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Appendix A

MDT Standards and Modifications

Tables A-1 and A-2, taken from the MDT Design Standards manual, show the standard slopes
for both rural and urban principal arterials.

Table A-1. MDT standard slope table for rural principal arterials.

Design Element Design Criteria
Inslope 6:1 (with 3.0 m)
Ditch Width 3.0 m minimum
Slope 20:1 towards back slope
Back slope: cut depth at slope 0-15m 5:1
stake® 1.5m-3.0m Rolling: 4:1
30m-45m Rolling: 3:1
45m-6.0m Rolling: 2:1
>6.0m 151
Full height at slope stake ° 0-3.0m 6:1
30m-6.0m 4:1
6.0m-9.0m 31
>9.0m 2:1

®

0.25:1. For large cuts, benching of the back slope may be required.

o

than or equal to 3.0 m, the typical slope is 6:1.

Cut slope (rock) — the back slope through rock cut sections will be determined by the geotechnical
section based on its field investigation. At a maximum, the back slope typically will not exceed

Fill slope (rock) — in rock fills over 3.0 m high, the typical fill slope is 1.5:1. In rock fills greater

Table A-2. MDT standard slope table for urban principal arterials.

2-lane Multi-lane
Design Element Curbed Uncurbed Curbed Uncurbed
Inslope N/A 6:1 N/A 6:1
Ditch Width N/A 3.0 m minimum N/A 3.0 m minimum
Slope N/A 20:1 towards back | N/A 20:1 towards back
slope slope
Back slope: cut 0-15m As flat as practical | 5:1 As flat as practical | 5:1
depth at slope 15m-30m Rolling: 4:1 31
stake 30m-45m Rolling: 3:1 21
45m-6.0m Rolling: 2:1 151
>6.0m 15:1 15:1
Full height at 0-30m As flat as practical | 6:1 As flat as practical | 6:1
slope stake” 30m-60m 41 41
6.0m-9.0m 31 31
>9.0m 2:1 2:1

a

Cut slope (rock) — for curbed sections, see the typical section figures in section 11.7 of the MDT design manual. The back

slope through rock cut sections will be determined by the geotechnical section based on its field investigation. At a
maximum, the back slope typically will not exceed 0.25:1. For large cuts, benching of the back slope may be required.
® Fill slope (rock) — for curbed sections, see the typical section figures in section 11.7 of the MDT Design Manual in rock fills
over 3.0 m high, the typical fill slope is 1.5:1. In rock fills greater than or equal to 3.0 m, the typical slope is 6:1.
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Appendix A

Table A-3 lists the areas between Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road (reference post 37.1) and
Little Marten Road/Timber Lane Road (reference post 46) where the default MDT standard
slopes have been modified to a steeper slope. This applies to both cut and fill slopes. On cut
slopes, the MDT-standard 3.0-meter (10-foot) flat bottom ditch is used in the cross sections.
This change constitutes a deviation from standards for mitigation of impacts to class | and 11
wetlands, 4(f) lands, and Tribal trust lands dedicated to wildlife habitat management.
Approximate locations where commitments were made in the preliminary design to steepen
slopes are shown. These preliminary measures will be carried forward into final design where it
is determined to be practicable and feasible and safety is not compromised. Actual avoidance
and minimization measures will be determined during the final design process and may include
additional measures at these locations as well as at other locations.

Table A-3. Locations of proposed slope modifications in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan
improvement project preliminary design.

Approximate

Reference Posts Modification

From To Left/Right Location Changed from | Changed to
37.19 37.26 | RT (east) Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
37.24 37.26 | LT (west) Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
37.35 38.08 LT (west) Wetlands / Post Creek / Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
37.62 38.09 | RT (east) Wetlands / Post Creek / Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
39.53 42.04 | LT (west) 4(f) / Ninepipe Reservoir / Wetlands / Tribal Trust Land | Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
39.87 40.88 | RT (east) 4(f) / Ninepipe Reservoir / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
40.88 41.13 | RT (east) Ninepipes Lodge Min. of 6:1 Wall
41.67 41.76 | RT/LT 4(f) / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Wall
41.13 42.04 | RT (east) 4(f) / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
42.21 44.05 | RT (east) 4(f) / Wetlands / Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
42.46 4256 | RT/ILT 4(f) / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Wall
42.31 4320 | LT (west) 4(f) Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
43.31 43.75 LT (west) 4(f) Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
43.81 4420 | LT (west) Crow Creek / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
44.07 4420 | RT (east) Crow Creek / Wetlands Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
44.32 44,56 LT (west) Tribal Trust Land Min. of 6:1 Min. of 4:1
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CONNOLLY

Engineers = Surveyors = Contractors
April 7, 2003

Jon Dahlberg, Area Manager .

Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
Northwestern Land Office

2250 Highway 93 North

Kalispell, MT 59901

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Dahlberg:

This letter requests the Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation
(DNRC) to be a Cooperating Agency on the above-referenced road improvement project in
accordance with the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration's
(FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR 771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be
involved with this project as an Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member,
your response in writing to this request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, DNRC will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as
well as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also
provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days —or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the DNRC has no concerns about the proposed project and
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHW A Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Mr. John Grant

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
5791 Ninepipe Road

Charlo, MT 59824

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Grant:

This letter requests the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (MFWP) to be a Cooperating
Agency on the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S.
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) regulations (23
CFR 771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your 1esponse in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 03 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35.The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai

Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHW A deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-335 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

This project will likely impact lands owned or managed by MFWP including those protected
by Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303) such as:

A. Parks and/or Recreation Areas;
B. Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges;

C. Sites included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470); and/or

D. Lands managed as multiple use which include recreation sites, or wildlife/waterfowl
refuges as listed previously.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
‘Cooperating Agency, MFWP will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as
well as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also
provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the MFWP has no concerns about the proposed project and
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS
Enclosure

ce: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHW A Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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Engineers = Sarveyors = Contractors
April 7, 2003

Brent Esmoil, Acting Field Supervisor
US Fish & Wildlife Service

Fish & Wildlife Service MT Field Office
100 N Park Ste 320

Helena, MT 59601

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Esmoil:

This letter requests the US Fish & wildlife Service (USF&WS) to be a Cooperating Agency
on the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S. Department
of Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR
771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35.The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US -93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

The proposed project may impact USF&WS resources including those protected by Section
4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act (49 U.S.C. 303), such as the following:

A. Parks and/or Recreation Areas;
B. Wildlife/Waterfowl Refuges;

C. Sites included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470); and/or

D. Lands managed as multiple use which include recreation sites, or wildlife/waterfowl
refuges as listed previously.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, US Fish & Wwildlife Service will receive periodic updates on the
progress of the study, as well as requests for your participation in additional coordination
meetings. MDT will also provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your
review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the USF&WSS has no concerns about the proposed project and
does not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure
cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator - MDT District (No. 1)

Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor



Craig Genzlinger, FHWA Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Dave Wiseman, National Bison Range
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Mr. Allan Steinle, Montana Program Manager
US Army Corps of Engineers

Helena Regulatory Office

10 W 15th St Ste 2200

Helena, MT 59626

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Steinle:

This letter requests the US Army Corps of Engineers (COE) to be a Cooperating Agency on
the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR
771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) has jurisdiction by law over all “waters of the
U.S.”, and is requested to be a Cooperating Agency on this proposed project in accordance
with the U.S. Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's)
regulations 23 CFR 771.111(d) and the provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (33
U.S.C. 1251 - 1376, inclusive).

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, US Army Corps of Engineers will receive periodic updates on the
progress of the study, as well as requests for your participation in additional coordination
meetings. MDT will also provide a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your
review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the COE has no concerns about the proposed project and does
not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)

Fred Bente, MDT

Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor

Craig Genzlinger, FHWA Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7,2003

John Wardell, Director

US Environmental Protection Agency
Region 8 Montana Operations Office
10 W 15th St Ste 3200

Helena, MT 59626

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Dahlberg:

This letter requests the US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to be a Cooperating
Agency on the above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S.
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration's (FHWA's) regulations (23
CFR 771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHWA deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.
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However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
Cooperating Agency, EPA will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as well
as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also provide
a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days — or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the EPA has no concerns about the proposed project and does
not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHW A Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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April 7, 2003

Stanley Speaks, Director
Bureau of Indian Affairs
911 NE 11th Ave
Portland, OR 97232

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F
US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement —
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment
Cooperating Agency Request

Dear Mr. Dahlberg:

This letter requests the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) to be a Cooperating Agency on the
above-referenced road improvement project in accordance with the U.S. Department of
Transportation Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA's) regulations (23 CFR
771.111(d)). Even though your agency may already be involved with this project as an
Advisory Committee or Interdisciplinary Team Member, your response in writing to this
request is appreciated.

Skillings-Connolly, Inc., project consultant, is managing the project for the Montana
Department of Transportation. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has
proposed to improve US 93 for a distance of 56.3 miles from Evaro to Polson at MT-35. The
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), MDT, and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai
Tribes (CSKT) prepared a Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and Section 4(f)
Evaluation on June 17, 1996 to describe the proposed project, alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts. A Record of Decision (ROD) was prepared on August
12, 1996, and modified on February 9, 1998, which selected the existing alignment for
improvements. However, this ROD was unique in that FHW A deferred making a decision on
lane configurations until agreement was reached on a number of issues including design
features and mitigation measures.

The parties have since negotiated a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) dated December 20,
2000. The MOA lays out a conceptual lane configuration, design features and mitigation
measures for 30.8 miles of US-93 from Evaro to Red Horn Road / Dublin Gulch Road
intersection near St. Ignatius and for 10.6 miles of US-93 from Spring Creek Road / Baptiste
Road intersection near Ronan to the US-93 / MT-35 intersection near Polson.

However, due to extensive environmental and cultural issues, the segment from the vicinity
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of Red Horn Road on the south to Spring Creek Road on the north was excepted out of the
MOA. This segment, referred to as the Ninepipe/Ronan Segment, requires additional
environmental studies. The parties agreed to prepare a Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement (SEIS) to explore alternative roadway alignments and to evaluate impacts resulting
from new circumstances and additional information relevant to environmental and cultural
concerns for this 11.2-mile section of US-93.

A written response to this Cooperating Agency request is needed for the environmental
documentation for this project. Statements on these matters may result, if necessary, in
further inter-agency coordination to avoid or minimize potential project impacts. As a
- Cooperating Agency, BIA will receive periodic updates on the progress of the study, as well
as requests for your participation in additional coordination meetings. MDT will also provide
a copy of the draft environmental document to you for your review.

Please contact me at Skillings-Connolly, Inc. at (406) 541-7877 if you have any questions
about this request. If no reply is received within forty-five (45) calendar days —or by May 1,
2003 — it will be assumed that the BIA has no concerns about the proposed project and does
not wish to be a Cooperating Agency. Thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

SKILLINGS-CONNOLLY, INC.

Gerald Smith, PE
Project Manager for US 93 SEIS

Enclosure

cc: Loran Frazer, District Administrator — MDT District (No. 1)
Fred Bente, MDT
Jean Riley, MDT Environmental Services Supervisor
Craig Genzlinger, FHWA Operations Engineer - Native American Indian Coordinator
Joe Hovenkotter, CSKT
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United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

MONTANA FIELD OFFICE RECEIVED
100 N. PARK, SUITE 320 ,
HELENA, MONTANA 50601 SEP 0 2 2003
| PHOME (408) 4455225, PAX (406) 4485338 15”*:@%\? - m‘ iy, ing.
M.17 FHWA - Ninepipe SEIS (Hwy. 93) ‘ August 28, 2003
(Gerald Smith
Skillings - Connally, Inc.
2685 Palmer
Buite C
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Dear M, Smithy:

"This responds to your letter dated April 7, 2003, regarding the Supplemental Environmental
Impact Statement to be prepared for the Montana Department of Transportation and the Federal
Highway Administration relative to the Ninepipe - Ronan segment (NH-F 5-1(9)6F) of the

reconstruction of U.S. Highway 93 between Evaro and Polson in Lake County,
Montana, Your letter requested that the U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service (Serviee) be g
Cooperating Agency with regards to this project.

The Service agrees to be a Cooperating Agency for this project. As such, the Service will review
and respond to docurments required for complianco with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.), the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 US.C. 661 et
seq.), and other applicable laws. The Service has been involved with this project and has
provided comments during meetings, discussions, and correspondence with the involved
agencies and consultants.

We Took forward to continuing to work with you on this project. If you have questions regardin
< - hi ooy, phewse contact M. Scott Juckson, of my wadl, af (406)448-5225, exiension 201 PRS-

.

R, Mark Wilson
Ficld Supervisor
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U.8. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEER ~ gy ‘
= MELENA REGULATORY OFFIGE ("‘F i RECENE ! !
‘ , E2200 .| : ‘
Rt JUN 1 22008
SN k . i ' ﬂww , 105,
REPLY TO . 1_? 1,1 June 9, 2003 § S ating Engineens
ATTEHTION OF: ) i
HelmangulatoryOﬁicé ‘  pleot (o ol
Phooe (406) 441-1375 . 1 | )
Fax (406)441-1380 , | ‘
! I
Subject: Corps File Number 2001-90-416
US 93 Supplemental Eavironmental Impact Statement. Ninepipe/Ronan Segment i
NE-F 5-1(9)6F, MDT Control Number 1744 | i
_Mr.Geald Smith, PE. .
Senior Project Engineer -, |
i iy, Io¢. . ¥
2685 Paimer Street, SuiteC . |
Missouls, Montsna 59808 1
I
Dear Mr. Serith: :

’I‘hislettarisaresponset?yomApriﬂ.ZOO.’imqumtthatthe‘:(lllSArmyCorpsofEngineers .
(Corps) be & Cooperating ' for the Montana Department of Tm@spo:tation (MDT) ptoject SRR

listed above. The projectis I " ed on US Highway 93 between the communitics of Evaro and - : ,
Polson in Lake County, Montana. l
Lok - Eb‘:-{'

Under the zuthority of Scction 404 of the Clean Water Act, Department of the Army S
permits are required for the discharge of fill material below the ordinary high water mark of our giE

Nation's rivers, streams, lakes of wetlands. ' . ’, ‘

Pmsumttoﬂ:eNmionalEnvimmnentalPoﬁcyAct,theCorpsagmestobeaCoopemﬁng ‘

Agency. OmparﬁcipaﬁonasacmpmﬁngAgzncywinbeﬁmiwdwmviewingmdmmmenﬁng
on project features that will or may affect Watcrs of the United States. This will be in addition to

pet=-=t = -~ourfiulaiory and pemitting responsibilities.

