat in the Northern Rocky Mountains, Wyoming has the
beat land ownership pattern reviewed. The western two thirds of Wyoming are largely
connected by an extensive network of Nationzl Forest, BLM and state land. Yellowstone
Mational Park, in the extrema northwest comer of the state, is & world-renowned refugia
for wolves, grizely bears and other forest carnivores. Special concern must be given in
and around Yellowstone end Grand Teton Mational Parks. Nine of Wyoming’s ten
highways of most concern lead visiters to these parks. With increasing visitor use, traffic
volume increases and there is pressure to accommodate more and faster traffic by
upgrading the sccess highways, The upgrading of highways will negatively effect
carnivores and other wildlife by increasing habitat fragmentation and wildlife mortality.
Walves have been killed by vehicles in both Grand Teton and Yellowstone MNational
Parks, The long-term effects of increasing traffic and potentially faster moving traffic
should be addressed now, Reducing speed limils to decrease vehicle speed, as some
people have proposed, has not been effective in decreasing Florida panther mortalities.
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Land ownership in Wyoming is 48% Federal, 6% state and 43% private. The majority
of private land in Wyoming is in the eastern one third of the state.

Figure 4 provides a map of the highway and private land “key linkage areas” in
Wyoming. A writhen description is provided in Teble 3. Nine highways were identified in
Wyoming as “key linkage areas.” Mo private land corridors were found.

Other Areas of Concern; A concern outside of the analysis of this paper is the
relationship of the Wasatch and Uinta Mountain Ranges to the Northern Rocky
Mountains, Geographically and biologically, Utah mountain ranges were almost certainly
a part of the Northern Rocky Mountain ecosystem, The largest manmade structure
currently preventing habitat connectivity is Interstate 80, No analysis was made of where
key linkage areas may be along Interstate 80, or in Utah, A recent draft Lynx
Conservation Assessment and Strategy (USDI Bureau of Land Manggement, ot al. 1999)
considers the Wasatch and Uinta Mountains as part of the Northern Rocky Mountain
Geographic Area. Another area that may be impurtant, but was not analyzed is the
Bighorn Mountaing in north central Wycmmg and its relationship to the rest of the
Northern Rocky Mountains,

Identifying High Priority Key Linkage Areas in the Northern Rocky Mountains,
Using the definitions for “high priority™ highways discussed previously, the authors
reviewed the 64 key linkage areas identified in Momtana, Idaho and Wyoming. OFf the 64
key linkage areas identified, 20 (31%) qualified as “high priority™ areas.

Of the 20 “high priority” key linkage areas, 7 (35%) were located on two Interstate
highways (I-50 and 1-15). Eleven (55%) have a railroad paralleling the highway. And
eleven also have private lands, which are eritical in maintaining key linkege areas, Nearly
all have a high potential for upgrading that could increase the right-ofiway distances,
increass traffic lanes and increase vehicle speeds. Figure 4 provides 2 map of the high
priority key linkage areas in the Northern Rocky Mountains, Table 4 summarizes the high
priority key linkage areas for Montana, Idaho and Wyoming. 1t also identifies risk
elements such as critical private land segments, railroads paralleling highways, existing
four lane highways and arcas where there is a high potential for upgrading.

Conclusion: Highway systems provide a formidable impact to wildlife — particularly
rare, wide-ranging carnivores. They continue to expand, becoming more problematic and
dangerous to wildlifs each year. Forest roads ere being paved and lanes added,
straightened and widened. Only recently have the problems to wildlife created by
highways been highlighted. The solutions at this time are in the fiuture. And, the cost will
be significant.

The current practice of assessing highway upgrades and sonstruction by individual
segments is inappropriate for large and mid-sized carnivores. Planning by segments -
makes identification of the highest priority wildlife areas impossible - and can lead to
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high investments into marginal return situations. There is no contest to determine if a
given highway segment is important. The appropriate scale for planning effects of
highways and railroads is at the geographic level. In the case the authors reviewed, the
appropriate geographic level is the Nesthern Rocky Mountains of Montana, Idaho and
Wyoming, The authers developed this proposal with the support of their employer, the
USDA Forest Service and with many hours of donated time. Land management, wildlife
management and highway agencies should fund and coordinate a more intensive review
of habitat fragmentation and key linkage zones. Highway agencies should increase the
planning scale to at least an entire highway's length through the Northern Rocky
Mountains — and other geographic areas where carnivores are of concern,

It is the author’s hope that agencies and the public will take the efforts from this paper
and improve upon them. The benefits to camivores and other wildlife would be profound.
A by-product of moving animals safely across highways (instead of over the road
surface) would be a significant improvement in human traffic safety. Although not
studisd, much of the cost of providing safe wildlife crossings could be off-set by fower -
vehicle collisions with wildlife, fewer human injuries, fewer human deaths and lower
vehicle repair and insurance costs. Our highways in the 21" century can be much more
ecologically sensitive, The restoration of carnivere habitat connectivity and reductions in

wildlife mortality are issues that should be addressed and comected.
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Table 1: Summary of Montana Key Linkage Areas

Highway Segment

High Priotily

4-lapes

High Traffic .

Volnme

High
For Upgrade

_Yaak Hwy (Mt 508)

Paralieling

Critical
Private

. Hwy 2 = Troy to Libby

. Hwy 93 — Fortine to Olney

. Mt 486 — Morth Fork Hoad

. Hwy 2 — Columbia Falls to East Glacier

e

|

. Howy 56 — Bull Lake to Hwer 200

L]
|

el P [ o [ | B |

. Hwy 200 — Dixon to ID Border (3 sections)

-

8. Hwy 83 — Swan Lake to Clearwater Junction

| 9. Hwy 93 — Ravalli to Evaro Hill (2 section}

e e B e N Ed

|
|
|

10, 1-90 — ID Border to Alberton (2 sections)

11, 1-90 — Rock Creek to Drummond

12, 1-90 — Butte to Whitehall

13. 1-90 — Bozeman Pass

e I B R B B

| | e |

e P B B B

14, Hwy 200 — Lincoln to Boger’s Pass

15, Hwy 12 - Elliston to McDonald Pass

i

16. Hwy 12 — Lelo to ID Border

e

17. Hwy 1 —1-90 to Anaconda (2 sections)

i

S

18, I-15 — Butte to Boulder Exit

e I e Bl Bl BB

19. Hwy 43 — Divide to Lost Trail Pass (2 sections)

20. Pioneer Mountain Scenic Byway (Forest Service)

21. Hwy 278 — Badger Pass to Big Hole Pass

22. I-15 — Monida Pass to Clark Canvyon (2 sections)

23, Hwy 287 = Alder 1o Fiwy 20 Jct (2 sections)

