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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, project 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 
and 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: 

During final design, MDT would assess clear span bridge structures at Swan Creek and 
West Fork Gallatin. Riprap would be minimized. MDT will provide 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 



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006 

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

 

Montana Department of Transportation  Page 6 

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 project area 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 
and 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 
Park – Big Sky 

NH 50-
2(44)31 

4800 US 191, MP 31.2 
[length - 27.0 km  

(16.8 mi)] 

Missouri River 
Pavement 
preservation 

INTERSEC 
IMPROV-
US191-MT64 

STPHS-
NH 50-
1(14)50 

2544003 U.S. 191 at MP 
 49.734 

Missouri River 
Traffic signal 
and turn lanes 

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.  
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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. 
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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 

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 
that are slowed or stopped in 
travel lanes for turn 
movements. 

Improved traffic flow throughout the project corridor due to 
the provision of turn lanes. 
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Table 1.    Summary of Impacts (continued) 

Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative  

Safety 

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

Pedestrians and Bicycles 

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

No impact 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 

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. 

Land Use 

Federal Land No impact 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 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. 

Community Resources 

Population No impact 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. 
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Table 1.    Summary of Impacts (continued) 

Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative  

Community Resources (cont.) 

Recreational Facilities No impact 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. 

Right-of-Way and Relocations 

Additional Right-of-
Way 

No impact 0.54 ha (1.32 ac) 

Relocations No impact No relocations 

Utilities 

Electric and 
Communication 
Facilities 

No impact Utility relocations may be needed. 

Visual Resources 

Roadway User No impact 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 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. 

Contaminated Sites / Hazardous Materials 

Underground Storage 
Tanks (USTs) 

No impact There are 4 USTs adjacent to the proposed improvement 
areas that could be impacted if right-of-way is acquired at 
these locations. 

Floodplains 

Encroachment Continued transverse 
encroachment at six locations.   

Continued longitudinal 
encroachment at Karst Ranch. 

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 

No impact Would reduce flow velocities and scour potential over existing 
conditions at the West Fork Gallatin and Swan Creek bridges. 

Water Quality 

Surface Water No additional impact to the 
Gallatin River and the West Fork 
Gallatin River. 

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

Groundwater No impact No impact 

Private Septic Systems No impact No information available 

Ground Water Wells No impact No information available 
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Table 1.    Summary of Impacts (continued) 

Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative  

Water Body Modifications 

Water Body 
Modifications 

No impact At this level of design, channel modifications have not been 
identified. 

New or replaced culverts may impact fish passage. 

Wetlands 

Jurisdictional No impact 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 
Concern 

No impact No impact 

Vegetation and 
Noxious Weeds 

No impact Minimal direct impacts as compared to the availability of 
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 number and location of 
trees to be removed would be determined during final 
design. 

Wildlife 

Montana Species of 
Concern 

No impact See Construction Impacts 

Wildlife Existing conditions with bighorn 
sheep mortality due to vehicles 
would continue. 

Potential impacts to habitat.  

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

Fisheries 

Fisheries No impact 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. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

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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Table 1.    Summary of Impacts (continued) 

Topic Area No-Build Selected Alternative  

Construction Impacts 

Temporary Impacts 
during Construction 

No impact Increased noise, mobile source air emissions, fugitive dust 
(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 Type of Impact Mitigation 

Access 

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. 

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. 

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 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 Type of Impact Mitigation 

Land Use 

Federal Land 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. 

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. 

County Land 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. 

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

Construction Temporary construction easements for grading, 
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. 

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

Community Resources 

Construction 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. 

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. 

Right-of-Way and Relocations 

Additional Right-
of-Way 

0.54 ha (1.32 ac) 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 

Utilities 

Electric and 
Communication 
Facilities 

Utility relocations may be needed. Utility relocations will be coordinated with the utility 
owners prior to construction. 

Construction Local communities may experience temporary 
disruption to utility service for water, sanitary, 
electric, communications, and gas service during 
construction. 

Temporary disruptions will be minimized through 
coordination with utility owners. 

Visual Resources 

Roadway User 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. 

At the West Fork Gallatin Bridge, mitigation will 
include appropriate aesthetic treatments to the 
bridge such as form liners to provide a texture to 
the outside of the concrete bridge barrier rails.  
Although these measures will improve the 
appearance of the bridge, the visual impacts of the 
increased size cannot be mitigated. 

Recreational 
User 

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. 

