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L E G I S u J ~ ~ ~  ENVIRONMENTAL Subject: STPP 14-6(9)259 
FORSYTH - NOR'MWEST POuCY OFFICE 

(PPMS-OPX2 Control #m) 

Attached is one (1) copy of the Re-Evaluation of this proposed project's categorical exclu- 

sion (RCE) as-sent-to the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) on May 18,2006. Attached with that R-E are copies of the for 

(4) "Nationwide" Programmatic Section 4@ Evaluation forms [P4@'s, each] as approved- 

by the FHWA on May 23,2006. Those P4@'s document this proposed project's "use" of 

historic sites, and comply with the provisions of 23 CFR 771.135 for the U.S. DEPARTMENT 

OF TRANSPORTATION Act (49 U.S.C. 303). 

The attached R-E and documentation with-same is to further Montana Environmental Pro- 

tection Act, Title 75 compliance as applicable to the DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

(MDT). 

~f idmas L. Hansen, P.E. 
Engineering Section Supervisor 
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 

JAR:TLH:~[S:\PROJECTS\GLENDIVE\~O~~\EQC-DST-LET.D~C] 

Attachment 

copy: project mainYwhite label" file 

Environmental Services Bureau 
Phone: (406) 444-7228 An Equal Opportunity Employer 

Fax: (406) 444-7245 

Engineering Division 
lTY: (800) 335-7592 

'Webpage: www.mdt.mt.gov 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
585 Shephard Way 
Helena, MT 59601 -9785 

Attention: Carl D. James, 
Program Development Engineer 

Subject: STPP 14-6(9)259 
FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 

(PPMS-OPX2 Control #m4) 

MDT's Environmental Services Bureau has reviewed this proposed project's environ- 
mental impacts, and has determined that it still qualifies as a Categorical Exclusion (CE) 
under the provisions of 23 CFR 77 1.129(c). Its original Categorical Exclusion request 

(copy attached) was approved-by the FHWA on June 7, 2001. This proposed action also 
continues to qualify as a Categorical Exclusion under the provisions of ARM 18.2.261 

(Sections 75-1-103 and 75-1-201, M.C.A.). This determination is based-on the following: 

The Sc~pe-of-\~ork (approved on December 12, 2000 copy also attached) for this 
proposed project has been reviewed, and several items in the CE require updating or 
changes. These proposed changes involve wetlands impact areas, and mitigation sites 
for-same (map for-same also attached). One-of those latter requires additional Right- 
of-Way, and therefore a cultural resources survey was made of that site. Revisions 
for the (attached) CE's items are as-follows: 

Hazardous Waste (fourth in Left column's list on CE Page 2) 
The Wetland Mitigation sites for a recently-completed project (see following) are 
adjoining an abandoned railroad bed. Although no remnants were observed on 
those sites, there is a possibility that treated timbers may be unearthed during con- 
struction. A Special Provision will be added to this project's contract requiring 
the proper disposal of any treated timbers that may be encountered. 

ThreatenedIEndangered Species (CE Pages 2 & 3) 
The existing Biological Resources Report (BRR) of June ! 5. 2900 includes the 
above-mengoned metland ~itigation-site. 'The ~nvironmental Services Bureau 
Resources Section biologist for MDT7s Glendive District (Nc 4) reviewed all 
wetland mitigation sites (referenced in following sub-paragraphs under that "hea- 
dingy7), and determined that the current BRR fully covers the area of each with its 
data remaining as valid. 

Prime Farmlands (CE Page 4) - Three types of Prime Farmland if Irrigated, and 
nine varieties in Farmland of Statewide Importance have been identified along 
most-of this project's present route. These designations are based-on the U.S. 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - Natural Resources Conservation Service's 

O\JRCS7) "Prime and other Important Farmlands" Tabular Data version of October 
15, 2004. 

(concludes-on next page) 

Environmental Services Bureau 
Phone: (406) 444-7228 
Fax: (406) 444-7245 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
Engineering Division 

TW: (800) 335-7592 
'Webpage: www.rndt.mt.gov 
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(Important Farmlands - concluded : ) 

Therefore, a Farmland Conversion Impact Rating (FCIR) for Comdor Type 
Projects form #NRCS-CPA-I 06 has been completed. That form's "TOTAL 
POINTS" is 145, and therefore under the provisions of 7 CFR 658.4(c), part (2J 

"(s)ites receiving a total score of less than 160" (will) "be given a minimal level 
of consideration for protection and no additional sites" (need) "be evaluated." A 
copy of that form is (also) attached following the original #AD-1006 FCIR form. 

Floodplains (CE Page 4) - A Floodplain Development Permit was issued on June 
12,2002 for this project by ROSEBUD COUNTY'S Permit Official (printed on 
reverse side of latter's attached December 17, 1999 letter copy). 

Section of the U S .  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION Act, and Section of 
the National Land & Water Conservation Fund Act (CE Page 5) 
A copy of the October 24,2005 letter from MONTANA FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS 
concumng-that there will not be any use of, nor impact to their West Rosebud 
Fishing Access Site is (also) attached on reverse side of their July 10,2000 Co- 
operating Agency response letter. 
Four (A) "Nationwide" Programmatic Section 4 0  Evaluation forms are included 
for the sites on this project that are under various Programmatic Agreements for 
Historic features. 

Wetlands (CE Page 5) 
This project will impact approximately 0.95 hectares (ha, 2.34 acres) of MDT 
type 111 wetlands. Wetland impacts were reduced by both steepening fill slopes, 
and adding guardrail in one area. 

Wetland Mitigation (CE Page 5) - One site is for mitigating this project's wetlands 
impacts, and requires an area of approximately 1.42 ha (3.55 acres). This site will 
be adjacent-to the re-constructed alignment's NorthEasterly side, between P-14 

"Reference"(Mi1e) Posts 261.8 & 262.45 (project stations 61+20 to 71+10 Left). 
The other sites are to mitigate the F-NH 23-1(15)33F VOLBORG-N & S (PPMS- 
OPX2 C#1514) project's wetlands impacts, which need an approximate area of 3.21 
ha (7.93 acres). These are both located by the Southwesterly side of the overlay 
& widen portion of this project from "R(M)PYs 259.85 to 260.2 (stations 30+00 
to 32+00 & 32+15 to 36+00 Right). 
Approximately 16.15 ha (39.9 1 acres) of total new Right-of-way and (permanent) 
easements will be needed for this project, including each of the wetland mitiga- 
tion sites. No relocations of agricultural support structures (other-than fencing or 
irrigation related features), businesses, or dwellings is necessary for this project. 

Historical/Cultural Resources (CE Page 5) 
An addendum to this project's 1999 Cultural Resource Inventory was completed 
in August, 2005 to investigate both the "VOLBORG N & S" project's wetland 
mitigation site. No cultural features were identified within either of those sites. 
This project's wetland mitigation site from stations 61+20 to 71+10 Left is within 
the (original) 1999 Cultural Resources Survey's investigation comdor. 
On December 1,2005 the State Historic Preservation Office concurred with the 
Determination of No Effect findings for this project, including the additional areas 
for the "VOLBORG N & S" project's wetland mitigation site. 

(concluded-on next page) 

STPP 14-6(9)259 
FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 
(PPMS-OPX2 C#m4) 



Carl D. James 
Page 3 
May 18,2006 

STPP 14-6(9)259 
FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 

(PPMS-OPX2 C # 4 m )  

The preceding changes result-in only minor impacts, and those under regulatory re- 
quirements will be handled through the permitting processes with the appropriate 
agencies for-same. 

A News Release was issued-to the "Forsyth Independent Press" paper in January, 
2006 for updating the public on this project's development. 

The U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR - Bureau of Land Management's Miles City 
Field Office responded-to a Cooperating Agency request. Several parcels where new 
easement amounts are required, as well as others with no additional easements or 
temporary-use construction permits will be needed were identified. That Office's 
response also stated that although those parcels are being "managed for multiple use" 
they do not "fit under the provisions for Section 4@ of the US. DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION Act." A copy of that Office's March 29,2006 Cooperating Agency 
response letter is attached as-well. 

In accordance with the FHWA's "Re-Evaluated Categorical Exclusions" concurrence of 
April 15, 1999 (copy of this office's March 3 1, 1999 letter requesting-same also attached), 
this notification documents that this proposed action is still properly classified as a 
Categorical Exclusion under the provisions of 23 CFR 77 1.1 17(d). 

I 

1 Thomas L. Hansen, P.E. 

Engineering Section Supervisor 
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 

MDT attempts to provide accommodations for any known disability that may interfere 
with a person participating in any service, program or activity of the DEPT. Alternative 
accessible formats of this document will be provided on request. For further information 
please call (406) 444-7228 or TTY (800) 335-7592, or the Montana Relay at 71 1. 

Attachments 

copies: Ray E. Mengel, Administrator - MDT Glendive District (Ng 5) 
Kent M. Barnes, P.E. - MDT Bridge Engineer 
Thomas S. Martin, P.E. - MDT Consultant Design Engineer 
John H. Horton, J" - MDT Right-of-way Bureau Chief 
D. Suzy Althof, Supervisor - MDT Contract Plans Section 
David W. Jensen, Supervisor - MDT Fiscal Programming Section 
Jean A. Riley, P.E. - MDT Environmental Services Bureau Chief 



Montana Depzrimen t 
of Transoortatioi~ 

March 3 1, 1999 

Janice W. Brown, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
2880 Skyway Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

Subject: Re-Evaluated Categorical Exclusions 

MDT, Environmental Services, is requesting a change to the policy regarding the process for re- 
evaluating categorical exclusions (CE). We propose to simplify the present process based on the fact 
CE's are not NEPA documents. They are the exceptions to NEPA documents; projects that have been 
determined to not require formal NEPA documentation based on 23 CFR 771.1 17. 

Our request is ro do a "yks cr no" analysis on CE's that are more than three years old. The only question 
we intend to ask is whether the projectstill meets the criteria for a CE. If it does, our answer will be yes 

, and no further documentation will be conducted. We will put a simple form letter together stating this 
fact and that will be the end of the re-evaluation. If the answer is no, that will mean some level of NEPA 
will be required, and a re-evaluated CE is inappropriate. 

Gid CE's could be a concern, but we do not intend to ignore that fact. We will look at the quali? of the 
field inventory and reconnaissance and update the data before the yeslno decision. Some features we will 
look at are threatened and endangered species, wetlands, cultural updates, demographic changes and new 
laws, rules or regulations. . Our experience indicates that normally there just isn't any new data needs. 
Shouid there be any however, we do not intend tc f~rmally incorporate this data into a new CE dccument. 
'The new data will become part of the project file and public record 

Our intentions are to only eliminate the lengthy re-evaluation write up. Our experience indicates that 
normally nothing has changed from when the project was first determined to be a CE. But over time a 
cumbersome policylprocess has developed and these re-evaluations are'taking five to ten working days to 
produce depending on the nature of the project. 

Concurrence: 

/" 

Date: 4-1s- f 7 
Cc: Karl Helvik 

Lyle Manley 



Currsnt Date 

Dale Paulson, Program Development Ensineer 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
2880 S b v a y  Drive 
Helena, hiT 59602 

Subject: (Project #) 
(Project Name) 
Control No. 

Environmental Services has reviewed the above proposed project's impacts and has 
determined that this proposedproject still qualifies as a Categorical Exclusion under the 
provisions of 23 CFR 77 1.129(c). The original Categorical Exclusion was signed and 
is attached. This proposed action also continuesto qualify as a Categorical Exclusion under 
thc provisions cf  18.2.261 (Sections 75-1 -103-and 75-1-201, G.c.A.). This 
determination is based on the following: 

reports and found that in accordance with 23 CFK 

environmental impacts. 
result in only minor impacts that will be handled through our permitting 

process with the regulatory agencies. 

In accordance with the Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA) concurrence letter of 
?CdaG, this notification documents that this proposed action is still properly classified as a 
categorical Exclusion under the provisions of 23 CFR 77 1.1 17(d). 

Karl M. Helvik, P.E. 

Engineering Bureau Chief 
Environme~tal Services 

'"ALTERNATIVE ACCESSIBLE FORMATS OF THIS 
DOCUMENT WILL BE PROVIDED ON REQUEST." 

JMM:KMH:"C 
.iP1 

cc: s, P.E. - District Administrator 

Carl S.  P e ~ l ,  P.E. - Preconstruction Engineer 
q ~ o s e ~ h  P. Kolman, P.E. - Br~dge Engineer 

Thomas E. Martin, P.E., Right-of-way Bureau Chief 

David W. Jensen, Supervisor - Fiscal Programming Sect~on 
hlark A. Wissinger, P.E., Supervisor - Contract Plans Sect~on 

Joel M. Marshik, P.E., Manager - Env~ronmental Services 

file 
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May 22,2001 

Janice W. Brown, Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
2880 Skyway Drive 
Helena, MT 59602 

Subject: STPP 14-6(10) 259 
FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 
Control No. 4059 

This is a request for the FHWA's concurrence that this proposed pro-ject meets the criteria for 
classification as a Categorical Exclusion under the provisions of 23 CFR 77 1.1 17(d). This proposed 
action also qualifies as a Categorical Exclusion under the provisions of ARM 18.2.26 1 (Sections 75- 
1-103 and 75-1-201, M.C.A.). A Project location map is attached. 

This proposed project is an overlay & widening project with limited areas of selective reconstruction. 
The project also includes the addition of a pedestrian walkway onto the existing bridge over the 

Yellowstone River at Forsyth. Upgraded guardrail along with the pedestrian walkway will be the 
only work done on the bridge. 

The location of this proposed project is on U.S. Highway 12 in Rosebud County. It begins 
approximately 19 kilometers northwest of Forsyth (MP 258.7) and proceeds 19 krn southeasterly to 
the SE end of the bridge over the Yellowstone River at Forsyth (MP 270.5). The reconstruction area 
is approximately 4 kilometers in length with the remaining 15 kilometers of the project receiving the 
widen and overlay treatment. The pro-ject proceeds through Sections 19,20,29,28,33,34 in T7N, 
R39E; through Sections 1 ,2 ,  12 in T6N, R39E; and through Sections 7, 8, 17, 16, 15,23 in T6N, 
R40E. 

The intent of this proposed project is to widen the existing roadway to a 9.2 m width to meet the 
criteria of the Surface Transportation Program Route Segment Plan, improve safety features which 
do not meet the current criteria, replace deteriorating and inadequate hydraulic structures, and to 
provide a safe pedestrian passageway across the Yellowstone River Bridge. 

The existing roadway was constructed under 3 separate contracts. Beginning at the northwest end of 
the project and proceeding southeasterly, the first two contracts were constructed in 1954 and 
received a plant mix overlay in 1992. These contracts extend from RP 258.7 to 265.1. The surfacing 
consists of 38 1 mnl of base gravel and 96 mm of bituminous surfacing placed to a 7.3 m finished top 
width. 

The existing pavement is in fair condition with minor rutting and distortion. The pavement also 
exhibits typical thermal cracking. 

An Equal Opportunity Employer 
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The third contract. extending froin RP 265.1 to 270.5, was constructed in 1957 and received a plant 
inix overlay in 1975. The surfacing consists of 38 1 nun of base gravel and 76 mm of plant mix 
placed to a 9.75 nl finished top width. This segment of the project exhibits substantially inore 
cracking than the first 10.3 krn of the project. Rutting and distortion are minor. 

The existing cut and fill slopes do not meet the current criteria for nliilor arterials. 

The existing horizontal alignment meets the criteria for a 100 kmlh design speed having a minimum 
radius of horizontal curvature of 698.6 m. none of the l~orizontal curves have transition spirals. 

The vertical alignment provides the desirable stopping sight distance (SSD) for a 90 kmlh design 
throughout the project with the exception of 1 crest vertical curve that provides the minilnum SSD 
for a 90 kmlh design speed. The maximum grade on the project is 4.2%. 

There are 7 timber bridges on the project which were constructed in 1937 and provide a 7.1 n~ 
roadway width. The length of the bridges varies from 3.7 nl to 29.3 m. The timber bridges will be 
replaced with culverts. 

proposed project has been evaluated for, and does not have any adverse effect on the following 
environmental areas of concern: 

- Stormwater Runoff - x Noise 
x Prime & Unique Farmlands - - x Section 404 - Cleun Water Act 
- Floodplains(E.0. 1 1988lFEMA) - x Social/Economic 
x Hazardous Waste - - x Stream Preserv./Water Quality 
- HistoricalICultural Resources - x ThreatenedIEndangered Species 
x Changes in Land Use - - Wetlands(E.0. 1 1990) 
x USDOT - 4Cf)INL& WCF - 6C/3 Acts - 

The proposed project will have a minor or no effect on the following environmental area(s): 

ThreatenedIEndannered Species -The following ThreatenedIEndangered Species were identified in 
the MDT's Biological Resources Report of January 3, 2000 in accordance with the USF&WS1s 
letter of November 19, 1996 (and January 23, 1997 supplement) as "may be in the vicinity of this 
proposed project: 

The Bald Eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) is a threatened raptor species. The MDFWP 
identified two eagle nests along the Yellowstone river which are located one mile and two 
miles respectively from the project. Due to the proximity of the nests, it is recommended that 
no gravel sources, crushing operations, batch plants or staging areas be located within a 2.5 
mile radius of each nest. MDFWP also recommends that no blasting or pile driving take 
place prior to May 15 at areas including MP 266 to 267.5. If any bald eagles are encountered 
during any phase of the project, the Bureau Chief of the MDT Resources Bureau should be 
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contacted. USFWS concurs with a finding of "not likely to adversely effect" for the bald 
eagle. 

The Black-Footed Ferret (Mustela nigripes) is an endangered n~anlmal species in Montana. 
The only known population of black-footed ferrets in Montana is in Philips County. If any 
black-footed ferrets are observed during any phase of the project, the Bureau Chief of the 
MDT Resources Bureau should be contacted. Due to the nature of the project and the lack of 
prairie dogs present along the project corridor, it is determined that the proposed project are a 
"no effect" for the black-footed ferret and its critical habitat. 

The Pallid Sturgeon (Scaphirhvnchus Albus) is an endangered fish species on the 
Yellowstone River. There will be no work done within the Yellowstone River. The existing 
bridge will receive an overlay. If any pallid sturgeon are observed during any phase of the 
project, the MDT Resources Bureau Chief should be contacted. Due to the scope of the 
proposed work and the location, it is determined that the proposed action is a "no effect" for 
the pallid sturgeon and its critical habitat. 

The Mountain Plover (Charadrius montanus) is listed as a proposed threatened bird species in 
Montana. This species has the potential of occupying short-grass prairie habitat and 
especially in the area of prairie dog towns. No mountain plovers were observed in the project 
area. If any mountain plovers are observed during construction activities, the MDT Bureau 
Chief of the Resources Bureau should be contacted. Due to the scope of the proposed work, 
it is determined that the proposed action is a "no effect" for the mountain plover and its 
critical habitat. 

The Least Tern (Sterna antillarum) is federally listed as an endangered species throughout the 
United States. The least tern is associated with the sandbars and beaches of the Yellowstone 
River. No least terns were observed in the project area and Dennis Flath (MDFWP Biologist) 
stated that there are no least terns in the project area. If any least terns are observed in the 
pro-ject area, the MDT Bureau Chief of the Resources Bureau should be contacted. Due to 
the scope of the proposed work and the location, it is determined that the proposed action is a 
"no effect" for the least tern and its critical habitat. 

The conclusion of the Biological Resources Report is that this project will have no effect on any 
threatened or endangered species, proposed or listed. 