00

| .
Todd Tillinger of this office is the Corps' project manager for this project. He may be
reached by phone at (406) 441-1375 or by c-mail at 10dd n tillinger@usace army mil. Please

reference Corps File Number 2001-90-416 on all future correspondence and inquiries. |
l n |
I I | L
i ) ty
. Allan Steinle * ;i
'j !3 Montans Program Manager i
cc:  JeanRiley, Montana Deisarhnent of Transportation Environmental Services, Helena ﬁ[ |
|
V1 SONITIINS +++  VISK SONITIIES 088L TV§ 90V IV 8Y:FT £00Z/€T/90
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~ REGION 8, MONTANA OFFICE
FEDERAL BUILDING, 10 West 15% St, Suite 3200
HELENA, MONTANA 58626 ‘
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2685 Palmer, Sutie C SR
Missoula, Montand 59808

Re:  U.S. 93 Supplementsl EIS
Ninepipe/Ronan Segment

- Desr Mr, Smith: ! N
This s i response to your ltter dated April 7, 2003 requestiig EPA 1o be a cooperating

agency with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and Montana Dept. of Transportation
(MDT) during the preparation of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) for

The EPA is interested in providing meaningful and early input on environmental issues of
concem for this project. We are particularly interested in helping to ensure that proper wetland, .
and surface and ground water quality, air quality, tribal concems, and any secondary and
cumulative effects considerations are incorporated into the Supplemental EIS. The Agency,
‘however, has resource limitations and other program commitments which may limit the degree
and extent of EPA's participation in the EIS preparation process. These resource constraints and
other program commitments make it difficult for me to agree to formal full fledged participation
&5 a cooperating agency during the preparation of the EIS (see 40 CFR 1501 Be).

EPA will be reviewing and providing comment on the draft and final Supplemental EIS*s
for this project in accordance with our responsibilities under NEPA and Section 309 of the Clean
Air Act. Mr. Steve Potts, EPA Montana NEPA Coordinator, will coordinate and manage ’
EPA’s participation in and review of this project. As you know EPA has provided EIS guidance
and scoping comments for this project, and EPA staff (Mr, Steve Potis) have participated on the
interdisciplinary team and advisory committec for this project. We enticipate that Mr. Potts, will
continue to participate in interdisciplinary tsam and/or advisory committee meetings and field
trips as resources, workload, and schedules allow. The EPA will also try to review and commment
upon preliminary EIS documents as much as our workload and schedules allow. We encourage |
you to send 1is preliminary EIS documents to allow us the opportunity for early review and input.
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 Thope youunderstand our workload and resource constraints, and our inability to agree to
farmal cooperating agency status, although we will make every effort to provide input and assist
in the EIS preparation process and participate on the interdisciplinary team and advisory
committee as rmuch as our resources and workload will allow. o
¥ you have any questions or would like to diseuss this matter further please fiel free o
call me at (406) 457-5001. You may reach Mr. Steve Potts of my staff at (406) 457-5022 in
Helena, orat (406)329-3313 in Missoula. Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

T B
John F. '

Director

Monwana Dffice

ee;  Cynthia Cody, EPA, 8EPR-N, Denver
Loran Frazier, MD'T, Missoula District Administrator
Fred Bente, MDT, Heleo i
Jean Riley, MDT, Helena o : K L
- Joe Hovencutter, CSKT - o e,

Craig Genzlinger, FHAWA, Helena = oy i

[

R
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APPENDIX C

Section 106, Section 4(f), and Section
6(f) Documentation



A

US.Department Montana Division 585 Shepard Way
of Transportation Helena, MT 59601
Federal Highway January 08, 2008

Administration

In Reply Refer To:

Marcia Pablo
Tribal Historic Preservation Director HDAMT

PO Box 278
Pablo, MT 59855

Subject:  De minimis Finding
NH-F 5-1(9)6 (De minimis Finding)
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Control No. B744

Dear Ms. Pablo:

By way of this letter, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is requesting written
concurrence from the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribal Historic Preservation Office
(THPO) with the determinations of effect as listed below:

During 2004 and 2005, in coordination with your office, it was determined that this project would have
No Adverse Effect to the Flathead Irrigation Project (24L.A91) and the Anderson Farmstead (24LA161)
and No Effect to the Stage Road. Attached for your information is a concurrence letter from your office
and correspondence and an MOA that was executed with the Montana Department of Transportation and
FHWA.

In addition to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), FHW A must
comply with the provisions of Section 4(f) of the 1966 Department of Transportation Act.
Historically, Section 4(f) has required that prior to approval of any federally-funded highway
project resulting in the “use” of listed or eligible historic properties under the NHPA; the FHWA
must perform an avoidance analysis to determine whether there is a “feasible and prudent”
alternative that would avoid the Section 4(f) resource.

In August of 2005, Section 138 of title 23, USC was amended under the Safe, Accountable,
Flexible, and Efficient Transportation Act: A Legacy for Users (SAFETEA-LU). Section 6009 of
SAFETEA-LU provided new legislative authority to address programs and projects with minor
or ‘de minimis’ impacts on a Section 4(f) resource.

More specifically, Section 6009(b) (2) of SAFETEA-LU states:

AMERICAN
ECONOMY | -




Concurrence Request -- THPO 2

(2) HISTORIC SITES.--With respect to historic sites, the Secretary
may make a finding of de minimis impact only if--

(A) the Secretary has determined, in accordance with the
consultation process required under section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. 470f), that--

(1) the transportation program or project will have no adverse
effect on the historic site; or

(i1) there will be no historic properties affected by the
transportation program or project;

(B) the finding of the Secretary has received written concurrence
from the applicable State historic preservation officer or tribal
historic preservation officer (and from the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation if the Council is participating in the
consultation process); and

(C) the finding of the Secretary has been developed in
consultation with parties consulting as part of the process referred
to in subparagraph (A).

This new provision of Section 4(f) is the basis of this letter, and of the FHWA’s determination of
de minimis impacts.

De Minimis Determination

The findings of “no adverse effect” reflect a conclusion that the uses identified in the attached
exhibits will not “alter, directly or indirectly, any of the characteristics of [the] historic property
that qualify the property for inclusion in the National Register in a manner that would diminish
the integrity of the property's location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, or
association.”

If you concur in the “no adverse effect” determination, FHWA intends to make a finding that
impacts to historic resources that would result from implementation of the subject project would
be de minimis for purposes of Section 4(f), as recently amended by Congress.

Request for Concurrence

The FHW A requests the written concurrence of the THPO in the above-described finding of “no
adverse effect” on historic resources from the subject project. This written concurrence will be
evidence that the concurrence and consultation requirements of Section 6009 of SAFETEA-LU,
as they will be codified at 23 U.S.C. § 138(b) (2) (B) & (C), and 49 U.S.C. § 303 (d) (2) (B) and
(C) are satisfied. Concurrence can be provided either by signing and dating this letter or by
separate letter from the THPO to the Federal Highway Administration, 585 Shepard Way,
Helena, MT 59601.



Concurrence Request -- THPO

If you have any questions, please contact Craig Genzlinger at 406-449-5302 ext. 240.

Sincerely,

e =

Kevin L. McLaury, P.E.
Division Administrator

Attachments
0C; Dwane Kailey - MDT Missoula
Jon Axline - MDT

Carl James - FHWA, Transportation Specialist

File: NH-F 5-1(9)6 cg/lw

CONCUR
CSKT THPO:

DATE WSIGNED WMM "Pﬁ’/é/ﬂ'
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THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENAI TRIBES
RECEIVELS FLATHEAD NATION

" PO. Box 278
- .. Pablo, Montana 59855
JUN -3 ZDD ' {406) 275-2700

AX (406) 275-2806
EWOMEHB il: csktcouncil @ cskt.org

Jobeph E. Dupuis - Execusive Secretsry ' TRIBAL COUNCIL MEMBERS:

“Vern L. Clairmont - Exacutive Trassurer D. Frad Matt - Chalrmen
Laon Bourdon - Sergeant-at-Arms Jam! Hame| - Vice Chair

Carola Lankford - Secretary
Jool Clalmnont - Treasuret

Lioyd D, Ivine
Jwe 2’ 2003 Mike Kenmllie
' Mary Leithand
John Axline Eimar "Sonny’ Morigeau
. James Steele, Jr.
Montana Department of Transportation Rlon Trahan

P.0.Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001

RE: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe-Ronan: Control No. 17434
Dear John:

Thank you for sending us the Determination of Effect for the Anderson Farmstead
(24LA161) and the Stage Road. Based onthe construction plan, we concur that the US
93 reconstruction will kave No Adverse Effect on the Anderson Farmstead (24LA161)
gince constraction activity will be confined to the existing R/W, a veoeered retaining wall
will be constructed within the site area, and no physical feanmes of the site will be
directly impacted. We also agree that the project will bave No Effect onthe historic
stage ToLte. :
~\We ape usiclest whether the:Stage Road fies been issiied a'site mumber:and siteforo:  We
. don’t seem to bave s site record for the property Nere and suggest that it probably should
- be issued a site fonn apd fixmber if it hasn’t already been issued.

el g% 1 gt -







\; Montana Fish,,
) Wildlife R Paris

1420 East Sixth Avenue
P O Box 200701

Helena MT 59620-0701
June 10, 2005

Julie Kightlinger :
Herrera Environmental Consultants, Inc.
101 East Broadway, Suite 610
Missoula, MT 59802

RE: US 93 SEIS
Dear Ms Kightlinger:

in response to your letter regarding the above project, Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
(FWP) does own property and may be acquiring additional property in Lake County in
the project vicinity within the next year. The management area is described as Ninepipe
Wildlife Management Area. This land was acquired over many years by approximately
thirty separate acquisitions funded in part through US Fish and Wildlife Service Pittman
Robertson Funds and National Park Service Land and Water Conservation Funds. Each
of these funding sources requires special mitigation treatment for any right of way
impacts. Mitigation requirements must be coordinated with regional wildlife personnel

from the FWP Kalispell/Ninepipe offices and Adam Brooks (444-3032) and Walt
Timmerman (444-3753) of Helena when right of way needs are finalized.

FWP is also responsible for oversight of the state side of the Land and Water
Conservation Fund (LWCF). There are many local municipalities with LWCF-assisted
outdoor recreation sites. If proposed construction or land acquisition activities will affect
such locally owned recreation or park facilities, please contact Walt Timmerman with site
names. Walt will be able to check LWCF database files and provide the LWCF status of
cach named site. Any such site would need to be addressed as a 6(f) property and

appropriate mitigation measures coordinated through his office.

In regard to other potential 4(f) properties, we do not keep information on lands owned or
operated by others that would qualify for 4(f) treatment. This part of your inquiry would
be better addressed through property ownership records or on the ground research.

This letter is not intended as formal comment to the highway 93 project, but rather
information regarding 4(f) and 6(f) property ownership of FWP.

Sincerely,

oty 0200

g il
Land Section Supervisor

C: Region 1, Walt Timmerman, Adam Brooks
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Montana Department of Trapnspartation
{0701 Hospectvvenue v '
PO Box 201001
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Tamuary 14, 2004 MASTER FILE !
Marcia Pablo ' COP Y

CSKT Tribal Preservation Office
Box 278
Pablo MT 59701

Subject: NH-F 5-1(9)6F \E ; \4
US 93 Evaro - Polson -

Control No. B744

5

=%,

JAN 2 1 2004
Skitlings-Connoly, inc.

—wir. ema,
& 4

PRS- VIR TLrY

Dear Marcia:

Enclosed is a draft copy of the Memorandum of Agreement for your review and
comments. The MOA was drafted after our telephone conversation this morning in

.Wwhich we agreed that the above proposed project would have either a No Effect or a No

Adverse Effect on the Flathead Irrigation Project (24LAS1). Based on the scope of the
project, a discussion with FHWA, and the impact to the ditches, we went ahead with the
MOA based on a No Adverse Effect determination. In the MOA we bave stipulated that
the MDT would construct a turg-out on the roadway within the view shed of the impacted
ditches, that we would also provide an historical marker describing the history and ;
significance of the ditches on the Flathead Reservation, and also contribute $6,000 1o the
study that the CS&KT will prepare of the Flathead Irrigation System. '

It was nice talking to you this morning and I'm glad we were able to come to agreement
regarding the irrigation system. ’

- If you have any questions, please contact me at (406) 444-6258 or e-mail at

laxline@state mt.us. :
. ' i e
By i el s

Jomt Axline, Historian
Environmental Services

ce: Loran Frazier, P.E., Missoula District Administrator
Tom Martin, P.E., Consultant Design Bureau
Jean Riley, P.E., Engineering Scction
Bornie Steg, Resources Section

Enviroamentst Sardees Unjt Web Page: www.raditzis cxips, # Qi
’gﬁwlﬂ: (406) 4447228 An Equa/ Opporunity Empioyer Roed Regart: (BON) 226-7823
E‘. B

(406) 4452245 . TTY (800) 13w .
. 1
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT
: NH-F $-1(9)6F
US 93 EVARQ - POLSON
LAKE COUNTY, MONTANA
‘Cantrol No. B744

WHEREAS the Federal Highway Administration (FEWA) proposes to assial the
Montana Departmers of Transportation (MDT) in thnding the US 93 Evaro ~ Polson
Road highway reconstruction project. o~ :

WHEREAS FEW A has determined that the undertaking will have an effect on the
Flathead Trrigation Project (24LA91), 4 property cligible for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places. The FHWA has consulted with the Confederated Salish &
Kootenai Tribal Preservation Office (TPO) pursuant to Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act (16 USC 470) and its implementing regularions, “Protection of
Historic Propesties” (36 CFR 800);

WHEREAS MDT participated in the consultation and have been invited to concur in this
amended Memoraudum of Agreement;

NOW, THERRFORE; FHWA and the Montana SHPO agree that the undertaking will be
implemented in accordance with the following stipulations in order to take inta account
the effect of the undertaking an an istoric property.

Stipulations

1) The MDT will provide a twn-out and funding fore historical interpretive marker
describing the development and significance of the Flathead [rrigation Project on the
Flathead Regervation. The TPO will prepere the text for the intapretive marker and
pravide it to the MDT for roview and production of the malcer.

2) The MDT will provide $6,000 to the CS&K TPO as partiel funding for the inventory
and evaluation of the Flathead Lrigation Project. The MDT will receive five copies
of the completed roport. The MDT's sontribution 1o the study will be acknowledged

in the repori.

3) If adispute arises regarding the implementation of this smended Agresment, FHWA
shall comsult with the objecting party to resolve the dispute. If any consulting party
determines that the dispute cannat be resolved, FEWA shall request the further
comments of the Advisory Council on Hisroric Preservation pursuaut ta the Council’s

regulatians.