Visual impacts related to the installation of slope 
stabilization structures will be dependent on the 
type of structure that is proposed.  The need to 
incorporate aesthetic treatments to the design of 
these structures will be determined during final 
design and appropriate mitigation measures will be 
taken, if necessary, in consideration of recreational 
users. 

MDT has coordinated with the GNF regarding 
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 
would be a large visual impact.  New cut and fill 
slopes would be highly visible to users. 

See Vegetation mitigation 
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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 
Storage Tanks 
(USTs) 

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

These USTs will be relocated if necessary. 

Construction No contaminated soils were identified in the 
project area.  However, if contaminated soils are 
encountered, ground disturbance from staging 
activities is generally shallow and would not be 
expected to have substantial effects on 
hazardous materials sites. 

Removal of bridges and pavement would result 
in construction debris. 

If contaminated soils are encountered within or 
near the construction staging areas a 
remediation/reclamation plan will be developed, if 
needed, in consultation with the Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality (MDEQ). 

Construction debris from removal of bridges and 
pavement will be handled as per MDT’s Standard 
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction. 

Noise 

Construction Potential for temporary increases in noise levels 
due to construction. 

Consideration will be given to limiting certain types 
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. 

Floodplains 

Encroachment 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 

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

Construction Temporary impact on functions. 

Impacts to the floodplain will be minimized by 
following standard stream crossing design criteria 
and avoiding direct impacts on stream channels 
whenever practicable.  Measures under 
consideration to minimize harm to floodplains 
include slope stabilization structures and clear span 
bridges.  To minimize impacts, design of this 
project will be in compliance with Federal-Aid 
Highway Program Manual (FHPM) 6-7-3-2 
“Location and Hydraulic Design of Encroachments 
on Flood Plains” (also referenced as 23 CFR 650 A) 
and Executive Order 11988, Floodplain 
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 
West Fork Gallatin River related to increased 
impervious surface area and stormwater runoff. 

MDT will 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 conditions in the 
Montana Stream Protection Act Notification (SPA 
124) and US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) 404 
Permit. 

Private Septic 
Systems 

No information available If septic systems are within the final right-of-way 
and are affected by the project, they will be 
relocated in accordance with MDT procedures. 

Water Quality (cont.) 

Groundwater 
Wells 

No information available If ground water wells are within the final right-of-
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 Construction impacts could increase erosion and 
stormwater runoff. 

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

Water Body Modifications 

Water Body 
Modifications 

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

New or replaced culverts may impact fish 
passage. 

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

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. 

Wetlands 

Jurisdictional 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. 

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 Type of Impact Mitigation 

Vegetation 

Vegetation and 
Noxious Weeds 

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. 

 

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. 

• 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 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. 

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. 

Wildlife 

Montana Species 
of Concern 

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

Topic Area Type of Impact Mitigation 

Wildlife (cont.) 

Wildlife Potential impacts to habitat.  

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

Removal of habitat will be minimized or avoided to 
the greatest extent practicable.  The opportunity to 
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 
amphibians, that rely on water bodies. 

Some brief temporary displacement of wildlife 
populations may occur during construction. Use 
of loud equipment or explosives near ungulate 
winter range during the Spring (March - May) 
could impact bighorn sheep, moose and elk, 
which are particularly vulnerable during this time 
of the year. 

Potential for disturbance to Peregrine falcons (a 
Montana Species of Concern) during nesting 
period due to blasting or use of aircraft during 
construction. 

 

 

Power lines may be constructed or modified. 

 

Potential for impact during construction to 
migratory bird species if bridges, trees, shrubs or 
other woody vegetation occupied by active bird 
nests are removed. 

BMPs will be incorporated into construction 
projects to minimize water quality impacts. 

To minimize the potential for construction-related 
impacts to bighorn sheep, moose and elk, timing 
restrictions during the spring for construction 
activities and/or blasting within one mile of 
ungulate winter range will be considered by MDT 
based on recommendations from the GNF and 
MFWP. 

If necessary, a special provision will be included in 
the bid package to address construction activities 
within one mile of a known raptor nest during the 
spring.  The GNF has specifically identified active 
falcon and eagle nest locations and the necessary 
spring timing restrictions to MDT for these 
purposes. 

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

MDT will stake the construction limits prior to 
initiating any construction activity that will result in 
the potential removal of trees.  All trees to be 
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 

Fisheries 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. 

During final design, MDT will assess clear span 
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 Type of Impact Mitigation 

Fisheries (cont.) 

Construction 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. 

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. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Bald eagle May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
bald eagles. 