Permits Required - The following permits will be acquired prior to any relevant disturbance: (see 
also the FEMA Floodplain Development Permit, following): 

This proposed project will be in compliance with the provisions for both Water Quality 
under 75-5-401(2) M.C.A. for Seclion 3(u) authorizations, and Stream Protection under 
87-5-501 through 509 M.C.A., inclusive. 

This proposed project will require the followiilg permit under the 
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Clean Wcrter Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 - 1376): 

A Section 402lMontana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System perinit from the 
Montana Dept. of Environmental Quality's Permitting and Compliance Division. 

A Section 404 permit froin the U.S. Army - Corps of Engineers. The COE will be 
notified that this proposed project qualifies for a "Nationwide" 404 permit under the 
provisions of 33 CFR 330. 

All work will also be in accordance with the Water- Quality Act of 1987 (P.L. 100-4), as 
amended. 

An Erosion Co~ltrol Plan will be submitted to the Montana Department of Environmental Quality's 
Permitting and Compliance Division in compliance with their Montana Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System Regulations (ARM 16.20.13 14) for this proposed project. Best Management 
Practices will be included in the design of this Plan using guidelines as established in MDT's 
Highway Construction Standard Erosion Control Workplan. The objective is to minimize erosion of 
disturbed areas during and following construction of this proposed pro-ject. 

In accordance with 7-22-2152, and 60-2-208 M.C.A., MDT will re-establish a permanent desirable 
vegetation con~munity along all areas disturbed by the proposed construction. A set of revegetation 
guidelines will be developed by MDT that must be followed by the contractor. These specifications 
will include instructio~ls on seeding methods, seeding dates, types and amounts of mulch and 
fertilizer, along with seed mix components. Seed mixes include a variety of species to assure that 
areas disturbed by construction are immediately stabilized by vegetative cover. The Seeding Special 
Provisions developed for this proposed project will be forwarded to the responsible County Weed 
Board for approval. 

Prime Farmlands - A Farmland Conversion Impact Rating form (#AD- 1006) was completed for this 
proposed pro-ject in accordance with the Farmland Protection Policy Act (FPPA - 7 U.S.C. 4201, et 
seq.). The site does not contain prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland. Therefore, 
under 7 CFR 658.4 (cl no additional consideration for protection is necessary. A copy of this form is 
also attached. 

Floodplains - A floodplain delineated under Federal Emergency Management Administration 
(FEMA) criteria along McGraw Coulee, Greasewood Creek and Porcupine Creek is encroached by 
this proposed pro-ject. Rosebud County administers this floodplain for FEMA, and a Floodplain 
Development Pernit will not be required for this encroachment as per the Rosebud Co. floodplain 
Administrator (Dec. 17, 1999 letter, Carole Raymond to Delta Engineering). 

The floodplain encroachments froin this proposed project occur longitudinally from MP 259.2 to MP 
259.9 and MP 26 1.4 to MP 262.6 and limited transverse enchroachnents at MP 260.8, MP 262.8 and 
MP 264.8. This proposed project will not promote or encourage development within this delineated 
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floodplain, nor increase flood liability hazards from its construction. This proposed project is 
therefore considered to be in compliance with E.O. #11988. 

National Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (4(f) and 6 (0) 
The West Rosebud fishing access site is adjacent to the project and has been identified as a 6(f)/4(f) 
applicable site. The project will not affect the fishing access site. The project will not affect the 
access approach road into the site and all work will be contained within the existing right-of-way in 
the area adjacent to the fishing access site. 

Wetlands 
This project will adversely affect approximately 3.01 acres (1.22 HA) of category 3 Wetlands. These 
wetlands will be filled as part of the road widening process. 

Wetland impacts were minimized during the design process by steepening fill slopes in areas to 
avoid high quality wetlands and the Porcupine Creek streambed. Roadway alignment shifts to avoid 
the wetlands are not feasible due to the presence of large hillside cuts opposite and adjacent to the 
wetland areas. 

Wetland Mitigation - a suitable wetland mitigation site will be required to replace the 3.01 acres 
(1.22 HA) of wetlands impacted by this project. A site west of and adjacent to the highway at MP 
259.0 was identified during the field survey as an excellent site for wetland mitigation. The 
biological resources report for the project contains photo's and a description of the potential 
mitigation site. MDT will pursue potential mitigation at this location. 

Historical/Cultural Resources 
There is an existing Irrigation Canal (Hammond Irrigation Canal) adjacent to the existing roadway 
for approximately 3 miles of the project. The canal at times meanders into the existing MDT right- 
of-way and crosses the road in two locations. The canal is a previously recorded historic canal 
constructed in 1909. The canal is covered under a Programmatic Agreement (PA) between FHWA, 
SHPO, ACHP and the MDT. The project will not relocate the Canal in any area. 

Air Quality - This proposed project is located in an "unclassifiable"/ attainment area of Montana for 
air quality under 40 CFR 8 1.327, as amended. As such, this proposed project is not covered under 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's Final Rule of November 24, 1993 on Air Quality 
conforn~ity. Therefore, this proposed project complies with Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act as 
amended (42 U.S.C. 7521(a)). 

Approximately 23.4 hectares of new Right-of-way will be needed for this proposed project. There 
will be utility involvement. 

Cumulative Impacts 
Glendive District 4 has the following project in the program on the same route as the subject project: 
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STPP 14-6 (8) 207 
Rosebud County Line-East 
Control No. 4060 
Ready Date: December 1,2003 

This project is a total reconstructioil project located approximately 50 iniles west of the subject 
project on U.S. 12. The ready date for the Rosebud Couilty Line-East project is 2 1 months later than 
the ready date for the Forsyth-Northwest project. The cumulative impacts will be minimal if the 
projects remain on schedule since co~lstruction overlap would be little to none. If the pro-ject 
schedules change and construction is concurrent, the travelling public on U.S. 12 would be impacted 
with two 10-1 2 mile construction projects in the Roundup to Forsyth travel area. 

A news release was submitted to the Forsyth Independent - Enterprise on October 1 1, 1999 
A public informational meeting was held in Forsyth on August 24,2000. 

The following were requested to be Cooperating Agencies on this proposed project under the 
provisions of 23 CFR 771.1 I I (dl: Montana Departnlent of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, Montana 
Department of Natural Resources and Conservation, Montana Department of Enviroixnental Quality. 
See attachments, for letters from cooperating agencies. 

This project will not induce significant land use changes or pron~ote unplanned growth. There will 
be no significant affects on access to adjacent properties or present traffic pattern. This project will 
not create disproportionately high and adverse human health or eilvironmental effects on minority 
and low-income populations (E.O. 12898) and complies with Title VI ofthe Civil Rights Act of1 964 
(42 U.S.C. 2000d). In accordance with 23 CFR 771.1 17(a), this action will neither individually nor 

impacts. Therefore, we are requesting FHWA1s 
classified as a Categorical Exclusion. 

Engineering Bureau Chief 
Environmental Services 

Concur Date - 6 h / ~ /  
Federal Highway ~d$inistration 



Janice W. Brown 
May 22,2001 
Page 7 

"ALTERNATIVE ACCESSIBLE FORMATS OF THIS 
DOCUMENT WILL BE PROVIDED ON REQUEST." 

BCB:TJA:C:4059 Cat Ex.doc 

Attachments 

Cc: William L: McChesney - Glendive District Administrator 
Carl S. Pel1 P.E. - Preconstruction Engineer 
Joseph P. dolman, P.E. - Brid e Engineer 
J o b  Horton - Right-of-way d ureau Chief 
David W. Jensen, Su ervisor -Fiscal Programmin Section B Mark A. Wissipger, BE. Supervisor -.Contract P ans 
Joel M. Marshik, P.E., Idanager - Environmental Services 
File 
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FEDERAL AID PROJECT NO. STPP 14-6(10)259 
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FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 

ROSEBUD COUNTY 



STPP 14-6(9)259 Project Wetland Mitigation Sites Map (PPMS-0~x2 ~ ~ 0 5 9 )  

FORSYTH - NORTHWEST ROSEBUD COUNTY Minor Rehabilitation 

Wetland Mitigation Site: P-14 
"R(M)P's 261.8 to 262.45 

I 
n 

106' 50' 1, 106' 40' 

R. 3 4  /I R. 40 E. 1 R. 4 1 E. 

MONTANA 
ROSEBUD COUNTY 

mwmo BY TM 

13 MILES ClTY 

STATE OF MONTANA 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA 

IN COOPERATION WITH THE 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRaNSPORTfiTION 
FEDERAL HIGHWAY QDMINISTRaTION 

SCALE 
0 1 1  2 3 4 
I_. : 

5 YLES 
I 

Wetland Mitigation Site for 
Volborg-N&S project: P-14 
"R(M)P's 258.85 to 260.2 



R O S E B U D  C O U K T Y  

December 17,1999 

hir. John Juras, P.E. 
Delta JZqgneekg P.C. 
2701-16h S t  NE. 
P.O. Box 1481 
Great Fans, MT 59403 

Dear LML Jung 

This letter is to conhrm our telephone call on Dec 16&. The commissioners and I met to discuss your 
proposal for the impmvtmest of US hl&hvmy 12 north of For* We agreed that this would be of benefit 
for both the county and the hghwq. 

We will need no other permits from you on this plan. Please let me how if there are any other requsts that 
you might have in regards to this pmject. 

Sincerely, 

C . L + & ~ ~ Q  

P . O .  BOX 6 8 7  F O R S Y T H .  MT 5 9 3 2 7  

P H O N E :  4 0 6 - 3 5 6 - 7 9 6 8  F A X :  4 0 6 - 3 5 6 - 7 9 6 8  
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,., 
me of Applicant  Montana Department of Transportation Date 6-3-02 

Idress  --P.0. Box 201001, Helena, MT 59620 Phone 444-7655 

> c a t i o n  of Proposed Development U.S. 12, Approx. 7 miles NW of Forsyth. 

. s c r i p t i o n  - .. . of Development 

a R e s i d e n t i a l  Cons t ruc t ion  Non-Residential 

[ New Construct ion 

Addit ion o r  
Improvements 

/1 Subdiv i s ion  

O 

n New Construct ion 

- ( Addit ion o r  / I n  Mobile Home 
Improvements Park  

F i l l  ! Watercourse 
A l t e r a t i o n  

]XI Other Highway Reconstruction 

Attach t o  t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  t h e  fo,llowing in format ion  where a p p l i c a b l e .  P lans  i n  d u p l i c a t e ,  
drawn t o  s c a l e  showing the  n a t u r e ,  dimensions, and e l e v a t i o n s  of t h e  a r e a  i n  q u e s t i o n ;  
e x i s t i n g  o r  proposed s t r u c t u r e s ,  f i l l ,  s t o r a g e  of m a t e r i a l s ,  d ra inage  f a c i l i t i e s ;  and t h e  
l o c a t i o n  of t h e  fo regoing .  S p e c i f i c a l l y ,  t h e  fo l lowing  information i s  requ i red :  (1)  Mean 
Sea Level (MSL) e l e v a t i o n  of t h e  lowest  f l o o r  ( inc lud ing  basement) of a l l  s t r u c t u r e s ;  ( 2 )  
MSL e l e v a t i o n  t o  which any s t r u c t u r e  i s  f loodproofed;  (3) c e r t i f i c a t i o n  by a  r e g i s t e r e d  
p r o f e s s i o n a l  eng ineer  o r  a r c h i t e c t  t h a t  t h e  f loodproof ing  methods meet t h e  community f lood-  
p roof ing  c r i t e r i a ;  ( 4 )  a  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which any watercourse w i l l  be a l t e r e d  
o r  r e l o c a t e d ,  and (5)  base (100-year) f lood  e l e v a t i o n  da ta  f o r  a  development o r  s u b d i v i s i o n  
g r e a t e r  than  50 l o t s  o r  5  a c r e s .  

"he fo l lowing  i s  t o  be completed by t h e  Cornunity Permit  O f f i c i a l :  

The proposed development i s  l o c a t e d  i n  t h e  a Floodway F loodf r inge  
The Base Flood E l e v a t i o n  o r  depth number a t  t h e  development s i t e  is:=ies, see attached 

Flood Plain Profile 
Source Documents: Rosebud County Flood Hazard Boundary Map I 
Plan  Review 

MSL Eleva t ion  o r  depth number t o  which the  s t r u c t u r e  i s  t o  be e l e v a t e d :  N/A f e e t .  

MSL E l e v a t i o n  o r  depth number t o  which th_e_struct_ure i s  t o  be floodproo_fed: N/A f e e t .  1: 
fll necessary  in format ion  and c e r t i f i c a t e s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  

~ c t  i o n  j, 

] The proposed development i s  not  i n  conformance wi th  a p p l i c a b l e  F loodpla in  
Management Standards (exp lana t ion  a t t a c h e d ) .  Permit i s  denied.  

The proposa l  i s  n o t  i n  conformance wi th  a p p l i c a b l e  Floodplain Management 
Standards (exp lana t ion  a t t a c h e d )  and t h e  a p p l i c a t i o n  i s  r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  
Board of Adjustment f o r  var iance  a c t i o n .  

]X 1 have reviewed t h e  p lans  and m a t e r i a l s  submit ted i n  support  of t h e  proposed 
development and f i n d  them i n  compliance wi th  a p p l i c a b l e  Floodplain Management 
S tandards .  Permit  i s  approved. 

8 $ 

L - \a-ha ,; 
?, 

Date S igna ture  

Bui ld ing  Cons t ruc t ion  Documentation 

The c e r t i f i e d  a s - b u i l t  MSL e l e v a t i o n  of t h e  lowest  f l o o r  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  f e e t  

The c e r t i f i e d  a s - b u i l t  MSL f loodproofed e l e v a t i o n  of t h e  s t r u c t u r e  i s  f e e t  

C e r t i f i c a t e s  of a  r e g i s t e r e d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  eng ineer  o r  land surveyor documenting t h e s e  
e l e v a t i o n s  a r e  a t t a c h e d .  

C e r t i f i c a t e  of Occupancy o r  
Compliance I s s u e d :  . . 

Date S igna ture  
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U.S. Department of Agriculture 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING 

Name Of Project Federal Agency Involved 
Foaa 9 i l j  - ~ ~ R T I - / L J E S T ~ P P  19-6 ( 1254 

PART I (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Maximum 
Site Assessment Citeria [These criteria are explamed in 7 CFR 658.5fb) I Points 1 

Date Of Land Evaluation Request 
tt , zoo0 

- -  - -  

I. Area in Nonurban Use 
2. Perimeter In Nonurban Use 
3. Percent Of Site Being Farmed 
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 
5. Distance From Urban Builtup Area 
6. Distance To Urban Support Services 
7. Size Of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 
8. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 
9. Availability Of Farm Support Services 

10. On-Farm Investments 1 I I 1 I 
1 1. Effects Of Conversion On Farm S u ~ ~ o r t  Services , . I I 

12. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL SITE ASSESSMENT POINTS 1 1 6 0  (0 10 10 I0 
- - - 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 1 loo b (0 ,/ / I 0  10 
I I I I 

Reason For Selection: 

REMARKS NRCS: Prime farmland exist on soils (where irrigated) along route. If project does not affect currently irrigated land then no prime. 

Total Site Assessment (From Part VI above or a local 
site assessment) 

-- - - - 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) ' 

farmland in project site. 

(See Instructions on reverse side) Form AD-1006 (10-83) 
This form was eleclronically produced by National Production Services Stan 

160 

260 

0 

Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 
Yes No 

0 

Site Selected: Date Of Selection 

0 

0 

0 

0 0 



STEPS IN THE PROCESSLNG THE FAIIMLAND AND CvNVERSION IMPACT F:ATINQ; FORM 

Step 1 - Federal agencies ir~volved in proposed proiects that may convert farmland, as defined in the Farmland Protection 
Policy Act (FPPA) t o  nonagricultural uses, will initially complete Parts I and I11 of the fo r~n .  

Step 2 - Originator will send copies A, B and C together with maps indicating locations of site(s), t o  the Soil Conservation 
Service (SCS) local field office and retain copy D for their files. (Note: SCS has a field office in most counties in the U.S. The 
field office is usually located in the county seat. A list of field office locations are available from the SCS State Conservationist 
in each state). 

Step 3 - SCS will, within 45  calendar days after receipt of fonn,  make a determination as t o  whether the site(s) of the pro- 
posed project contains prime, unique, statewide or local important farmland. 

Step 4 - In cases where farmland covered by the FPPA will be converted by the proposed project, SCS field offices will com- 
plete Parts 11, IV and V of the form. 

Step 5 - SCS will return copy A and B of the form to  the Federal agency involved in the project. (Copy C will be retained for 
SCS records). 

Step 6 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will complete Parts VI and VII of the form. 

Step 7 - The Federal agency involved in the proposed project will make a determination as t o  whether the proposed conver- 
sion is consistent with the FPPA and the agency's internal policies. 

INSTRUCTIONS FC)R COMPLETING THE FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING FORM 

Part I: In completing the "County And State" questions list all the local governments that are responsible 
for local land controls where site(s) are to be evaluated. 

Part 111: In completing item B (Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly), include the following: 

1. Acres not being directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conver- 
sion, because the conversion would restrict access to  them. 

2. Acres planned to receive services from an infrastructure project as indicated in the project justification 
(e.g. highways, utilities) that will cause a direct conversion. 

Part VI: Do not complete Part VI if a local site assessment is used. 

Assign the maximum points for each site assessment criterion as shown in §658.5(b) of CFR. In cases of 
corridor-type projects such as transportation, powerline and flood control, criteria #5 and #6 will not apply 
and will be weighed zero, however, criterion #8 will be weighed a maximum of 25 points, and criterion 
#1 1 a maximum of 25 points. 

Individual Federal agencies at the national level, may assign relative weights among the 12 site assessment 
criteria other than those shown in the FPPA rule. In all cases where other weights are assigned, relative adjust- 
ments must be made to maintain the maximum total weight points at 160. 

In rating alternative sites, Federal agencies shall consider each of the criteria and assign points within the 
limits established in the FPPA rule. Sites most suitable for protection under these criteria will receive the 
highest total scores, and sites least suitable, the lowest scores. 

P-rt VII: In computing the "Total Site Assessment Points", where a State or local site assessment is used 
and the total n~aximuin number of points is other than 160, adjust the site assessment points to a base of 160. 
Example: if the Site Assessment inaximulll is 200 points: and alternative Site "A" is rated 180 points: 
Total points assigned Site A = - 180 x 160 = 144 points for Site "A." 

Maximum points possible 200 



USDA 

United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Natural 
Resources 
Conservation 
Service 

Forsyth Field Office 
270 South Prospect 
P. 0. Box 1200 
Forsyth. MT 
59327-1 200 

May 25,2000 

To: Delta Engineering 
C/O Rick Wess 
P.O. Box 1481 
Great Falls, MT 59403 

Subject: Prime Farmland Detemination 

Dear Rich, 

Attached is the information we discussed on the telephone today. I highlighted the areas of 
potential prime farmland that would be affected if irrigated land were in the construction zone. 

I filled out the Farmland Conversion Impact Rating by checking no in part II based on what you 
said about no currently irrigated land being affected by the highway project. 

If you have any questions feel free to stop in the office anytime or call at 406-356-7333 ext. 107. 