b |

i
S -

24, Hwy 191 — Big Sky to Hwy 287 Jot

25, Hury 20 — Hwy 287 Jet to 1D Border

26, Hwy 89 — Yankee Jim Canvon thra YINP

27. 1-15 — Glen to Dearlodge Pass

e B E Ed P

bl b B bl B B B e e E P EE b E P e E P B

5|
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Table 2: Summary of Idabho Key Linkage Areas
Highway Segment High Priority 4-lznecs High Traffic High Railroad Critical
Wolwme Polential Pamlleling Private
For Upgrade Lands
1. Hwy 55 North (2 sepments) x X X X X X
2. Hwy 2 = MT Border to Jot Hwy 95 X X X X B
3. Hwy 57 (Priest Lk Highway) X X
4, [0 MT Border to 4™ of July Pass b4 X X X X
5. 5t. Joe River Road : . X
&, Hwy 12 — MT Border to Kooskia X X X
7. Hwy 95 South (2 segments) X X X x x X
8. Hwy 93 MT Border to Challis (2 segments) X X -
O, Fwy 20 Bannock Pass X O
10, Hwy 28 — Leadore to Atomic Energy Res. X
11. I-15 = MT Border to Spencer X X X X X X
12. Hwy 20 = MT Border to Ashton X X
13, Hwy 93 - Jct Fiwy 75 to Mackay Res. X X ]
12. Hwy 75 — Jot Hwy 93 to Stanlev X X
13, Hwy 21 — Stanley to Arrow Rock Dam (2 seg.) X X
| 14. Hwy 55 — Horseshee Bend to Smith’s Ferry X X X T
15. Cascade to Warm Lake RD. X
16, Hwy 71 = Cambridge to OR Border o X X |
17. Moyie River Road — Moyie to East Gate ' X X X
—
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Table 3: Summary of Wyoming Key Linkage Areas

P

Highway Segment High Prigrity 4-lancs High Traffic High Railraad Critical 5

Violume Potential Parallallig Prvate !

S R For Upgrades Lands E

1. Hwy 212 — Beartooth Pass 1o Jet of Hwy 89 X X X i
| 2. Hwy 89 - MT Border to Jackson X X X
3. Hwy 20 — Madison to West Yellowstone X X
4. Forest Road from Hoy 120 to Hwy 212 X

5. Hwy 16 - Wapihi to Lake ] X X X |

6. Hwy 26 — National Forest Boundary to Moran i X |
7. Hwy 187 = National Forest Boundary to Jot 89 X X
i X X

. Hwy 89 — Hoback to 1D Border (2 sections)

-
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Figure 2 - Montana
Key Linkage Areas & High Priority HWY

Figure 1 - Percentages of Federal, Private and
State Lands in Idaho, Wyoming and Montana
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Figure 3 - Idaho

Key Linkage Areas & High Priority HWY Figure 4 - Wyoming
Key Linkage Areas & High Priority HWY
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= %% American Wildlands’ Safe Passages Project
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DISCLAIMER

The opinions, findings and conclusions expressed in this publication are those of the authors and
not necessarily those of the Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Montana State University, or any of
the agencies contacted for information summarized in this report.

Aliemnative accessible formats of this document will be provided upon request. Persons with

disabilities who need an alternative accessible format of this information, or who require some
other reasenable accommodation to participate, should contact Kate Heidkamp, Communications
and Information Systems Manager, Western Transportation Institute, Montana State University-
Bozeman, PO Box 173910, Bozeman, MT 39717-3910, telephone number 406-994-7018, e-
mail: Katel @eoe.montanaedu,

To use animal-vehicle collision data obtained from the Montana Department of Transportation
(MDT), the authors respectfully abide by MDT's requirement of adherence to confidentiality
interests, as follows: )

“By opening this data [delivered in a scaled envelope] you acknowledge that you
understand that this information may be confidential under provisions of 23 ULS.C. 409,
‘fou also accept the State’s confidentiality interest. This includes responsibility for its
confidentiality, including, but not limited to, protection from dissemination or release to
parties known or unknown involved or contemplating litigation as well as its security in
any electronic database in which it is incorporated.

Section 409 states:

MNothwithstanding any other provision of law, reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data
compiled or collected for the purpose of identifying, evaluating or planning the safety
enhancement of potential accident sites, hazardous roadway conditions, or railway
highway crossings, pursuant to Sections 130, 144, and 152 of this title or for the purpose
af developing any highway safety construction improvement project which may be
implemented utilizing Federal-aid highway funds shall not be subject to discovery or
admitted into evidence in a Federal or State court proceeding or considered for other
purposes in any action for damages arising from any occurrence at a location mentioned
or addressed in such reports, surveys, schedules, lists, or data.”

Mantana Department of Transportation alse provided this disclaimer with their 2004-2006 State
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP):

“While the projects and dates shown are official departmental objectives, it is important
Lo bear in mind that this program is only tentative. Execution of this program is
contingent on a number of factors, including federal and state funding availability, right-
af-way acquisition, utility relocations, environmental review, surveying, and design.
Complications with one or more of these factors may cause a given project to be
rescheduled,”
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1. INTRODUCTION

Transportation moves people and commerce, contributing to our quality of life. But roads can
have negative impacts on wildlife and habitats {(Forman 1998, Forman 2003, Jackson 2000). In
the United States, approximately one million animal-vehicle collisions (AVCs) occur each year
at an estimated cost of more than $1 billion in vehicle repairs alone (Conover et al, 1995). While
roads occupy and directly impact only about 1% of land mass in the United States, it has been
estimated that transportation infrastructure and traflic indirectly affects 15-20% of this landseape
(Forman and Deblinger 1998). High traffic levels can create a barrier to animal movements
across the landscape. Roads often bisect quality wildlife habitat into smaller patches of lower-
quality habitat that may not provide the shelter, food, water, mates, and dispersal routes that
wildlife need for long-ierm sustained wildlife population viability, These safety and ecological

* issues relative to transportation infrastructure are particularly concerning in areas that boast large

. areas of quality habitat that support healthy wildlife populations.

The Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE) is one of the last places in temperate North America
with large tracts of relatively undisturbed lands that provide habitat for grizzly and black bears,
waolves, cougars, wolverine, moose, elk, bison, deer, pronghorn antelope, bighorn sheep and
many other northern Rocky Mountain wildlife species. Roads throughout the GYE cross through
these quality habitats, resulting in costly AVCs, and potentially limiting animal movements
across the landscape when and where traffic volumes are high., With increasing traffic volumes
and developments that sprawl across the landscape, frapmentation of these habitats and AVCs
will continue to increase. Proactive transportation planning and engineering approaches can help
maoderate these impacts and ultimately increase safety and the ecological integrity that makes the
GYE a special region in the northemn Rocky Mountains.

The Greater Yellowstone Coalition (GYC) is dedicated to ... protecting the lands, waters, and
wildlife of the GYE, now and for future generations,” In line with their mission, GYC
recopnizes the effects that transportation infrastructure can impose on habitat and wildlife, To
better understand transportation-wildlife interactions in the GYE, GYC contracted the Western
Transportation Institute (WTI) at Montana State University and American Wildlands (AWL) to
assess where wildlife-transportation conflicts may be oceurring and how concerned stakeholders
can work with transportation agencies to reduce the impact of roads on wildlife and the habitats
they rely on while increasing driver safety in terms of reducing AVCs.

This report synthesizes spatial data on reported AVCs ocourrences, areas of ecological concem,
and the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) projects in the GYE, Weusc a
Geographic Information System (GIS) to identify stretches of roads with wildlife-transportation
conflicts based on relative densities of reported AVCs. In addition, we isolate road segments
that overlap modeled core and corridor habitat and priority “megasites”™ or highly irreplaceable o
vulnerable ecological areas. The purpose of this effort is to provide an indication of wildlife-
transportation conflicts and potential opportunities 1o mitigate impacts in upcoming highway
prajects identified in the STIPs. This information can be used to proactively plan for future
highway improvement projects to include mitigation techniques that increase safety by reducing
ANCs while also supporting the long-term ecological integrity of the Greater Yellowstone region
by reducing wildlife mortalities and maintaining or increasing habitat connectivity.