See Construction mitigation 

Canada lynx May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
Canada lynx. 

See Construction mitigation 

Fluvial Arctic 
grayling 

May affect, but is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the reintroduced 
population of the fluvial Arctic grayling. 

No mitigation necessary 

Gray wolf May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
gray wolves. 

See Construction mitigation 

Grizzly bear May affect, but is not likely to adversely affect 
grizzly bears. 

See Construction mitigation 

Construction Temporary displacement of bald eagles due to 
noise and visual disturbance. 

 

 

Removal of riparian habitat that may be used as 
foraging habitat or movement corridors for bald 
eagles, lynx, grizzly bears and gray wolves. 

 

Possible fish mortality and temporary 
displacement of fluvial Arctic grayling individuals 
if present due to sedimentation as a result of 
work in and near water bodies. 

 

Human activities at construction sites and 
construction personnel camping sites could 
attract bears. 

The GNF will provide MDT with the location of any 
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. 

If power lines are constructed or modified, they will 
be raptor-proofed according to MDT policies. 

Re-planting or supplemental planting of riparian 
vegetation. 

BMPs and erosion control measures will be installed 
and maintained throughout construction. 
Conditions of the SPA 124 notification will be 
adhered to. 

A special provision will be included in the bid 
package to address minimizing the potential to 
attract bears and other wildlife to the project area 
during construction. 

Air Quality 

Construction Temporary construction impacts would include 
short-term increases in fugitive dust and mobile 
source emissions from construction equipment 
and traffic delays. 

Contractors will be required to adhere to all state 
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 • 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 

• Two-way left turn lane 

• 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 • Left turn lane (northbound) 

• Widen shoulders on both sides 

• Upgrade/new guardrail (southbound) 

Moose Creek Area 56.2 • Left turn lane (northbound) 

• Widen shoulders on both sides 

• Upgrade guardrail (southbound) 

Swan Creek Area 57.3 • 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/  

Castle Rock Inn Area 

64.9 – 66.0 • Two left turn lanes 

• 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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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.   
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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 doesn’t 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 27th, 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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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. 

Com: (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 – I 
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. 

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

A: (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. 

Com: (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.   

Com: (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.  
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? 

A:  (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. 

Q: (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.  I 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. 

A: (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.  

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

A: (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. 



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006 

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

 

Montana Department of Transportation  A - 12 

Q: (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? 

A: (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. 

Com: (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. 

Q: (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 
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. 

Com: (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?  

A: (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. 

Com: (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. 

Q: (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? 

A: (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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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. 

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

A: (Laura Meyer) I don’t know the answer to that. 

A: (John Vincent) The 2007 Legislative Session. 

Q: (Amy Davis) So that would be before this actual construction would occur? 

A: (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. 

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

A: (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. 

Com: (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. 

 A: (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. 
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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 85th 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 85th 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 
14th 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 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. 

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 



Gallatin Canyon - Slope Flattening/Widening September 2006 

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

 

Montana Department of Transportation  A - 18 

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.  I imagine 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.  I 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 Cliff 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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 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. 

A: (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? 

Com: (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.  

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

Q: (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? 

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

A: (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 3/8th 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. 

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

A: (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. 

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

A: (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. 

Q: (Lynne Malpeli) Who would I call? 

A: (Jeff Ebert) Somebody from the National Park Service. 

Com: (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. 

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

Com: (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 I’ll tell you. 

Com: (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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Written Comments Received During the Public Comment Period with Responses  

 

Comment 1  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
MDT will coordinate with DNRC for easements and land 
use license, as necessary.  
 

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.  

(continued on next page) 
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Comment 1 (cont.) Response 
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Comment 2  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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) 

2a. 
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Comment 2 (cont.) Response 

 

 

2b. Sediment retaining structures would require a larger area 
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. 

2c. 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. 

  

2b. 

2c. 

2d. 

2e. 
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Comment 3  Response 

 

(See next page) 

 

 

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

 

 

3a. 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 FONSI). 

3b. See responses to comments 2b and 2c above. 

3c. 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. 

3d. 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 

3a. 

3b. 

3c. 

3d. 
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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.)
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Comment 5  Response 

 

 

 

 

 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. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5c. 

5b. 

5a. 
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Comment 6  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

6a. 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. 

6b. See response to comment 4b, page 68. The posted speed 
limit is 60 mph with lower speed advisories at curves.  

6c. As discussed in Chapter 2 of the EA, seven left-turn lanes 
are proposed between mile marker 49 and Spanish Creek. 