Sincerely, 

&& 
Rocky Schwagler 
District Conservationist 

Enclosure 

The Natural Resources Conservation Service worts hand-in-hand with 
the American people to conserve natural resources on private lands. AN EQUAL OPPORTUN~P~ EMPLOYER 



r r I P T ~ ~ Y  r r r  r 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE bt'Iir\LJ k ek h 
Natural Resources Conservation Service 

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATIN COPY 
~ ~ ~ - 1 ; p ~ - 1 0 6  

W-1-91) 

~ - . . - - . - . . . - - . - . . . - . . . - - - - . - 

PART IV  (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information 1 I I I 

FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS 

PART I (TO be completed by Federal Agency) 

1 .  Name of Project FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 

2. Type of Project Overlay + Widen wlpartial Reconstruction 

PART II (To be completed by NRCS] 

PART Ill (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 

B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly. Or To Receive Services 

C. Total Acres In Corridor 

A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 

B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 

C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 

D. Percentaae Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Hiaher Relative Value 

3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 1" Sheet I OIL 
5. Federal Agency Involved 

Dept. of Transportation-Federal Hiahwav Administration 

and State Rosebud, Montana 

Al ternat ive Cor r ido r  For Segment  

1. Date Request Received by NRCS 

Corridor A 

40 
0 

305 

2. Person Completing Form 

3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? 
(If no, the FPPAdoes not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form). 

YES NO 

PART V (To be completed by NRCS] Land Evaluation Information Criterion Relative 
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) 

4. Acres Irrigated 

5. Major Crop(s) 

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 

Corridor B 

0 

PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor 
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)) 

1. Area in Nonurban Use 

2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 

3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 

8. On-Farm Investments I 2 O  l 2  
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 2 5  l 2  1 

Average Farm Size 

6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 

Acres: 70 
9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 

Maximum 
Points 

4. Protection Provided By S t a i e ~ n d  Local Government 

5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 

6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 

7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 

7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA 

Acres: % 
10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS 

Corridor C 

0 

15 
10 
20 

Corridor D 

0 

14 
9 
17 

20 

10 

25 
5 

10. Compatibility With Existing Agricultural Use 

TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 

PART VII (To be completed by Federal Agency) 

0 
0 
0 
1 

Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 

Total Corridor Assessment (From Part VI above or a local site 
assessment) 

I I I 
5. Reason For Selection: 

10 

160 

Under the provisions of 7 CFR 658.4(cL part m"(s)ites receiving a total score of less than 160" (will) "be given a minimal 
level of consideration for protection and no additional sites" (need) "be evaluated." 

100 

160 

TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 

DATE 
09-May-06 

NOTE: Compl&e a form for each segment with more than one A l t e r n a t e  Corridor 

0 

45 

260 

1. Corridor Selected: 

A 

100 

45 

2. Total Acres of Farmlands to be 
Converted by Project: 

40 

0 

145 

0 

3. Date Of Selection: 

09-May-06 

0 

4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used? 

YES NO 

o 

0 

O 0 

o o 



NRCS-CPA-106 (Reverse) 

CORRIDOR - TYPE SITE ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

The following criteria are to be used for projects that have a linear or corridor - type site configuration connecting two distant 
points, and crossing several different tracts of land. These include utility lines, highways, railroads, stream improvements, and flood 
control systems. Federal agencies are to assess the suitability of each corridor - type site or design alternative for protection as farmland 
along with the land evaluation information. 

(1) How much land is in nonurban use within a radius of 1.0 mile from where the project is intended? 
More than 90 percent - 15 points 
90 to 20 percent - 14 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(2) How much of the perimeter of the site borders on land in nonurban use? 
More than 90 percent - 10 points 
90 to 20 percent - 9 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(3) How much of the site has been farmed (managed for a scheduled harvest or timber activity) more than five of the last 
10 years? 
More than 90 percent - 20 points 
90 to 20 percent - 19 to 1 point(s) 
Less than 20 percent - 0 points 

(4) Is the site subject to state or unit of local government policies or programs to protect farmland or covered by private programs 
to protect farmland? 
Site is protected - 20 points 
Site is not protected - 0 points 

(5) Is the farm unit(s) containing the site (before the project) as large as the average - size farming unit in the County ? 
(Average farm sizes in each county are available from the NRCS field offices in each state. Data are from the latest available Census of 
Agriculture, Acreage or Farm Units in Operation with $1,000 or more in sales.) 
As large or larger - 10 points 
Below average - deduct 1 point for each 5 percent below the average, down to 0 points if 50 percent or more below average - 9 to 0 points 

(6) If the site is chosen for the project, how much of the remaining land on the farm will become non-farmable because of 
interference with land patterns? 
Acreage equal to more than 25 percent of acres directly converted by the project - 25 points 
Acreage equal to between 25 and 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 1 to 24 point(s) 
Acreage equal to less than 5 percent of the acres directly converted by the project - 0 points 

(7) Does the site have available adequate supply of farm support services and markets, i.e., farm suppliers, equipment dealers, 
processing and storage facilities and farmer's markets? 
All required services are available - 5 points 
Some required services are available - 4 to 1 point(s) 
No required services are available - 0 points 

(8) Does the site have substantial and well-maintained on-farm investments such as barns, other storage building, fruit trees 
and vines, field terraces, drainage, irrigation, waterways, or other soil and water conservation measures? 
High amount of on-farm investment - 20 points 
Moderate amount of on-farm investment - 19 to 1 point(s) 
No on-farm investment - 0 points 

(9) Would the project at this site, by converting farmland to nonagricultural use, reduce the demand for farm support 
services so as to jeopardize the continued existence of these support services and thus, the viability of the farms remaining in the area? 
Substantial reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 25 points 
Some reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 1 to 24 point(s) 
No significant reduction in demand for support services if the site is converted - 0 points 

(10) Is the kind and intensity of the proposed use of the site sufficiently incompatible with agriculture that it is likely to 
contribute to the eventual conversion of surrounding farmland to nonagricultural use? 
Proposed project is incompatible to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 10 points 
Proposed project is tolerable to existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 9 to 1 point(s) 
Proposed project is fully compatible with existing agricultural use of surrounding farmland - 0 points 



DELTA ENGINEERING P.C. 
CONSULTING ENGINEERS 

2701-16'"~. N.E. 
P.O. BOX 1481 

GREAT FALLS, MT 59403 
(406) 727-3687 

May 25,2000 

Jeff Ryan, Water QualityIWetland Specialist 
Permittins & Compliance Division 
Department of Environmental Quality 
Lee bletcalf Building 
1520 East Sixth Avenue, P.O. Box 20090 1 
Helena, MT 59620-090 1 

Subject: STPP 14-6 (NP) 259 
Forsyth - Northwest 
Control No. 4059 

Information is requested from the DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY (DEQ) for 
the environmental documentation on this proposed highway project. Attached is a copy of the 
Preliminary Field Review Report describing this proposed project, and one copy of its Project 
Location Map. 

Please indicate if the DEQ has any waterbodies (i.e., streams or lakes) listed on the 305(b) report 
published for the State of Montana that may be affected by this proposed project. Also, indicate 
whether such streams or lakes are called "water quality limited" and are in need of Total Maximum 
Daily Load (TbIDL) development. We would also like you to identify in your response what 
parameters are present that may be limiting water quality in the waterbody that is affected by this 
proposed project. 

If there is any additional pertinent information available at this time from DEQ that would be useful 
for MDT in the development of this proposed project's design and preparation of the environmental 
documentation, please include it. This information may include stream classifications in this proposed 
project's vicinity, wetlands, unique "problems" or items of concern, management goals, etc. 
statements on these matters will result, if necessary, in further inter-agency coordination to avoid or 
minimize potential project impacts. If no written response is received within forty-five (45) calendar 
days, we will assume DEQ has no concerns about this proposed project. 

If there are any questions, please contact Delta Engineering at (406) 727-3687 

Richard West, P.E. 
Project Engineer 



- STATE OF MONTANA 

'I 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL 
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION 

MILES CITY 

TELEFAX: (406) 232-3807 
MARC UCICOT, GOVERNOR 321 MAIN STREET 

EASTERN LAND OFFICE CONSERVATIOK k RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
PO BOX 1794 PO BOX 276 
MILES C I N ,  hlT 59301-1794 MILES C I N ,  MT 59301-0276 
(406) 232-2034 OR 2045 (406) 232-6359 OR M60 

June 15, 2000 

Richard West, P.E. 
Project Engineer 
Delta Engineering P. C. 
PO Box 148 1 
Great Falls, MT 59403 

STPP 14-6(NP)259 
Forsyth - Northwest; Control No. 4059 

Dear hLr. West: 

Thank you for sending me a better map of the project, it did however highlight the 
Federal lands instead of the State lands involved. I was able to use it though to determine 
that the only State land involved would be those lands lying within the low water marks 
of the Yellowstone River. It appears the only impact would be replacing some railing 
and doing a new seal and cover on the existing bridge. 

In reviewing our records we were unable to locate an easement for the bridge crossing the 
Yellowstone River. If MDT has one on record we would appreciate receiving a copy of 
it. If an easement can not-be located then MDT would need to secure one. 

The following responses are to your specific questions: 

There are no known cultural sites or concerns for this proposed project. 
There are no active mineral leases or mining activities in the project vicinity. 
No  specific leases or lands are present that should be adversely impacted. 
No merchantable timber is present. 
We are not aware of any lands that have present or planned usage under Section 4 f l  
of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S. C. 330). This site also is not 
eligible for inclusion, or in the National Register of Historic Places (under Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 16 U.S.C.470. 
W e  have no record of any land in the project vicinity having been purchased or 
administered for recreational purposes under Section 6 f l  of the National Land & 
Water Conservation Act (16 U.S.C. 460). 
We have no additional plans for projects at this time. 

'AN EOUAL OPPORTUNITY EMROYEFI' 





1420 East Sixth Avenue 
PO Box 200701 
Helena, MT 59620-070 1 
July 10: 2000 

Richard West P.E. 
Delta Engineering P.C. 
P.O. Box 1451 
Great Falls, MT 59403 

RE: STPP 14-6 (NP) 
Forsyth -Northwest 
Control No. 4059 

Dear Mr. West: 

We have reviewed your above-mentioned proposed project area and would like to bring to your attention 
the existence of West Rosebud Fishing Access Site in the vicinity of the project you are planning in the 
Forsyth area. Attached for your information is a map of West Rosebud FAS. 

This site was developed with the a s s i k c e  of federal money through the Land and Water Conservation 
Fund therefore section 6(f) of the b-ational Land and Water Conservation Fund Act would apply. 
Additionally section (4) f would also apply to this site. If any part of the site wdl be affected by your 
project, we ~vill have to work to mitigate any impacts. I would ask that you keep FWTP Regional 
Supervisor Don Hqyppa ~nformed as this project progresses. Mr. Hyyppa can be contacted at (406) 232- 
0900 or FWP Region 7 PO Box 1630, Miles City MT. 5930 1. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 

Ken Soderberg 
LWCF Program Officer 
~ a r k s ' ~ i v i s i o n  

Attachment 
C: Joel hdarshrk- MDOT 

Don Hyyppa FWP Region 7 



1420 East Sixth Avenue 
P.O. Box 200701 
Helena, MT 59620-070 1 
October 24, 2005 

Richard West 
Delta Engineering 
2701 Street N.E. 
P.O. Box 1481 
Great Falls, MT 59403 

RECEIVED 
MAY 1 2  2006 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

RE: Roadway Project: Forsyth-Northwest STPP 14-6 (10) 259 - C.N. 4059 

- . . -. - - 
-p -. . . .. - - 

I Consultant Design 

Dear Mr. West: I 
Thank you for your letter of October 7,2005, regarding the roadway project near Forsyth 
in Rosebud County. I understand that this project will take place adjacent to the West 
Rosebud Fishing Access Site (FAS), which is a property protected under the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965. As you have described in your letter, the 
Montana Department of Transportation has not requested to take any property as a result 
of this project. In addition, your analysis does not anticipate an increase in traffic or 
noise, nor any deleterious effects to the Fishing Access Site. 

As a result, we do not believe there will be any use or impacts to the FWP property at this 
FAS due to the proposed roadway project. However, if circumstances change, please let 
us know so that we can take the proper steps to insure compliance with applicable Stste 
and Federal laws. If you have any other questions regarding this matter, please do not 
hesitate to contact me (telephone: (406) 444-3753; e-mail: wtimmerman@,mt.gov). 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Parks Recreation Bureau Chief 



Montana Department of Transportation 
Helena, Montana 59620-1 001 

Memorandum 

To: Gary A. Gi 
Highways 

Date: December 12,2000 

Subject: STPP 14-6(9)259 
Forsyth - Northwest 
C. N. 4059 

The Scope of Work Report for the subject project is attached with concurrence from Bob 
Fischer, Kent Barnes, Joe Kolman, John Blacker, Joel Marshik, Bill McChesney, and 
Bob Tholt. Pat Saindon does not concur. 

Kent Barnes questions the use of PG 70-28 as a binder for the RAP mix material. His 
recommendation is to use a softer binder (PG 58-28). Glendive District concurs with this 
recommendation. PG 58-28 will be specified. 

Joe Kolman recommends that the Yellowstone River bridge deck seal and cover be 
deleted, as the inspection files suggest that the existing wearing surface is in good 
Condition. The Glendive District has inspected the bridge deck surface and 
recommends that the seal and cover be left in. The existing seal and cover placed by 
maintenance some time ago is beginning to come off and is in need of repair. The 
District believes that a new seal and cover treatment is the best remedy for the 
deteriorated surface. Joe Kolman agrees with the District's recommendation, so the 
bridge deck seal and cover will be included in the Project. 

Pat Saindon does not concur and states "the estimate and scope are significantly higher 
for no apparent reason. The Pavement Management System states that the Project was 
a "do nothing" or "thin-life overlay" scope. Now it appears we are doing a major rehab. 
The Project needs to match originally nominated scope." 

Following discussions with Jeff Ebert, Planning now concurs with the proposed scope. 
The project was originally nominated as a widen and overlay project with bridgelculvert 
replacement. The original estimate for this project was $2.8 million, whereas the current 
estimate is now at $7.4 million. The original estimate was likely too low and did not 
adequately reflect all of the required bridgelculvert replacements and drainagelirrigation 
work. In addition, at the Preliminary Field Review, the decision was made to raise the 
grade for a section of the roadway about 1 meter to prevent frequent overtopping. As a 
result of comments from the public, a pedestrian structure for the Yellowstone River 
Bridge was added to the scope of work subsequent to the Preliminary Field Review. 
The above-mentioned items add significantly to the cost and account for most of the 
difference between the two estimates. The currently proposed scope does only what is 
considered necessary to bring this section of roadway up to current standards and 



Gary A. Gilmore 
Page 2 
December 12, 2000 

correct the numerous deficiencies. The $7.4 million estimate was updated by Delta 
Engineering on December I ,  2000, and is now $6.85 million. A copy of this mostrecent 
estimate is attached. 

Joel Marshik asks that on page 6 of the report under the hydraulics section that "Great 
Porcupine Creek" be corrected to read "Big Porcupine Creek." 

Joel also asks that on page 8 under Environmental Considerations that the words "very 
small" in the third sentence be deleted. 

Bill McChesney recommends that the existing bituminous curb be removed at the south 
end of the Yellowstone River Bridge and new curb installed to match the replaced 
guardrail. 

Regarding the proposed pavement design, Bill makes the following recommendations: 

The hot recycle ratio should be 25/75 rather than 40160. 
The asphalt binder for the recycle material should be PG 58-28 rather than 70-28. 
The plant mix overlay material should be Grade D. 
The milled material should be used for the shoulder widening gravel. 

The Materials Section is in agreement with these recommendations. 

Under Safety Enhancements on page 7 of the Report, Bill recommends that a walkway 
behind the replaced guardrail at the Yellowstone River Bridge needs to be included in 
the project to provide access to the proposed pedestrian walkway on the bridge. 

Under Miscellaneous Features on page 7 of the Report, Bill notes that there are a few 
approaches that will need to be relocated to provide improved access to U.S. 12. 

Under the UtilitieslRailroad Section of the report on pages 8 and 9, Bill notes that there 
are utilities attached to the Yellowstone River bridge that may need to be adjusted to 
accommodate the proposed pedestrian walkway. 

Bill states that he has concerns regarding the significant increase of the project cost. He 
believes that some unit prices on the current estimate may not reflect current similar 
costs in the Glendive District. The cost estimate has been revised and is attached. 

Bob Tholt asks why we need plant mix leveling quantities if we are milling off the 
surface. The Glendive District has requested that a quantity for leveling be included to 
repair localized areas of the roadway where settlement has occurred, over culverts 
where settlement has occurred, etc. 

Bob asks if the proposed recycled asphalt pavement section is the most cost efficient 
alternative. He suggests pulverizing the full depth of the existing pavement, spreading 
the pulverized material over the widened sections, and then placing new plant mix. This 
alternative was one of the alternatives investigated by the Consultant and was 



Gary A. Gilmore 
Page 3 
December 12, 2000 

determined to be slightly higher in cost than the recommended alternative. 

Bob asks if the 30mm of existing plant mix left after the milling operation will break up 
during construction activities. The Glendive District believes that 30mm is the minimum 
thickness that can be left and still maintain traffic and construction equipment over it. 
Care will need to be exercised during construction, and any areas damaged as a result 
of traffic or construction activities would need to be repaired prior to new plant mix being 
placed. 

Bob asks why we are providing seal and cover on the Yellowstone River bridge deck. 
See the response to the same comment made by Joe Kolman. 

Bob asks if the existing irrigationldrainage culverts have been inspected for condition. 
All culverts have been inspected. Those not meeting pipe life requirements will be 
replaced. 

With your approval, we will proceed with the design in accordance with the attached 
Report and the recommendations described in this memo. 

Date / L - ~ h o  

Attachment 

Cc: J. A. Walther 
W. L. McChesney, wlattach 
C. S. Peil 
R. D. Morgan 
R. E. Fischer 
K. Barnes 
J. P. Kolman 
D. J. Blacker 
P. Saindon 
J. M. Marshik 
R. D. Tholt 
D. P. Dusek 
D. R. Mclntyre 
FHWA 
D. W. Jensen 
S. A. Naseem, wlattach 
Precon File, ' 

Delta Engineering 



Montana Department of Transportation 
Helena, Montana 59620-1001 

Memorandum 

To: Distribution n 
From: 

I COPY i 

Date: V October 27, 2000 NOV 8 1 2000 
Subject: STPP 14-6(10)259 

Forsyth - Northwest 
C. N. 4059 
Work Type 160 - Minor Widening 

ENVIRONMENTAL 

The Scope of Work Report for the subject project is attached. We request that those on 
iew this Report and submit their concurrence by 

Your comments and recommendations are also requested if you do not concur or concur 
subject to certain conditions. 

When all the personnel on the distribution list have submitted their concurrence, this 
Report will be submitted to the Administrator, Highways and Engineering Division, for 
final approval. 

Distribution: I Recommend Approval 
R. E. Fischer, wlattach 
K. Barnes, 
J. P. Kolman, 
D. J. Blacker, 

m , " i i k ,  
W. L. McChesnev. . . 
R.D. Tholt. I 1  

Cc: G. A. Gilmore, 
C. S. Peil, 
R. D. Morgan, 
D. P. Dusek, 
D. R. Mclntyre, 
S. A. Naseem, 
D. W. Jensen, 
FHWA, 
Precon File, 
Delta Engineering 
Nd/f ~ C O  ff , 

'A Return TO 1 . . When mlnltlats 



FORSYTH - NORTHWEST 
STPP 14-6(10) 259  CN 4059 

SCOPE OF WORK REPORT 

1. PROPOSED SCOPE OF WORK 

The proposed scope of work for this project is to widen and overlay the existing roadway to a new 
9.2 m width. The project also involves reconstruction of a localized area, slope flattening, 
replacement of existing timber bridges with culverts and addition of a pedestrian walkway to the 
bridge over the Yellowstone River at Forsyth. The reconstruction area is approximately 4 km in 
length with the remaining 15 km of the project receiving the widen and overlay treatment. 