Finding of No Significant Impact
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1. STUDY AREA

The praject’s spatial extent was determined by using the GYC’s defined boundary af the GYE
(Figure 1). The GYE is uniquely labeled the single remaining relatively intact ecosystem in
world's the northern temperate zone (Keiter and Boyee 19913, Encompassing approximately 18
million acres of northwest Wyoming, southwest Montane, and southeast Tdaho, the GYE
straddles the Continental Divide and the high elevation voleanic Yellowstone Plateau where the
headwaters of seven major rivers (Yellowstone, Madison, Gallatin, Snake, Bighorn, Ruby, and
Green) originate and descend to lower elevation valleys. Variation in elevation, geology, and
climate influence the distribution of forest, shrubland, grassland, and lowland riparian habitais
that support the numerous fish and wildlife species found in the GYE.

S i% ﬁ"i-!{%&‘-ﬁ- S

Twa million acres of Yellowstone National Park
habitat alone supports 381 known fish, wildlife, and
bird specics. Across the GYE, higher elevations
provide summer habitat for approximately 35,000
elk (Cervis elaphnis) plus smaller numbers of grizzly
bear (Ursus arctos horribilus), black bear (Upsus
arctas americana), wolves (Canus lupus), cougar
(Felis concolor), bison (Bison bison), moose (Alces
alves), pronghom antelope (Antilocapra americana)
bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis), whitetail and mule
deer (Odocoileus virginianus and Odocoileus
hemionus, respectively). Many of these animals rely
on habitats at lower elevations for winier range or to
provide a diversity of seasonal food sources that
‘ommivores such as bears depend on.

(B it

Figure 1: The Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem study area, as delineated by the Greater
Yellowstone Coalition.

Lower elevation valley bottoms in the GYE are dominated by private lands where apriculture,
domestic animal rangeland prazing, rural housing, and urban development oceur (Hansen et al,
2002). About 32-36% of the GYE is privately owned (Hernandez 2004, Noss ct al 2002). The
majority of the GYE’s protected public lands are at higher elevations and include 32% USDA
Forest Service lands, 19% USDI Bureau of Land Management lands, while Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks together ocoupy 7% of the GYE, Tribal Lands make up 5% of the
GYE, and wildlife refuges and other federal lands oceupy the remaining 5% (Hernandez 2004).

While much of the private land in the GYE is currently undeveloped, rural residential land
development of densities greater than one home per 16.2 acres increased by 350% between 1970
and 1999 (Hernandez 2004), By 2000, 359,492 residents occupied the 20 Montana, Wyoming,
and Idaho counties in the GYE (Hansen et al. 2002), a 60% papulation increase since 1970
(Hernandez 2004).
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Transportation infrastructure in the GYE includes airports, railways, and paved roads. The
primary high-speed, high-capacity ground transportation in the GYE includes the interstate, US,
and state highways covering 716 miles of roads in Montana; 929 miles in Wyoming, and 428
miles in Idaho; additionally, there are 310 and 159 miles of paved roads in Yellowstone and
Grand Teton National Parks, respectively. Secondary routes such as unpaved road and trail
networks accommodate lower volumes of travelers using a wider amray of mades of -
transportation (such as off-road recreational vehicles, bikes, foot travel, and horses) to access
more remote areas in the GYE.

Most roads sssessed in this project are managed by state departments of transportation {DOT),
‘The main routes through federal lands are managed by the respective federal agency and Federal
Lands Highways (FLH); the Federal Highway Administeation of the 11.S. Department of
Transportation is a critical planning and funding partner for both state DOTs and FLH,

3. METHODOLOGY

3.1.  Animal-vehicle collision density analysis

We contacted Montana, Wyoming, and Idaho state departments of transportation (DOTs), the
National Park Service, and state wildlife management agencies to request existing AVC data for
GYE roads.  While secondary routes and unimproved roads have wnique direct and indirect
cumulative: impacts on wildlife and habitats (Forman 2003), we restricted our request o the
primary routes including the interstate system, US and state highways, and paved park roads.

We asked what methods were used to collect these data and qualitatively assessed each dataset
with regards to the data collection effort, consistency of recording AVC events, and any other
factors that would affect the rigor of the snalyses. Fach AVC dataset was systematically
sereened to eliminate obvious duplicate records, and standard procedures were used to delete
other potential duplicate data that were not as obvious, The latier situation could have ocourred
if more than one source contributed to the dataset; for example, if highway patrol reported an
AVC on a weekend while DOT maintenance staff removed and reported the same carcass on
Maonday, the records would have unique dates and appear to be separate events. To reduce the
potential for double-counting in these cases, if more than one AVC record involved the same
specics and sex (if known) of animal, occurred at the same location (either as a Universal
Transverse Mercator or UTM location or a mile marker location +/-0.2 miles) and the same date
+- 2 days, we assumed these were duplicates record(s) and deleted the redundant data from the
dataset.  Although cach state’s dataset underwent separate GIS analyses (cach state’s data
recording protocols were different and therefore could not provide reliable relative comparisons
from a single dataset), all datasets of reported AVCs were stendardized 1o include the date,
species of animal, route, mile marker for each AYC report,

The cleaned AVC datasets were converted to Dbase (.dbf) files and imported into a GIS software
program (see end of methods for list of softwarc used). Spatial data layers for roads with
measured geometrics (PolylineM) were reprojected for a commoan geographic projection and
clipped to the GYE boundary. The AVC records were spatially attached using the Polylinehd
road files. The data are in UTM zone 12 and North American Datum (NAD) 27,
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We ran density analyses for the AVC dataset with a 1.5 mile search radius to produce a density
grid with nine values and 30-meter resclution. The density outputs were a product of assessing
the neighboring data peints within a 1.5 mile radius around each point. Density grid owtputs
were converted 1o color-coded polygons representing the different relative densities of AVC
ogourrences. The dataset only included AVCs on roads, but the polygons are wider than the road
because this analysis used a search radius around each data point.