EXECUTION OF THIS MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT and implementation of its
termns evidences that FHW A has afforded the Councd an oppormnity 1o comment 00 the

rF=oas

o s

PAGE @2
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NE-F S4{%) 6F Memopanidum of Agreeraent ago 2

US 93 Evaro — Polson highway reconstruction
project and its affects on bistoric
properties, and that FHWA has iaken -into account
histaric propertics. the cffect of the Undertaking on
20 - 200¢—
Degte
W(“é’/ a’-/ o fe

‘%ﬁ ederated Salish & Kootendi Daww / ¢ Z
Tribes

Caoncurring Party:

2/5/04

Datc

’ %ia Pablo, Director, Tribal Preservaticn ate =

Oifice




APPENDIX D

Draft 404(b)1 Analysis



Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

US 93 Evaro-Polson EIS

SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan
MDT NH-F 5-1 (9) 6F
Control No. B744

Prepared for:

Montana Department of Transportation

December 2007

Prepared By:

JSKILLINGS
CONNOLLY

71




Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION ....ioiti ittt ettt ettt ettt ste e ste s tesaeesbs e ebe e beeabesrbesteesbeesbeesbesnresnneanes 1
SECTION 2. PROJECT DESCRIPTION .....ooci ittt sttt sttt eba et st sbaestaesta s besstssbessnesans 1
2 N 1o L7y 1 T N PSSP 1
2.B. GENERAL DESCRIPTION ....uttiiiiiiiteiitteeesitteeessstesessateeaeateseesassssessssssssasssssesasssssssssesssasssssesasssesssssssssssnseennnes 4
(o] T=To - Tox (o | o U oo S 4
0 T=To Y (T g7 4
2.C. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE .....cecittiiiieeiitiestee sttt e seeestteesteeestaeessaeestaeesseeestseessseessssesseesssssesseeessseesseeessnsensenees 8
2.D. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL ... .vvtieiitiiee it e e cteee e ettt e e eeivee e sveeeeeevveeeenes 8
2.D.1 General Characteristics Of MAterial.........cc.ccovviiiiiiii it 8
2.D.2 QUANLILY OF MALETTAL .......civiiieiiiic bbb 8
2.D.3. SOUICE OF IMALEIIAL ....ccveiiiieciec ettt et e b e et e e be e et e e s be e sabe e sabeesabeeenbeesaras 9
2.E. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITES ....ccittiieiiiiieeitiee e ettt e e esttee e s steeeestbeeeesaseeessaneeaessaeeeaanes 9
A = A o Tz L o] 0 1 (=TRSO PROPRTR 9
2. E.2 SHZ8 OF SIBS ..iiviiitiiitiiie ittt ettt ettt et e st e s b e e te et e eab e ehe e be e be b e b e ehb et e e beesbe e nreerresaeeaaes 9
B O B Y/ TN 0 1 (=TT USSR 9
2.E.4 Types of Wetland HabitalS.........c.cc.civiiiiiiiiiie ettt st sr s 21
2.E.5 Timing and Duration of DISCRAIQE..........ccceiviiiiiieieeieiecse sttt es 21
2.F. DESCRIPTION OF DISPOSAL IMETHOD......cciittiititeiieeitreeseeesteeesteeestaeesseesstseesseesstasansessssesensessssessnsessssessnsens 21
P2 b A o T o Lo YAV To =T o TV PSS 22
2.F.2 Bridge and CUIVErt CONSIIUCTION. ......c..ciiuiiiiriiietirteiet e 22
SECTION 3: FACTUAL DETERMINATIONS (SECTION 230.11) .ceciiiiieieieiieie e et sie e e 22
3.A. PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE DETERMINATIONS ....ccititiiiitiieeiititeeeatteeesiteeeesstbeeesasteeeessseassssbeeesastessesassesessssenanns 22
3.A.1 Substrate E1evation and SIOPE ..ottt et 22
3.A.2 Compare Fill Material and Substrate at DiSCharge Site ..o 23
3.A.3 Dredged/Fill MAEIIAl .......cc.coviiiiiieciieecee et sttt r et e s be b e te e enee e ers 23
3.A.4 Physical Effects on Benthos, Invertebrates, and Vertebrates...........cccoeveveniiienecnsieceeeeceesie e 23
3.A.5 Erosion and ACCIELION PattBrNS.......c.ccivciiiiiiiiriiie e ittt ettt ere e sbeebe st estaesbeesbeesteseesbeesbeesbeenbeens 24
3.A.6 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPACES.........cccceruirerieiirie e 24
3.B. WATER CIRCULATION, FLUCTUATION AND SALINITY DETERMINATIONS......cciiveeiieerireeireeesieesnnneeseneennnens 25
K= T AT 1T SRR 25
3.B.2 Current Patterns and CirCUIAtiON...........cccooiuiiiiiiiie ettt ere e ree s 26
3.B.3 Normal Water Level FIUCTUALIONS .........ccuviiiiiiiee ettt sttt et e s ebeeeree s 27
3.B.4 SAIINITY GFATIBNES .. .c.eiuiitiieiiitiie ettt ettt bbb bbbt 27
3.B.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPACTS.........cccoririiiiine e 27
3.C. SUSPENDED PARTICULATE/ TURBIDITY DETERMINATIONS ....cvviiitieeetieeitieeiteeeiteeesteessteesnseessseessessssessnseeas 28
3.C.1 Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in the Vicinity of the Disposal
] (=IO OORSPRPRRPR 28
3.C.2 Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column ..........cccccvvvvvienecieiicicce e, 28
K O I i (<Tox ro o] g1 =] [0 - NSO TOTROPRPRRU 29
3.C.4 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPaCES.........c.cveiirieieiireie s 29
3.D. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ORGANISM DETERMINATIONS ....vvviiiteieeiirieieeeteeeesreeeesetveeesssseessssseessssseneans 30
3.D.1 Effects on Special AQUALIC SIES .........cuiiriiiriiiiirie e e 30
3.D.2 Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species and Their Habitats ...........ccccooevviienniicinienee 33
3.D.3 Effects 0n Other ANIMAIS ........c.vviiiiiiii ettt e et e e sb e sbe e ereeebee s 38
3.D.4 Effects 0N TerreStrial PIANTS .......c.ociiiiiiiecie ettt sttt be e st sabe e sbee e sbaeesaee e 39
3.D.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize IMPACLS .........ccoueiiriiiiiie e 40
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Section 1. Introduction

The 404(b)(1) Guidelines, found in Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations, Part 230, are the
substantive criteria used in evaluating discharges of dredged or fill material into Waters of the United
States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and are applicable to all 404 permit decisions.
Fundamental to these Guidelines is the precept that dredged or fill material should not be discharged
into the aquatic ecosystems unless it can be demonstrated that such discharges would not have
unacceptable adverse impacts either individually or in combination with known and/or probable
impacts of other activities affecting the ecosystems of concern.

Subpart B of the guidelines establishes four conditions, which must be satisfied to make a finding that
a proposed discharge complies with the guidelines. Section 230.10 provides that:

a) Except as provided under Section 404(b)(2), no discharge of dredged material shall be
permitted if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed discharge which would have
less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as the alternative does not have other
significant adverse environmental consequences.

b) No discharge of dredged or fill material shall be permitted if it violates state water quality
standards, Section 307 of the Clean Water Act, or the Endangered Species Act of 1973.

¢) No discharge of dredge or fill material shall be permitted which would cause or contribute to
significant degradation of the waters of the United States.

d) Except as provided under Section 404(b)(2), no discharge shall be permitted unless
appropriate and practicable steps have been taken which will minimize adverse impacts of
the discharge on the aquatic ecosystem.

Mitigation to offset significant and insignificant adverse impacts may be developed which could
result in bringing a project into compliance with the guidelines. Impacts must be avoided to the
maximum extent practicable and remaining unavoidable impacts will then be mitigated to the extent
appropriate and practicable by requiring steps to minimize impacts and finally, by compensation for
loss of aquatic resource values.

This evaluation represents the views of MDT on how the proposed action complies with the
requirements of the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. It is not intended to represent the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE) views, conclusions, or their final 404(b)(1) Evaluation.

Section 2. Project Description

2. A. LOCATION

The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT),
and the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (CSKT) propose to improve an 18-kilometer
(11.20-mile) section of the existing U.S. Highway 93 (US 93) corridor in Montana. US 93 serves as
the major north-south transportation corridor in western Montana (Figure 1, Vicinity Map). The

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project extends from Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road to the
proposed project’s northern terminus at Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road (Figure 2, Location of
Project on the US 93 Corridor). The project corridor lies entirely within Lake County, on the
Flathead Reservation, which is governed by the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes.

The Ninepipe/Ronan area is a wetland complex, located partially within a National Wildlife Refuge,
which includes thousands of pothole wetlands, which offer diverse wildlife habitat. The Post Creek
drainage basin, an important corridor for fish and wildlife, is also located within the project area.
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Prime farmland acreage is prevalent along the unincorporated project segments of US 93 to the north
and south of the City of Ronan. Residential and commercial activity is primarily limited to single
family residences on large lots. Commercial activity is often of single proprietors operating from
residential properties. Within the city limits of Ronan, natural habitats are limited to Ronan Spring
Creek, which crosses US 93, and a limited number of wetlands near the northern terminus of the
project corridor. US 93 is a major commercial corridor through the City of Ronan, with adjacent
businesses providing a variety of motorist related services.

2.B. GENERAL DESCRIPTION

Project Background

In 1996, the FHWA, MDT, and CSKT issued the U.S. Highway 93 — Evaro to Polson — Missoula and
Lake Counties, Montana: Final Environmental Impact Statement and Section 4(f) Evaluation;
FHWA-MT-EIS-95-01-F; F 5-1(9)6 (FHWA and MDT 1996) (referred to as the US 93 Evaro to
Polson FEIS) consistent with requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The
Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) described the impacts from improvement of a 90.6 km
(56.3 mile) section of US 93 from Evaro to Polson. A Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(SEIS) is being prepared concurrently with this 404(b)(1) Evaluation that will describe impacts to the
Ninepipe/Ronan section of US 93. The SEIS is being prepared as a supplement to the FEIS to
examine various alternatives for improving transportation in the project corridor and to identify the
associated environmental impacts.

The US 93 Evaro to Polson FEIS described the proposed project and alternatives, and the social,
economic, and environmental impacts of the corridor project. A Record of Decision (ROD) was
issued on August 12, 1996; however, the ROD deferred making a decision on lane configurations,
mitigation measures, and a Section 4(f) determination until agreement was reached by FHWA and
MDT, along with their cooperating agency, the CSKT.

Representatives from MDT, FHWA, and CSKT (referred to as the “three governments” or
“proponents”) then negotiated and signed the Memorandum of Agreement-US 93 Evaro to Polson
(MDT, FHWA, and CSKT 2000) (referred to as the US 93 Corridor MOA). The US 93 Corridor
MOA, dated December 20, 2000, lays out the preferred conceptual roadway improvements, including
lane configurations, design features, and mitigation measures for 50 kilometers (30.6 miles) of US 93
from Evaro to the Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road intersection (RP 37.1) near Saint Ignatius and
for 17.4 kilometers (10.8 miles) of US 93 from the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection
near Ronan (RP 48.3) to the MT 35 intersection near Polson (RP 59.1). The US 93 Corridor MOA
does not include an 18-kilometer (11.2-mile) section between the Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road
intersection (RP 37.1) and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection (RP 48.3), which is
called the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor.

The three governments agreed to prepare a Supplemental EIS (referred to as the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan SEIS) for the Ninepipe/Ronan section. It was agreed a supplement was needed to
explore possible alternate alignments around the environmentally sensitive Ninepipe glacial pothole
wetland complex, and to study in more depth the effects of the highway improvement on the wetlands
and wildlife in the corridor.

Project Alternatives

The SEIS evaluates the following alternatives:
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0 Action

The No Action Alternative will perpetuate the existing highway with no substantial improvements.
Any improvements to the existing system would be considered on individual merits and could include
spot safety improvements, channelization at intersections, climbing lanes, and signalization as
dictated during the coming years.

Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action, it is
evaluated in detail in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the
Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations.

Lane Configuration Alternatives

All of the alternatives under consideration represent various combinations of the lane
configurations included in the following descriptions.

The 1996 US 93 FEIS defined the four-lane configurations included in the study as follows:

Lane configuration A is a two-lane two-way highway with auxiliary lanes. Where needed,
passing lanes will be added for short distances, designated left-turn bays will be constructed
at important intersections, and continuous two-way left-turn center medians will be
constructed where there are high numbers of intersections and driveways.

Lane configuration B is a four-lane highway with two traffic lanes in each direction.
Designated left-turn bays will be constructed at important intersections.

Lane configuration C is a four-lane highway with a continuous two-way left-turn center
median.

Lane configuration D is a four-lane highway with a divided, unpaved center median.
Designated left-turn bays will be constructed at important intersections.

The alternatives studied in the SEIS include these lane configurations and variations of them singly or
in combinations over the length of the proposed project.

All of the action alternatives will include reconstruction of the existing roadway. The reconstruction
will provide for curvilinear horizontal alignment roughly following the existing roadway to minimize
impacts to adjacent lands. Included will be construction of wider shoulders and revision of the
vertical alignment to accommodate structures crossing waterways, streams, and riparian areas. Many
of these structures will also serve as wildlife crossings. All slopes will follow the slope tables for
rural and urban principal arterials as shown in the MDT Design Standards, except as modified in the
preliminary project design (see Appendix A of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project Draft
SEIS).

Rural Alternatives

The following alternatives were studied in detail. Impacts are set forth for two segments in the rural
portion of the proposed project.
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The Post Creek Hill segment begins at Red Horn Road and ends at the top of Post Creek Hill just
south of Gunlock Road. The Ninepipe segment begins just south of Gunlock Road at the top of Post
Creek Hill and ends at the south Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 1 consists of a two-lane undivided highway throughout the length of the section.

Alternative Rural 2 includes a two-lane undivided highway with a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) northbound
passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill just south of Gunlock Road.

Alternative Rural 3, the rural preferred alternative, would include a two-lane undivided highway with
a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill and a
four-lane divided section from Brooke Lane to the south Ronan City limits.

Following publication of the draft SEIS more than 100 comments requesting the addition of a
separated bicycle/pedestrian path were received (comments received on the draft SEIS are included in
Appendix J). As a result of these comments, the project proponents endorsed the inclusion of a
bicycle/pedestrian path from Red Horn/Dublin Gulch Road to Buchanan Street in Ronan in the final
PA.

Alternative Rural 4 would include a two-lane undivided highway with the addition of a 1.6+ km (1+
mile) southbound passing lane extending from south of the project limits to Post Creek, a 2.9 km (1.8
mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, a 1.6 km (1 mile)
southbound passing lane from Mollman Pass Trail to Brooke Lane, and a four-lane divided section
from Brooke Lane to the south Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 5 would include a two-lane undivided highway with the addition of a 2.4 km (1.3
mile) southbound passing lane extending from south of the project limits to Post Creek Road, a 2.9
km (1.8 mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, and a 1.5
km (0.9 mile) four lane divided roadway from Innovation Lane to the south Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 6 would provide a two-lane undivided highway from Red Horn Road to Post Creek

Road with a 1.6 km (1.0 mile) southbound passing lane from south of the project limits to Post Creek,
a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) section of four-lane divided roadway with independently aligned southbound and

northbound travel lanes from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, two lanes undivided from
the top of Post Creek Hill to Bouchard Road, and four lanes divided from Bouchard Road to the south
Ronan City limits.