The existing alignment will be used which will result in less adverse impacts to the environment than 
any alternate alignment. The reconstruction area was selected for a 1.0 meter grade raise to help 
mitigate periodic flooding problems. 

2. PROJECT LOCATION AND LIMITS 

The location of the proposed project is on U.S. Highway 12 in Rosebud County. U.S. Highway 12 is 
classified as a minor arterial. It begins approximately 19 kilometers northwest of Forsyth @1P 258.7) 
and proceeds 19 kilometers southeasterly to the SE end of the bridge over the Yellowstone River at 
Forsyth (MP 270.5). The project roadway was originally constructed under 3 separate as-built 
projects: F-328(18), F-328 (c), and F-384(2). Adjacent as-built projects include F-328 (1 6) and F1- 
135. 

3. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS 

The project proceeds through rolling terrain used primarily for grazing, dryland and irrigated 
farming. 

The existing roadway was constructed under 3 separate contracts. Beginning at the northwest end of 
the project and proceeding southeasterly, the first two contracts were constructed in 1954 and 
received a plant mix overlay in 1992. These contracts extend from RP 258.7 to 265.1. The surfacing 
consists of 381 mm of base gravel and 96 mm of bituminous surfacing placed to a 7.3m finished top 
width. 

The existing pavement is in fair condition with minor rutting and distortion. The pavement also 
exhibits typical thermal cracking. 

The third contract, extending from RP 265.1 to 270.5, was constructed in 1957 and received a plant 
mix overlay in 1975. The surfacing consists of 381 mm of base gravel and 76 mm of plant mix 
placed to a 9.75 m finished top width. This segment of the project exhibits substantially more 
cracking than the first 10.3 km of the project. Rutting and distortion are minor. 

The existing cut and fill slopes do not meet the current criteria for minor arterials. 



The existing horizontal alignment meets the criteria for a 100 km/h design speed having a minimum 
radius of horizontal curvature of 698.6 m. None of the horizontal curves have transition spirals. 

The vertical alignment provides the desirable stopping sight distance (SSD) for a 90 k m h  design 
throughout the project with the exception of 1 crest vertical curve that provides the minimum SSD 
for a 90 km/h design speed. The maximum grade on the project is 4.2%. 

There are 8 timber bridges on the project which were constructed in 1937 and provide a 7.1 m 
roadway width. The length of the bridges varies from 3.7 m to 29.3 m. 

4. TRAFFIC DATA 

1999 ADT = 350 All Trucks = 43.6% 
2019ADT = 420 8165 kgESALYs = 23.13 

DHV = 60 growth = 1.0% 
D. = 55-45% 
T. = 11.176 
V. = 90 km/h 

5. ACCIDEKT HISTORY 

The accident analysis for the project provided by MDT covers the period October 1, 1988 through 
September 30, 1998. The accident history is as follows: 

A. There Ivere a total of 34 investigated accidents during the study period. 

B. The types of accidents were listed as follows: 

Domestic animal accidents - 8/34 
Wild animal accidents - 4/34 

Single vehicle overturn - 8/34 
Rear-end - 3/34 
Sideswipe OD - 2/34 
Sideswipe SD - 1/34 

C. There are no existing accident clusters on the project. 

D. All vehicles accident rate = 2.49 
All vehicles severity rate = 5.63 
All vehicles severity Index = 2.26 

E. Truck accident rate = 1.5 1 
Truck severity rate = not listed 

F. Statewide averages for Rural Primary System 
Statewide all vehicles severity index = 2.55 
Statewide all vehicles severity rate = 3.38 



G. There were 6/34 (17.7%) truckltractor accidents on the project versus a statewide average of 
10.6% for State Primary Highways \\ here truck traffic ADT is 12.3%. 

There were 8/34 (23.53%) domestic animal accidents which is much higher than normal even 
though no statewide averages are listed. 

H. Fencing as required by State law should help reduce domestic animal accidents. 

The project includes shoulder widening, slope flattening, delineation and striping, which 
should improve traffic safety. 

6. MAJOR DESIGN FEATURES 

A. D e s i n  Speed 

The Design Speed is 90 kmlh for the entire project length. The posted speed limit is 70 
mileslhr. (1 12 kmlh). 

B. Horizontal Alignment 

The existing horizontal alignment \\-ill be used throughout the project length. Transition 
spirals will be incorporated into all appropriate cunes.  All curves will meet the criteria for 
the 90 kmlh design speed after the addition of spiral transitions. The one curve in the 
reconstruction area (STA. 66+82) will match the existing curve with a curve radius rounded 
to the nearest 5 m. 

All other curves will have calculated radii rounded to three decimal places as per sec. 9.6.3.2 
of the RDM. The project stationing begins at 1 P 0 0  with the bridge beginning at STA. 
197+00 and the project ending south of the bridge at approximately STA. 202+00. 

C. Vertical Alignment 

The existing vertical grades are generally very flat with some gentle rolling grades that range 
from - 2.7 % to 4.2%. 

The existing vertical grades are generally maintained throughout the project length. The road 
elevation is raised 95 mm throughout the overlay area due to the new thickness of surfacing 
overlay. The grade is raised 1.0 m in the reconstmction area to help prevent overtopping 
during flood events. 

There are two grades on the project which slightly exceed the 4% design standard grade: 

STA. 14+87 - STA. 18+52 - + 4.120°/o grade 
STA. 176+03 - STA. 186+40 - + 4.196O6 grade 

To reduce either of these two grades to 4% would require reconstruction of large areas of the 
roadway. Both areas also have significant cut slopes at the top of the grade which would 
have to be expanded in order to accommodate the _grade reduction. 

A design exception will be requested for the two grades greater that 4%. 



D. T y ~ i c a l  Sections 

The new typical section for the overlay and reconstruction areas consim of 1.0 m shoulders 
'and two (2) 3.6 m driving lanes which provides a total top width of 9.2 m. The roadway 
south of the Yellowstone River will receive an overlay treatment only with no shoulder 
widening. The Yellowstone River bridge deck will receive a seal and cover only. 

Station 10+00 (B.O.F.) - 197+00 - Construct 9.2 m top width 
Station 197+00 - 199+50 - Bridge Deck (seal and cover) 
Station 199+50 - 202+00 (E.O.P.) - overlay only - no widening. 

The project length south of the Yellowstone River bridge has guardrail on both sides of the 
roadway which will be replaced as part of this project. 

All surfacing will have a 6:1 inslope. 

E. Surface Design 

1. Soils Report 

The subsurface soils along the route can be divided into two basic subgrade types. From 
STA. 10+00 to STA. 1 18+00, the subgrade soils consist of predominantly A-6 and A-7-6 
soils. From STA. 118+00 to the Yellowstone River bridge, the subgrade soils are 
predominantly A-4 and A-2-4 materials. The A-6 and A-7-6 soils were assigned a 
default R-value of 5 according to MDT procedures and the A-4 and A-2-4 soils yielded 
test R-values ranging from 12 to 58. 

Groundwater was detected in only one of the 32 test borings for the project although 
many of the borings encountered very moist conditions, approaching saturation, at depths 
below 1.5 - 2 meters. The borings were completed in the months o f  October -November 
which means irrigation ditches were empty at the time. Shallo\v groundwater would 
probably be encountered over much of  the project in some months as most of the project 
has adjoining irrigated croplands. 

Tests of the existing bituminous surfacing indicated that the existing surface would be 
suitable for either overlay or milling and recycling. 

Tests of the existing base course indicated that approximately half of the borings 
contained gravel within the current gradation limits for Type A, grade 2 gravel. None of 
the gravel is crushed and yielded R-values ranging from 58 to 66. 

2. Proposed Pavement Design 

Surfacing for the project will be as follows: 

a. Surfacing for Overlav Areas (STA. 10+00 - 32+00, STA. 72+00 - 197+00) 

- Mill 60 mm of existing plant mix, leaving an average of 30 mrn of plant mix. 



- Cut existing crushed base course from existing shoulder down to subgrade at a 
3: l .  

- Blend millings with virgin aggregate (Grade D) in 40160 ratio and add 4.5'; 
Asphalt Binder (PG. 70-28) 

- Surface roadway with 90 rnrn of the RAP mix with a 65 mm overlay of virgin 
plant mix. 

- Surfacing inslopes will be 6 : l  throughout the project. Shoulder gravel will k 
required to complete the widening. 

- A quantiv of plant mix will be added to the "add. surfacing" kame for "adjust 
super". 

- A quantity of 170 metric tonslkm of plant mix will be added to the Add. 
Surfacing Frame to provide a leveling course. 

b. Surfacing for Reconstruction Area (STA. 32+00 - 72+00) 

- Scarify existing roadway. fill to subgrade elevation with R>5 material. 

- Surfacing will consist of 545 mm crushed base course and 90 mrn plant mix. 

- Surfacing inslope will be 6: 1. 

c. Surfacing for Bridge Deck (STA. 197+00 - 199+50) 

- The bridge deck will receive a seal and cover treatment only. 

d. Surfacing for Roadway South of Bridge to E.O.P. (STA. 199+50 - 202+00) 

- Place 100 rnm overlay over the existing roadway surface with no widening 
provided. The project will end at the new guardrail warrant at the departure 
end of the bridge. 

F. Grading 

The project will be predominately a borrow job with approximately 95,000 m3 of off-site 
borrow required. Slope flattening and widening throughout the overlay area along with the 1 
meter grade raise in the reconstruction area create the demand for borrow soil. There are 
minor areas of cut that will be required to lay back snow slopes or to construct standard ditch 
sections and backslopes. Borrow soil is readily available in the area and the adjacent 
abandoned railroad embankment is a potential borrow site. 

G. Slope Design 

The majority of the project length will be designed using standard cut and fill slopes. There 
are several areas that will contain non-standard slopes as described below: 



STA. 10+00 - 13+60 Left 

The standard back-slopes throughout the area call for 2: 1 or 3:l  slopes using the current 
criteria. A 1 %:I Back-slope will be utilized in this area to avoid disturbing a large rock 
'outcropping and potentially destabilizing the slope. 

STA. 123+00 - 126+60 Left 

This area has an existing cut slope 40-45 meters in height at a 1 %: 1 slope. The existing cut 
consists of a rocky, partially revegetated slope with bedrock exposures evident in man! areas. 
The slope as it exists has managed to produce a respectable vegetative cover in the 50 years 
since it was originally cut and is relatively stable. The district occasionally cleans debris our 
of the ditch. The consensus of the Alignment and Grade Review attendees was that it would 
be preferable to utilize a truncated ditch section which would eliminate disturbance of the 
slope. The narrow ditch that would be constructed would require regular maintenance but it 
was felt that it would be preferable to installing a standard ditch and destroying the fairly 
stable established vegetation on the slope. 

H. Geotechnical Consideration 

Based on the fact that no significant modifications are planned to the vertical a l i _ m e n t  
except for the 1 meter grade raise in the reconstruction area, we do not expect slope 
instability will occur for new fills placed using normal ranges of side slopes. Locations 
where high, steep cut faces occur within the right-of-way correspond to rock outcrops. Some 
of these will probably require rock ripping or blasting to flatten the slope. 

I. Hydraulics 

Significant hydraulic improvements are planned for this project. f i e  highway profile will be 
raised approximately one meter for 1.9 km where @r% d orcupine Creek periodically 
overtops the highway. All existing timber bridges will be replaced with concrete box 
culverts sized to match or increase the capacity of the existing bridge openings. Replacement 
box culverts will pass a 50 year design flood without overtopping the highway at all locations 
except McGraw Coulee, STA. 109+98. Preventing overtopping at this location would 
require extensive off right-of-way improvements which are not appropriate for this project. 
Existing irrigation and drainage culverts will be abandoned, extended, upsized andlor 
relocated. 

There are several existing irrigation culverts which have ends located well within the existins 
right-of-way. Extending the culverts to a location outside of the right-of-way was m l y z e d  
and rejected as an option due to the excessive culvert lengths required, the conflicting ditch 
alignments and the fact that the existing ends will remain outside of the new clear zone- 

The Hammond Irrigation Canal is located within the existing right-of-way in l-arious 
locations along the project length for a total encroachment length of approximately 1,000 
meters. The Irrigation Ditch does not encroach into the clear zone in any area nor does it 
create a situation requiring guardrail therefore the decision was made to not relocate the 
Canal outside of the right-of-way. Relocating the ditch would be very difficult due to the 
topography of the encroachment areas. 



An October 21. 2000 Memorandum from the Glendive District (3IcChesney to Naseem) 
concurs with the a b o ~ e  recommendations to not remove the irrisztion culvert ends and 
Harnmond Dirch outside of the right-of-~vay. 

J .  Bridges 

There are seven bridges and one timber stockpass on the project along \L-ith the steel bridge 
over the Yellowstone River at Forsyth. All of the timber bridges span small ephemeral 
drainages. Each of the timber bridges will be replaced with c u l ~ s r t  pipes. The timber 
stockpass will be replaced with a new concrete stockpass. 

The bridge over the \r-ellowstone River will have a pedestrian walk\vay added on to the 
downstream side of the bridge. Bridge rail and the guardrail on the bridge approaches will be 
upgraded to current standards. The bridge deck will receive a seal and cover treatment only. 

K. Safety Enhancements 

The major safety improvement on the project will be accomplished b!- providing at least a 4:l 
(recoverable) slope. 6:l where practical and in accordance with current criteria. Other safety 
improvements are as f~ l lows :  

- Removal of  8 narrow timber bridges that do not have crash worth^- rail with culverts. 

- Replacement of the Yellov-stone River bridge rail and approach guardrail with 
crashwomhy rail. 

- Removal o f  existing wooden and cable guardrail on the hill ar STA.'s 17+00 - 20+00 RT. 
This area does not attain the guardnil warrant value. 

- Installation of a pedestrian walkwa~. onto the Yellowstone River bridge. 

L. Traffic 

There are no major intersections, traffic signals, lighting or special marking on the project. 
All signs on the project will be replaced. 

M. Miscellaneous Features 

- Existing "undeveloped" turn-out areas on the project length will t.s eliminated. 

- There are no mailboxes on the project. 

- There is an existing timber stockpass on the project which \\-ill be removed. The 
landowner wishes to perpetuate the stockpass, therefore a stockpass study will be 
completed.. 

7. DESIGN EXCEPTIOYS 

The design exceptions which nil1 be requested for this project are as listed &low. These exceptions 
have not been formally approved at this time. 



A. Maximum Grade - Vertical Alignment 

There are two grades on the project which are slightly greater than the 4% design standard: 

STA. 14+87 - STA. 18+52 - - 4.120% grade 
STA. 176+03 - STA. 186+40 - + 4.196% grade 

B. Earth Cut Section 

- STA. 123+00 to 126+60 left - a ditch width reduction will be requested to avoid a rock 
outcropping and disturbance of a stabilized slope. 

- STA. 1 O+OO to 13+60 left - a non-standard backslope of 1 %: 1 slope will be used in areas that 
call for 2: 1 or 3: I slopes to avoid cutting into a massive rock outcrop. 

C. Earth Fill Slopes 

Earth fill slopes steeper than the standard will be utilized in several areas to avoid Porcupine 
Creek, High Quality Wetlands, and the Harnmond Irrigation Ditch. The steepened slopes 
will be outside the clear zone in all cases. 

8. RIGHT-OF-WAY 

The project will not have limited access control. 

Existing Right-of-way widths vary widely throughout the project with the majority of the widths 
within the 15.2 - 21.3 meter range. 

Additional right-of-way will only be required in limited areas on the project. Total new right-of-w-ay 
required will be approximately I .9 ha. Wherever new right-of-way is required, a minimum width of 
25 meters will be acquired. Existing right-of-way will be remonumented wherever new right-of-way 
ties in or wherever irrigation facilities are being relocated outside of the right-of-way. 

There is no railroad involvement on the project. 

Utilities on the project include underground and overhead power, telephone, and cable TV. Some of 
the underground power and TV cables are in conflict with the design and will have to be relocated. 
All of the overhead poles are located outside of the clear zone. 

S.U.E. Excavations have not been completed on the project and the consultant does not feel they are 
justified on this project as underground utilities will be relocated in most areas. 

10. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The only major environmental concern on this project is related to the proximity of Porcupine Creek 
and its floodway to the project. The design of the project will avoid disturbance of the channel at the 
one location where the creek is directly adjacent to the roadway by utilizing steepened fil l  slopes. 
Several wetland areas will 2dssfbe avoided by using non-standard fill slopes. 

Qe/, 

8 - 9  



Therc are various -wetlands which will be affected by the project as documented by 
the Biological/Wetlands Report completed for this project. A preliminary categorical exclusion has 
been prepared and submitted for the project. 

11. TRAFFIC CONTROL 

Trafiic control during construction will consist of maintaining 1 lane of traffic open at all times. 
Temporary detours will be constructed at each timber bridge location. No other detours will be 
necessary. 

12. P'CTBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

A public informational meeting was held August 24, 2000 in Forsyth, invitational letters were sent to 
each landowner and public notices posted in the newspapers. A summary of each comment received 
at the meeting was prepared by the consultant and submitted to MDT. 

Public response to the project was very positive overall. 

Some concerns were expressed about semi-truck traffic accessing the highway from inadequate 
f a d f i e l d  approaches. There were also several questions concerning the effect of the project on the 
irrigation facilities adjacent to and within the MDT right-of-way. 

13. COST ESTIMATE 

The most recent construction cost estimate is attached. 
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Montana Department of Transportation Jim Lynch Drrector 

ServfnQ you with prlde 
270 1 Prospect Avenue Brion Schweitzer, Governor 

September 15,2005 

Mark Baumler, Ph.D. 
State Historic Preservation Office 
1 4.1 0 gth Avenue 
P 0 Box 201202 
Helena, MT 59620-1 202 

Subject: STPP 14-6(9)259 
Forsyth - Northwest (addendum) 
Control No. 4059 

Dear Mark: 

Enclosed is an addendum to the 1999 cultural resource report and CRABS for the above project 
in Rosebud County. Ethnoscience discovered no historic properties within the designated survey 
area. We agree with its findings and request your concurrence. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at 444-6258. 

CONCUR 
Environmental Services 

Enclosures 

cc: Ray Mengel, P.E., Glendive District Administrator 
Tom Martin, P.E., Consultant Design 
Bonnie Steg, Resources Section 

Environmental Services Bureau 
Phone: (406) 444-7228 
FOX: (406) 444-7245 

An Equal Opportunity Employer Engineering Division 
rrV: (800) 335-7592 

Web Page: www.rndt.rnt.gov 



Montana Department of 'Transportation ~m Lynch Director 
serving wu wlth prrde 270 1 Prospect Avenue 

PO Box 20lOOl 
Helena MT 59620- 100 1 

November 9,2005 
RECElVEQvus// 

DEC 0 5 2005 

Mark Baumler FJn?IRONI(IEHTAL 
State Historic Preservation Office 
14 10 East 8th Avenue 
P.O. Box 201202 
Helena, MT 59620 

Subject: Forsyth - Northwest 
NH 14-6(9) 259 
Control Number 4059 

Dear Mark, 

This letter and its attachments constitute the determination of effect (DOE) for the above 
federal aid Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) project. 

I have attached an MDT plan sheet and the site form for 24RB1618, an historic 
homestead determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The property 
lies north of Highway 12 between Stations 173 and 174. As you can see by the plan 
sheet the new alignment is staying right on top of the existing road in this location. 