3.2.  State Transportation Improvement Programs

We asked each DOT for the most current State Transportation Improvement Program (STIF)
Plans, We reviewed each state’s STIP projects in the GYE and made a qualitative judgment of
each project’s potential for incorporating mitigation to reduce wildlife-transportation conflicts,
Small projects that didn’t appear to involve “moving ditt” (e.g., chip sealing, pavement overlays,
signing or reflective striping projects) were classified as having lower potential for mitigation
while larger and mare involved projects (e.g., reconstruction, culvert or bridge replacements)
were classified as potential opportunities to incorporate mitigation. The STIP datasets, with each
project’s linear extent identified and classified according to the potential for mitigation
opportunities, were converted to database files, imported into GIS and attached using the
PolylineM road files. The classifications were color-coded and overlaid upon roads and AVC
density palygons,

3.3, Corridors and Megasites

Twao existing GIS analyses, one assessing habitat connectivity, or corridors, in the GYE and the
other assessing the vulnerability and “irreplaceability” of GYE sites, were incorporated into the
same map. Walker and Craighead (1997) delineated wildlife corridors on 2 regional scale in
GYE area. In summary, their model combined indicators of habitat quality, road denzity, and
forest to edge ratio into an habitat effectiveness index 1o identify core areas of habitat for grizzly
bears and then used least-cost path analysis to identify likely routes that grizely bears might use
when traveling between areas of core habitat (Walker and Craighead 1997}, Noss et al (2002)
identified and prioritized vulnerable and biologically irreplaceable sites throughout the GYE that
were wiprotected and subject to degradation. Their analyses incorporated basic conservation
approaches 10 protect special features, environmental variation, and habitat for focal species
{grizzly bear, wolf, and wolverine). Identification of sites of concern was accomplished by
incorporating spatial data relating to habitat suitability and population viability into a simulated
annealing site-selection algorithm (Moss et al. 2002).  Prioritization of the identified sites
(refemred to as “megasites™) was based on nine eriteria that related to minimum threshold goals ta
protect species and communities, to represent the region's habitat types and geoclimatic classes,
and to protect large areas of habitats that can support and maintain viable populations of the focal
species (Noss et al. 2002). We overlaid the top 25 prioritized Mmegasiles on our map.

Additional spatial datasets of standard geographic information were added to the map. All maps
included the GYE boundary, main roads, towns, topography, and state boundaries. Because the
map with the AVC density palygons, STIPs, comidors, and megasites was saturated with
information, we created a second map displaying land ownership with the AVC densily polygons
and STIPS.  To accomplish these tasks, we used ArcGIS/ Are/Info with Spatial Analyst
extension, ArcView 3.3 with Spatial Analyst extension, Xtools, Add True XY Centroid, and
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An Assessment of Wildlife-Transportation Interactions in the GYE Wyoming Results

FixJoin Avenue Seripts downloaded from ESRI's websitc, as well as MS Excel and-MS Access, T 4. RESULTS
American Wildlands GIS lab conducted the GIS analyses. . SUL

We contacted more than 50 individuals in Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming to request AVC data,
Twelve people responded with relevant information. We praduced two maps displaying the
resulting AVC density polygons and color-coded STIPs; one map was underlain by land
ownership (Error! Reference source not found.) while the other displayed the least-cost-path
corridor model and megasites under the AVC densities and STIPs (Error! Reference source not
found.). The maps are not intended for interpretation without the resulis reported here.

The results of each state’s analyses are reported by individual road segments, Each road sepment
is briefly deseribed geographically relative to the GYE and landmarke such as mountain ranges
and towns. We crealed a table summarizing information for each road segment on the
geopraphic range and distance of the given road segment, the source(s) of AVC data for that road
segment, the range of dates that the AVC data covered, general observations about data quality,
and the total number of AVC observations recorded, along with a break down of occurrences by
individual animal species, We listed stretches of roads with higher AVC densities (defined and
displayed on the maps as colored polygon representing ranges of the average number of AVCs
per 3 miles of roads [double the 1.5 mile density search radius]). Stretches of roads without
colored polygons do not répresent areas without reported AVCs, but rather areas with the lowest
relative densities of AVCs. Finally, we summarized the overlapping arcas AVCs with areas of
ecological concern (corridors and megasites) and upcoming STIP prajects for each road segment,
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Wyoming Resulis

Muontana Results

All Montana AVC data were obtained from the Montana Depariment of Transportation's (MDT)
State Highway Traffic Safety Office. These data originated from two sources: Montana
Highway Patrol (MHF) collision reports and MDT Maintesance recards of carcass removals,
The following statement was included with the data sent by MDT:

“This information is not inclusive of all incidents of animal-vehicle collisions, All
incidents are not reported. The Animal Incident Reporting System is an opportunistic
collection and reporting system, initiated by a rescarch project, with no guarantee of
accuracy or statistical validity.™

We combined the MHP and maintenance carcass removal records, After screen ng for and
removing duplicate records, the remaining dataset consisted of 5,421 AVC ohservations beiween.
1998—2002 (through November 12, 2002). The data were located to the nearest even milepost,
While we conducted only one density analysis with all 5,421 records, different szgments of road
had data that covered different spans of time. Datasets that cover shorter periods of time may
yield density grid results that “wash out™ relative to the other datasets that cover longer periods
of time,
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Wyoming Results -

4.1.1. US Highway 191

From Main Street of Bozeman to Four Corners and south to West Yellowstone, US Highway 191
(U5 191} is one of three Montana roads that access a Yellowstone National Park (YINP) entrance
gate (the West Entrance, in West Yellowstone, Montana). This road follows the valley botloms

that divide the Gallatin Range from the Madison Range, and includes 20 miles that lie within
YNP.

4.1.1.1. AVC data summary

Table 1 summarizes AVC daia for US 191, The density analysis, summary of data in Table 10,
and this summary do not include additional data reported by YMNP: see Wyoming results under
the YNP heading for a summary of the AVCs on US 191 in YNP, On average, a minimum of 5
AVCs per mile occurred along these 88 miles between 1998 and 2002, Notably, 6 bighorn sheep

and 35 moase were killed on US 191 during that time. Higher densities of AVCs oceurred at the
following locations;

+ From Four Corners south, past Gallatin Gateway (up to 7.94 AVCs per 3 miles)
* Northof Big Sky, in Gallatin Canyon (up to 7.94 AVCs per 3 miles)

» Just north of Big Sky (up to 10.65 AVC per 3 miles)

* Big Sky south to YNP northwestern border (to 7.94 AVCs per 3 miles)

Table 1: Summary of animal-vehicle collisions reported from January 1998 to November
2002 on US Highway 191 (US 191) from Bozeman to West Yellowstone, Montana.
Additional data recorded by Yellowstone National Park for the segment of US 191 that cuts
through the park is not included in this summary.

State | Montana | Route | US 101 | Road segment length | 68 miles
Geographic & milepost range | Bozeman lo Four Comers to West Yellowstone
Mantana Department of Transportation's maintenance carcass remaval raports |
Data source(s) and Montznz Highway Patrol colligion repaorts.
Date range 1/2801998 - 111272002 % [total: j 445
[ Data opportunistically recorded and are not # | Bighorn Sheep £
| guaranteed 1o be consistently recorded, Carcass |2 Black hear i l_ )
| @nd collision reponts were merged and screenad | — -—
Z | far duplicates. It appears that there are gapsin | | Bison 4 .
% | reporting over time and at some milemarkers. ] % Maose 35
= -y _—
o e E Elk 180 N
g o ule Deer 104
= - |
a £ | Whitetsil Deer 87|
2 | Other wild 7
L r.% | Unknown [ 1
4.1.1.2. Corridors and Megasites

US 191 travels throwugh or skirts a significant length of the Gallatin River megasite. This
megasite was ranked fourth on the overall list of megasites, a ranking eamed due to a high
“vulnerability™ score. The site description of the Gallatin River megasite highlights the
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importance of the elk migration corridor that links YNP to the Taylor Fork area in the Madison
Range o the west, US 191 bisects this migration corridor. This rad passes through core habitat
from the north end of Gallatin Canyon south to West Yellowstone,

4.1.1.3. Opportunities to mitigate via STIP

The MDT STIP for 2004-2006 shows numerous projects scheduled for this segment of US 191,
Several pavement preservation projects were planned for various sections of US 191, The
Gallatin Gateway area was slated for the construction of turn bays and a pedestrian tunnel under
US 191. One reconstruction project for 2004 in Gallatin Canyon was listed under the projects in
the incidental construction phase; it appears this is a slope fattening and widening project that is
estimated to cost <81million,
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5. DISCUSSION

This report is a preliminary assessment of wildlife-transportation issues in the GYE based on
available AVC data overlapping regional ecological analyses of corridor habitats and priority
ecological areas at risk. We do not prioritize specific confliet areas or make explicit mitigation
recotnmendations, although we do outline upcoming transportation projects (STIPs) as potential
opportunities to include mitigation measures. This report is a first slep to understanding where
conflicts may be oceurring and where future research, monitoring, or mitigation efforts may be
best applied.