6d. See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

 

 

6a. 

6b. 

6c. 

6d.
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Comment 7  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 4b, page 68. Speed advisories that 
are lower than the 60 mph posted limit exit on curves segments 
of roadway in the corridor. 
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Comment 8  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
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) 

8a. 

8b. 
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Comment 8 (cont.) Response 

 

 
 
 
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.  

 

8c. 

8d. 

8e 
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Comment 9  Response 

  

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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) 

 

9a. 
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Comment 9 (cont.) Response 

 

 

9b. 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. 

9c. 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. 

9d. Solar mechanisms have been implemented previously and 
have not been functional in the canyon due to insufficient 
sunlight. 

9e. See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

9f. 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. 

 

 

 

9b. 

9c. 

9d. 

9e. 

9f. 
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Comment 10  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. See response to comment 4b, page 68 

 

11b. See response to comment 4b, page 68 

 

11c. See response to comment 9b 

 

 

11d. 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.” 

11e. 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. 

 

 

11a. 

11b. 

11c. 

11d. 

11e. 
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Comment 12  Response 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 4b, page 68. 
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Comment 13  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 5a. 
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Comment 14  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

14a. 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. 

14b. See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

14c. See the public hearing transcript page A-16– response to 
question from Anne Marie Mistretta regarding emergency 
phones. 

14d. See response to comment 4a, page 68. 

 

14a. 

14b. 

14c. 

14d. 
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Comment 15  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 9b. 
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Comment 16  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

16a. Highway 64 is outside the project limits and therefore this 
is beyond the scope of this project. 

 

16b. See response to comment 5a. 

 

 

 

 

 

16a. 

16b. 
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Comment 17  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
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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Comment 18  Response 

 

 

 

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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Comment 19  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See responses to comment 4d regarding break the beam 
technology and wildlife passages, page 69. 
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Comment 20  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 10. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Receipt was acknowledged in response letter dated 03/01/06. 
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Comment 21  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 11c. 
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Comment 22  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

22a. See response to comment 5a. 

 

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

 

22c. This project proposes to implement a two-way left-turn lane 
(TWLTL) in the Big Sky area due to multiple accesses.  A 
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. 

22a. 

22b. 

22c. 
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Comment 23  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

23a. See response to comment 4b, page 68.. 

 

 

 

 

23b. Gallatin County is currently in the process of applying 
for a Transit Grant to put bus services into the canyon. 

 

23b. 

23a. 
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Comment 24  Response 

         

24a. See response to comment 6a.  The elected 
officials of Montana’s Congressional delegation 
would be the appropriate persons to contact in 
this regard. 

24b. See response to comment 9b. 

24c. See response to comment 18. 

24d. This is not within MDT’s jurisdiction. 

24e. See response to comment 4b, page 68.  The 
posted speed limit is 60 mph with lower speed 
advisories on curves. 

 

24f. This is a law enforcement issue and is beyond 
MDT’s jurisdiction. 

24g. It is not within MDT’s jurisdiction to implement 
cell phone towers. 

24h. See response to comment 9d. 

 

24i. See response to comment 9a. 

 

 

 

24b. 

24c. 

24d. 

24e. 

24f. 

24g. 

24h. 

24i. 

24a. 
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Comment 25  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comments noted.  See below for specific responses. 

 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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) 

25a. 
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Comment 25 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(see next page) 

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

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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) 

25b. 
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Comment 25 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

(see next page) 

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

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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) 

 

 

 

25c. 

25d. 

25e. 
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Comment 25 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

25f. MDT does provide education through public 
announcements that concern drinking, speeding, snow 
plows, etc. 

 

 

 

 

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

 

 

 

 

25h. Comment noted. 

(continued on next page) 

 

25g. 

25h. 

25f. 
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Comment 25 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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. 

 

25i. 

25j. 

25k. 

25l. 
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Comment 26  Response 

 

 

 

See responses to comment 4, page 67. 
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Comment 27  Response 

    

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. 

 

 

 

 

 

27a. 

27b. 

27c. 
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Comment 28  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 4b, page 68. 
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Comment 29  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 10. 
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Comment 31  Response 

           

31a. 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. 

31b. See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

31c. This is beyond the scope of this project. 

31d. See response to comment 8d. 

31e. See response to comment 8d.  This also applies to 
affordable housing issues. 