The Forsyth Northwest project will have no effect to 24RB 161 8. 

If you have questions about this matter please contact me at 406-444-0455 or 
splatt@,state.mt.us. 

Steve Platt, Archaeologist 
Environmental Services 

Cc: Bonnie Steg, Supervisor, Resources & Permitting 

Environmental Services 
Phone: (406) 4467228 
Fax: (406) 4447245 

An Equal Opportunity Employer Web Page: www.mdt.state.mt.us 
Road Report: (800) 226-7623 

n v :  (800) 3357592 



United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Miles City Field Office 

1 1 1 Ganyowen Road 
Miles City, Montana 59301 

IN REPLY TO http://www.mt.blm.gov/mcfo 

TAKE PRIDE" 
INAM ERICA 

March 29,2006 

Carl James, Transportation Specialist 
Federal Highway Administration 
2880 Skyway Drive 
Helena, Montana 59602- 1230 

Dear Mr. James: 

Our office is willing to be a Cooperating Agency on your proposed project for reconstruction of 
U.S. Highway 12 north of Forsyth, Montana, as far as reviewing documents. The Federal lands 
involved were originally issued under Rights-of-way MTM-02072 1 and MTBIL-040452, which 
were issued to the Montana Highway Commission. 

On April 2 1,2005, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) approved the reconstruction of U.S. 
Highway 12, Federal Aid Project STPP 14-6(13)259 Forsyth - Northwest Segment for an additional 
permanent right-of-way authorized under MTM-94542. This right-of-way consisted of 3.13 acres, 
more or less, and was located across the following Federal lands in Rosebud County: 

T. 7 N., R. 39 E., Section 20: SE%SW% and 
T. 6 N., R. 39 E., Section 2: Lot 4, SE%NW%, SW%NE%, 

BLM has not authorized additional permanent right-of-way in the following locations in Rosebud 
County: 

T. 6 N., R. 39 E., Section 12: NE%NE% and 
T. 6 N., R. 40 E., Section 22: Lot 13, 

If Federal lands in these two sections will be needed for reconstruction of the highway and the 
construction will be outside of the existing rights-of-way, Federal Highway Administration should 
submit a request with a map for appropriation of those lands. 

The affected Federal land is being managed for multiple use but does not fit under the provisions of 
"Section 4(f)" of the 1966 U. S. Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303) as you listed as 
parts a. through d. in your letter. 



If you have any questions, please contact Dalice Landers, Realty Specialist, at the above address or 
call at 406-233-2836. 

Sincerely, 

Pam Wall 
Acting Supervisory Land Use Specialist 

cc: Montana Department of Transportation 
Environmental Services 

i 2701 Prospect Avenue 
P. 0. Box 201001 
Helena, Montana 59620-1 001 

j Delta Engineering P.C. 
P. 0. Box 1481 

? Great Falls, Montana 59403 



MONTANA DIVISION 
IINATIONWIDEV SECTION 4(0 EVALUATION F ~ R  M ~ N ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ' @ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~  

, , , . CTS 
, , " , . .  

ON ~ , . '  b~,...'. L. :., . ,. . . ,  r: p.,. ; .~.. .. , .> 
1; i . , ., 

HISTORIC SITES L _ : . . -  t . :..- -zz-m.,., -.u.: :, . .' 
EXCLUDING HISTORIC BRIDGE REPLACEMENTS 

.., . , 

Project Number: STPP 14-6(9)259 (PPMS-OPX2 C # B 4 )  
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: W-central ROSEBUD COLINTY 
Description: Abandoned RailRoad grade (site #24RB1035) with bridges (site #'s 24RB- 

1892,24RB1894,24RBI 895 & 24RB1897) 
. ..  "A , !- :.. > . ,. .<. .,. 

kofe: h ? , . ,  ' r e s p o n s e ' , i ~ 1 a ' : b ~ ~ ~ q u ~ s ,  +.; ....?,,.,. a x..,..,v,r a.dditi.onal infqya*,; and', maj;8,ksult':in::an:indidual 
evaluat~on orstateme'nt! Consult the "Nationwide" Section 4(0 Evaluation procedures. 

Yes No 
1. Is the 4(0 site adjacent to andlor crossed by the existing highway? - X - 

2. Does the proposed project require ,,.. -,r,, the removal or alteration of historic 
I*.*II.~?,:-;.:n,",,'!..~,r~i,"~,.~#,*~..t;?. q:$-r.r,.npFypr.fi:,?,,,i .... 9 

structures, andlor objects? [~~t~]~~lte~t!,q,@:afid.:~reI~oyal) - 

3. Does the proposed project disturb or remove archaeological resources 
that are irr~portant to preserve in-place rather than to recover? 0 x 

4. Is the impact on the 4(0 site considered minor (i.e.: no effect; or no 
I"?:p??:,:v,,$r-noa%??# t ~ , ~ ~ , ? ~ y y ~ ~ $ ~ ~ ~ m ~ . , ~ ~ > , ~ ! ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ L . , , ~ ~ " ~ v . j $ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ t ~ ~ ? ; . ~ ~ ? ~ ~ ~ ? "  ~ q c ~ , " : ~ , ~ ~ ~ , ~ : r : ~ ~ ? m . ~ , " , ~ , \ , , ~ " ~ , ~ w ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ < .  

adverse effect)? t ~ ~ g r e d i b ~ ; ~ ~ ~ g ~ a m ~ ~ . t ~ , ~ l : i A b r , ~ : ~ . ~ ~ ~ t : )  X 
5. Has the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) agreed in writing with 

the assessment of impacts, and the proposed mitigation? x 0 
6. Is the proposed action in an Environmental Impact Statement (E.I.S.)? 0 X 
7. Is the proposed project on a new location? 0 x 
8. The Scope-of-Work for the proposed project is one of the following: 

a) Improved traffic operation; 

b) Safety improvements; 

c) Resurfacing, Restoration, Rehabilitation, or Reconstruction ("4R"); 

d) Bridge replacement on essentially the same alignment; or 
e) Addition of lanes. 

Alternatives Considered 

1. The "do-nothing" Alternative has been evaluated, and is not considered 
to be feasible and prl~dent. 

2. An Alternative has been evaluated which improves the highway without 
any 4(0 impacts, and is also not considered to be feasible and prudent. 

3. An Alternative on a new location avoiding the 4(0 site has (also) been 
evaluated and is not considered to be feasible and prudent. 

Yes No 

(concludes-on next page) - 1 - 



Project Number: STPP 14-6(9)259 (PPMS-OPX2 C # B 4 )  
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: W-central ROSEBUD COLINTY 
Description: Abandoned RR grade (site #24RB1035) with bridges (site #'s 24RB1892, 

24RB1894,24RB1895 & 24RB1897) 
. ,(.> , , . .. *:a. @:i:., .? ,'=~,[2;$:, 3 14"4~-'~:1t!.~. '.+:!A,, ?+. ?a ~ ~ ~ F - ~ * ~ ~ I ~ I ~ - ~ L ~ W ~ ~ ~ : :  22pa..ibAd*.a: .*~ , ..qy,iqi~~qn,; ?,,,:- :m,,-,-ai,aj::,, .,c.,,ww yf J: ~ ~ ; r ~ o ~ ~ , , v ~ . . ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  r3 -a 4,rq8vq7 ~ ~ ~ i r ~ d ~ g g l ; ~ d w ~ f ~ T 3  sfnhb,ly;t~i,dF, ,, ~ 3 ~ :  . 1c\~$~~&@~(&~~$~&l8q@~~~~;~4@@b~&[~,:~~f$~~~~# 4 , , , , , , . ,;. . .A . ...=. ,. .,.. ., .;,.~.,.,.~~ ;.,,:;,. . . . . , .&.!i,_;..~.r,~lr 4;@& "@@p#&;/gjt[~;:aq .,. ~:,h~,;,_-.-i r,:.:kx.,, ,.,. , @P(d,Gd ,!! ,!.. ,,...,,, tG, 

@b@w~r)!@~dbf@&@fi~:: ..., :: .:..B~ ,*- , . .,-. i., . .. .. ., t.. ir...i . .i.k7i..,, . ..t Consult the "Nationwide" Section 4(5) Evaluation procedures. 

(Alternatives Considered - conclusion : ) Yes NO 

Descriptions of Alternatives 2. and 3. are as-follows: - 0 
An "overlay only" type of proposed Alternative (2.) would have avoided "use" of these 
sites' features, but was not considered prudent account the existing route's narrow 
width and poor condition in part-of its subgrade. 

"An Alternative on a new location" (3.) was not regarded-as feasible since it would have 
resulted-in extraordinary impacts to Important Farmlands, wetlands, andlor "use" of 
other 4(5) sites. Also, construction costs of such an Alternative avoiding these sites' 
features would have been substantially greater-than those for this proposed project. 

Minimization of Harm Yes No 

1. The proposed project includes all possible planning to minimize harm. - x 0 
2. Measures to minimize harm include the following: 0 

Sites recorded on forms in (original) Cultural Resources Report as required by the Pro- 
grammatic Agreement for Historic Abandoned RR Grades. Proposed project's work1 
construction limits were minimized in areas of potential impacts to 4(5) sites. 

Coordination Yes No 

1. The proposed project has been Coordinated with the following: 

a) SHPO (Programmatic Agreement applicability request 16-Oct-2000) X 1 1 
b) Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP, in late June, 1990) X [ I 

X c) Property owners (on: 18-Aug-1999 for Cultural Resources Survey) 
d) LocallFederal agencies - x 0 

List: ROSEBUD COUNTY Floodplain Administrator (for FEMA, on 16-Dec-1999) 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE - Natural Resources Conservation Ser- 
vice (NRCS formerly the SCS, on: 25-May-2000) 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTER~OR - Bureau of Land Management (BLM, on: 
20-Jan-2006) 

2. Four of the preceding had the following comment(s) regarding this proposed project's 
"use" of, andlor the Measures to Minimize Harm to these sites: 

For item # I  .a), SHPO concurred (on 10-Nov-2000, copy of letter also attached) with 
the Programmatic Agreement's relevance to these sites. 

(concludes-on nex t  page) 



Project Number: STPP 14-6(9)259 (PPMS-OPX2 CM-) 
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: W-central ROSEBUD COUNTY 
~escr i~ t ion :  Abandoned RR grade (site #24RB1035) with bridges (site #Is 24RB1892, 

24RB1894,24RBI 895 & 24RB1897) 

(Coordination item 2. - conclusion: ) 

For item # I  .b), The ACHP concurred with the Programmatic Agreement for the 
Abandoned Railroad Grade on 26-Jul-1990 (see attached copy). 

For item # I  .d), ROSEBUD COLINTY'S Floodplain Administrator responded (on 17-Dec- 
1999), and a FEMA Floodplain Development permit was authorized. 

The NRCS' Forsyth Field office (25-May-2000) reply was about both 
Prime if Irrigated Farmlands, and completing the #AD-1 006 Farr~iland 
Conversion Impact Rating form for this project. 

The BLM response (of 29-Mar-2006) concerned their four parcels on 
this proposed project's route, three of-which include site #24RB1035. 

Further Coordination is pending with both the COUNTY, and both-of those Federal 
agencies listed-under preceding item # I  .d). This proposed project is also documented 
as a Categorical Exclusion under National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321, 
et seq.) requirements. 

Summary 

The required Alternatives have been evaluated and the proposed project meets all the 
criteria in the "Nationwide Programmatic" Section 4(f) evaluation approved on December 23, 
1986. This Programmatic Evaluation includes all possible planning to minimize harm that 
will be incorporated in this proposed project. 

Approval 

This document is both submitted pursuant-to 49 U.S.C. 303, and in accordance with the 
provisions of 16 U.S.C. 470f. 

- 
Date: 5 / / ~ / 0 6  ' 

Thomas L. Hansen, P.E. 
Engineering Section Supervisor 
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 

Approved: Date: 5-/23/06 
~edera l  ~ i ~ t i w a ~  ~ ~ n i s t r a t i o n  

MDT attempts to provide accommodations for any known disability that may interfere 
with a person participating in any service, program or activity of the DEPT. Alternative 
accessible formats of this document will be provided on request. For further information 
please call (406) 444-7228 or TTY (800) 335-7592, or the Montana Relay at 71 1. 

JAR:TLH:~~~:~[S:\PRO,IECTS\GLENDIVE\~~~~\P~(F)SNBAND_RR+BRS.DOC] 

Attachments 
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THE ADVISORY COUNCIL HISTORIC 

AND THE MONTANA STAT2 HIST3FliC PXSSZXVATION 0 " P I C E  

REGMDING IMPLEMENTATION OF ALL HIGHWAY PROJECTS 

AFFECTING TXZ-CXICAGO, MILZAUKEP,, ST. PA'JL & PACIZ'IC 

WEE3E4S1 tke iederal Highway Adxinistration, Montana 

Division (??iSVX), proposed to make Fsderal funding availajle to 
! 

the Highways for its 

to construct and rehabilitate highways; and 

WHE2EAS, the FkWA has deterinined that the highway 

construction and rehabilitation nay have zn effect upon the 

abandoned grade of the Chicago, Milwaukee, St. Paul and Pacific 

Railrozd (C;<STP&PR), a property eligible for inclusion in the 

National Register of Histcric Plzces, and the Great Northern 

Railway line from Havre to Great Falls (GN), and has consulted 

with the Advisory Council on Historic Pres2rvation (Council) and 

the Montana State Historic Preservation Officer (MSiiPO) pnrsuent 

to Section 890.13 of'the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) 

implementing section 106 of the National Historic preservation 

Act; (16 U.S.C. 470 f); and 



WEE3.Z.:-5, t h e  MDOH p z r c i c i p z t e ~  i n  t h e  c o n s u l t z t i o n  zrid hzs 

. , been i n v ~ ~ e 5  t o  concur  i n  t h i s  ~ r c ~ r a m m a t i c  Agreeaent ;  and 

. . W T i E 3 Z h l  cne  d e f i n i t i o n  g iven  i n  Appexdix A a t t z c n e d  b e r e t =  

i s  a p p l i c a 3 l e  t h roughou t  t h i s  P r c q r z . x ~ a t i c  Agreeaent ;  

NOFV', TXZ3SFOREr t h e  F'niXA, t h e  Counci l ,  and t h e  MSHDO agree ,  

zr.2 t h e  ?!DGZ c z n c u r s ,  t h a t  t h e  hiqnway c o n s t r u c t i o n  and 

s h a l l  accordznce  w i t h  t h e  

f o l l o v l i n ~  s z l s u l z t i o n s  t o  s a i i s f y  FFIiv'A1s S e c t i o n  106 

r e s e o c s i b i l i t y  f o r  a l l  of t h e  p r o j e c t s  e f f e c t i n g  t h e  CXSTF&?3 z-d 

t h e  Eavrs  - G r s 2 t  F a l l s  GN. 
I 

- 
FSKA w i l l  e n s u r e  t h a t  t h e  fo l lowing  measures a r e  c a r r i e d  c u t :  

1) FHGiA/MDOH w i l l  m a i n t a i n  a  l i s t  of  a l l  F e d e r a l l y  a s s i s t e d  

Montana highway p r o j e c t s  i n  which p o r t i o n s  o r  s egnen t s  of  

t h e  h i s t o r i c  CXSTF&?R and Havre - Grea t  F a l l s  Gl'J may be 

impzcted by c o n s t r u c t i o n  a c t i v i t i e s .  J- d r a f t  of p r o j e c t s  

prosramxed t o  d a t e  i s  a t t a c h e d  z s  Appendix B. The l i s t  w i l l  

be  updated a s  a p p r o ~ r i a t e  t o  i n c l u d e  a l l  p r o j e c t s  

prograxned,  des igned  and c o n s t r u c t e d  th rough  t h e  y e z r  2 0 1 0 .  

2 )  FHWA/MDOH w i l l  conduct  no c u l t u r a l  r e s o u r c e  i n v e n t o r y  o r  

e v a l u a t i o n  ( a s  p e r  3 6  CFR 800.4) o f  CMSTP&PR o r  G N  segments 

- 



i n  p r o j e c t s  i c ~ n t i f i e d  i n  S t i p u l z t i c n  ,$I, nor  r e z c h  a n y  

s p e c i f i c  f i x d i n g  of  e f f 2 c t  ( a s  p e r  3 6  C F 3  8 0 0 . 5 ) .  F c r  o t h e r  

r n s o u r c s s  r e q u l a r  p r c c s d u r e s  s h a l l  app ly .  

3 )  FE;WA/;?DOS w i l l ,  Sy J anuz ry  1, 1 9 9 1 ,  'pr3vi.de a t  l e a s t  $30,000 

fund ing  t o  one  o r  more o f  t h e  fo l l owing  e n t i t i e s  t o  z s s i s t  

x i t h  t h e i r  p r e s e r v a t i c n  and p u b l i c  i n t e r a r a t a t i o n  of t h e  

CZISTP&IR r s s o u r c e s :  

a )  The B u r ~ z u  o f  Land 14anagernent, B u t t e  Dis t r i c t ,  f o r  t h e  

s t a b i l i z a t i o n  of t h e  CXSTP&X s u b s t a t i o n  a t  Ravenna; 

b)  The U.S. F o r e s t  S e r v i c e ,  Dear Lcdge N a t i c n z l  F o r e s t ,  

f o r  s t + 3 i l i z a t i o n  and i n t e r s r e t i v e  and  d i r e c t i o n a l  

s i g n i n g  f o r  p o r t i o n s  t h e  c o r r i d o r  - n e a r  

B u t t e ,  f o r  u s e  a s  a  h i k i n g  and b i k i n g  t r z i l ;  

c) The Department of  Conmerce and t h e  Town-of G e r a l d i n e ,  

f o r  s t a b i l i z a t i o n  znd p r e s e r v a t i o n  o f  t h e  CXSTP&?R 

d e p o t  a t  ~ e r a l d i n e ,  f o r  u s e  a s  a comxunity c e n t e r ;  and 

d )  The C i t y  of G r e a t  F a l l s  f c r  s t a S i l i z a t i o n  and 

i n t e r p r e t i v e  and d i r e c t i o n a l  s i g n i n g  f o r  p o r t i o n s  o f  

t h e  CXSTP&?R and t h e  G N  be tveen t h e  d e ~ o t  and H e r i t a g e  

P a r k ,  f o r  u s e  a s  a  h i k i n g  and b i k i n g  t r a i l .  



pnotoqrzphs. T h e  ?!DOE a g r e e x e n t  x i t h  t h e  XcnKana E i s t s r i c  

s o c i e t y  w i l l  r e ~ u i r e  t h e  S c c i e t y  t o  n s r k e t  t h e  b o o k l e t  f o r  

l o c a l  s z l e s  by b o o k s t o r e s  2nd l o c a l  h i s t o r i c a l  s c c i e t i e s  

t h r c u g n o u t  t h e  F i l u a u k e e  Road r o n t e .  

The C a u n c i l  and t h e  MSHPO nay m c n i t o r  a c t i v i t i e s  c z r r i e d  o u t  

g u r s u z n t  t o  t h i s  P r c g r a m n a t i c  X 5 r s e ~ i e n t ,  and t h e  C a u n c i l  w i l l  

r = v i = ' ; ~  s'cich a c t i v i t i e s  i f  s o  r2<ceste5. The FWA w i l l  c o o ~ e r a t e  

w i t 5  t k e  C o u n c i l  and t h e  MSX30 i n  c a r r y i n g  c u t  t h e i r  i r ioni tor ing  

a z d  T ~ V ~ P - T J  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s .  