Results in this report can be presented with or without the maps, although the maps are excellent
tools for illustrating where wildlife may be at odds with transportation infrasticture in the GYE.
The maps should not be presented without the report—it is important that the limitations of our
analysis be acknowledged openly in order to build credibility and trust with audiences. We
address these limitations below.

5.1.  Animal-vehicle collision density analysis

Cuality of data was an issue for the datasets. All data was apportunistically collected and were
not guaranteed of any consistency of effort, Even with daily systematic roadkill surveys, it has
been estimated that survey observations underestimate numbers of animals killed during daylight
hours by a factor of 12-16 {Slater 2002). As emphasized throughaut the results, the data wnder-
represent reality and, unfortunately, it is impossible to gauge how far off the data may be from
truth, We reinforce that these data ean only be considered an indicator of AVC aecurrences,

The GIS density analysis is a relative comparison of densities of AVCs on all roads within a
given analysis area (in this case, each state was analyzed separately). Due to the potential lack of
consistency in reporiing efforis between routes or counties ar districts, the densities of AVCs in
Some areas may appear to be greater simply because one observer was more vigilant than
another. Consider “route A” with 100 AVCs in one mile reported over 10 vears, and “route B”
with 50 AVCs in one mile reported over only one year; “route A" will appear to have higher
densities of AVCs relative to “route B” if you simply glance at the density polygon results on the
map. But in reality, “route A™ had a rate of 10 AVCs/mile/year while “route B” had s rate of 50
AVCsimile/year. Ideally, one would use data consistently collected over the same period of
time, but in this case, we were not able to do that within our schedule and budget, While this is
the “best available information”, we emphasize that few final conclusions can be drawn from the
density analyses and that the information compiled in this report should only be considered as an
indicator of AVC activity. .

5.2, State Transportation Improvement Program

Montana Department of Transportation also pravided this disclaimer with their 2004-2006 State
Transpontation Improvement Program (STIP);

“While the projects and dates shown are official departmental objectives, it is important
to bear in mind that this program is only tentative. Execution of this program is
contingent on & number of factors, including federal and state funding availahility, right-
of-way acquisition, utility relocations, environmental review, surveying, and design,
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Complications with one or more of these factors may cause a given project o be
rescheduled,”

Each state’s STIP lists preliminary engineering and planned construction for transportation
improvement projects, typically forecasting three years ahcad. These listings include a peneral
description of the type of praject, location, estimated timeline and cost for each project,  Any
STIP is subject 10 change at any point due to changing priorities or availability of resources,
Some projects listed here are from & most recent STIP bt may be “past due” (2003 and 2004
projects). We listed all projects since we did not follow up with the DOTs about each project’s
progress, and it is not uncommon for projects to be delayed. For specific information about a
praject, it will be necessary to contact the DOT direetly,

Most ecological mitigation mensures are incorporated into transportation construction projects
that have been proposed for reasons unrelated (o ecological concerns. In only a few cases have
there been “siand alone™ mitigation efforts (Florida DOT has installed under-crossings for
wildlife outside of any other “purpose and need” for a project; there may be a fow other
examples, but it is safe to say such occurrences are rare). The STIP allows us to look for the
opportunitics lo avoid, mitigate or compensate for negative impacts to the ecosysiem.

We classified STIP projects in the GYE as “likely to incorporate mitigation™ vs “less likely to
ncorporate mitigation”. This was a subjective judgment based on the author's experiences and
should not be considered the final word. Ultimately, the DOTs determine what considerations
they want to incorporate into their projects.

5.3. Corridors and Megasites

The core habitat used in the least-cost path corridor model was defined for grizzly bears. While
these omnivores likely need many of the same habitat qualitics that other terrestrial wildlife
Tequires, we must consider other species habitat needs that may not e represented in the model
used here, For example, aquatic species will have different habitat and landscape needs; mule
deer and pronghorn anielope may have specific movement patterns that the corridor mode] does
not identify as core or corridor habitat; and wildlife that depend on rugged and steep terrain
(bighorn sheep, avian nesting habitats) may not be properly accounted for in this model.,

The corridor model is a regional model and does not provide specific landseape-leve] (smaller
scale) locations for wildlife crossings. In addition, the corridor model is theoretical and has not
been rigorously validated in the field (this would be a huge long-term undertaking, although it
could be done). The corridor model should be considered a “rough cut” of important areas for
wildlife and further analyses is needed to address other species-specific needs and other
landscape scales. :

We only considered the presence or absence of priority megasites (the top 25 defined areas with
the highest vulnerability and irreplaceability) in our assessment. We did not pravide a detailed
evaluation of the megasites and how transportation infrastructure may be affecting the resources
within megasites.
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6. RECOMMENDATIONS

We recommend that the GYC disseminate this report to transportation apencies and stakeholders
discuss of these findings and to work together regarding future impacts and mitigation aptions
We recommend stakeholders (any intercsted organizations or individuals) ask transpomation
agencics to-assess, avoid, mitigate, or compensate for impacts when and where:

* roads intersect core or corridor wildlife habitats;
*  AVCs rates are high (both ceological and safety concerns);

* species of special concern are heing killed in AVCs or izolated due to habitat
frapmentation as a result of roads; and/or

o traffic volumes are at or are projected to increase to 4,000 vehicles a day or more
(Ruediger et al, [2000] sugpests that 4,000 vehicles'day can form a “barrier” to animal
movements and can cause significant levels of animal mortalities; this level of traffic may
be more ar less of a barrier depending on the species and other conditions).

This report does not comprehensively address all the points above, but can be used as a “starting
point” for discussing these issues with transportation agencies and interested stakeholders. There
are many other sources of information and data that may be useful in further discussions, e.g., the
Jackson Hole Wildlife Foundation's report (Biota Rescarch and Consulting 2003} on wildlife and
transportation issues in Teton County, Wyoming. Appendix A summarizes other potential
resources and efforts that may be helpful.