31f. MDT does not have the authority to either discourage 
or encourage development of properties.  Land use 
planning is the responsibility and function of local 
governments. MDT’s goal is to provide a safe and 
efficient highway system that balances the needs of the 
traveling public with the needs of the adjacent 
landowners.  MDT manages accesses in order to 
maintain the flow of the traffic, enhances public safety, 
preserve the public’s investment in the highway, and 
reduce future maintenance costs and the same time 
tries to be consistent with and support local land use 
planning. 

 

 

 

31b. 

31c. 

31a. 

31d. 

31f. 

31e. 
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Comment 32  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

32a. Regarding speed limit, see response to comment 4b, 
page 68 

32b. Regarding enforcement, see response to comment 4b, 
page 68. 

32c. Regarding surveillance, see response to comment 4b, 
page 68. 

32d. Regarding reducing traffic volume, see response to 
comment 8d. 

32a. 

32b. 

32c. 

32d. 
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Comment 33  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

See responses to comment 4, page 67. 
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Comment 34  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

34a. See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

34b. See response to comment 27. 

The posted speed limit is 60 mph with lower speed 
advisories at curves.  MDT will be evaluating the 
speeds in this corridor separately from this project. 

34c. That statement does not say that visibility of wildlife 
would be improved.  It says that maneuverability would 
be improved, which is a benefit of wider shoulders. 

 

(continued on next page) 

Comment 34 (cont.) Response 

34b. 

34c. 

34a. 
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34d. 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.” 

34e. 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. 

34f. 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. 

34g. Thank you for your comment. No straightening of 
roadway or increase to the posted speed limit is 
proposed in this project. 

34h. Thank you for your comment. 

34i. Lighting was not proposed as part of this project or as 
mitigation. 

(continued on next page) 

Comment 34 (cont.) Response 

34d. 

34e. 

34f. 

34g. 

34h. 

34i. 
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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) 

Comment 34 (cont.) Response 

34j. 

34k. 
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Comment 35  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment 36  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Comment 37  Response 

 

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. 

 

37e. 

37d. 

37b. 

37c. 

37a. 
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Comment 38  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 6a. 

See response to comment 18. 
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Comment 39  Response 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

See responses to comment 4, page 67. 
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The following comments and questions were taken from the January 10th 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 
Hearing 

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. 

See response to comment 25 regarding 
reflectors. 

 

See response to comment 4d, page 69.  

 

See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

 41 F. Craig Barber Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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 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.  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. 

The new Swan Creek Bridge would have 
a curve that meets MDT design 
standards.  

 

 

 

The Lava Lake bridge was not identified 
as a high accident location and therefore 
is not in the proposed safety 
improvement project. 

 42 Roger Cantwell Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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 – I 
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 pain or florescent orange.  Nobody has 
mentioned mile marker 39 called dead man’s curve.  I think something 
could be done about that.  There are six white crosses right there.  Thank 
you. 

Thank you for your comment. 

The “S” curve at MP 39 was improved in 
1986 during a slope flattening and 
guardrail project.  This curve will be 
reevaluated in 2006 to examine if it is 
feasible to further improve this section. 

 43 Jerry Wortman Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

I just have quick question – has this project been fully funded? See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-10. 
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No. Name Affiliation Date Form Comment Response 

 44 Linda Allen Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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 ensures that drivers will 
have better control of their vehicles. 

See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

 45 Ian 
MacConnackie 

Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

I’m a new resident of the canyon, about seven miles north.  The Gabion 
walls that are the caged rocks, are they going to be set down into the river 
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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript page A-11. 

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. 

     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.  I, 
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. 

A speed study is not proposed as part of 
this project, but will be performed as part 
of a separate study.  See response to 
comment 4b (page 68) and the second 
part of Jeff Ebert’s presentation in the 
Public Hearing Transcript. 

 46 Ken Morton Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

I’ve been a full-time resident for 28 years here.  Will any private property 
be taken for this project? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, Page A-11. 

Additional information: As discussed on 
pages 3-18 and 3-19 of the EA, it is 
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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 47 Dorothea Jude Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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? 

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.  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. 

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. 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. 

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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 50 John Leeper Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

The black ice in the canyon is an enormous problem.  Although we 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. 

See response to comment 9d. 

 51 David 
O’Connor 

Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page  A-13. 

Additional information: see response to 
comment 9b. 

 52 Bob Donner Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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. 

See response to comment 4b, page 68. 

 53 Amy Davis Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-13. 

Additional information: see response to 
comment 3d. 

     What is the projected time for completion of the outstanding water 
resource study? 

See response in the public hearing 
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 
(continued) 

   Well, I’m just wondering if there were a FONSI that occurred before the 
determination on the outstanding water resource? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-14. 