Alternative Rural 7 provides for a two-lane undivided highway from Red Horn Road to the south
Ronan City limits, with the addition of a 1.3 km (0.8 mile) southbound passing lane from south of the
project limits (RP 36.7) to approximately 180 m (600 feet) south of Post Creek, a 2.9 km/ 1.8 mile
northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek Hill, a 2.1 km (1.3 mile)
northbound passing lane from RP 44.2 (north of Crow Creek) to RP 45.5 (north of Bouchard Road),
and a 1.0 km (0.6 mile) southbound passing lane from RP 45.5 (north of Bouchard Road) to RP 46.1
just north of Little Marten Road/Timber Lane Road. The horizontal alignment generally follows the
existing roadway with the curvilinear alignment added. The vertical alignment is a departure from
the other alternatives, as the major structures are much more extensive. There would be a major
structure at Post Creek and then from approximately Gunlock Road to just north of Crow Creek the
highway would be nearly entirely on structures. Passage of large animals throughout the lengths of
these structures is the objective. Left-turn lanes would be provided only at Gunlock Road, Eagle Pass
Trail, Montana Highway 212 (MT 212), and Mollman Pass Trail in the Gunlock Road to Crow Creek
section. All other public roads would be terminated, and all accesses would be right turn only, no
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left-turns provided. There would be a half round turnout at each end providing parking and for

observing the pristine wetland areas. The elevated structure section would resemble an elevated
parkway and would be constructed within the existing right-of-way. There would be additional

observation areas constructed near Ninepipe Reservoir, MT 212, and Mollman Pass Trail.

Alternative Rural 8 consists of four lanes undivided throughout its length.

Alternative Rural 9 would provide for four lanes divided throughout its length.

Alternative Rural 10 is similar to Alternative Rural 5, but has differing passing lane components. It
would include two lanes undivided with the addition of a 0.8 km (0.5 mile) two-way left-turn lane
extending from Dublin Gulch Road/Red Horn Road northward to a business entrance driveway on the
east side, a 2.9 km (1.8 mile) northbound passing lane from Post Creek Road to the top of Post Creek
Hill, a 1.9 km (1.2 mile) southbound passing lane from the top of Post Creek Hill to Eagle Pass Trail,
and a 1.5 km (0.9 mile) section of four lane divided roadway from Innovation Lane to the south
Ronan City limits.

Ronan Alternatives

The Ronan portion of the proposed project extends from the south city limits just south of Little
Marten Road to Spring Creek Road on the north end.

Alternative Ronan 1 consists of four lanes with a raised landscaped median on the existing alignment
throughout most of the length, transitioning to a four-lane divided section at the north end of the
proposed project between old US 93 and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection.

Alternative Ronan 2 consists of four lanes on the existing alignment with a continuous two-way left-
turn lane transitioning to a four-lane divided section at the north end of the proposed project between
old US 93 and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection.

Alternative Ronan 3 would be a couplet with a two-lane one-way roadway northbound on the existing
US 93 alignment and a two-lane southbound roadway constructed on the First Avenue SW alignment.
This alternative would largely be constructed within the existing right-of-way of US 93 and First
Avenue SW, except where the southbound transitions away from the existing and back again, where
new right-of-way would be required. Transition sections would also be necessary at the southerly end
to the selected rural lane configuration and to a four-lane divided section on the north end between
old US 93 and the Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road intersection.

Alternative Ronan 4, the urban preferred alternative, would be a couplet with the northbound
roadway on the existing alignment, and the southbound roadway on First Avenue SW, nearly
identical to Alternative Ronan 3, except the southbound roadway on First Avenue SW would consist
of a wider section which would include a 3 m/ 10 ft planting area and a 3.6 m / 12 ft buffer on the
west side of the street, and a 3 m / 10 ft planting area and a 1.8 m / 6 ft buffer on the east side. Most
of the right-of-way would be purchased from the east side of the street to provide the maximum
buffer to the neighborhood on the west. Transition sections, as described under Alternative Ronan 3,
would also be necessary under this alternative.

Alternative Ronan 5 would be similar to the existing except that the three lanes would include curb
and gutter on the existing alignment, with sidewalks for pedestrians and bicycle lanes for the
bicyclists. Transition sections would also be necessary at the southerly end to the selected rural lane
configuration and to a four-lane divided section on the north end between old US 93 and the Baptiste
Road/Spring Creek Road intersection. It would also include improvements to First Avenue SW and
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 7 Skillings-Connolly
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First Avenue SE to provide for additional traffic circulation parallel to the US 93 roadway. This
circulation would be for local traffic and may also be used as a bypass to the main roadway during
periods of congestion.

The major environmental impacts and benefits of the rural and urban action alternatives are
summarized in Sections 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of the Draft SEIS.

2.C. AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE

US 93 is important to local, regional and nationwide transportation; the volume of traffic is high, has
been steadily increasing and is projected to continue to increase. The existing roadway has various
geometric features that do not meet current guidelines and standards for safety and design. Existing
level-of-service (LOS) is poor, and is projected to get worse by the design year 2024. With the high
volume of traffic, the accident rate is lower than the statewide average accident rate, while accident
severity numbers (proportion of fatal and injury accidents) are substantially higher than statewide
averages. Bicycle and pedestrian facilities are very limited in the project corridor. The City of
Ronan, CSKT, and MDT have all supported the need for improved bicycle and pedestrian
accommaodations.

The US 93 Evaro to Polson FEIS described the proposed project, alternatives, and social, economic
and environmental impacts of the proposed project. A Record of Decision (ROD) was issued, which
selected the existing alignment for improvement throughout the length of the proposed project,
calling for a corridor bypassing the City of Ronan, and allowing for right-of-way acquisition and
access control. However, the ROD deferred making a decision on lane configurations, mitigation
measures, and a Section 4(f) determination until agreement was reached by the three stakeholders on
lane-configuration, design features, and mitigation measures for the corridor bypass.

The Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project corridor, which is a segment of the overall U.S. Highway
93 Evaro to Polson project, is an 18 km (11.2 mile) section that extends from Dublin Gulch Road/Red
Horn Road to Baptiste Road/Spring Creek Road. This section is being evaluated separately from the
overall project due to design conditions and alternative analysis. The purpose of the proposed action
within this section remains the same as stated; to improve the transportation system of US 93. This
supplement (SEIS) to the US 93 FEIS will evaluate impacts to various alternatives within the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor. This 404(b)(1) Evaluation will detail impacts to the aquatic
ecosystem based on the different alternatives.

2.D. GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE DREDGED OR FILL MATERIAL

2.D.1 General Characteristics of Material

Fill material will be excavated locally and will be similar in physical and chemical characteristics to
substrate in wetlands that are filled. Material used in wetland fills is likely to be an American
Association of State and Transportation Highway Officials (AASHTO) approved fill material with no
organics, more granular soils, etc. Also, some sub-excavation may be needed for construction of the
road base. While excavation and borrow sites have not been identified at this time, the site will be
chosen in part on certain characteristics. General fill material may be suitable soils, including earth
and crushed or naturally occurring sands and gravels. Some fill material may be concrete, steel, or
similar materials that could be used for culvert or bridge construction. Rock riprap may be used to
resist erosion around flowing water.

2.D.2 Quantity of Material

Quantities of fill material will depend upon the action alternative that is selected and specific
topographical features of affected wetlands. Quantities of fill material to be placed will be
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determined during the final design phase of the proposed project. Quantities will be sufficient to
construct the roadway and appurtenant features. Appendix A of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan
improvement project Draft SEIS details the MDT standard slopes applied in the preliminary design
for the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project.

2.D.3. Source of Material

The locations of the borrow pits that will be used as fill material for the proposed project have not yet
been finalized. The source of fill material to be placed will be determined during the final design
phase of the proposed project. Borrow or excavation sites will not be allowed if they have high levels
of salinity, acid-generating materials, heavy metals, pesticides or other elements or substances
potentially harmful to fish, wildlife, or other aquatic organisms. Due to the fact that borrow sites
would require environmental review and approval prior to their use, development of the borrow sites
will not have any adverse effects on aquatic resources, cultural or historic resources, or any threatened
or endangered species.

2.E. DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED DISCHARGE SITES

The information contained in this section is summarized from the Biological Resources Report:

US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project (Herrera 2005a) prepared for the proposed project. The
report documents the methodology used in the wetland determination, describing the location, overall
size, and type of wetlands identified within the project corridor. The report also describes the
potential impacts to site wetlands that are associated with the action alternatives, and the proposed
mitigation for each alternative. Table 1 is a summary of the wetland occurrence, wetland
classification, and associated water bodies in the project corridor

2.E.1 Location of Sites

Wetlands and surface waters (measured by area) affected by the action alternatives are located within
Lower Flathead Watershed (HUC 17010212). The locations of all identified wetlands are listed in
Table 1 (Wetland Location and Classification). The locations of other surface waters in the project
area are listed in Table 2.

2.E.2 Size of Sites

The wetland boundaries were determined using the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory 1987). All wetlands within the proposed right-of-way lines, either
completely or partially, were evaluated to determine the extent of their boundaries.

Table 1 shows the estimated overall acreage of each wetland within the corridor at each specific
location.

2.E.3 Type of Sites

Wetlands in the project area are divided into five wetland types based on their appearance and
position in the landscape: riparian zone wetlands, pothole wetlands, Ninepipe Reservoir wetlands,
irrigation feature wetlands, and roadside ditch wetlands. Riparian zone wetlands are located in the
floodplains of associated streams, outside of the stream channel. Prairie pothole wetlands are
depressions in the landscape that are fed by surface water or groundwater. These depressional areas
were formed by glaciation. Pothole wetlands were further divided into 3 groups: Group 1 pothole
wetlands are inundated by precipitation, surface water runoff, and/or ground water inflow for all of
the year; Group 2 pothole wetlands are usually saturated at or near the soil surface for all or most of
the year and inundated for portions of the year; and Group 3 pothole wetlands are depression areas
that are inundated periodically, but with much longer lengths of time between inundations. Ninepipe
Reservoir wetlands are the two wetlands within the US 93 right-of-way that are associated with the
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Characteristics of wetlands in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project corridor.

Unclassified riparian or 1 05(1.2)

wetland site

Sedge community type 11 0.01 (0.03)

0.8 (1.9)

Quaking aspen/red-
osier dogwood habitat

type

Common cattail habitat v 0.2 (0.5)

type

Skillings-Connolly
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H17D 385 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.04 (0.2)
type

H17F 38.6 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.1)
type

H18B 38.4t0 38.6 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM Nebraska sedge 11 1.6 (3.8)
community type

H19B 38.61039.1 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Nebraska sedge 1 0.8 (2.0)
community type

H21A 39.1t039.3 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.3(0.7)
type

H22A 39.410 39.6 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
jurisdictional type

H22C 394 Irrigation feature Non- PEM Reed canarygrass 11 0.1(0.2)
jurisdictional habitat type

H23B 39.6t0 39.7 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
jurisdictional type

H24A 39.7 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM Sedge community type 11 0.1(0.2)
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H24C 39.8 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.04 (0.10)
wetland jurisdictional type

H25A 39.8 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

H26B 39.9 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Reed canarygrass 11 0.04 (0.2)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

H27A 39.9t0 40 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 1.3(3.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

H27C 40 Group 3 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.01 (0.02)
wetland type

H27E 39.9 Group 3 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland type

H27G 40 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.6 (1.5)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

H271 40 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.04 (0.10)
jurisdictional type
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H29A 40.4 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.9(2.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

H30B 40.4t0 40.8 Ninepipe Reservoir Jurisdictional PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass ] 7.8 (19.3)
habitat type

H31B 411 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.3(0.7)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

H32B 411 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

H32D 41.2 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.004 (0.01)
wetland jurisdictional type

H33B 41.2 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PSS, Black 1l 0.8 (2.0)
wetland jurisdictional PFO cottonwood/herbaceous
community type

H34A 41.3 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Black 1 0.3(0.7)
wetland jurisdictional cottonwood/herbaceous
community type
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H34C 41.3t041.4 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PSS, Black cottonwood/red- 1l 1.4 (3.5)
wetland jurisdictional PUB osier dogwood
community type

H35A 41.4 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PFO, Reed canarygrass 11 0.02 (0.05)
PAB, PUB habitat type

H36A 415 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

H37B 41.6t041.8 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 1.7 (4.2)
wetland, Kettle jurisdictional habitat type
Pond 1

H39A 41.9 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

H40A 42 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.9 (2.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

H40C 42 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.2 (0.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

H40E 421 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 14 Skillings-Connolly
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11A 42.1 Irrigation feature Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.004 (0.01)
jurisdictional type

12A 422 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

13B 424 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

13D 424 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.4 (1.0)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

14A 42.51042.6 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 2.00 (5.0)
wetland, Kettle jurisdictional habitat type
Pond 2

I5A 42.7 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

16A 42.7 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.10 (0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

16C 42.8 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.03 (0.07)
wetland jurisdictional type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 15 Skillings-Connolly
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I16E 42.8 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

17B 42.9 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.6 (1.5)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

I8A 43 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

18C 43.1t043.2 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.6 (1.5)
wetland jurisdictional type

19A 43.3 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.3(0.7)
wetland jurisdictional type

110A 43.4 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

111B 43.4 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v .004 (0.01)
jurisdictional type

111D 43.4 Roadside ditch Non- PEM Common cattail habitat v .004 (0.01)
jurisdictional type
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112B 435 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

113A 434 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

113C 435 Group 3 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Reed canarygrass 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional habitat type

113E 435 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM, PUB Common cattail habitat 1 0.02 (0.05)
wetland jurisdictional type

114A 43.6 to 43.7 Group 2 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.50 (1.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

114C 43.6 t0 43.8 Group 1 pothole Non- PEM Common cattail habitat 1 0.9(2.2)
wetland jurisdictional type

116A 44 to 44.2 Riparian zone Jurisdictional PEM, PSS, Unclassified riparian or 1l 15(3.7)
(Crow Creek) PAB, PUB wetland site

117A 44.2 to 44.3 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.2)
type
117C 44.4t0 445 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.2)
type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 17 Skillings-Connolly
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117E 447 Roadside ditch Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.1(0.2)
type
118B 44.8 Roadside ditch Non- PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

118D 44.9 Roadside ditch Non- PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

119B 44.6 to 44.7 Roadside ditch; Jurisdictional PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.4 (1.0)
Group 2 pothole type
wetland

120B 45.1 Roadside ditch Non- PAB Common cattail habitat v 0.01 (0.02)
jurisdictional type

121A 45.1 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 1 0.3(0.7)
type
122A 455 Irrigation feature Non- PEM Unclassified riparian or v 0.2 (0.5)
jurisdictional wetland site

J2A 47.2 Group 2 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 1 0.1(0.2)
wetland type
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 18 Skillings-Connolly
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Provisional - i f
USACE Estimated Size
Wetland Jurisdictional Cowardin Hansen Community Montana Wetland Hectares
ID Reference Post Wetland Type ? Status " Class ° Type ¢ Category ° (acres)
J2B 47.2 Irrigation feature Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Unclassified riparian or 11 0.1(0.2)
wetland site
J2C 47.1t047.2 Riparian zone Jurisdictional PEM, PSS, Reed canarygrass I 0.9 (2.2)
(Ronan Spring PUB habitat type
Creek)
J2D 47.1 Riparian zone Jurisdictional PEM, PSS, Reed canarygrass 1 0.1(0.2)
(Ronan Spring PUB habitat type
Creek)
J3A 47.4 Irrigation feature Non- PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 11 0.6 (1.5)
jurisdictional type
J4A 48.2 Group 3 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 1 0.3 (0.7)
wetland type
J4B 48.3 Group 1 pothole Jurisdictional PEM, PAB Common cattail habitat 11 1.3(3.2)
wetland type

Wetland types, including the pothole wetland groupings, are described below in this section.