Further, we offer additional suggestions o GYC and other stakehalders:

* Improve AVC data collection protocals either by working with the agencies that collect
these data or by establishing independent ¢fforts to collect these data (Mote: appropriate
permits are required prior to collecting these data)’,

= Further define “conflict areas” and develop a prioritization tool to help both stakeholders
and transportation agencies perform triage and concentrate on the most urgent or severe
problems,

* Re-analyze subsets of AVC data in areas of concern to better hone the spatial aggregation
of AVC occurrences,

* - Assess priorily megasite threats relative to transportation issues,
* Compile supporting data on species of special concern,

» Garner and maintain good relationships with DOT staff, county planners, and state game
and fish agencies, This is essential and requires time, but goes a long way to building
trust, an essential ingredient for working togéther,

" The WTI has created o prototype handheld computer and Global Positioning System (GPS) with customized
software for collecting standardized, spatially-aceurste AVC data that allows for simple data collection,
management and mare rigorous analyses, we hope to ficld test these tools in the next year and are Jooking for
opportunities 1o work with agencies to adapt the 100l 1o meet their institutional and technological needs,
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* Form collaborations and pool funds for researching specific areas‘animals of concern.
Transportation agencies may be more apt to contribute funding Yo monitoring efforts if
they see there are matching funds and outside interest.

# The data synthesized here is subject to change as the landscape and transportation
planning and budgets change over time; therefore we recommend this exercise be
repeated in 5 years.

As the GYE region continues to experience growth and development (Hemandez 2004), it is
becoming increasingly important to consider how this progression is and will continue 1o affect
wildlife and their habitats. Transportation infrastructure is only one of many pieces of the
complex puzzle that affects the landscape, habitats, wildlife, and communities® guality of life in
the GYE. Both transportation agencies and land use planners need to proactively and holistically
plan for the perpetuity of healthy wildlife habitat and populations in the GYE. We hope this
report will lead to further discussions and relationship building that will work toward the goal of
protecting this region’s habitats and wildlife while maintaining the quality of life that safe and
ellicient transportation brings to our communitics,

Western Transportation Institute Page 13
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Montana Department of Transportation

% NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
. & PUBLIC HEARING

serving you with pride

Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment (EA)

Review of proposed safety improvements on
US Hwy 191 north and south of the junction with MT 64

Project ID: STPHS 50-1(14)8, Control Number A544

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has completed the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the
Gallatin Canyon and the EA document is now available for public review and comment. The EA examines
several safety improvements proposed for Highway 191 between reference posts 32 and 70.

These safety improvements include adding turn lanes, flattening side slopes and removing obstacles from the
roadside, widening shoulders, improving sight distance by flattening curves and hills, upgrading guardrail,
replacing the bridge over Swan Creek, and replacing the bridge over the West Fork of the Gallatin River to
accommodate a new turn lane.

MDT, along with the Federal Highway Administration, invites interested individuals, organizations, and
federal, state, and local agencies to review the EA and provide comments.

Viewing options
Anyone interested in reviewing the EA may view it online at www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml
or at one of the following locations:
Bozeman Public Library — 220 E Lamme, Bozeman
Gallatin County Offices — 311 W Main, Bozeman
MDT Bozeman Office — 907 N Rouse Ave, Bozeman
Big Sky Community Library/Ophir School — 45465 Gallatin Rd, 1.5 miles S of MT 64/US 191 junction
Big Sky Post Office — 55 Meadow Center Drive - Suite 2, Big Sky
West Yellowstone Public Library — 220 Yellowstone Avenue, West Yellowstone
MDT Butte District Office — 3751 Wynne, Butte
MDT Environmental Services — Room 111, 2701 Prospect Avenue, Helena

To request a hard copy of the EA, please contact MDT Environmental Services at (406) 444-7228.

How to comment

A six-week review period will begin on December 12, 2005 and conclude on January 27, 2006. Oral or
written comments may be presented at the public hearing. Alternatively, written comments on the EA may also
be addressed to Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services, at 2701 Prospect Avenue, PO Box 201001, Helena,
MT 59620-1001 or submitted online at www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis _ea.shtml by January 27, 2006.

For further information

For more information, please contact Jeff Ebert, MDT Butte District Administrator, at (406) 494-9600 or Laura
Meyer of David Evans & Associates at (720) 946-0969. To arrange special accommodations for persons with
disabilities, please call MDT at (406) 494-9600 or 1-800-261-6909. For the hearing impaired, the TTY number
is (406) 444-7696 or (800) 335-7592.

Public Hearing
7pm — Tuesday, January 10, 2006
Ophir School Gymnasium
1.5 mile south of the US 191/MT 64 intersection




Montana Department of Transportation Jim Lynch, Director

Brian Schweitzer, Governor

December 9, 2005
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

For more information:

Jeff Ebert, Butte District Administrator, (406) (406) 494-9600
Laura Meyer, David Evans & Associates, (406) (720) 946-0969
Lorelle Demont, Public Involvement, (406) 444-7200

Public hearing: Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment
and proposed safety improvements

Beginning December 12, an environmental assessment (EA) of the Gallatin Canyon is
available for review and comment. The EA examines several safety improvements
proposed for Highway 191 between reference posts 32 and 70.

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT), along with the Federal Highway
Administration, invites all interested parties to review the EA and provide feedback at a
public hearing on Tuesday, January 10, 20006, starting at 7 pm. The meeting will be held
at the Ophir School Gymnasium located 1.5 miles south of the US 191/MT 64
intersection at 45465 Gallatin Rd.

The six-week review period for the EA will conclude on January 27, 2006. Opinions,
comments and concerns may be submitted in writing to Jean Riley, MDT Environmental
Services, at 2701 Prospect Avenue, PO Box 201001, Helena, MT 59620-1001 or online at

www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml by January 27, 2006.

Anyone interested in reviewing the EA may view it online at
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml or at one of the following locations:

« Bozeman Public Library — 220 E Lamme, Bozeman

« Gallatin County Offices — 311 W Main, Bozeman

o MDT Bozeman Office — 907 North Rouse Ave, Bozeman

« Big Sky Community Library/Ophir School — 45465 Gallatin Road, 1.5 miles

south of the M'T 64/US 191 intersection

« Big Sky Post Office — 55 Meadow Center Drive - Suite 2, Big Sky

«  West Yellowstone Public Library — 220 Yellowstone Avenue, West Yellowstone

« MDT Butte District Office — 3751 Wynne, Butte

« MDT Environmental Services — Room 111, 2701 Prospect Avenue, Helena
A hard copy of the EA may be requested from MDT Environmental Services at (406)
444-7228.

— more —



Montana Department of Transportation Jim Lynch, Director

Brian Schweitzer, Governor

MDT hired David Evans and Associates, a consulting firm specializing in sustainable
solutions for complex transportation issues, to conduct the formal environmental
assessment (EA) and examine all issues related to the proposed projects. The process,
development, requirements, and schedule for the EA will be explained in detail at the
meeting, along with details regarding potential projects.

Proposed safety improvements include adding turn lanes, flattening side slopes and
removing obstacles from the roadside, widening shoulders, improving sight distance by
flattening curves and hills, upgrading guardrail, replacing the bridge over Swan Creek, and
replacing the bridge over the West Fork of the Gallatin River to accommodate a new turn
lane.

For more information, please contact Jeff Ebert, MDT Butte District Administrator, at
(406) 494-9600 or Laura Meyer of David Evans & Associates at (720) 946-0969. To
arrange special accommodations for persons with disabilities, please call MDT at (400)
494-9600 or 1-800-261-6909. For the hearing impaired, the TTY number is (406) 444-
7696 or (800) 335-7592.