Any ?,zrty t 3  t h i s  P r c 5 r a z z a = i c  ? - ~ r e e 3 e n t  may r e q u e s t ,  i n  w r i t i n g ,  
I 

t h a t  it be  axende6,  whereu?oa t k e  p a r t i e s  w i l l  c o n s u l t  i n  

a c c o r d a n c e  w i t h  3 6  CFX 800.13 t o  c o n s i e e r  such  amendment. 

Any p a r t y  t o  t h i s  Programmatic  Aqroement may t e r n i n a t e  it by 

p r o v i d i n g  t h i r t y  (30)  days  n o t i c e ,  i n  w r i t i n g ,  t o  t h e  o t h e r  

p a r t i e s ;  p r o v i d e d  t h a t  t h e  p a r t i e s  w i l l  c o n s u l t  d ~ r i n g  t h e  p e r i o d  

p r i o r  t o  t e r i a i n a t i o n  t o  s20k a g r s e n e n t  on anendments o r  o t h e r  

a c t i o n s  t h a t  would a v o i d  t e r i n i n a t i o n .  I n  t h e  e v e n t  of 

t e r n i n a t i o n ,  t h e  FHWA w i l l  comply w i t h  3 6  CFR 800.4 t h r o u g h  800.6  

w i t h  r e g a r d  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  u n d e r t a k i n g s  covered  by t h i s  

Programmat ic  Agreenen t .  ' 

I n  t h e  e v e n t  t h e  FHWA d o e s  n o t  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  terms of  t h i s  

Programmat ic  Agreement,  t h e  FHWA w i l l  comply w i t h  34 CFR 800.4 



F"tiA/?<DOE w i l l  d e ~ ~ e l o p  a n  a c r e e r . e n c  wi25  t ? e  Z$e?.cy 

r e c e i v i n g  p r e s e r v a t i o n  f u n d s  f o r  c h e  u s e  o f  t n c s e  Z1~r i c s ,  and  

w i l l  p r o v i d e  t h e  ?.!SkiPo y i 2 h  1 5  d a y s  i n  wh ich  t o  r s v i e ~  2r.d 

a p g r o v e  t h e  p r o p c s 2 6  C S ~  of t h c s 2  f i x d s .  

Any agency  r e c e i v i n g  t h e  f u n d s  d e s c r i b e d  i n  t h i s  a g r e e a e n t  

w i l l ,  when s s e c i f i c  p l a n s ,  s ~ e c i f i c z t i o n s ,  c o n s t r u c t i c n  

d r a w i n a s ,  s i g n  d e s i g n ,  z r c h i t e c t s  p l a n s  z r e  C e v e l o p e d  f c r  

. . 
t h e  s r o j e c t  fcz k-hich c2e f u n d s  xsre  r z c e i v e d ,  p r o v i d e  t k e  

i.!SE-:PO 1 5  d a y s  i n  ;<hich t o  revie:; 2r.C c o n c u r  t h a t  t h e  p r a j e c t  

p l a n s  w i l l  n e e t  t h e  S e c r e t a r y  o f  I n t e r i o r ' s  S t z n d a r d s  f o r  

? r e s 2 r - ~ a t i c n  P r c j e c t s .  The  aGecc:? vill c s n s u l t  w i t h  t k e  
I 
MSZPO u n t i l  t h e  SXPO d e t e r a i n e s  t h a t  t h e  p r o j e c k  m e e t s  t h e  

S t a n d z r d s .  

4 )  PEWA/XDOH w i l l ,  by J u l y  6 ,  1 9 9 0 ,  proviCie $ 1 5 , 0 0 0  t o  t h e  

Montzna H i s t o r i c a l  S o c i e t y  f o r  r 2 s 2 2 r c h I  w r i t i n g ,  and  

p r e p a r a t i o n  f o r  p r o d u c t i o n  o f  a n  i n t e r p r e t i v e  b o o k l e t  on t h e  

L. i i npac t  c f  ~ n e  Milwaukee R a i l r o z d  o n  t h e  economic ,  

g e o g r ~ p h i c ,  and s o c i a l  d e v e l o p n e z t  cf X o ~ t m a ,  i n c l u d i n g  

n a p s  and  k e y s  f o r  Montana t r a v e l e r s ,  d i r e c t i n g  them t o  

seg inents  and  r e s o u r c e s  o f  t h e  Mil-daukee Road v i s i b l e  f rom 

s t a t e  and  f e d e r a l  h i g h u a y s .  The  S c o k l e t  w i l l  b e  o f  

c ~ n p a r a b l e  l e n g t h  and  d e s i g n  q u z l i t y  a s  t h e  N a t i o n a l  P a r k  

S e r v i c e  P u b l i c a t i o n  "A C l a s h  o f  C u l t u r e s ,  F o r t  Bowie and  t h e  

C h i r i c a h u a  Apaches (GPO 1976-240 9 5 5 / 6 ,  S t o c k  Number 024- 

005-0061 3 ) ,  b u t  u s e  b o t h  c o l o r  a n d  b l a c k  a n d  w h i t e  
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Abandoned RailRoad Grade & Bridges Map 
STPP 14-6(9)259 (Site #'s 24RB1035,24RBI 892,24RB1894,24RBI 895 + 24RB1897) (PPMS-OPX2 C#4059) 
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MONTANA DIVISION 

Project No STPP 14-6(9)259 (PPMS-OPX2 CM-) Description: Guardrails & Sidewalk 
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: Yellowstone R.(24RBl906) 

This proposed project requires use of a historic bridge structure that is on, or eligible-for 
listing on the NATIONAL REGISTER OF HISTORIC PLACES. A description (approved Scope-of- 
Work copy) with a location map of this proposed bridge rehabilitation are attached. 

Yes No 
1 Is the bridge a NATIONAL HISTORIC LANDMARK? u x  
2. Have agreements been reached through procedures in accordance with 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act with the following: 

a) STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE (SHPO)? - x 0 
b) Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP)? 

3. Any other agency or agencies with jurisdiction at this location? - X - 

a) If "Yes" will additional approvals for this Section 4(ij application be 
required? O X  

b) List of agencies with jurisdiction at this location: 

USA - Corps of Engineers (Sections 10 & 404 permits) 

USDA - Forest Service 
USDA - Natural Resources Conservation Service (former SCS, FPPA) I 1 X 
FEMA Regulatory Floodway r#MN m -  
M W & P  - Parks Division [&@j[t~@:W @ ~ r r ; ~ ~ ~ f i ~ $ ~ ~ & # t ~ ~ t e )  ,I l L 1 . I l _  % , ,* b - 

MFW&P - Wildlife Division (Management Areas: WMA's) O X  
MFW&P - Fisheries Division (124SPA permit) OX 
MDNR&C - EL0 -. l ' @ ~ ~ ~ ~ & ~ ~ & ~ ~ ~  p@'J j . .  

MDNR&C (irrigation systems) O X  
MDEQ - Permitting & Compliance Division (MPDES authorization) X 
MDEQ - Planning, Prevention & Assistance Division (TMDL1s) O X  
Other - U.S. DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR'S Bureau of Land Manaae- 

Alternatives 
Each of the Alternatives (on the following page) for this proposed project have been evalu- 
ated under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA, 16 U .S.C. 470f) to 
avoid the use of the historic bridge. (continues on next page) 



Project Nn STPP 14-6(9)25Y, (PPMS-OPX2 C M 4 )  Description: Guardrails & Sidewalk 
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: Yellowstone R.(24RB1906) 

(Alternatives - continued: ) 

1. "Do Nothing." 

2. Rehabilitate the existing bridge without affecting the historic integrity of the structure in 
accordance with the provisions of Section 106 in the NHPA. 

3. Construct the proposed bridge at a location where the existing historic structure's 
integrity will not be affected as determined by the provisions of the NHPA. 

.H,5 t2. x7;zr~;,~.~Tvt,~b~,~~3TLj,,< 1- ,,L#,,$. mn-,, !.,!;f13. -;,- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ w y . , ~ ~ ~ ~  . ,~--,v..,>..,,, . , ; ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ~ ~ Q ? ~ " " " ' ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ " ~ ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ , ? ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ' ~ ~ ' ~ ' ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ : ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ) ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ . ~ ~ V ~ ; ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ l , ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ # ~ ,  * l ' p p q p ~ ~ ? y p ~ X , ~ ~ W 2 , p ? ~ p P  p ~ n ~ e  In,;3.:bb~;$eqg ~ ~ s ~ a @ d i t l p m . a l : : ~ ~ f o r m q t l o ~ ~ ~ i ~ t m a ~  ~;~&h/t,i.,l~!'@~ I ~ l ~ j d u a ~  

.,.), u,," A. ,,'. : , :.,, , *'.,,- , , , , ,!,.; ,,;l,ii~ha~-~,ill:, ,,,.,.. ,,.L ., ..~~.."i:~,r.i.r..~~~,.~ .au.o .,., rinli~ai !I, i . . ~  r..r.sr L b ~,~~, i~:~r .~.+~l i . .~u 'i:~~~~.,....~v. -ul.!ii<~r*,. ".. .:ibii, NIII.~~~~~.,,.II,U,,& U" *,,,iI*,:ad& ,,.$ IIIsll~III hI.~llili~,ll.l.,3 

.evaluatibn ar:gtaf'Bme,nti Consult the "Nationwide" Section 4(0 Evaluation procedures. 
:.,, ,us\., *.d .,,.,.. ,.,,",A-", ,u .,-.,,, 4",.,.,&.,"," >.,,. , .%t., ,*.L" 

The preceding Alternatives have been applied in accordance with the "Nation- 
wide" Programmatic Section 4(0 Evaluation, and are supported by each of the 
following Findings: Yes No 

1. The "Do-Nothing" Alternative has been evaluated, and has been found to 
ignore the basic transportation need at this location. - x 0 

This Alternative is neither feasible nor prudent for the following reasons: 

a) Maintenance - this Alternative does not correct structurally deficient 
conditions andlor poor geometrics (clearances, approaches, visibility 
restrictions) found at the existing bridge. Any of these factors can 
lead to a sudden catastrophic collapse, andlor a potential injury 
including loss of life. Normal maintenance will not change this 
situation. ~ ~ p o s e ~ , ~ w o r ~ ~ i ~ ~ f o r ~ ' ~ e p I ~ a ~ c ~ g ~ " g u ~ r d r a i I s ~  - p-J 

b) Safety - this Alternative also does not correct the situation(s) that 
cause(s) the existing bridge to be considered deficient. Due-to these 
deficiencies, the existing bridge presents serious and unacceptable 
safety hazards to the travelling public andlor places intolerable 
restrictions (gross vehicle weight, height, andlor width) on transport. - x 0 

A copy of the MDT Bridge Bureau's Assessment Form for Structure is at- 
tached. - x 0 

2. The rehabilitation Alternative has been evaluated through one or more of 
the following Findings: - x 0 
a) The existing bridge's structural deficiency is such-that it cannot be re- 

habilitated to meet minimum acceptable load and traffic requirements 
without adversely affecting the structure's historic integrity. - 

b) The existing bridge's geometrics (height, width) cannot be changed 
without (also) adversely affecting the structure's historic integrity. - 

c) This Alternative does not correct the serious restrictions on visibility 
(approach geometl-ics, structural requirements) that also contributes to 
an unsafe condition at this location. - . . ,  

Is this rehabilitation Alternative therefore considered to be feasible andlor 
,, : ~. ,<, y,,,,,. ,.,",,',,,,,..S. , ,.,,~..',,,Jv.~P;, l ~~~.pv~. ,~~~.~ .~ ,~ ,~~~.~p~p~~, , ,~~~,~~, , l , ,~~ ,~ ,~r~~ 

prudent based-on the previous page's results? ~ S ~ e ~ ~ ~ ~ o l l ~ o ~ ~ , ~ ~ ~ g ~ ~ ~ , M , e , ~ ; s u ~ ~ s  
1 ,  , ", , $ .  IT:.., ...... 3 .  .,i.r, .;,,,> .,. ,, r,;,;r:r ..: .1,1(.71i...I:(, ,.,, /,::,."1,,.. 1...111li. 

to ,Minihit&' Ha.rml!,:;item::'#f~.!;:$ . ~'..,.,.,..~.,,...~...."~ ..A. ... ~ d . , . . , . .  .,-,, . , !bi  .,.. , t % W  ~ ' *  ,..4'*.,@>,, - 

(concludes-on next page) 



Project NQ STPP 14-6(9)259, (PPMS-0~x2 C M 4 )  Descripaon: Guardrails & Sidewalk 
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: Yellowstone R.(24RB1906) 

. .. - .  .*!,-,yR ,,-.. I * i ,; --.' . - r ' . :.a;ni&.tbscnv;ipvK d;.- ;; . .  
No&: K&xipij$iss,; t ;.*. . . . . ; ,.,*. . . . . . i+$,%o+#eqir~r~~~a@d~i+@~a~J.~@~@q;~ . .. .. an. ,,. . .. , .  , .. pjg?lFl~~.gal 

e~$i~at~ori~.st~t~.ni;ent. Consult the "Nationwide" Section 4(f) ~ v a l u ~ ~ o n  procedures. 

(Alternatives - conclusion : ) Yes No 
3. The relocation Alternative, in which the new bridge would be moved-to a 

site that presents no adverse effect upon the existing struct~~re has also 
been considered under the following Findings: xu 
a) Terrain andlor local geology. The present str~~cture is located at the 

only feasible andlor prudent site for a bridge on the existing route. 
Relocating to a new site - either up, or downstream of the preferred 
location - will result in extraordinary bridgelapproach engineering 
and associated construction costs. - x u  
Local geologic conditions are such-that any o,ther place in the general 
vicinity of the preferred site is not prudent. - -  X 
Any other location would cause extraordinary disruption to existing 
traffic patterns. - -  X 

b) Significant social, economic andlor environmental impacts. Locating 
the proposed bridge in other-than the preferred site would result in 
significant socialleconomic impacts such as the displacement of 
families, businesses, or severing of Important Farmlands. - -  X 
Significant environmental impacts such as the extraordinary involve- 
ment in wetlands, regulated floodplains, or habitat of Federally-listed 
ThreatenedIEndangered species are likely to occur in any location 
outside the preferred site. - -  X 

c) Engineering and economics. Where difficultylies associated-with a 
new location are less-extreme than those listed above, the site may 
still not be feasible and prudent where costs andlor engineering 
difficulties reach extraordinary magnitudes. Would the Alternate 
location result in significantly increased engineering or construction 
costs (e.g.: longer spanlapproaches, etc.)? 

d) Preservation of existing historic bridge may (also) not be possible due 
to either or both of the following: 

the existing structure's deteriorated beyond all reasonable possi- 
X bility of rehabilitation for a transportation or alternate use; andlor 

no responsible party can be located to maintain and preserve the 
historic structure. - -  X 

Therefore, in accordance with the preceding Findings it is neither feasible nor 
prudent to locate the proposed bridge at a site other-than the Alternative's. - x 0 

Measures to Minimize Harm 
This "Nationwide" Programmatic Section 4(0 Evaluation applies only when the 
following Measures to Minimize Harm have been assured; an "X" in a "box" 
may void this form, and a "full" Section 4(0 Evaluation will then be required: Yes No 

1. Is the bridge proposed to be rehabilitated? - X - 
(cont inues on nex t  page) 
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Project Nn STPP 14-6(9)~59, (PPMS-OPX2 C M 4 )  Descr~pion: Guardrails & sidewalk ' 

Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: Yellowstone R.(24RB1906) 
, - .  . . . , .  . 

No&: jb;'re!ipo~ise,,in [,:.a. .;m;...,, a box~req~~re~~~~~on~a l~~ fo~a t ion , .and . ,may , resu l t ,  in,an ,indivi,&ai 
~va~uation~or:~statement: Consult the "Nationwide" Section 4(0 Evaluation procedures. 

(Measures to Minimize Harm item #l. - conclusion: ) Yes No 
If "Yes" will the historic integrity of the structure be preserved to the 
greatest extent possible; consistent with unavoidable transportation 
needs, safety, and load requirements? - x 0 

2. The bridge will be replaced, or rehabilitated to the point where historic inte- 
grity is affected. Is adequate docunientation being (or will it be) made of 
the existirrg structure under Historic American Engineering Record stan- 
dards, and/or other suitable means developed through consultation with 
SHPO & the ACHP? (listed-on site form in Cultural Resources Report) - x 0 

3. If the bridge will be replaced, is the existing structure being made avail- 
able for alternative use with a responsible party to maintain and preserve ., rprr I -  .,nrp, I,".nr"mi<.r . , ""lrl(.ur,*wl "rnin~~g.7 . i q - ,  "yip-, Y", L Y I  , r l  ; r, < \ - " I  p r  j+l$UI,, U. 8: .,.((rnV,,,, 01 /, X"" ." , " B q ,  r- 

same? [~eplacement lim!ted,-to:gliaflrgls.pn exlstlng, br~dgg) -El 
4. If the bridge will be adversely affected, has agreement been reached 

through the NHPA-Section 106 process on these Measures to Minimize 
Harm (to become part-of this proposed project) with the following: 0 
SHPO? (concurrence for Programmatic Agreement use: 14-Nov-2000) X [3 
ACHP? (Programmatic Agreement Amendment: 22-Oct-2001) - x 0 - 
FHwA? (Programmatic Agreement Amendment: 02-Oct-2001) - x LA 
Copies of SHPO's concurrence letter, the Programmatic Agreement and 
its Amendments signed and/or approved by these agencies are attached. _21_ 0 

Coordination 
There has been additional Coordination with the following agencies regarding 
this proposed project: Yes No 

1. Adjacent property owners: BLM (on 20-Jan-06); MDNR&C (in late May, 
2000); and private party (by September, 1999) X - 

2. County government: ROSEBUD COUNTY'S Floodplain Administrator 
(on 1 6-Dec-1999) - X - 

3. Local historical society X - -  
4. Others: Blackfeet, and Crow Tribal Councils & Cultural 

authorities (on 09-Aug-1999), and Northern 
Cheyenne Tribal Council & Cultural specialists 
(on 18-Aug-1999) - -  X 

Further Coordination is pending with both those preceding, and other agencies previously 
listed-under item # I  .d). Copies of letters from these agencies regarding this proposed pro- 
ject are also attached (with the following item). This proposed project is also documented 
as a Re-Evaluated Categorical Exclusion under the National Environmental Policy Act (42 
U.S.C. 4321, et seq.) requirements. 

(concludes-on next page) 



Project No STPP 14-6(9)h9, (PPMS-OPX2 C#4-) Descrip~~on: Guardrails & Sidewalk 
Project Name: FORSYTH - NORTHWEST Location: Yellowstone R.(24RB1906) 

Surr~mary & Approval 
The proposed action meets all criteria regarding the required Alternatives, Findings, and 
Measures To Minimize Harm that will be incorporated into this proposed project. This 
proposed project therefore complies with the July 5, 1983 Programmatic Section 4(5) 
Evaluation by the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION'S Federal Highway Administration.. 

This document is both submitted pursuant-to 49 U.S.C. 303, and in accordance with the 
provisions of 16 U.S.C. 470f. 

c \ 

Date: ~//$-/6[ 
Thomas L. Hansen, P.E. 
Engineering Section Supervisor 
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 

Approved: Date: g7/2?'/0 

MDT attempts to provide accommodations for any known disability that may interfere 
with a person participating in any service, program or activity of the DEPT. Alternative 
accessible formats of this document will be provided on request. For further information 
please call (406) 444-7228 or TTY (800) 335-7592, or the Montana Relay at 71 1. 