® USACE jurisdictional status was determined by project biologists and has not been confirmed by the USACE. Wetlands within the project corridor are also regulated
by CSKT per the Aquatic Lands Conservation Ordinance 87A.
¢ Source: Cowardin et al. 1979. Wetland classes include: PAB - palustrine aquatic bed, PEM — palustrine emergent, PFO -palustrine forested, PSS - palustrine scrub-

¢ Source: MDT 1995.

shrub, PUB - palustrine unconsolidated bottom wetland
Source: Hansen et al. 1995.

The size of the wetland is the area of the wetland generally within the proposed right-of-way for the widest alternative (Rural 9). Many of the wetlands in the project

corridor are entirely within this limit and others, such as wetlands associated with streams and the Ninepipe Reservoir extend beyond this limit. For the latter case, the
acreage presented does not represent the size of the entire system.
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Ninepipe Reservoir. Irrigation feature wetlands include feeder canals, lateral canals, and features
resulting from seepage of the irrigation system. The remaining wetland type, roadside ditch wetlands,
are artificial wetlands that did not historically exist and are present as a result of runoff from the
roadway collecting and ponding in roadway ditches or by interception of groundwater caused by
excavation of the ditch.

Table 2.  Surface waters located in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project
corridor.
Waterbody Location Crossing Type

Post Creek Hill Segment

Unnamed Tributary to  US 93/Red Horn Road, RP 37.2 Culvert

Post Creek 1
Ashley Creek US 93, RP 37.4 t0 37.8 None - Adjacent
Post Creek US 93, RP 37.8 Bridge
Unnamed Tributary to  US 93, West Post Creek Road, None - Adjacent
Post Creek 2 RP 37.810 38.1
Unnamed Tributary to US 93, East Post Creek Road, None - Adjacent
Post Creek 3 RP 37.8 t0 38.1
Post F Canal US 93, RP 38.6 Culvert
17 G-4 Canal ® US 93, RP 39.0 Culvert
14G Canal ® US 93, RP 39.5 None - Adjacent
Ditch ° US 93, RP 39.5 None - Adjacent
Canal ° US 93, RP 39.5 Culvert
14G Canal ® US 93, RP 39.6 — 39.8 None- Adjacent
Siphon® US 93, RP 39.8 Culvert
Post G Canal US 93, RP 39.9 Culvert
Ninepipe Segment
Siphon® US 93, RP 40.2 Culvert
Ninepipe Reservoir US 93, RP 40.5 to 40.8 Bridge
Post A Canal US93,RP 415 Culvert
Crow Creek US 93, RP 44.2 Culvert
Ronan A Canal US 93, RP 44.2-45.1 None - Adjacent
Siphon US 93, RP 45.1 Culvert
13A Canal ® US 93, RP 45.8 — 46.3 None - Adjacent

Ronan Portion

Ronan A Canal US 93, RP 46.3 Culvert
Ronan D Canal Siphon US 93, RP 48.1 Culvert
Ronan Spring Creek US 93, Main Street, RP 47.0 Culvert

& CSKT 2001b.

P These surface waters were identified as nonjurisdictional under the USACE regulations. USACE
jurisdictional status was determined by project biologists and has not been confirmed by the USACE.
Surface waters within the project corridor are also regulated by the CSKT per Aquatic Lands Conservation
Ordinance 87A.

RP: Reference post.

A preliminary jurisdictional determination (as regulated by the US Army Corps of Engineers
[USACE]) was made for each wetland in the project area by project biologists, but final jurisdictional
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determinations have not been verified by USACE. MDT would not be responsible for mitigating
impacts on non-jurisdictional wetlands for the purposes of securing a Section 404 permit. However,
regardless of jurisdiction, Executive Order 11990 requires MDT to account for all wetland losses.
Therefore, MDT would ultimately seek to replace all wetlands affected by the proposed project.

Jurisdictional wetlands include those wetlands that meet the definition of a wetland as defined in the
Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Environmental Laboratory 1987) and do not fall
under any of the criteria for non-jurisdictional wetlands. Non-jurisdictional wetlands in the US 93
Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project corridor consist of isolated wetlands, which are generally
pothole wetlands. The following guidelines were used by project biologists in this assessment to
determine if a wetland was isolated and non-jurisdictional:

. No apparent surface or wetland connection with any water of the U.S. and not
directly adjacent to any water of the U.S.

. No actual link between the water body and interstate or foreign commerce based
on the factors mentioned previously.

" Individually and/or in the aggregate, the use, degradation or destruction of the
isolated water would have no substantial effect on interstate or foreign
commerce, i.e. the wetland does not have a “significant nexus” to navigable
waters.

Jurisdictional and non-jurisdictional wetlands in the US 93 project area are identified in Table 1 and
are described in greater detail in the Biological Resources Report: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan
Improvement Project (Herrera 2005a). The USACE has not yet concurred with the preliminary
jurisdictional determinations made by project biologists. A field visit was conducted in Summer
2006 to confirm the jurisdictional determinations. As of this date, formal notice regarding USACE
jurisdiction of potential wetland impacts has not been given.

2.E.4 Types of Wetland Habitats

Table 1 describes the wetland at each site including the wetland type based on appearance (as
described above), Cowardin Class, Hansen Community Type, and Montana Wetland Category.
Cowardin Class is based on the Classification of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitats of the United
States (Cowardin et al. 1979), a descriptive classification with 28 subclasses, based on physical
wetland attributes (i.e., vegetation, soils, and water regime). Hansen Community Type describes the
wetland vegetation units using habitat types or community types according to Classification and
Management of Montana’s Riparian and Wetland Sites (Hansen et al. 1995). The Montana Wetland
Category assesses the functions and values of a wetland using the Montana Wetland Assessment
Method (MDT 1999).

2.E.5 Timing and Duration of Discharge

The timing and duration of construction activities will depend on the alternative chosen for that
specific location and the type of construction (bridge, road widening, road realignment, and culvert
installation). Detailed schedules and phasing plans will be prepared during the final design.
Construction schedules will be specified to not conflict with spawning and migration periods for fish.

2.F. DESCRIPTION OF DISPOSAL METHOD

The type of disposal methods will depend on the type of construction that is undertaken in a specific
location. The following sections describe the general construction methods, which would be used for
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action alternatives selected to widen the existing US 93 highway, or construct a bridge or culvert in
the vicinity of surface waters and wetlands.

2.F.1 Roadway Widening

When widening the highway, it would be necessary to place fill in wetlands that are encountered
along the highway. The fill material would be placed in the wetlands by large earth-moving and
excavating equipment. The material would likely be from a nearby source (borrow) pits or excess
material from other areas in the project corridor. The fill would be necessary to construct the proper
side slopes and adjust the elevation of the roadway. Some removal of the existing roadway surface,
topsoil, and structures would be necessary. Disposal of the material would be determined prior to
construction of the proposed project.

2.F.2 Bridge and Culvert Construction

Where feasible, bridges would be built such that the abutment footings are outside of the active
stream channel, effectively spanning the water body. Some bridge piers and abutment footings may
use driven piling or drilled shafts, which would result in minimal disturbance to the streambed and
banks. Culvert construction would also require excavation in the streambed or wetland to lay the pipe
or box culvert.

The existing structures along US 93 will need to be removed. To minimize impacts associated with
removal, the Contractor would isolate the construction activities from the stream channel. This can
be accomplished using cofferdams or drilled shafts. Cofferdams are temporary structures, which are
constructed in the streambed and enclose the construction activities. After they are in place, the creek
water trapped within the dam is pumped out to expose the creek-bed and facilitate the excavation and
construction activities. The excavated materials and pumped water from within the cofferdams would
be transferred to a temporary settling pond to remove the sediment. The sediment would be disposed
of in proper locations and the water would be returned to the stream. The locations of the settling
ponds would be identified before the construction permits are obtained.

Section 3: Factual Determinations (Section 230.11)

3.A. PHYSICAL SUBSTRATE DETERMINATIONS

3.A.1 Substrate Elevation and Slope

Based on preliminary design, bridge installation would not require changes in channel elevations or
slope. Culverts would be installed to match the existing channel elevation and slope where
practicable and feasible.

Direct changes to substrate elevation and slope would occur for streams requiring relocation. Ashley
Creek and segments of the unnamed tributaries to Post Creek 1, 2, and 3 would require relocation
under all action alternatives. Segments of these streams are located within the proposed construction
limits for all alternatives and a segment of Ashley Creek flows in a ditch within the existing roadway
right-of-way. Stream relocation would avoid changes to natural surface flow patterns and changes in
the natural erosion and accretion patterns to the extent feasible. The relocated streams would be
configured to match appropriate natural conditions, including substrate elevations and slope.

The daylighting of Ronan Spring Creek is associated with all of the Ronan action alternatives.
Daylighting Ronan Spring Creek may change the elevation and substrate of the section of the stream
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that is daylighted. This daylighting would restore the creek to a more natural condition and is
anticipated to have a beneficial effect on the system.

3.A.2 Compare Fill Material and Substrate at Discharge Site

At stream crossings, the substrate varies from system to system including smooth cobbles with areas
of sand and silt deposition at Post Creek and fine sediments and organic debris within Ashley Creek
and the Unnamed tributaries to Post Creek 1, 2, and 3. The fill placed in streams for culvert
installation would be select granular backfill from nearby sources or excess material from the
proposed project itself. Some of the fill material may be similar to natural substrate; however, some
fill material would not be similar. (Fill may also be whatever is suitable given MDT or AASHTO fill
requirements.)

Substrates in wetland areas are fine sediments, organic soils (histosols), or glacial outwash that are
common to many wetlands in this area. The fill material placed in the wetlands would either be
granular material from nearby sources or excess material from the proposed project itself. Fill
material used would be suitable for construction of a roadway.

3.A.3 Dredged/Fill Material

The fill materials used in the stream crossing would be granular materials that are not susceptible to
movement by water action. Any fill that is placed in wetlands or streams for the construction of the
proposed alignment would be done in a manner to avoid or minimize movement due to erosion.

3.A.4 Physical Effects on Benthos, Invertebrates, and Vertebrates

Physical effects on benthos, invertebrate and aquatic vertebrates would be associated with increased
sediment and turbidity levels and are expected to be short-term. Best management practices (BMPs)
during construction should minimize these problems.

a) Physical Effects on Benthos

Benthic organisms would be affected along the stream bank or in the wetland area where fill
material would be placed. Construction activities can also cause sediment to be washed
downstream, where it may affect benthic organisms. In the long term, the benthic organisms
would establish themselves in the fill material and recolonize disturbed areas. Therefore, the
physical effects on benthos should be short-term, localized impacts.

b) Invertebrates

Similar to the effects on benthos, the impacts to aquatic invertebrates will also primarily be
short-term. Fill material placed along the stream bank or in wetlands would bury existing
organisms, but new organisms would be expected to quickly re-establish in these areas.
Additionally, construction activities could cause localized increases in suspended sediment,
which would adversely affect aquatic insects. Increases in suspended sediment would
decrease after the placement of fill materials, and effects on invertebrates would be short-
term. Increased sediment levels could also clog interstitial spaces in the streambed, which
invertebrates use for habitat. However, these interstitial spaces would quickly regenerate
when turbidity is abated and “flushing” occurs.

¢) Vertebrates

Sediment from the erosion of disturbed areas may adversely affect aquatic vertebrates. For
the project area, “aquatic vertebrates” applies primarily to fish. Sediment in streams affects
fish by increasing sediment deposits in spawning gravel and rearing habitat. This suffocates
the eggs or fry and affects the aquatic organisms that fish rely on for food. Sediment is also
US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project 23 Skillings-Connolly
MDT NH-F 5-1 (9) 6F
Control No. B744



Draft 404(b)(1) Evaluation

abrasive to fish gills. The use of Best Management Practices (BMP) for erosion control
should alleviate these adverse impacts or reduce them to short-term and tolerable levels.

3.A.5 Erosion and Accretion Patterns

The existing structures at Ashley Creek and Crow Creek are inadequately sized to handle high-flow
conditions. The streams associated with undersized crossing structures experience flooding upstream
of the structure during high-flow conditions, causing erosion or deposition and widening of the
natural channel. Eroded material may then be deposited downstream, and may potentially, in
combination with time and normal sediment transfer, alter the course of the stream.

All of the proposed bridge structures would be wider than the existing crossings. This is proposed to
reduce hydraulic constrictions on the stream channel and to improve the hydrologic connectivity of
the system (interactions between the stream, its floodplain, and adjacent wetlands). An increase in
the bridge opening will allow a greater flow to pass through the bridge opening during storm events.
This has the potential to change existing erosion and accretion patterns until the stream system re-
equalizes itself. It is anticipated that any erosion and accretion that occurs will be beneficial because
the system is being returned to a more natural condition.

3.A.6 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

This section describes the action taken to avoid and minimize impacts on physical substrates, erosion
and accretion patterns and benthos. Actions described in Sections 3.B.5, 3.C.4, and 3.D.5 are also
applicable. Measures incorporated into the preliminary design include:

. The proposed preliminary design reviewed the possibility for steepened roadway
slopes to minimize impacts on key features in the project corridor. Proposed
approximate locations are shown in Appendix A. During final design, the areas
will be further investigated to determine if the proposed preliminary design is
practicable and feasible. If during final design there are areas that slopes can be
safely steepened, they would be incorporated into the proposed project’s plans.
(Note: Slope steepening would require approval from the MDT Highways
Engineer and FHWA through the design exceptions process.) These steeper
slopes would reduce the width of the roadway footprint and consequently reduce
impacts on wetlands.

. All of the proposed bridge structures would minimize impacts on substrates by
opening a greater portion of the floodplain and allowing areas to be restored

. Stormwater treatment measures would be designed to reduce suspended solids
from stormwater

. The amount of fill placement in floodplains would be minimized or reduced

. In fish bearing streams, culverts would be designed and installed to accommodate
fish passage

. MDT requires that all construction activities within and adjacent to wetlands and
streams adhere to the BMPs outlined in the MDT standard specifications and
described in the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), which is
prepared for all projects disturbing more than 0.4 hectares (1 acre) of land area.
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The BMPs are required to reduce soil erosion, to reduce site sediment loss, and to
manage construction generated wastes.

. The placement of fill will change substrate elevations and contours as necessary
to develop a roadway footprint. Compaction of the fill material will be required,
resulting in a suitable roadway base that will not be prone to erosion, slumpage,
or other movement.

3.B. WATER CIRCULATION, FLUCTUATION AND SALINITY
DETERMINATIONS

3.B.1 Water

The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan SEIS contains a discussion of surface waters and their associated quality.
The following sections discuss the proposed action’s impact on various components of the water
guality. Tables 5.9-1,5.9-2, 5.11-1, 5.11-2, and 5.12-3 in the Draft SEIS compare the effects of the
action alternatives on water resources.