Additional information: see response to 
comment 3d. 

     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. 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-14. 

Additional information: see response to 
comment 4b, page 68. 

 54 Susan Hellier Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

Can you tell me where we can get copies of the preliminary designs for a 
specific area? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-15. 

 55 Rick Allen Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-15. 

Additional information: See response to 
comment 4b, page 68. 

 56 Ben Bulis Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

When you go ahead and acquire right-of-way, do you purchase the 
property or do you just take it over? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-15. 

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. 

     Acquiring the land, do you put that in the preliminary cost estimate for the 
project? 

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.  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 14th 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 
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 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. 

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 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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-17. 

 60 Kevin Germain Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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? 

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 
Hearing 

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? 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. 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-17. 

     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? 

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. 

     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. 

 

 

 

 

 

See response to comment 9b. 
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 62 Phil Holbrook Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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 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. 

When the Department analysis accident 
trends they look at accidents causes 
including fatalities. 

The Department will continue to monitor 
these sections of US 191 for potential 
Safety Engineering Improvement 
Programs in the future. 

 63 Trilly Calendar Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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.  I imagine 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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-19. 

Additional information: see response to 
comment 9a. 

     I have a clarification question as well.  I 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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-19. 

 64 Kevin Barton Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

Big Sky resident.  Is there any review of 64 as far as separated turn lanes 
at the intersection of US 191? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-19. 

 65 Greg Fields Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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 Cliff 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. 

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. 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript. 

See response to comment 42.  

 

 

See response to comment 9a regarding 
lane barriers.  See response to comment 
9b regarding turnouts. 
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 Greg Fields 
(cont.) 

   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. 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-20. 

See response to comment 42. 

Additional information: In determining 
where specific safety improvements were 
needed, MDT compiled crash data from 
1984 to 2000.   

 66 Ben Bulis Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-20. 

 67 Greg Fields Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

When you say that you go through a filter process for your rocks, I see you 
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 horses and cows aren’t going to eat.  It just keeps 
spreading all the way across. It’s an environmental issue. 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-21. 

 68 Lynne Malpeli Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

I have a question for MDT, what is the ruling on commercial through the 
National Park? Who would I call? 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-21. 
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 69 Denise Wade Individual 01/10/06 Public 
Hearing 

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.  (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 I’ll tell you.) They cross US191 
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. 

See response in the public hearing 
transcript, page A-21. 

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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Comment 4 Response 

 

 

(See next page) 

(continued on next page) 
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Comment 4 (cont.) Response 

 

 

 

4a. 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. 

4b. 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) 

4b. 

4c. 

4a. 
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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) 

4d. 
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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

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY
& PUBLIC HEARING
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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, 2006, 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 
• MDT Bozeman Office – 907 North Rouse Ave, Bozeman 
• Big Sky Community Library/Ophir School – 45465 Gallatin Road, 1.5 miles 

south of the MT 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 –   
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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 (406) 
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 
 



 PUBLIC HEARING

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
improvements is presented in the EA,
which is available online at
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml
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.

Comments on the proposed safety
improvements in the EA can be sent to:

Jean Riley, P.E.,
MDT Environmental Services
2701 Prospect Avenue
P.O. Box 201001, Helena, MT
59260-1001.

Jean Riley’s telephone number is
(406) 444-9456, or comments can be
made directly through a link to
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml.
The deadline for public comments is
January 27, 2006.

Montana Dept. of Transportation, District 2
Jeff Ebert, District Administrator
3751 Wynne, P.O. Box 3068
Butte, MT  59702-3068

Public Comments Requested

    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:

SIDE 1

SIDE 2



SIDE 2

SIDE 1

Comments on the proposed safety
improvements in the EA can be sent to:

Jean Riley, P.E.,
MDT Environmental Services
2701 Prospect Avenue
P.O. Box 201001, Helena, MT
59260-1001.

Jean Riley’s telephone number is
(406) 444-9456, or comments can be
made directly through a link to
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml.
The deadline for public comments is
January 27, 2006.

Montana Dept. of Transportation, District 2
Jeff Ebert, District Administrator
3751 Wynne, P.O. Box 3068
Butte, MT  59702-3068

Public Comments Requested

 PUBLIC HEARING

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
improvements is presented in the EA,
which is available online at
www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/eis_ea.shtml
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.

    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:
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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 
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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 
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                 http://www.mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/docs/eis_ea/ea_gallatincanyon.pdf

  

                                               Environmental Assessment 
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