Attachments 

copies: R. E. Mengel 
C. C. Blackwell 
K. M. Barnes 
T. S. Martin 
J. H. Horton 
D. S. Althof 
D. W. Jensen 
J. A. Riley 



The 1989 Historic Roads and Bridges Programmatic Agreement. 

P R O G U M M A T I C  AGREEMENT 

Among the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Montana State Historic 
Preservation Office (MSHPO), and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP), to develop a historic preservation plan to establish processes for integrating 
the preservation and use of historic roads and bridges with the mission and programs 
of the FHWA in a manner appropriate to the nature of the historic properties 
involved, the nature of the roads and bridges in Montana, and the nature of the 
FHWA's mission to provide safe, durable and economical transportation. 

WHEREAS, Congress has mandated that highway bridges be evaluated, and where 
found substandard, be rehabilitated or replaced and has provided funding for these 
purposes, to insure the safety of the traveling public (through the Highway Bridge 
Replacement and Rehabilitation Program); and 

WHEREAS, the American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
Officials (AASHTO) has standards regulating the construction and the rehabilitation 
of highways and bridges that must be met by the FHWA to insure the safety of the 
traveling public; and 

WHEREAS, Congress declares it to be in the national interest to encourage the 
rehabilitation, reuse and preservation of bridges significant in American history, 
architecture, engineering and culture; and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA proposes to make Federal funding available to the Montana 
Department of Highways (MDOH) for its ongoing program to construct and 
rehabilitate roads and bridges, and MDOH concurs in and accepts responsibilities for 
compliance with this Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that the construction and improvement of 
highways may have an effect on historic roads and bridges that are listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places, or may be determined eligible for listing, and 
have consulted with the ACHP and the MSHPO pursuant to Section 800.13 of the 
regulations (36CFR800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (16U.S.C. 470f); and 

WHEREAS, the parties understand that not all historic roads and bridges fall under 
the jurisdiction of sphere of influence of the FHWA, and that to encourage other 
parties to participate in preservation efforts, an education to foster a preservation 
ethic is needed; and 

NOW THEREFORE, FHWA, MSHPO, and ACHP agree, and MDOH concurs, that 
the following program to enhance the preservation potential of historic roads and 
bridges, and to promote management and public understanding of and appreciation 
for these cultural resources will be enacted in lieu of regular Section 106 procedures 
as applied to historic roads and bridges only. 



Stipulations 

The Federal Highway Administration will ensure that the following program is 
carried out: 

The Federal Highway Administration, in cooperation with the Montana Department 
of Highways, will develop a preservation plan to ensure the preservation and 
rehabilitation of the states [sic] significant historic roads and bridges, and will 
develop and on-going educational program to interpret significant historic roads and 
bridges that illustrate the engineering, economic, and political development of roads 
in Montana. Specifically: 

A. For Public Education 

1. MDOH will prepare technical documentation of the history of roads 
and road construction, and of the history of bridge building in the 
state, according to a format developed by MDOH in consultation with 
the MSHPO and in compliance with the Secretary of the Interior's 
Standards for Preservation Planning. From this documentation, 
MDOH will prepare narrative histories suitable for publication for the 
general public. Draft copies of the documentation and the narrative 
histories will be submitted to the FHWA, MSHPO and a list of 
qualified reviewers to be determined by FHWA, MDOH and MSHP'S 
by December 1, 1990, and 45 days will be allowed for reviewers to 
comment. MDOH will prepare final documentation and histories by 
May 1, 1991. Final copies will be distributed to the district, area, and 
field offices of the MDOH, to the County Commissioners, county road 
and bridge departments, and county historical societies, to the owners 
of significant roads and bridges identified in the documentation, to the 
Montana Historical Society Library and the Montana State Library, 
and to the general public as requested. 

2. MDOH will develop and make available to newspapers and publishers 
of historical and of engineering journals articles suitable for public 
information on historic roads and bridges and on their construction 
and significance. 

3. MDOH will augment its historic sign program by developing 
interpretation for the traveling public at existing rest areas or pull- 
overs to explain Montana's road construction and bridge engineering. 
It will develop on-site interpretation for significant resources that can 
be viewed and appreciated by the public. 

4. By April 15, 1990 MDOH will develop and circulate a traveling 
exhibit that portrays the history of the development of transportation 
in Montana. 

5 .  By December 1, 1991 MDOH will develop and circulate a public 
program (slideltape or video) of approximately 20 minutes, suitable 
for use at public or organization gatherings, classrooms, etc. 



B. For Historic Road and Bridge Preservation 

The FHWA, in co-operation with the MDOH, will prepare a plan for 
the preservation of significant and representative road segments and 
bridge types around the state as identified in the research in Part A. of 
this Agreement. The Historic Preservation Plan (HPP) will be 
presented to the FHWA, MSHPO, the ACHP and [a] list of qualified 
reviewers by September 1, 1991, and 45 days comment period will be 
allowed for discussion and adoption. FHWA will work to resolve 
disagreement on the proposed HPP. If agreement cannot be reached 
by December 1, 199 1, all FHWA undertakings affecting historic roads 
and bridges will again become subject to 36 CFR 800 procedures. 

The HPP for historic roads and bridges shall be prepared in 
accordance with the following guidelines: 

a. The essential purpose of the HPP will be to establish processes 
for integrating the preservation and use of historic roads and 
bridges with the mission and programs of the FHWA and the 
MDOH in a manner appropriate to the nature of the historic 
properties involved, the nature of the roads and bridges in 
Montana, and the nature of FHWA's mission, to provide safe, 
durable and economical transportation; 

b. In order to facilitate such integration, the HPP, including all 
maps and graphics, will be made consistent with the Federal 
Aid road and bridge numbering systems; 

c. The HPP will be prepared in consultation with the owners, 
managers, caretakers, or administrators of historic roads and 
bridges, including county governments, city governments, 
federal agencies, and private individuals or corporations, and 
with interested parties or organizations, including the American 
Society of Civil Engineers - Montana Section, and the Montana 
Society of Engineers; 

d. The HPP will be prepared with reference to the Secretarv of 
Interior's Standards and Guidelines for Preservation Planning 
(48 FR 44716-20); and 

e. The HPP will be prepared by or under the supervision of an 
individual who meets, or individuals who meet, at a minimum, 
the "professional qualifications standards" for historian and 
archaeologist in the Secretarv of the Interior's Professional 
Oualifications Standards (48 FR 44738-9). 

2. The contents of the HPP will be developed in conjunction with the 
MSHPO, and will include, but not be limited to, a schedule for the 
anticipated implementation of the various elements, plus the 
formulation and presentation of programs to: 



a. Preserve historic bridges that do not meeting safety rating 
standards by rehabilitation in a manner that would preserve 
important historic features while meeting as many A4SHTO 
standards as can be reasonable met; 

b. When a historic bridge must be replaced, give full 
consideration and demolition savings to reuse of the historic 
bridge in place by another party. 

c. When a historic bridge must be replaced and in place 
preservation is not feasible, give full consideration and 
financial assistance to relocating and rehabilitating the historic 
bridge as a part of the replacement project; 

d. Develop and implement a program to encourage relocation and 
reuse of bridges of historic age that cannot be preserved in 
place or used on another location by the state or county; 

e. Provide a financial incentive by offering demolition savings on 
all relocation and reuse of bridges of historic age; 

f. Develop a list of historic roads and bridges that can be 
preserved. The list should include the variety available to 
reflect Montana highway construction history, while 
considering current condition and use. The list should be 
presented to and discussed with managing units to solicit their 
cooperation and/or participation in the preparation of the HPP; 
and 

g. Devise a program to pursue the preservation of the state's 
representative and outstanding examples of road and bridge 
technology. A list of historic roads and bridges shall be 
preserved will be developed to implement this program, given 
currently known commitments to do so by property managers 
and subject to change by obtaining future commitments for 
other properties covered by this Agreement. 

3. The HPP will not include information developed in Part A. above, 
narrative histories, but will be guided by and used in conjunction with 
Part A. above, and will be distributed to the same parties. 

4. MDOH will prepare a report annually on its implementation of the 
HPP, and provide this report to the FHWA, the SHPO, and the ACHP 
for review, comment, and consultation as needed. 

C. Other Legal and Administrative Concerns 

1. FHWA will continue to inventory, evaluate and seek determinations of 
eligibility, and fully comply with 36 CFR 800 for all undertakings 
with the potential to affect historic properties besides roads and 
bridges which are hereby excluded from such consideration. 



2. The MSHPO, and the ACHP may monitor FHWA and MDOH 
activities to carry out this PA, by notifying FHWA in writing of their 
concerns and requesting such information as necessary to permit either 
or both MSHPO and ACHP to monitor the compliance with the terms 
of this Agreement. FHWA will cooperate with the SHPO, and the 
ACHP in carrying out their monitoring and review responsibilities. 

3.  FHWA will carry out the existing MOA's to preserve or record 
historic bridges that are now scheduled for replacement. 

4. If a dispute arises regarding implementation of this PA, FHWA will 
consult with the objecting party to resolve the dispute. If any 
consulting party determines that the dispute cannot be resolved, 
FHWA will request further comments of the ACHP. 

5 .  During any resolution of disagreements on the PA, andlor in the event 
MDOH does not carry out the terms of the PA, FHWA will carry out 
the procedures outlined in 36 CFR 800 for all undertakings otherwise 
covered by this agreement. 

Execution of this PA evidences that FHWA has afforded the ACHP a reasonable 
opportunity to comment on FHWA's program to construct and improve Montana 
highways when those undertakings affect historic roads and bridges, and that FHWA 
has taken into account the effects of these undertakings on significant historic roads 
and bridges. 

BY: FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

[Roger K. Scott1 JMay 11. 19891 
Roger K. Scott Date 
Division Administrator 

BY: MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

JMarcella Sherfvl [May 1 1. 19891 
Marcella Sherfy, MSHPO Date 

BY: ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

JRobert D. Bush1 [June 1. 19891 
Executive Director Date 

CONCUR 
BY: MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 

ISte~hen C. Kologil [May 1 1. 19891 
Stephen C. Kologi, P.E., Chief Date 
Preconstruction Bureau 



Amendment To The Programmatic Agreement Regarding 
Historic Roads and Bridges In Montana 

We are hereby amending the following stipulations in the Programmatic Agreement. 

A. For Public Education 

1. In the third sentence December 1, 1990 becomes December 1, 1992. 
In the fourth sentence, May 1, 199 1 becomes May 1, 1993. 

5. December 1, 1991 becomes December 1, 1993. 

B. For Historic Road and Bridge Preservation 

1. September 1, 1991 becomes September 1, 1993 and December 1, 1991 
becomes December 1, 1993. 

By: Federal Highway Administration 

ID. C. Lewis for1 Date 1Februa.w 27, 19921 
Hank Honeywell 
Division Administrator 

By: Montana State Historic Preservation Officer 

[Marcella Sherfvl Date [February 27, 19921 
Marcella She*, MSHPO 

By: Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

[Robert D. Bush1 Date IMarch 16, 19921 
Robert D. Bush, Executive Director 

Concur 
By: Montana Department of Transportation 

IEdrie Vinsonl Date JFebruary 25, 19921 
Edrie Vinson 
Environmental & Hazardous Waste Bureau 



Programmatic Agreement Implementing the Roads and Bridges 
Preservation Plan 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
THE ADVISORY COUNCK ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

AND 
THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

AFFECTING HISTORIC ROADS AND BRIDGES 
IN MONTANA 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division (FHWA), 
proposes to make Federal funding available to the Montana Department of 
Transportation (MDT) for that agency's ongoing program to construct or rehabilitate 
highways and bridges, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that this federally-assisted program may 
have an effect upon a certain class of properties included in or eligible for inclusion 
on the National Register of Historic Places and has consulted with the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation (Council) and the Montana State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to Section 800.13 of the regulations (36 CFR 
Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 
U.S.C.4700; and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA and the MDT have developed a Historic Preservation Plan 
regarding roads and bridges and that document has been subject to review under 36 
CFR 800.13 and has been agreed to by FHWA, SHPO and the Council; and 

WHEREAS, the MDT participated in the consultation and has been invited to concur 
in this Programmatic Agreement; 

NOW THEREFORE, the FHWA, the Council, and the Montana SHPO agree that 
the program addressed in this Programmatic Agreement shall be administered in 
accordance with the following stipulations to satisfy the FHWA's Section 106 
responsibility for all individual undertakings of the program. 

Stipulations 

The FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

1) The FHWA and MDT will implement the Roads and Bridges HPP in lieu of 
compliance with 36 CFR §§ 800.4 through 800.6. 

2)  This Programmatic Agreement will remain in force for as long as the roads 
and bridges HPP is in force or unless Stipulation 9 of this Agreement is 
invoked. 

3) FHWA will carry out the existing MOA's to preserve or record historic 
bridges that are now scheduled for replacement. 



4) The MDT will prepare a report annually on its implementation of the HPP, 
and provide this report to the FHWA, Montana SHPO and the Council for 
review, comment and consultation as needed. 

5 )  The Council and the SHPO may monitor activities carried out pursuant to this 
Programmatic Agreement, and the Council will review such activities if so 
requested by a signataxy to this Agreement or by a member of the public. 
FHWA will cooperate with the Council and the SHPO in carrying out their 
monitoring and review responsibilities as stipulated in 36 CFR 800.13 

6) Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may request that it be amended, 
whereupon the parties consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.13 to consider 
such an amendment. 

7 )  Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may terminate it by providing, in 
writing, forty-five (45) days notice to the other parties, provided that the 
parties will consult during the period prior to termination to seek arrangement 
on amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the event 
of termination, FHWA will comply with 36 CFR Part 800.4 through 800.6 
with regard to individual undertakings covered by this Programmatic 
Agreement. 

8) Should the Montana SHPO object within sixty (60) days to any stipulation 
pursuant to this Historic Preservation Plan, the FHWA shall consult with the 
objecting party to resolve the objection. If the FHWA determines that the 
objection cannot be resolved, the FHWA shall forward all documentation 
relevant to the dispute to the Council. Within thirty'(30) days after receipt of 
all pertinent documentation, the Council will either: 

1. provide the FHWA and Montana SHPO with recommendations, 
which the FHWA and Montana SHPO will take into account in 
reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or 

2. notify the FHWA and Montana SHPO that it will comment 
pursuant to 36 CFR 8 800.6(b), and proceed to comment. Any 
Council comment provided in response to such a request will be taken 
into account by the FHWA and Montana SHPO in accordance with 36 
CFR 5 800.6(~)(2) with reference only to the subject of the dispute; 
the FHWA and MDT's responsibility to carry out all actions under 
this Historic Preservation Plan that are not the subjects of the dispute 
will remained unchanged. 

9) In the event that the FHWA does not carry out the terms of this 
Programmatic Agreement, the FHWA will comply with 36 CFR Sections 
800.4 through 800.6 with regard to individual undertakings covered by this 
Programmatic Agreement. 

Execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that the 
FHWA has satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities for all individual undertakings of 
the program. 



ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

By: &%.& 
I 

GHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

I Date: 7- 7- '-f/ 

MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

By: LC---- wq - Date: 7 - 6- F? 

CONCUR 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

By: .-4 Date: 7 / ~ / ~ 7  



AMENDMENT 
TO 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

AND 
THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

AFFECTING HISTORIC ROADS AND BRIDGES 
IN MONTANA 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Administration, Montana Division (FHWA), proposes to 
make Federal fhnding available to the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) for that 
agency's on-going program to construct or rehabilitate highways and bridges, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that this federally-assisted program may have an effect 
upon a certain class of-properties included in or eligible for inclusion on the National Register of 
Historic Places and has consulted with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Council) 
and the Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) pursuant to Section 800.13 of the 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (16 U.S.C. 470f); and 

UWEREAS, the FHWA and the MDT developed a Historic Preservation Plan regarding roads 
and bridges and that document was reviewed and accepted by FHWA, SHPO and the Council, 
and 

W E R E A S ,  that document did not include historic roads constructed before the creation ofthe 
Montana State Highway Commission in 191 3, requiring the necessity of including those 
properties under a Programmatic Agreement as specified in Part VI, Section A(5)(l)(a) of the 
MDT's Roads and Bridges Historic Preservation Plan (See Attachment 2), and 

WHEREAS, that the existing Programmatic AgreementlHistoric Preservation Plan is 
supplemented by this amendment and its underlying provisions remain in effect to the extent that 
they have not been completed, and 

WHEREAS, the MDT participated in the consultation and has been invited to concur in this 
Programmatic Agreement; 

NOW THEREFORE, the FHWA, the Council and the Montana SHPO agree that the program 
addressed in this Programmatic Agreement shall be administered in accordance with the 
following stipulations to satisfy the FHWA's Section 106 responsibility for all individual 
undertakings of the program. 



Stipulations 

The FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

1) The FHWA and MDT will implement this amendment to the Historic Roads and Bridges 
Programmatic Agreement in lieu of compliance with 36 CFR 5 5  800.4 through 800.6. 

2) The MDT will acquire a 2-t mile (10,560-t linear foot) segment of the Mullan Road 
(24MN133) in Mineral County, Montana. The trail will be preserved and developed as a 
historic recreationallinterpretive trail. The MDT will provide funding toward the 
development and interpretation of the trail and obtain a conservation easement on the 
property to assure its future preservation. The interpretive plan for the trail will be 
developed in cooperation with the Montana SHPO, the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife & Parks and the Salish-Kootenai Tribal Preservation Office. The Mullan Road 
segment will be acquired by the MDT by June 30, 1999. 

3) The MDT will provide $13,000 to the Montana Historical Society for partial funding of a 
conference regarding the historically significant Bozeman Trail. The conference will 
encourage research into the development and use of pre- 19 13 roads and trails, their 
preservation and development and interpretation for the public benefit. Other funding for 
the conference will be secured from the Montana Committee for the Humanities, 
Wyoming Humanities Council, Bozeman Trail Association, Frontier ~ e r i t a g e  Alliance 
and other private organizations. The conference will be held July 25 - 3 1, 1999 (See 
Stipulation 2 above). 

4) The MDT's financial contribution to the conference will function, along with other 
stipulations of the existing Plan, as mitigation for individual undertakings where 
segments of historic pre-1913 roads and trails may be affected by MDT road and bridge 
reconstruction projects. 

5 )  A list of MDT projects that have the potential to affect segments of historic pre-1913 
roads and trails is attached (See Attachment 1). 

6) The MDT will provide funding for the installation of ten historic markers on pre-I 913 
historic roads and trails that are adjacent to Montana's primary and secondary highway 
system. The marker locations will be determined by MDT and SHPO. 

7) The MDT will continue to record and assign Smithsonian trinomial site numbers to 
segments of historic 1 9h century roads and trails located within the MDT's five 
administrative districts. Where particular roads and trails segments involve features or 
historic significance on a statewide or national level, the MDT will consult with SHPO to 
develop a plan to avoid andlor incorporate the property into the MDT's undertaking 'as 
specified in Part 1'1, Section 4 of the existing Roads and Bridges Historic Presen.ation 



S) The Council and the SHPO may monitor activities carried out pursuant to this 
Programmatic Agreement, and the Council \vill review such activities if so requested by a 
signatory to this Agreement or by a member of the public. FHWA will cooperate with 
the Council and the SHPO in carrying out their monitoring and review responsibilities as 
stipulated in 36 CFR 800.13 

9)  Any party to this Programmatic Agreement may request that it be amended, whereupon 
the parties consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.13 to consider such an amendment. 