None of the streams located within the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Draft SEIS project corridor are listed
on the state 303(d) list.

a) Salinity

No site specific tests for salinity have been performed. However, observations of streams and
wetlands in the project corridor showed no saline areas. Although velocities are slow, water
in wetland areas is continually resupplied and drained away. There are no known
impoundment areas where water could be reasonably expected to increase in salinity. Such
changes would most likely result from altering the hydraulic regime and interconnection of
wetlands and streams or the use of fill materials significantly different from native soils.
Neither of these changes are predicted to occur as a result of the proposed action.

b) Water Chemistry

Although no site-specific tests have been performed, there is no reason to suspect that the
proposed action would significantly alter the alkalinity, hardness, pH level, or mineral
concentration in surface waters.

c) Suspended Sediments

Construction could cause temporary, localized, minor increases in suspended sediments
during construction activities, especially near streams where fines in the new fill material are
transported from the disposal sites by water currents. Stable, granular fill materials and
appropriate construction methods would be used to minimize these impacts.

d) Clarity

During the placement of fill materials in wetlands and streams, there may be temporary,
localized increases in turbidity. These increases in turbidity would be very minor compared
to the increases, which naturally occur after heavy rainstorms. This short-term impact would
be minimal. However, even minor increases that do not occur with a corresponding spike in
the hydrograph can be very damaging to aquatic ecosystems (no flushing would occur, and
gravels could be smothered, etc.). The use of appropriate erosion control BMPs will help to
avoid or minimize temporary, localized increases in turbidity.
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e) Color

The placement of fill materials in wetlands and streams could disrupt the substrate and
increase the suspended sediments and turbidity in the water. This would have the effect of
temporarily and locally altering the color of the waters in the vicinity of the construction
activity, especially immediately following the fill placement. This change in color would be
similar to the change in color during the spring runoff when high concentrations of sediments
from the surrounding drainages give the water a milky color.

f) Odor
The proposed project will not change any natural odors in the streams or wetlands.

g) Taste

The proposed project will not significantly alter the taste of the surface water or the
groundwater in the project area precluding any unknown spills or highly abnormal conditions.

h) Dissolved Gas Levels

Improvements are not expected to significantly increase the turbulence of flows, cause
stagnation in streams and wetlands, or cause other changes to hydraulic regimes; therefore, it
is unlikely that the existing dissolved gas levels will be altered.

i) Nutrients

Current sources of nutrients such as phosphorous and nitrogen predominantly come from
non-point agricultural sources, and other naturally occurring high organic loads such as
decaying algae. None of these conditions are expected to be affected by the proposed action
and since the hydrologic properties of wetlands and surface waters throughout the project
area will be maintained or improved, there should be no detrimental impact from nutrient
loading.

j) Eutrophication

The proposed action is not expected to contribute significant quantities of sediment or
nutrients to project vicinity surface waters or wetlands. The waters that will be affected by
the proposed project are primarily streams and wetlands, not lakes. Streams are generally
well mixed and plant growth induced by excessive nutrients is generally not a problem in the
project corridor, with the exception of the segment of Ashley Creek that flows in a right-of-
way ditch. Eutrophication in this system is primarily attributed to adjacent land uses, which
include a sawmill. Relocation of this stream may eliminate sources of eutrophication;
thereby improving the system. Wetlands are, by their nature, already subject to
eutrophication. Since there will be no significant increase in nutrients and the hydrologic
properties will be preserved, there are no anticipated impacts from increased eutrophication to
most wetlands. However, when small hydrologically isolated wetlands (potholes) are
partially filled, eutrophication may occur more rapidly.

3.B.2 Current Patterns and Circulation

a) Current Patterns, Drainage Patterns, Normal and Low Flows

During final design, drainage patterns would be considered and culverts and ditches would be
sized and located to adequately convey water and sediment transport. Where appropriate,
animal crossings would also be considered.
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b) Velocity

The existing structures at Ashley Creek and Crow Creek are inadequately sized to handle
high-flow conditions. The streams associated with undersized crossing structures experience
flooding upstream of the structure during high-flow conditions, causing erosion or deposition
and widening of the natural channel. Eroded material may then be deposited downstream,
and may potentially, in combination with time and normal sediment transfer, alter the course
of the stream.

All of the proposed bridge structures would be wider than the existing crossings. This is
proposed to reduce hydraulic constrictions on the stream channel and to improve the
hydrologic connectivity of the system (interactions between the stream, its floodplain, and
adjacent wetlands). An increase in the bridge opening will allow a greater flow to pass
through the bridge opening during storm events. This has the potential to change existing
erosion and accretion patterns until the stream system re-equalizes itself. It is anticipated that
any erosion and accretion that occurs will be beneficial because the system is being returned
to a more natural condition.

c) Stratification

Proposed improvements are not expected to alter the current stratification of waters in any of
the streams or wetlands.

d) Hydrological Regime

All of the bridges that will be replaced under all of the action alternatives will have a larger
opening associated with the stream channel. Bridge openings will be widened to span the
stream channel, removing any existing constrictions to flow. This will allow greater flows
through the structure, especially during a storm event. While this can be considered a change
to the hydrologic regime, the overall effect will be to restore the hydrology to a more natural
condition.

e) Aquifer Recharge

The proposed action is not expected to have any adverse effect on the quality or extent of any
aquifer recharge.

3.B.3 Normal Water Level Fluctuations

Bridge openings and culverts would be designed to accommodate normal water level fluctuations.
Consideration will be given during final design so that disruption of movement of aquatic life
indigenous to the waterbody will be minimal. This includes designing culverts to ensure the passage
of fish.

3.B.4 Salinity Gradients
There are no salinity gradients in the project corridor; therefore, salinity gradients will not be affected.

3.B.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

This section describes actions taken to avoid and minimize impacts on water circulation, fluctuations,
and water levels. Actions described in Sections 3.A.6, 3.C.4, and 3.D.5 are also applicable.

Under all action alternatives, stream and associated floodplain openings at the Post Creek, Ninepipe
Reservoir, and Crow Creek crossings would be increased, and the existing roadway fill removed,
improving conveyance and floodplain storage.
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Under all of action alternatives the proposed structures would increase the percentage of floodplain
spanned over the No-Action Alternative. Under all of the action alternatives the proposed structure at
the Niinepipes Reservoir would span 100 percent of the existing floodplain and would require no net
fill. In addition, under Alternative Rural 7 the proposed structure at Cow Creek would span 100
percent of the existing floodplain, and would require no net fill. For sites where floodplain fill may
occur, the quantity of fill in the floodplain would be determined during final design and opportunities
to remove fill from the affected floodplain would be sought, so that no net increase in floodplain fill
and no net loss in floodplain storage capacity would occur.

Bridge and culvert openings would be sized to accommodate natural water level fluctuations.
3.C. SUSPENDED PARTICULATE/ TURBIDITY DETERMINATIONS

3.C.1 Expected Changes in Suspended Particulate and Turbidity Levels in the Vicinity
of the Disposal Site

The placement of fill at stream channel crossings may introduce some fine materials to surface
waters, which would cause temporary increases in the level of suspended particulates during
construction. The placement of fill may re-suspend bottom sediments. As a result, turbidity levels
may temporarily increase in the vicinity of stream or wetland encroachments.

Stormwater runoff from areas in the vicinity of streams and wetlands can also transport sediment to
the surface waters. This would result in an increase in suspended particulates and turbidity levels.
Refer to Section 4 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts for measures that would reduce
sediment transported from stormwater runoff.

3.C.2 Effects on Chemical and Physical Properties of the Water Column

a) Light Penetration

Increased levels of suspended particulates and turbidity in the surface waters near the
construction site can also decrease the amount of light penetration. These impacts would be
short-term and would occur only temporarily during construction activities.

b) Dissolved Oxygen

The suspended particulates introduced to the surface waters by the placement of soil will be
for the most part inorganic. Therefore, no additional Biochemical Oxygen Demand (BOD)
should occur. In addition, the proposed action should not result in any increased turbulence
or stagnation of the surface waters to the point of affecting the dissolved oxygen levels.

c) Toxic Metals and Organics

Since the fill materials used for construction will be suitable for highway construction, it
should be free of high organic content and toxic metals. No material used for fill within the
aquatic ecosystem will be taken from any hazardous material site identified in the Hazardous
Material Section of the draft SEIS. Any identified contamination areas within the corridor
would be removed and disposed of or treated at locations designed for hazardous material
management.

d) Pathogens

There are no known major sources of viruses or pathogenic organisms in the project area,
although livestock and wildlife waste is evident in places throughout the corridor. The use of
clean, inorganic fill material would prevent the introduction of pathogens in surface waters.
Whirling disease has been detected in the Mission Creek watershed, which encompasses
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Ashley Creek, Post Creek, and the unnamed tributaries to Post Creek. The history of
botulism in wetlands associated with the project area is not known.

e) Aesthetics

The proposed project would affect the aesthetics of surface water in the project area in a
condition similar to the spring runoff conditions, albeit at a reduced scale. The effects would
be temporary, localized, and occur near or just downstream of the actual construction
activities. The expected impacts are the increased suspended particulate levels in the surface
waters near the placement activity, which should disperse as the distance from the source
increases.

3.C.3 Effects on Biota

a) Primary Production, Photosynthesis

The proposed project should not substantially lower the rate of photosynthesis and primary
productivity in surface waters. As indicated in the previous section, changes in suspended
particulates and turbidity levels are expected to be localized and temporary. These conditions
should not be significant enough to affect the level of dissolved oxygen in the surface waters.

b) Sight Feeders

Sight feeders rely on clear water to find their food. Therefore, they would be affected by the
short-term, localized increases in suspended particulates and turbidity due to the placement of
fill materials. Similar to filter feeders, excessive sediment can bury these organisms, abrade
their gills, and damage their habitat. Suspended particulates and turbidity should rapidly
diminish after the actual placement of fill materials, allowing quick recovery for sight
feeders.

3.C.4 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

Actions taken to avoid and minimize impacts on suspended particulate/turbidity are described below.
The actions described in Sections 3.A.6, 3.B.5, and 3.D.5 are also applicable.

MDT and the contractor would obtain an NPDES General Permit for Discharge from Large and Small
Construction Activities regulated by U.S. EPA and CSKT to control sediment discharge and erosion
during construction projects. This permit is required to protect water quality and requires the
completion of a SWPPP. The SWPPP requires a description of BMPs and stormwater management
controls appropriate for the construction site including measures to reduce soil erosion, reduce site
sediment loss, and manage some of the more common construction-generated wastes and
construction-related toxic materials. Appropriate BMPs for the project site would be selected from
the current version of Erosion and Sediment Control Best Management Practices: Reference Manual,
prepared for MDT and in place at the time final designs are completed. At a minimum, these BMPs
would include the following provisions:

. Minimize area and duration of vegetation and soil disturbance, stabilize site soils,
and revegetate areas of construction disturbance

. Prevent and control excessive discharge of sediment from site
. Prevent and control excessive wind erosion
. Control and minimize off-site tracking of sediments.
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As stated previously, stormwater facilities would be included in the final design for the proposed
project to reduce the long-term impact of roadway runoff pollutants on sensitive receiving waters.
Stormwater facilities would be maintained to ensure their continued intended function.

3.D. AQUATIC ECOSYSTEM AND ORGANISM DETERMINATIONS
3.D.1 Effects on Special Aquatic Sites

a) Sanctuaries and Refuges

The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project crosses through the Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge
(Refuge). All alternatives would require placement of fill within the wetlands within the
existing right-of-way through the Refuge, with the exception or Rural 7, which would not
require wetland fill in the Refuge. Only Alternatives Rural 8 and 9 would require acquisition
of lands from the Refuge for right-of-way needs. Alternatives Rural 8 and 9 would also
require slightly more placement of wetland fill than the other action alternatives.

It is not anticipated that the placement of fill will adversely affect the breeding, spawning,
migratory movement or other critical life requirements of resident or transient fish and
wildlife resources within the Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge. The placement of fill will
not result in any unplanned, easy and incompatible human access to remote aquatic areas
within the refuge nor create the need for frequent maintenance activities. The placement of
fill does have the potential to result in the establishment of invasive plant species within the
existing right-of-way. This can be minimized through the use of approved BMPs and
standard MDT maintenance practices. It is not anticipated that the placement of fill will
result in a change in resource needs by fish and wildlife that would require changes to refuge
management practices. However, a beneficial impact common to all of the action alternatives
would be improved hydrologic connectivity of wetlands within the Refuge along US 93.

The analyses contained in Section 3.A, 3.B, and 3.C are also relevant to the evaluation of
these factors within the Refuge.

b) Wetlands

The estimated total amount of wetlands occurring within the project area is detailed in Table
1. Only those wetlands completely or partially located within the proposed project right-of-
way were delineated. There are a variety of wetland resources in the project vicinity that are
not within the proposed project right-of-way.

Tables 3 and 4 (Impacts by Wetland Type — Rural) identify the anticipated permanent and
temporary wetland impacts by wetland type in the rural portion of the proposed project.
Tables 5 and 6 (Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type — Ronan) identify the anticipated
permanent and temporary wetland impacts by wetland type in the Ronan segment of the
proposed project.
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Table 3. Estimated permanent wetland impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
rural portion of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor ?,

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Pothole Wetlands
Group 1 Group Group 3 | Irrigation Roadside Ninepipe
Alternative  Riparian 2 Features Ditches Reservoir Total
No Action 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Rural 1 15(3.6) 0.8(1.9) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 0.7(1.8) 1.5(3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.0 (14.8)
(0.7)

Rural 2 1.5 (3.6) 0.87 0.3 0.1(0.4) 0.8(1.9) 1.5 (3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.0 (14.9)
1.9 0.7)

Rural 3 (PA)D 15(36) 0.8(19) 03(0.7) 0.1(04) 0.8 (2.1) 1.7 (4.3) 1.0 (2.6) 6.3 (15.5)

Rural 4 1.7 (42) 08(19) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 08(21) 1.8 (4.4) 1.0 (2.6) 6.5 (16.1)
0.7)

Rural 5 1.8(4.3) 0.8(19) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 08(2.1) 1.5(3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.4 (15.8)
(0.7)

Rural 6 1.7 (4.2) 0.86 0.6 0.1(0.4) 1.2(3.0) 1.9 (4.8) 1.0 (2.6) 7.4 (18.2)
(1.9 (1.4)

Rural 7 1.4(35) 0.2(06) 0.6 00(0.1) 0.8(2.0) 1.6 (4.0) 0 47 (11.7)
(1.4)

Rural 8 2.01 1.1 (2.8)) 0.4 0.2(0.4) 0.8(2.0) 1.8 (4.4) 1.3(3.2) 7.6 (18.8)
4.9 (1.2)

Rural 9 30(74) 29(7.2) 0.8 0.2 (0.5) 1.1(2.7) 2.2(5.3) 19(4.7) 12.1 (29.8)
(1.9)

Rural 10 15(3.6) 0.8(1.9) 0.3 0.1(0.4) 0.8(21) 1.5(3.8) 1.0 (2.6) 6.1 (15.1)
(0.7)

Source US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project SEIS.

These preliminary estimates represent the area of wetland within the proposed project right-of-way that would be filled
post-construction.

The inclusion of a separate bicycle/pedestrian path as part of Alternative 3 (PA) would convert up to 1.7 hectares (4.1
acres) of temporary impacts to permanent impacts. This conversion from temporary to permanent is not reflected in this
table.