END
Project name: Gallatin Canyon Environmental Assessment and proposed safety improvements
Project ID: STPHS 50-1(14)8
Control number A544



SIDE1

SIDE 2

PUBLIC HEARING

The Montana Department of Transporta-
tion (MDT) will be holding a public
hearing on the Gallatin Canyon US 191
project. MDT and the Federal Highway
Adminstration have evaluated safety
improvements for this corridor in the

Environmental Assessment (EA) document.

A public hearing for the Gallatin Canyon
project EA will be held on:

Tuesday, January 10, 2006
7:00 pm to 9:00 pm
at
Ophir School

45465 Gallatin Road
Gallatin Gateway (Big Sky), MT

Montana Dept. of Transportation

Montana Dept. of Transportation, District 2
Jeff Ebert, District Administrator

3751 Wynne, P.O. Box 3068

Butte, MT 59702-3068

Public Comments Requested

Comments on the proposed safety
improvementsin the EA can be sent to:

Jean Riley, PE.,

MDT Environmental Services
2701 Prospect Avenue

P.O. Box 201001, Helena, MT
59260-1001.

Jean Riley’stelephone number is

(406) 444-9456, or comments can be
made directly through alink to
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolveleis eashtml.
The deadline for public commentsis
January 27, 2006.

Information on the proposed saf ety
improvementsis presented in the EA,
whichisavailable online at
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis ea.shtml

and at the following locations:
* Bozeman Public Library, Bozeman
e Gallatin County Offices, Bozeman
* Ophir School, Big Sky
* Big Sky Post Office, Big Sky

* West Yellowstone Public Library,
West Yellowstone

* MDT Butte District Offices, Butte
* MDT Environmental Services Office,
Helena
To arrange special accommodations for
disabilities call MDT at (406) 494-9600
or (800) 261-6909. For TTY call
(406) 444-7696 or (800) 335-7592.
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SIDE1
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Montana Dept. of Transportation, District 2
Jeff Ebert, District Administrator

3751 Wynne, P.O. Box 3068

Butte, MT 59702-3068

Public Comments Requested

Comments on the proposed safety
improvementsin the EA can be sent to:

Jean Riley, PE.,

MDT Environmental Services
2701 Prospect Avenue

PO. Box 201001, Helena, MT
59260-1001.

Jean Riley’stelephone number is

(406) 444-9456, or comments can be
made directly through alink to
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolveleis eashtml.
The deadline for public commentsis
January 27, 2006.

PUBLIC HEARING

The Montana Department of Transporta-
tion (MDT) will be holding a public
hearing on the Gallatin Canyon US 191
project. MDT and the Federal Highway
Adminstration have evaluated safety
improvements for this corridor in the

Environmental Assessment (EA) document.

A public hearing for the Gallatin Canyon
project EA will be held on:

Tuesday, January 10, 2006
7:00 pm to 9:00 pm
at
Ophir School

45465 Gallatin Road
Gallatin Gateway (Big Sky), MT

Information on the proposed safety
improvementsis presented in the EA,
which isavailable online at
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolveleis_eashtml

and at the following locations:
« Bozeman Public Library, Bozeman
¢ Gallatin County Offices, Bozeman
¢ Ophir School, Big Sky
* Big Sky Post Office, Big Sky

« West Yellowstone Public Library,
West Yellowstone

« MDT Butte District Offices, Butte
« MDT Environmental Services Office,
Helena
To arrange special accommodations for
disabilities call MDT at (406) 494-9600
or (800) 261-6909. For TTY call
(406) 444-7696 or (800) 335-7592.
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Distribution List — Federal, State, and Local Entities Receiving EA

Federal Agencies

U.S.D.A. Gallatin National Forest
Supervisor's Office

PO Box 130

Bozeman, MT 59771

Gene Gibson

U.S. Army - Corps of Engineers (COE)

Helena Regulatory Office c/o MDNR&C

10 West 15th Street, Suite 2200

Helena, MT 59626-0014

Mr. Allan E. Steinle, Montana Program Manager

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Montana Field Office

100 N. Park, Suite 320

Helena, MT 59601

Mr. Scott Jackson, Wildlife Biologist

State Agencies

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks

1400 South 19th Street

Bozeman, MT 59718

Mr. Patrick Flowers, Regional Supervisor

Montana Department Of Natural Resources And
Conservation

Bozeman Field Office

151 Evergreen Dr., Suite C

Bozeman, MT 59715

Scott Compton, Regional Manager

Montana Department Of Environmental Quality
Permitting and Compliance Division

Lee Metcalf Building

1520 East Sixth Avenue, PO Box 200901
Helena, MT 59620-0901

Tom Ellerhoff, Administrative Officer

Montana Department of Transportation
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Local Agencies

Gallatin County

Gallatin County Courthouse
311 West Main, Room 301
Bozeman, MT 59715

Mr. John Vincent, County Commissioner — Chairman

Other Organizations

Big Sky Chamber of Commerce

PO Box 160100
Big Sky, MT 59716

American Wildlands
40 East Main Street, Suite 2
Bozeman, Montana 59715

Public Locations

Bozeman Public Library

220 East Lamme
Bozeman, MT 59715

West Yellowstone Public Library
PO Box 370

23 N Dunraven Street

West Yellowstone, MT 59758-0370

Ophir School District and Library
45465 Gallatin Road
Gallatin Gateway, MT 59730

Big Sky Post Office
PO Box 169998
Big Sky, MT 59716-9998

Gallatin County Offices

311 West Main
Bozeman, MT 59715

MDT Environmental Services Office
2701 Prospect Avenue

P.O. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

MDT Butte District Offices
3751 Wynne

PO Box 3068

Butte, MT 59702-3068

Montana Department of Transportation
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BOZEMAN UNIT OFFICE —

BRIAN SCHWEITZER, GOVERNOR

| ——SIATE OF ONTANA—

(406) 586-5243 el iYW iELY 2273 BOOT HILL COURT - SUITE 110

FAX: (406) 587-9726 BOZEMAN, MONTANA 59715-7249

JAN - 9 2008
NIAL

Ms. Jean Riley, P.E. January 4, 20(

6
Bureau Chief, Environmental Servibds ¥ AU N M ASTE Q Fg g— E
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue C@P Y
Helena, MT 59620-1001

Re: GALLATIN CANYON — SLOPE FLATTENING/WIDENING
STPHS 50-1(14)8 Control No. A544
Environmental Assessment

Dear Ms. Riley,

Per your request we have reviewed the Gallatin Canyon — Slope Flattening/Widening
Environmental Assessment.

The State of Montana holds Ownership of the land and Minerals located below the low
water marks of navigable rivers and lakes. The Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation (DNRC), Trust Land Management Division, administers these lands on
behalf of the state. The Gallatin River is defined as a navigable river from Taylor’s Fork
to Central Park, Montana. Within this area the DNRC will require easements for bridges,
utility lines and pipelines over, below and above navigable waterways and a land use
license (LUL) will be required for work in the river channel.