10) Should the Montana SHPO object within sixty (60) days to any stipulation pursuant to 
this Programmatic Agreement, the FHWA shall consult with the objecting party to 
resolve the objection. If the FHWA determines that the objection cannot be resolved, the 
FHWA shall forward all documentation releirant to the dispute to the Council. Within 
thirty (30) days after receipt of all pertinent documentation, the Council will either: 

1. Provide the FHWA with recommendations which it will take into account in 
reaching a final decision regarding the dispute; or 

2. Notify the FHWA that it will comment pursuant to 36 CFR 5 800.6(b), and 
proceed to comment. Any Council comment provided in response to such a 
request will be taken into account by the FHWA in accordance with 36 CFR 5 
800.6(~)(2) with reference only to the subject of the dispute; the FHWA's 
responsibility to carry out all actions under this Programmatic Agreement that are 
not subjects of the dispute will remain unchanged. 

11) In the event that the FHWA does not carry out the terms of this Programmatic 
Agreement, the FHWA will comply with 36 CFR Sections 800.4 through S00.6 with 
regard to individual undertakings covered by this Programmatic Agreement. 

Execution and implementation of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that the FHWA has 
satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities for all individual undertakingsof the program. 

ADVISORY COUNCIL OIV HISTORlC PRESERI'ATION 

By: Date: ~ L ' ? [ F  

MONTANA DIVI ADRlINISTRATION 

By: Date: /- 21- py 



MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

CONCUR 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
r \ 

By: ~ ~ ~ ~ w \ l < / L ~  Date: L 1 1 



SEP 2 8 2009 
ENVIRONWIENT~ 

PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

AND 
THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

AFFECTING HISTORIC ROADS AND BRIDGES 
IN MONTANA 

WHEREAS, the Federal Highway Division, Montana Division (FHWA), proposes to 
make Federal funding available to the Montana Department of Transportatioil (MDT) for 
that agency's on-going program to coilstruct or rehabilitate highways and bridges, and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA has determined that this federally-assisted program inay have an 
affect upon a certain class of properties included in or eligible for iilclusion on the 
National Register of Historic Places and has consulted with the Advisory Couilcil on 
Historic Preservation (Council) and the Montana State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) pursuant to Sectioil800.14 of the regulations (36 CFR Part 800) implementing 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 4709; and 

WHEREAS, the FHWA and the MDT have developed a Historic Preservatioil Plan 
(HPP) regarding roads and bridges and that docuineilt has been subject to review under 
36 CFR 800.14 and has been agreed to by FHWA, SHPO and the Council; and 

WHEREAS, this Programmatic Agreement supercedes the original Agreement 
(implemented July 1 7, 1997) and the amendment to that Agreement (implemented 
January 2 1, 1999); and 

WHEREAS, the MDT participated in the consultatioil and has been invited to coilcur in 
this Programinatic Agreement; and 

WHEREAS, all references within this Programmatic Agreement are to the Council's 
regulations that became effective on January 11,2001 ; 

NOW THEREFORE, the FHWA, the Council, and the Montana SHPO agree that the 
program addressed in this Programmatic Agreement shall be administered in accordance 
with the following stipulations to satisfy the FHWA's Section 106 responsibility for all 
individual undertakings of the program. 

Stipulations 

The FHWA will ensure that the following measures are carried out: 

1) The FHWA and MDT will comply wit11 36 CFR $5 800.4 though 800.6 in regard 
to determining eligibility of historic-age bridges. The Historic Preservation Plan 



will apply only to those bridges determined eligible for the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). 

2) The FHWA and MDT will in~pleilleilt the roads and bridges HPP in lieu of 
conlpliailce with 36 CFR 800 in regards to trails, roads, and highways in Montana 
that were constructed after 1 859. 

3) The MDT, in consultation with SHPO, will develop NRHP Multiple Properties 
Docunlents regarding specific bridge types to assist the FHWA, SHPO, and MDT 
in assessiilg the NRHP eligibility of bridges. The docunlents will include 
reinforced concrete, steel stringer, steel girder, and all post-1936 steel truss 
bridges not included in the MDT's 1985 inventory. 

4) For all NRHP-eligible bridges offered for adoption under the HPP for which new 
owners are not found,~istoric  American Engineering Record (HAER) - level 
recordation will be completed before the bridge is demolished. 

5 )  FHWA will carry out the existing MOA's to preserve or record historic bridges 
that are now scheduled for replacement. 

The MDT will continue to record and assign Smithsonian trinomial site numbers 
to segments of historic-age trails. roads. and highway located within the Area of 
Potential Effect (APE) of the MDT's undertakings. Where particular trail, road 
and highway segments involve features of historic significance on a statewide or 
national level, the MDT will consult with SHPO to develop a plan to avoid or 
incorporate the property into the agency's undertaking as specified in Part VI, 
Section 4 of the existing Roads and Bridges Historic Preservation Plan (See 
Attachment One). 

7) The MDT has acquired a 2& mile (10,5601 linear feet) seg~lleilt of the Mullail 
Military Road (24hfN 133) in Mineral Couilty, Montana. The road has been 
preserved and will be developed as a historic recreationallinterpretive trail. The 
MDT will provide funding toward the developmeilt and interpretation of the road 
and list the segment on the National Register of Historic Places. The inteipretive 
plan for the road will be developed in cooperation with the Montana SHPO, the 
Lolo National Forest, and the Salish-Kootenai Tribal Preservation Office. 

8) The MDT will provide funding for the installation of five roadside interpretive 
markers describing the history and significance of pre-1913 trails and roads that 
are adjacent to Montana's existing primary and secondary highway system. The 
marker locations will be determined by MDT and the Montana SHPO. 

9) This Programmatic Agreement will remain in force for as long as the roads and 
bridges HPP is in force or unless Stipulation 13 of this Agreement is invoked. 



10) The MDT will prepare a report bienllially on its illlplenleiltation of the HPP, and 
provide this report to the FHWA, Montana SHPO, and the Council for review, 
coinnlent and consultation if needed. 

11) l'he Couilcil and the SHPO inay illonitor activities carried out pursuailt to this 
Progranlmatic Agreement, and the Council will review such activities if so 
requested by a signatory to this Agreement or by a Inember of the public. FHWA 
will cooperate with the Council and the SHPO in carrying out their monitoring 
and review responsibilities as stipulated in 36 CFR 800.1 3. 

12) Any party to this Progranlrnatic Agreement may request that it be amended, 
whereupon the parties consult in accordance with 36 CFR 800.13 to consider such 
an amendment. 

13) Any party to this Prograinmatic Agreement may terminate it by providing, in 
writing, forty-five (45) days notice to the other parties, provided that the parties 
will consult during the period prior to termination to seek arrangement on 
amendments or other actions that would avoid termination. In the event of 
termination, FHWA will coinply with 36 CFR Part 800.4 through 800.6 with 
regard to individual undertakings covered by this Programmatic Agreement. 

14) Should the Montana SHPO object within sixty (60) days to ally action proposed 
pursuant to this Historic Preselvatioil Plan, the FHWA shall consult with the 
objecting party to resolve the objection. If the FHWA determines that the 
objection cannot be resolved, the FHWA shall forward all documentation relevant 
to the dispute to the Council. Within tlirty (30) days after receipt of all pertinent 
documentation, the Council will either: 

1. provide the FHWA and Montana SHPO with recommendations, which the 
FHWA and Montana SHPO will take into account in reaching a final decision 
regarding the dispute; or 

2. notify the FHWA and Montana SHPO that it will comment pursuant to 36 
CFR 5 800.6(b), and proceed to comment. Any Council con~n~en t  provided in 
response to such a request will be taken into account by the FHWA and 
Montana SHPO in accordance with 36 CFR ;S 800.6(~)(2) with reference only 
to the subject of the dispute; the FHWA and MDT's responsibility to carry out 
all actions under this Historic Preservation Plan that are not the subjects of the 
dispute will remain unchanged. 

15) At any time during implementation of the measures stipulated in this Agreement 
and/or Historic Preservation Plan, should any objection to any such measure or its 

. maimer of implementation be raised by a member of the public, the FHWA shall 
take the objection into account and consult as needed with the objecting party, the 
SHPO or the Council to resolve the objection. 



16) In the event that the FHWA does not carry out the terills of this Prograill~natic 
Agreement, the FHWA will comply with 36 CFR 5s 800.4 tlrrough 800.6 with 
regard to individual undertakings covered by this Programmatic Agreement. 

Executioil and i~llpleillentatioil of this Programmatic Agreement evidences that the 
FHWA has satisfied its Section 106 responsibilities for all individual undertaltiilgs of the 
program. 

ADVIAORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

L 
CONCUR 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 



DEC 0 9 2003  
FIRST AMENDMENT TO 

-%rnFT T ~ y p @  itL&h!"TrJ! PROGRAMMATIC AGREEMENT 
AMONG 

THE FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISRATION 
THE ADVISORY COUNCIL ON HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

AND 
THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

AFFECTING HISTORIC ROADS AND BRIDGES 
IN MONTANA 

WHEREAS, in 2001, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), Advisory Council 
on Historic Preservation (Council), Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) 
signed, and the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) concurred in, a 
Programmatic Agreement implementing a Historic Preservation Plan (HPP) regarding the 
treatment of historic roads and bridges in Montana; and 

WHEREAS, the MDT has determined that the adoption of reinforced concrete, timber 
stringer, and monumental steel truss, stringer and girder bridges pursuant to Section B.4. 
of the HPP (Adopt-A-Bridge Program) is not practical when these bridges cannot be 
preserved in place and have to be relocated; and 

WHEREAS, the MDT recognizes that a published book on historic bridges in Montana 
will encourage appreciation and awareness of the significance of Montana's historic 
bridges and will promote the preservation of these structures; 

NOW THEREFORE, the FHWA, Council, SHPO, and MDT agree that the existing PA 
and HPP shall be amended to include the following stipulations: 

1. For reinforced concrete, timber stringer, and monumental steel truss, stringer 
and girder bridges, the MDT will seek alternatives that allow for them to be 
preserved and adopted in place. If because of new bridge design constraints 
these kinds of bridges cannot be relocated intact, or preserved and adopted in 
place, they will be advertised for adoption under Section B.4 of the HPP for 
an abbreviated 30-days before the scheduled ready date for the project. 

2. The MDT will author and provide $15,000 to the Montana Historical Society 
Press for the publication of a book on the history of bridge construction in 
Montana. The book will be edited and published by the Montana Historical 
Society Press by December 3 1,2006. 



MONTANA DIVISION, FEDERAL HIGHWAY ADMINISTRATION 

By: Date: / z / [ c / D ~  

MONTANA $TATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICER 

CONCUR: 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

By: Date: 
v 





-- Montana Depadment _edJ of Transpodation IN1 . .AL ASSESSMENT FORM FOR STRUC JRE : 

Page 1 of 12 

Form: bms001d 

Pr~nling Date : Wednesday, November 16 2005 
- .  

P00014270+03311 
Location : FORSYTH Structure Name: none 

General Location Data 
District Code, Number, Location : 04 Dist 4 GLENDIVE Division Code, Location :43 MILES CITY 

County Code, Location : 087 ROSEBUD City Code, Location :00000 RURAL AREA 

Kind fo Hwy Code, Description : 2 2 U.S. Numbered Hwy Signed Route Number :00012 

Str Owner Code, Description : 1 State Highway Agency Maintained by Code, Description :I State Highway Agency 

Intersecting Feature : YELLOWSTONE RIVER Kilometer Post, Mile Post : 435.05 krn 269.73 

Structure Loading, Rating and Posting Data 

Structure on the State Highway System : Latitude : 46"15'48" 

Structure on the National Highway System : Longitude : 106"41'54" 

Str Meet or Exceed NBlS Bridge Length : 

Traffic Data 

Current ADT , 540 ADT Count Year : 2004 Percent Trucks : 2 % 

Construction Data 

Construction Project Number : FG 384 3 

Construction Station Number : 273+01 .OO 

Construction Drawing Number : 3808 

Construction Year : 1958 

Reconstruction Year : 

Structure. Roadwav and Clearance Data 

Loading Data : 

Structure Deck, Roadway and Span Data 

Structure Length : 251.46 m 

Deck Area : 2,427.00 m sq 

Deck Roadway Width : 8.53 rn 

Approach Roadway Width : 9.75 m 

Median Code, Description : 0 No median 

S ~ a n  Data 

Design Loading : 
Inventory Load, Design : 

Operating Load, Design : 

Posting : 

Structure Vertical and Horizontal Clearance Data : 
Vertical Clearance Over the Structure : 99.99 m 

Reference Feature for Vedical Clearance : N Feature not hwy or RR 

Vertical Clearance Under the Structure : 0.00 m 

Reference Feature for Lateral Underclearance : N Feature not hwy or RR 

Minimum Lateral Under Clearance Right : 0.00 m 

Minimum Lateral Under Clearance Left : 0.00 m 

Rating Data : 
Truck 1 Type 3 : 
Truck 2 Type 3-53 : 

Truck 3 Type 3-3 : 

Main Span Approach Span 

32.6 rnton 

32.6 rnton 

Number Spans : 4 
Number of Spans : 4 

Material Type Code, Description : 4 Steel continuous Material Type Code, Description : 4 Steel continuous 
Span Design Code, Description : 3 Girder and Floorbeam System Span Design Code, Description : 2 StringerlMulti-beam or Girder 

Deck 

5 MS 18 (HS 20) 

2 AS Allowable Stress 

2 AS Allowable Stress 

5 AUAbove Legal Loads 

Deck Structure Tvoe : 1 Concrete Cast-in-Place I (52) Out-to-Out Width : 9.65 m I 

Posting Operating 
42 

58 

64 

. , 
Deck Surfacing Type : 6 Bituminous 

Deck Protection Type : 0 None 

Deck Membrain Type : 0 None 

Inventory 

4 
(50A) Curb Width : (508) Curb Width : 

0.56 m 0.56 m -, Skew Angle: ' I 
Structure Vertical and Horizontal Clearance Data Inventory Route : - 

Over I Under Direction 
Name 

Route On Structure 

North or West Travel Inventory 
Route 

PO0014 

Horizontal Direction 

NIA 

South, East or Bi-directional Travel 
Vertical Direction 

Both 

Vertical 

99.99 N 

Horizontal 

9.65 rr 



9 -:= Montana Department 
hoge 2 of 12 

~ 3 3  of Transportation INI I mAL ASSESSMENT FORM FOR STRUC r JRE : Form: bms001 d 

Prlnllng Dale :Wednesday. November 16 2005 

P00014270+03311 
Continue 

inspection Data Inspection Due Date : 10 November 2006 Next Under Water lnsp : 01 Dec 2005 

Sufficiency Rating : 80.6 (91) Inspection Fequency (months) : 24 Under Water lnsp Type : Type II 

Health Index. 98.17 Next Fracture Critical Due Date : 10 Nov 2006 

Structure Status :Not Deficient Fracture Critical Detail . 1 or 2 Stl-girder systms 

NBI lnspection Data 

(90) Date of Last lnspection : 

(90) Inspection Date : Inspected By : 

(58) Deck Rating : (68) Deck Geometry ' 
(36C) Approach Rail Rating :O (62) Culvert Rating : 

, . 
(59) Superstructure Rating : (36A) Bridge Rail Rating : 3 (61) Channel Rating : 

(67) Structure Rating : 

(60) Substructure Rating : (368) Transition Rating . 3 (71) Waterway Adequacy 

(72) App Rdwy Align : (36D) End Rail Rating . 0 (1 13) Scour Critical : 
(41) Posting Slalus 

-- 

Deck Sudacing Depth : r , , , 1.00 
in/ lnspection Hours 

Crew Hours for inspection : 

Helper Hours : Snooper 

Special Crew Hours : 
, . ,  .. 

Special Equipment Hours : 

I Inspection W Effected Scope of Covered 
Status Priority Structure Work Action Condition 

Candidate ID Unit States 



*rTTy- 2- c 
ontana Deparlment -*= of Transpoflat~on INI I ,AL ASSESSMENT FORM FOR STRUC 1 JRE : 

P00014270+03311 
Continue 

Page 3 01 12 

Form. bms001d 
Prlnling Dale :Wednesday. November 16 2005 

Element lnspection Data 
* * * * * * * * * *  Span: M a i n - 0 - s p a n s 4 - 7 * * * * * * * * * *  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . .  . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  ...... . . . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  
. . .  

. . . . . . . .  

, 

. . . .  

....-..... 
I : - ,  - N~~~ ,: ': ' " '  " ' ' " . .- ..:. ,. ,?. ,. - 

. ~ . .  . , . , 

. . . . . . .  

, . . , 
' , ,.\ , ' .  ' , . ,  . ' . . 

, . , . ,  . ., . : .  

- Same as previously reported. . . , . - . ,. ... - . , . a -  
, . ,  .:' _ ; ,  

. . 2/18/2003 - Light scaling in conc;ete at underside of deck over pier 6. ~ e b a r  exposed at overhang over-pier 4. .. :# > A ,  ., , 

. $ 

., . . .  . . . . . . .  3/05/2001 - None s .  . 
.., . . , . . 

2/03/1999 - None . 
10112211 997 - None 
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: , ,  : , . < , ; : :  . " " -  
, c:: 

03/05/2001 .: Same as last inspl,:;,--,-.: .. :. . ,:.!:. :.: ' . " ;,:.:, !..L:~.i~s,~:,.;;:<;: . ..;! .: . , A ! .  '.';.. ........ ,,.,: ...... ..* ,,,,,:.!? ,-:.:!?~.2:,;:::! ;-:?':.*.', . . . . , . : A  t .A;- . . . .  . . .  . I . ." , . .  . . . . . . .  . . . .  . . . .  . . . . . .  . .. ;... . ,, (..., ;*. .,,:, .>, < .- ! . ~ , c j : . ~ ~ ~ : . . < : ,  > ;;.,?>,*.: y..,,:, , :,:, !:>, +&: :::.,::;>. * ,.;>-'.':: ; ...,. 1,:. , . . ,,\:,,, "*..:.;..:; ;;:,.:y*?-,, . <  ' ,?:.:.: ,;' "':!:>:,,', 0fi03/1,999i Paint peeli"i in,~re~~:;..;s;:~: . ;:!,;:.:;, , : :  +. ::;:,i :'-. . :. . I : , : , ,  .y .::,.: . . .  . ,,- ~ . ; c A  .,....;. ;;. ,: ,<';,'., . ',, . . . . .  ,.?.: ' ,!. <?i.;: .. .. .. . . ,  f . . .  . . . .  $ ' '.$ ';:.,i',:r:.5,';: ,,.; '!'.<..,, ;., . .  .:.. "' , ,; . . . . . . . . .  .<.. 
...; ' ,.: ..5.'& :.. 

, I - _ _ ,  /, . .  - , . 
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Inspection Notes: 

Element 11 3 - Paint Stl Stringer 
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Element Description 1 

I 
. . . . ,. . . .". , , . . , . . . , .. . . , .  . . . . . . . , , ,, . ., ,. 

11/10/2004 -  one' - '.: " ': ' - . . 
,.. ,. . . . . ,  . . ., 

11/09/2004 - Same as previously reported. . , ,... .., ... 
I ' 

. ,., 
, , . . 

2/18/2003 - Same as last insp. . , . ,. - 

)03/05/2001 - Comments are the same as last insp. I 
p2/03/1999 - Rust on cross frame and gusset plate over pier 6. Scaling paint on cross frame over pier 5 

1 Inspection Notes: 1 
1 
Element 205 - RlConc Column 

1 lnspection Notes: 

(Element - WConc Pier Wall 

previous Inspection Notes : I 

1 Inspection Notes: 


























































