Table 4. Estimated temporary wetland impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
rural portion of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor °.

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Pothole Wetlands Irrigation  Roadside Ninepipe
Alternative  Riparian Groupl Group2  Group3 = Features Ditches Reservoir Total

No Action 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Rural 1 1.6(4.0) 30(75 03(0.7) 00(.1) 03(0.7)  0.6(16) 1.0 (2.4) 6.9 (17.0)
Rural 2 16(40) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(0.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.6) 1.0 (2.4) 6.8 (16.9)
Rural 3 (PA)D 16(40) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(0.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.4) 1.0 (2.4) 6.8 (16.8)
Rural 4 1435 30(75 03(0.7) 00(.1) 03(.7) 05(.3) 1.0 (2.4) 6.6 (16.2)
Rural 5 16(339) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.6) 1.0 (2.4) 6.8 (16.8)
Rural 6 1435 30(75 03(0.7) 00(.1) 03(0.7)  0.3(0.7) 1.0 (2.4) 6.2 (15.4)
Rural 7 16(4.0) 38(95) 04(0.9) 00(0.1) 02(.6) 05(1.3) 2.1(5.2) 8.7 (21.4)
Rural 8 14(34) 35(86)) 04(10) 0.0(0.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.5(1.2) 1.0 (2.6) 7.1 (17.6)
Rural 9 1229 30(75 04(1) 00(.1) 03(.8)  02(0.5) 1.1(2.8) 6.3 (15.6)
Rural 10 16(40) 3.0(75 03(0.7) 0.0(.1) 0.3(0.7) 0.6 (1.6) 1.0 (2.5) 6.9 (17.0)

Source US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project SEIS.

These preliminary estimates represent the area of wetland within the proposed project right-of-way that would be
temporarily affected by construction.

The inclusion of a separate bicycle/pedestrian path as part of Alternative 3 (PA) would convert up to 1.7 hectares (4.1
acres) of temporary impacts to permanent impacts. This conversion from temporary to permanent is not reflected in this
table.
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Table 5. Estimated permanent impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
Ronan segment of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor.

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Potholes Irrigation Roadside
Alternative Riparian Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Features Ditches Total
No Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ronan 1 0 NA 0 NA 0.006 (0.014) NA 0.006
(0.014)
Ronan 2 0 NA 0 NA 0.003 (0.008) NA 0.003
(0.008)
Ronan 3 0 NA 0.005 NA 0.002 (0.006) NA 0.007
(0.012) (0.018)
Ronan 4 (PA) 0 NA 0.005 NA 0.002 (0.006) NA 0.007
(0.012) (0.018)
Ronan 5 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0

Note: areas expressed to 2-4 decimal places indicate the small size of the wetland, not the precision of delineation.

Table 6. Estimated temporary impacts in hectares (acres) by wetland type in the
Ronan segment of the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor.

Estimated Impacts by Wetland Type in hectares (acres)
Potholes Irrigation Roadside
Alternative Riparian Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Features Ditches Total
No Action 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ronan 1 0.003 NA 0 NA 0.0004 NA 0.004
(0.008) (0.001) (0.009)
Ronan 2 0.07 NA 0 NA 0.0004 NA 0.008
(0.018) (0.001) (0.019)
Ronan 3 0 NA 0.003 NA 0.001 (0.003) NA 0.004
(0.008) (0.011)
Ronan 4 (PA) 0 NA 0.003 NA 0.001 (0.003) NA 0.004
(0.008) (0.011)
Ronan 5 0 NA 0 NA 0 NA 0

Note: areas expressed to 2-4 decimal places indicate the small size of the wetland, not the precision of delineation.

Impacts on wetlands within the project corridor vary between the 10 different rural action
alternatives and the 5 different Ronan action alternatives. Table 7 (Total Estimated Wetland
Impacts) identifies the estimated permanent and temporary wetlands impacts for each rural
action alternative, urban action alternative, and the No-Action Alternative.

In response to numerous comments on the draft SEIS the project proponents have agreed to
include a separate bicycle/pedestrian path. Construction of this path would convert up to 1.7
hectares (4.1 acres) of temporary impacts already addressed herein to permanent impacts.

Impact avoidance and minimization measures as well as compensatory mitigation are
discussed in Section 3.D.5 of this evaluation.
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Table 7. Total Estimated Wetland Impacts.

Alternative Estimated Wetland Impacts in hectares (acres)
Permanent Temporary Total

No-Action 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)
Rural 1 6.0 (14.8) 6.9 (17.0) 12.9 (31.8)
Rural 2 6.0 (14.9) 6.8 (16.9) 12.9 (31.8)
Rural 3 (PA)? 6.3 (15.5) 6.8 (16.8) 13.1 (32.3)
Rural 4 6.5 (16.1) 6.6 (16.2) 13.1 (32.3)
Rural 5 6.4 (15.8) 6.8 (16.8) 13.2 (32.6)
Rural 6 7.4 (18.2) 6.2 (15.4) 13.6 (33.6)
Rural 7 4.7 (11.7) 8.7 (21.4) 13.4 (33.1)
Rural 8 7.6 (18.8) 7.1(17.6) 14.7 (36.4)
Rural 9 12.1 (29.8) 6.3 (15.6) 18.4 (45.4)
Rural 10 6.1 (15.1) 6.9 (17.0) 13.0 (32.1)
Ronan 1 0.004 (0.01) 0.004 (0.01) 0.01 (0.02)
Ronan 2 0.004 (0.01) 0.008 (0.02) 0.01 (0.03)
Ronan 3 0.008 (0.02) 0.004 (0.01) 0.01 (0.03)
Ronan 4 (PA) 0.008 (0.02) 0.004 (0.01) 0.01 (0.03)
Ronan 5 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)

Note: areas expressed to 2-4 decimal places indicate the small size of the wetland, not the precision of delineation.

The inclusion of a separate bicycle/pedestrian path as part of Alternative 3 (PA) would convert up to 1.7 hectares (4.1
acres) of temporary impacts to permanent impacts. This conversion from temporary to permanent is not reflected in this
table.

¢) Mud Flats

There are no mud flats in the project area, and the proposed project will not create any new
mud flats.

d) Vegetated Shallows

These are areas that are permanently inundated and support rooted, aquatic vegetation. These
areas are generally classified as wetlands. There are no vegetated shallows in the project
corridor, and the proposed project will not create any new vegetated shallows.

e) Riffle and Pool Complexes

Riffle and pool complexes occur when the gradient of the stream channel varies from steep to
shallow. Within the project corridor, Post Creek is the only stream with riffle and pool
complexes. The habitat within the project corridor is mainly riffle habitat with lateral scour
pools and deeper pools under the Post Creek bridge on US 93. Post Creek is a tributary to
Mission Creek which is part of the larger Lower Flathead River Watershed.

The primary potential impacts on riffle and pool complexes within the Post Creek channel
would occur during removal of the existing bridge. Cofferdams may be installed to isolate
the existing bridge abutments from the stream channel during their removal. Cofferdams are
described in Section 2.F.2. After the existing bridge structure is removed the stream channel
would be stabilized to maintain its current alignment and configuration and impacts on the
existing riffle and pool complexes are not expected.

3.D.2 Effects on Threatened and Endangered Species and Their Habitats

The Biological Assessment: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b) has been
submitted to the USFWS, and the Federal Highway Administration and MDT have since completed
the formal consultation process for the proposed project. The USFWS issued a biological opinion on
August 29, 2005 for the effects to the threatened bull trout and grizzly bear due to the proposed
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project (USFWS 2005), and issued a biological opinion on June 27, 2006 for the effects to bull trout
critical habitat (USFWS 2006). Consultation for these species remains valid for the proposed project.

Nine listed species may occur in the project area; however, for several species, there is no suitable
habitat and they are not known in the project area. These species include Ute ladies’-tress, water
howellia, slender moonwort, Canada lynx, and Spalding’s catchfly. Therefore, these species are not
further addressed in this section. On July 9, 2007 the bald eagle was removed from the list of
threatened and endangered wildlife under the ESA by the USFWS. Although the 404 (b)(1)
evaluation in the draft SEIS included a thorough analysis of impacts to bald eagles as a result of this
project, they are no longer discussed in this section on threatened and endangered species due to the
recent delisting. For information regarding bald eagles in the project vicinity see Section 3.D.3
Effects on Other Animals. Grizzly bear, gray wolf, and bull trout also may occur in the project area
or there is suitable habitat for theses species in the project corridor. Additional information on these
species is provided below.

a) Grizzly Bears

The project corridor is located on the western front of the Northern Continental Divide grizzly bear
recovery area, which roughly corresponds with the northern Rocky Mountain Range. While the
project corridor is not located within the recovery area, grizzly bears range into the Ninepipe/Ronan
area in the spring (May 30) through late fall (end of October) (Becker 2003c personal
communication).

The Ninepipe/Ronan area provides a variety of foraging opportunities including eggs, small
mammals, succulent aquatic vegetation and tubers. In summer 1998, a bear was observed foraging at
the reservoir edge after the water had receded and was later determined to have been foraging on
snails (Becker 2003a personal communication). There is some evidence that bears are particularly
attracted to the area when mouse populations in the wildlife management grasslands are peaking,
approximately every five years.

The habitat appears to provide an escape area for young dispersing males or females with cubs
evading aggressive male bears. The number of grizzly bears in the area is highly variable and
generally ranges from 1 to 4 individuals. Grizzly bears likely access the area from the Mission
Mountains via the Post Creek riparian area and perhaps the Crow Creek riparian area. Once they are
in the area, many bears are compelled to cross US 93. In addition, bears reported in the Moiese Hills
west of Charlo likely cross US 93 in the Ninepipe/Ronan area. One grizzly bear has been struck and
killed in the Ninepipe/Ronan area in the last 5 years. Two were killed in the Post Creek vicinity in
the same general location in 2001 and 2002.

Some bears in the Ninepipe/Ronan area appear to use the habitat around the refuge without dispersing
much farther west. There is limited habitat available west of the project vicinity, and the risk of
human-bear conflicts is greater.

Effects of the action alternatives on grizzly bears include an increased risk of human-bear conflicts
during construction, disturbance of foraging habits during construction, minor loss of habitat, a
potential decrease in habitat value for some areas adjacent to the corridor, a period of continued
mortality on the roadway until bears learn to use the new structures, and an impediment to grizzly
bear movement through the corridor for some individual bears.

All of the action alternatives would require temporary construction staging areas, including offices
and lodging, which may attract bears if food is not properly stored and disposed. Alternatives with
wider lane configurations (Alternative Rural 8 and Alternative Rural 9) may require slightly longer to
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construct and so staging areas may be required for a longer period of time. However, contractors and
construction crews would be instructed on the need and techniques for proper sanitation in grizzly
bear habitat, and all grizzly bear sightings would be reported to Tribal Wildlife Program biologists.

Construction activities in the project corridor may cause grizzly bears to avoid foraging habitats near
construction sites. Alternatives with wider lane configurations (Alternative Rural 8 and Alternative
Rural 9) would disturb a larger area and may deter bears from a greater area of habitat. Construction
of the raised parkway under Alternative Rural 7 would likely require a longer construction period to
complete than the other alternatives due to the extended length of raised roadway and subsequent
removal of the existing roadway, which may deter bears for a longer period of time than required for
the other action alternatives. Because the habitat in the project area does not represent key habitat for
the survival of bears in the region and use of the area is highly variable and unpredictable from year
to year, disruption of grizzly bear access to project area habitats is expected to have a minor effect on
bears (Becker 2003a personal communication).

Large amounts of roadway fill would be removed below the raised parkway to restore and reconnect
habitat and would require extensive hauling to dispose of the excavated material. Disposal locations
have not yet been identified. Alternative Rural 7 is expected to generate the greatest amount of fill
requiring disposal, which may cause additional impacts on bears depending on the location of offsite
disposal. As long as disposal sites are not in or near habitats frequented by bears, i.e., apple orchards,
riparian corridors, or the Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge, activities at disposal sites would not
have a substantial effect on bears.

The proposed project would result in the minor loss of habitat areas in the corridor that may support
use by bears. Bears are most likely to use the wildlife management grasslands, fruit trees, and some
wetlands with tuberous species. Therefore, action alternatives with the greatest impacts on wetlands
and wildlife management grasslands would have the greatest effect on grizzly bears (Alternatives
Rural 8 and 9). Although the Preliminary Preferred Alternative includes a passing lane in a portion of
the Ninepipe segment, construction would mostly occur within the existing right-of-way, and few
new areas of grassland would be directly affected. Loss of habitat in the project area would likely
have a minor effect on bears given the nature of their use of the area (limited and highly variable from
year to year). Further, this habitat does not represent key habitat important for the survival of bears in
the region (Becker 2003a personal communication). Because bears generally avoid roadways, a
greater area of habitat would be reduced in value with the operation of a wider roadway surface. This
impact would be greatest for the wider lane configuration (Alternatives Rural 8 and 9) because the
zone of influence would comprise a greater area.

Under existing conditions, bears must cross over the roadway to access habitats on the west side of
the corridor. Some bears appear to regularly cross the US 93 corridor in the Ninepipe area. Direct
effects of roadway projects usually include a contribution to the impediment of wildlife movement
through the road corridor and increased risk of mortality associated with wildlife/vehicle collisions.
However, the proposed action includes several wildlife crossing areas aimed at reducing
fragmentation of habitats in the project area, facilitating wildlife movement through the corridor, and
preventing wildlife/vehicle mortality. The effectiveness of these structures in reducing or preventing
grizzly bear/vehicle mortality and providing grizzly bears access to habitats on the other side of the
roadway is unknown. In Canada, researchers have documented limited use of crossing structures
underneath the Trans Canada Highway and grizzly bears have been observed digging under fencing
or circumventing fencing to cross over the roadway (Clevenger 1998; Gibeau and Heuer 1996).
Similar results were presented in Florida, where black bears preferred to cross roadways beyond the
fenced areas (Roof and Wooding 1996).
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The proposed project does not include fencing in the Ninepipe segment, so bears would not be
precluded from crossing over the roadway. Therefore, at least in the near-term as bears learn to use
the crossing areas, the level of risk of bear/vehicle mortality may not change. However, as traffic
levels in the corridor increase, the barrier effect of the road is likely to increase, deterring more
individuals from attempting to cross over the road and further disrupting movement patterns.
Conversely, this deterrence would also likely reduce the level of mortality for all wildlife in the
corridor.

Several structures in the project corridor would be located on protected lands managed specifically
for wildlife, further improving the potential for their use by bears. Alternatively, if bears are attracted
to the wildlife crossing structures, more individuals may choose to access habitats on the west side of
the corridor, which could render them susceptible to human-bear conflicts. In general, the CSKT
Wildlife Program tries not to influence or encourage bear movements to the west side of the corridor,
because habitat quality is low and there is an increased risk of human-bear conflicts (Becker 2003a
personal communication).