Structures that will be affected include the 35 MPH Bridge in section 15 T5S R4E, the
Jack Smith Bridge in section 27 T6S R4E and any utility lines or pipelines associated
with them. These structures will require easements.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Gallatin Canyon — Slope
Flattening/Widening Environmental Assessment. If you have any questions or comments
please contact me at (406) 556-4507 or DNRC Bozeman Unit, 2273 Boothill Court, Suite
110, Bozeman, MT 59715.

Sincerely
Craig Campbell o
Bozeman Unit Manager

CC:  Garry Williams, CLO Area Manager"
Jeanne Holmgren, Bureau Chief REMB
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Jean Riley, P.
Bureau Chief
Environmental Services Bureau
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue

P.O. Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001

Nean
Dearw

The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) reviewed the environmental
assessment (EA) for the proposed Gallatin Canyon Slope Flattening and Widening
Project.

€Y ey &

After reviewing the EA, the DEQ’s comments include:

On page 3-34, the discussion regarding the West Gallatin should note that in addition to
metals, runoff from highways can also include substantial amounts of sand and salt,
where heavy snowfall necessitates increased highway maintenance activities. Sand,
sediment (silt and clays), and nutrients associated with sediments in the West Gallatin are’
factors affecting aquatic life, resulting in a slight to moderate impairment. These
pollutants pose long-term, continuing impacts and should be mitigated.

The mitigation discussion on page 3-35 should note design options that provide for
curbing that directs runoff water to permanent sedimentation retention structures. Also,
the proposed bridge design at this site should consider design features that directs bridge
surface runoff off the bridge along curbs, and not through drain ports that empty directly
into the river.

Similar design features should be considered and discussed on page 3-34 involving the
Gallatin River, and in the "wetlands" impacts section of the document, pages 3-37 - 3-45.

MDT should also refer to the “Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) Design
Considerations for Permanent Erosion Control Features to Reduce Sediment Transport.”
This document was prepared by a team of MDT engineers in August 2005 and notes
several design features that are applicable to this proposal.

Enforcement Division + Permitting & Compliance Division ¢ Planning, Prevention & Assistance Division ¢ Remediation Division



Additionally, DEQ suggests that wetland mitigation take place in the same watershed (the
Gallatin). If on-site mitigation is not feasible, could MDT research mitigation either
above or below the project area on public lands within the Gallatin Hydrologic Unit code
(10020008)? ‘

Lastly, the downstream segment of the Gallatin River below Spanish Fork (outside of the
project boundary) is also listed as impaired due to flow alteration and dewatering.
Sometimes, additional investigation finds that siltation (a pollutant and therefore
requiring a TMDL) is also an issue because of the flow alteration.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the report. If you have any questions regarding
DEQ's comments please contact Jeff Ryan, Water Protection Bureau (406-444-4626),
Robert Ray, Water Quality Planning Bureau (406-444-5319), or me (406-444-6780).

Sincerely,

<

| 0w

Tom Ellerhoff
Environmental Program Manager

cc: R. Ray, DEQ
J. Ryan, DEQ



1400 South 19™ Ave
P Bozeman, MT 59718

January 27, 2006
Jean Riley, P.E.
Environmental Services Bureau Chief ﬁE@EEVE@
Montana Department of Transportation ¢ 2006
2701 Prospect Ave, Box 201001 JAN 3

Helena, Montana 59620-1001 FNVIRONMENTEL

Dear Ms. Riley,

I recently reviewed an environmental assessment (EA) from your Department for the
Gallatin Canyon Slope Flattening and Widening project, STPHS 50-1(14)8, Control
Number A544, October 2005. This is my first opportunity to comment on this proposal,
although | note that the EA includes earlier comments from our Department contained in
letters to Laura Hunter dated July 11, 2003 and December 2, 2003. The EA addresses
proposed highway changes intended to improve road safety along about 38 miles of US
Highway 191 as it parallels the West Gallatin River in a narrow canyon between ‘
mileposts 32 and 70... The need forithe proposed safety improvements is clear both from
the document and from our experience traveling this highway on a regular basis.

As you know the West Gallatin River supports a substantial trout fishery well known to
anglers that is both ecologically and economically significant to this area. - Many portions
of the EA acknowledge the potential risks of harm to that fishery that the proposed
construction activities could pose, including adverse effects on channel morphology and
the potential to concentrate and deliver increased amounts of various poliutants to
surface waters. In a general way the EA identifies appropriate safeguards against these
unwanted effects during construction, including several references to “Best Management
Practices” that will be used during construction. Based on these acknowledgements and
assertions, | anticipate that your construction plans will include actions to reduce or
mitigate sediment delivery, and to prevent discharges of petroleum producis or other
harmful substances into nearby ditches, or to lands capable of delivering these
substances to local waterways. For these reasons | have only a few additional
comments to offer at this time:

1) understand that at this level of design and environmental review many specific
construction details and impacts have not yet even been identified. However,
statements such as “Culverts would be designed to accommodate fish passage to
the extent practicable” (emphasis mine, Table S.2, Page S12 of the EA) as

- mitigation for fish passage effects are-a concern if they are intended to mean that
MDT will unilaterally make these kinds of decisions. Perhaps that is not what was
. »meant,put this may be .an implication to‘avoid. I do recognize that most of my
-misgivings about this type of decision-laden language in the EA are safeguarded in
other permit review processes. " I ‘ R




2)

| did not see any discussion of intentionally engineering grades to establish settling
ponds, wetland filters, or similar features that might reduce the amount of materials
the new roadway would deliver to this drainage. | wonder if this road improvement
project might not be a good time to consider incorporating such features where
feasible? An important project goal should be to ensure that the completed project
poses no direct or persistent environmental threat to the local watershed. Perhaps
more could be done than to just rely on the assumption that the completed project
would not be significantly worse than the existing condition?

Safe angler access to the West Gallatin River is an ongoing concern along Highway
191, particularly as traffic has increased so much recently with continuing
construction activities at Big Sky. Are there opportunities within the general scheme
of the proposed road safety improvements to intentionally enhance safe public
access to the River? The bridge replacements seem to offer one opportunity.
Perhaps there are others? From & fisheries and river recreational standpoint, the
replacement of two existing three-span bridges with clear span bridges is an
especially welcome improvement. | just wonder if other opportunities to enhance
public recreational use of the area have been considered, in addition to the road
safety improvements?

At this time, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) is developing
an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluating a petition to designate the
upper West Gallatin River as an Outstanding Resource Water (ORW) under
provisions of state law and the Clean Water Act. The initial public scoping process
for this EIS ended in late December 2005. Since most of the areas impacted by the
Gallatin Canyon Slope Flattening and Widening proposals coincide with the area
under consideration for ORW designation, | wonder how the Montana Department of
Transportation (MDT) is coordinating this project with DEQ? In addition, it seems
that MDT should also evaluate how the proposed roadwork will potentially effect a
recommendation to designate the upper West Gallatin River as an ORW.

| really appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Gallatin Canyon Slope Flattening
and Widening EA. 1 hope that my remarks are useful to you at this time. | look forward
to learning how your project plans develop.

Please contact me with any questions.

C:

Sincer?,

Jo;%o?g

FWP Fisheriés Biologist
06-994-6938

itohtz@state.mt.us.

Pat Flowers, FWP Region Three Supervisor
Bruce Rich: FWP Region Three Fisheries Manager

2
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http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/docs/eis_ea/ea_gallatincanyon.pdf
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