Because of the wide range of variables (traffic levels, quality of habitat, structure type and length,
proximity of human threats or threats by adult male bears, availability of cover, etc.) that influence a
bears decision to cross a road corridor or use a crossing structure (bridge or culvert) it is not possible
to predict the optimum structure for grizzly bear or other wildlife use in the project corridor. All of
the major structure options proposed for the action alternatives, including those proposed for the
Preliminary Preferred Alternative, include a range of structure types (short bridges, extended bridges,
and enlarged culverts) to accommodate passage by large animals.

The Biological Assessment: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b)
provides additional analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, interrelated and interdependent
actions, and coordination measures to minimize impacts to grizzly bears. The USFWS determined
that the proposed project would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the North
Continental Divide Ecosystem population of grizzly bears.

b) Gray Wolf

There are no known den or rendezvous sites in the project corridor and no packs are present in the
project vicinity (Soukkala 2001 personal communication; USFWS et al. 2002). Wolves are reported
sporadically in the Flathead Valley, although most observations are reported from the vicinity of MT
200 or the base of the Mission Mountains (Becker 2003a personal communication; Soukkala 2001
personal communication).

Wolf use of the Ninepipe Area is not reported (Becker 2003a personal communication; Soukkala
2001 personal communication). Wolves do cross the US 93 corridor and are primarily reported to
cross in the Evaro area. However, wolves could use the Post Creek riparian area as a travel corridor
and attempt to cross the US 93 corridor at that location.

Construction of the action alternatives would not directly affect wolf packs or denning activities as
there are no reports of this type of activity in the project area. Individual wolves may enter the Post
Creek area to cross US 93, but crossings by wolves in this area are not currently reported.
Construction activities for all action alternatives may deter wolves from the project area should an
individual attempt to cross the highway corridor within the Post Creek riparian area.

Gray wolves are not reported to cross the US 93 corridor in the US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project area;
therefore, operation of the action alternatives is not expected to affect wolves. Further, should gray
wolves pursue opportunities to cross the US 93 corridor in the project area, proposed crossing
structures would facilitate their ability to make a safe and secure crossing.
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The sizes and locations of the proposed crossing structures were determined based on structures that
are functioning in other locations for similar target species. Therefore, all of the proposed structure
options meet the minimum requirements to facilitate wildlife movement through the corridor for the
species targeted for the crossing site.

¢) Bull Trout

Bull trout may occur in the project area in Post Creek. Historically the Mission Creek drainage,
including Post Creek, was one of the most important spawning tributaries for bull trout residing
between Flathead Lake and the Clark Fork River (CSKT 2000).

There is little information available on the life history of bull trout residing in Post Creek. It is
assumed that bull trout using Post Creek have always been of the migratory form (CSKT 2000).
McDonald Reservoir, located at the headwaters of Post Creek, currently supports an isolated,
migratory population of bull trout. This population spawns in Post Creek above the reservoir. Redd
counts have averaged 23 redds per year since 1986 (MBTSG 1996).

Actual occurrence within Post Creek below the reservoir is not well known. Electroshocking of the
mainstem of Post Creek has produced very few bull trout, and less than 50 individuals are assumed to
use the stream (CSKT 2000). In general, numbers are thought to increase from the mouth of the
creek to the headwaters near McDonald Reservoir (Evarts 2003 personal communication). It is not
known if the bull trout present are a result of outmigration from McDonald Reservoir, migrants from
the Jocko River population that have entered through the Pablo feeder canal (the Pablo feeder canal is
an irrigation canal that intercepts numerous streams in the project vicinity and may transport fish from
other systems into Post Creek), or individuals migrating from the Flathead River. Captures of bull
trout immediately below the dam suggest that the McDonald Reservoir population exports individuals
into Post Creek, but the low numbers found in the stream suggest that bull trout are not successfully
spawning below the reservoir (CSKT 2000). Three individuals were captured in 1984 and 1985
moving from the Flathead River into Mission Creek (USDOE 1986), but movement into Post Creek
was considered unlikely due to degraded water quality in the lower reaches. There is not enough
information to determine the status of the species in Post Creek below the dam, but occurrence of
small numbers within the project reach is assumed. Little spawning and rearing habitat occurs in the
area of US 93 and use of the stream in this area is most likely limited to migration.

The primary effects of construction on bull trout for all action alternatives are associated with
construction of the wildlife crossing structures at Post Creek. The risk of increased deposition of
eroded sediments in Post Creek and its tributaries would be greatest for Alternative Rural 7, followed
by the other rural action alternatives. This is attributed to the extent of roadway fill that would be
removed to construct the multi-span structures. Implementation of BMPs and erosion control
methods would reduce but not eliminate sediment input to Post Creek during construction.

The Biological Assessment: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b)
provides additional analysis of indirect and cumulative impacts, interrelated and interdependent
actions, and coordination measures to minimize impacts to bull trout. The USFWS determined that
the proposed project would not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of the Columbia Basin
distinct population segment of bull trout.

d) Bull Trout Critical Habitat

Bull trout critical habitat was proposed for the Klamath River and Columbia River distinct population
segments in November 2002. Within this project’s action area, Post Creek was included in the
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proposed rule for critical habitat. However, when the final critical habitat designation was issued in
October 2004, no critical habitat for bull trout in Montana was included.

On September 26, 2005 the USFWS again designated critical habitat for the Klamath River,
Columbia River, Jarbidge River, Coastal-Puget Sound, and Saint Mary-Belly River populations of
bull trout in the coterminous United States pursuant to the Act. This final designation totals
approximately 6,161 kilometers (3,828 miles) of streams, 57,958 hectares (143,218 acres) of lakes in
Idaho, Montana, Oregon, and Washington, and 1,585 kilometers (985 miles) of shoreline paralleling
marine habitat in Washington. This rule became effective October 26, 2005 and includes areas in
Montana that were not included in the October 2004 designation, including Post Creek.

The Biological Assessment: US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005b) was
completed prior to the designation of critical habitat within the project area. Consultation was
reinitated with the USFWS to address effects of the project on bull trout critical habitat in November
2005.

Critical habitat consists of physical and biological features essential to the conservation of the species
(primary constituent elements [PCEs]) and that may require special management considerations or
protection. When assessing potential effects on bull trout critical habitat, biologists provide an
analysis of effects on the PCEs and related habitat indicators. Eight PCEs have been established for
bull trout critical habitat. The proposed action alternatives will impact three of these.

Analysis for the proposed US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan improvement project found that activities
associated with this project were likely to result in short-term impacts to the habitat indicators
sediment, substrate embeddedness, and streambank conditions but would ultimately maintain or
improve these indicators in the long-term. These impacts are anticipated to result in a minor short-
term degradation and a long-term restoration of the sediment and substrate embeddedness indicator
and subsequent PCE 3, substrates of sufficient amount, size, and composition to ensure success of egg
and embryo overwinter survival, fry emergence, and young-of-the-year and juvenile survival. These
impacts are also anticipated to result in a minor short-term degradation and a long-term restoration of
the streambank conditions at least within the immediate project area. Effects on subsequent PCE 1,
water temperatures that support bull trout use, would likely remain unchanged while effects on
subsequent PCE 2, complex stream channels with features such as woody debris, side channels,
pools, and undercut banks to provide a variety of depths, velocities, and instream structure, would
likely improve because fill would be removed from the floodplain at the bridge crossing. The project
would also result in long-term degradation of habitat indicator road density and location. However,
there are no subsequent PCEs for this indicator. The impacts associated with the proposed action are
not discountable, insignificant, or entirely beneficial. As such, the proposed action alternatives may
affect and are likely to adversely affect critical habitat for bull trout in Post Creek.

3.D.3 Effects on Other Animals

The assorted grasslands, wetlands, and uplands in the US 93 SEIS Ninepipe/Ronan project corridor
provide excellent habitat for a diversity of mammals, birds, amphibians, and fish species.

The primary effects on animals will result from construction activities. Increased noise, increased
human activity, vegetation removal, and operation of large equipment during construction would
result in the displacement or elimination of wildlife within the project corridor and adjacent suitable
habitats. Roadway reconstruction would also result in the direct loss of upland and wetland wildlife
habitat. The majority of habitat affected is within the right-of-way and is already of lesser value to
wildlife. The expected benefits of the proposed project for animals include: reduced fragmentation of
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upland and wetland habitats in the road corridor; reduced mortality of terrestrial wildlife from
vehicular collisions; and increased crossings of the road corridor by wildlife.

Five rare species of birds and one rare species of fish are known to occur within the vicinity of the
project area. The common loon has been observed in the project area, but there are no known nesting
loons present. The Caspian tern has been observed in the project area, but there are no known
breeding terns present. It is anticipated that impacts to both of these species will be limited to
avoidance of the project area due to construction activity disturbance. Forster’s tern nests in the
project area and, in some years, is reported to use the small islands adjacent to the Ninepipe Reservoir
bridge on US 93. Initiation of construction activities during the nesting period could cause adult terns
to abandon their nest, resulting in the loss of that year’s young. Trumpeter swans do not nest in the
project area and areas where they are currently concentrating are a sufficient distance from the
corridor that construction activities for all action alternatives are not expected to affect them (Becker
2003a personal communication).

A nesting pair of bald eagles occurs approximately 0.8 km (0.5 miles) from the corridor (Morrison-
Maierle 1995; Becker 2003b personal communication). Under all of the action alternatives, no direct
effects on nesting bald eagles are expected as a result of construction. Nest sites in the project area
are a sufficient distance from the corridor that construction activities are not expected to disrupt
nesting activities. The wintering period for bald eagles is generally between October 31 and March
31. Construction activities typically shut down for the majority of this time period, although this may
vary from year to year. Construction in the winter season, prior to freeze-up, may cause eagles to
avoid the immediate project corridor, but is not expected to preclude them from foraging
opportunities. Construction activities would cease during the freeze-up period in the winter season;
therefore, no effect on wintering bald eagles is expected during this time period. Construction may
resume once the region has largely thawed, but by this time eagles are expected to be returning to
their nesting territories and are not expected to be affected by construction activities. While the
species of concern designation affords no protection, the bald eagle is protected under the Bald and
Golden Eagle Protection Act. Newly issued National Bald Eagle Management Guidelines (USFWS
2007) will be followed to protect this species.

Westslope cutthroat trout are not known to occur in the project area, but are present in the headwaters
of Crow Creek. If these species are present downstream of the project corridor, they could be
affected by sediment loading and increases in turbidity.

The Biological Resources Report: US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project (Herrera 2005a)
provides additional information on project area animals and their habitat.

3.D.4 Effects on Terrestrial Plants

Portions of plant communities will be lost as a result of wetland filling, which will locally reduce
forage production and photosynthesis (primary production). This reduction will have a negligible
impact on wildlife and livestock given the small acreage of plant communities that will be disturbed
or destroyed, and the dispersal of the disturbance sites throughout the corridor.

Surveys for 14 rare plants were conducted in July 2002 and results were reported in Rare Plant
Survey: US 93 Ronan to St. Ignatius (Ecosystem Research Group 2002). Only one rare species was
identified in the project corridor: Oregon checker-mallow. All of the action alternatives will have a
direct impact on identified populations. It has been recommended that where impacts on these plants
are unavoidable, they should be excavated, preserved, and replaced after construction.
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Increases in disturbed roadside areas from increases in right-of-way may provide additional habitat
for noxious or invasive weeds. Exposed soils in uplands or wetlands would be susceptible to
colonization by noxious and invasive weeds.

3.D.5 Actions Taken to Avoid and Minimize Impacts

This section summarizes actions taken to avoid and minimize impacts on aquatic ecosystems and
organisms. The actions summarized in Sections 3.A.6, 3.B.5, and 3.C.4 are also applicable.

a) Avoidance and Minimization Measures Included in Design

Numerous measures have been incorporated into the preliminary roadway design to minimize impacts
on wetland habitats in the project corridor. These measures include:

. All of the proposed wildlife crossing structures would enhance fisheries
resources by opening a greater portion of the floodplain and allowing areas to be
restored, which would improve hydrologic connections and provide greater
vegetative cover on the stream banks and in riparian wetlands.

. The proposed preliminary design reviewed the possibility for steepened roadway
slopes to minimize impacts on key features in the project corridor. Proposed
approximate locations are shown in Appendix A. During final design, the areas
will be further investigated to determine if the proposed preliminary design is
practicable and feasible. If during final design there are areas that slopes can be
safely steepened, they would be incorporated into the proposed project’s plans.
(Note: Slope steepening would require approval from the MDT Highways
Engineer and FHWA through the design exceptions process). These steeper
slopes would reduce the width of the roadway footprint and consequently reduce
impacts on wetlands.

. The proposed project would add culverts and increase bridge lengths and culvert
sizes at major wetland and stream crossings to improve hydrologic connections.

. Retaining walls are proposed in the preliminary design through the center of the
two kettle ponds to minimize impacts.

. The proposed project would implement wetland and stream restoration at wildlife
crossing structures.

b) Additional Mitigation Measures Required

MDT requires that all construction activities within and adjacent to wetlands adhere to the BMPs
outlined in the MDT standard specifications and described in the SWPPP, which is prepared for all
projects disturbing more than 0.4 hectares (1 acre) of land area.

The MDT standard specifications place numerous restrictions on the contractor’s activities in an
attempt to avoid and minimize impacts on aquatic resources. For example, avoidance is achieved by
limiting certain activities to upland areas rather than wetlands when feasible.

Minimization of impacts is achieved in many ways including limiting the total area that may be
disturbed at any one time and seeding exposed soils as soon as practicable after work is complete,
which minimizes the potential for increased deposition of eroded sediments in wetlands.
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MDT and their contractor are required to prepare a SWPPP to be implemented during construction.
This plan requires a description of BMPs to reduce soil erosion, to reduce site sediment loss, and to
manage construction generated wastes, thereby reducing the risk to water quality in project area
wetlands.

Additional mitigation measures can be added to the special provisions for the contractor to minimize
project impacts on wetlands and streams including the following:

. Install preservation fencing to prevent unnecessary vegetation clearing and
minimize intrusion into surrounding habitats

. Conform to the invasive weed plan prior to initiating any construction activity

. Where appropriate, salvage wetland vegetation from construction areas and store
for use in revegetation activities.

. Work in project area streams would comply with appropriate work windows as
determined by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and CSKT
biologists.

Permits for unavoidable placement of fill in wetlands would be required from CSKT under the
Aguatic Lands Conservation Ordinance 87A and from the USACE, under Section 404 of the federal
Clean Water Act. As part of the permitting process, compensatory mitigation is required to
compensate for unavoidable impacts. Where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation could be provided
by creating, enhancing, and/or restoring wetland habitat of a similar type and function to what was
lost. The USACE requires that all wetland impacts be compensated at a minimum ratio of 1:1 for
restoration and creation of wetlands. The USACE does not regulate impacts on isolated wetlands
(i.e., those wetlands that are hydrologically isolated from waters of the United States). The CSKT
Shoreline Protection Office regulates activities that have the potential to impact surface waters and
wetlands of the Flathead Indian Reservation. The CSKT Shoreline Protection Office requires
unavoidable impacts on wetlands to be compensated at a greater than 1:1 ratio by preserving,
restoring, creating, or enhancing wetlands. Minimum compensation ratios required by CSKT for
unavoidable impacts are shown in Table 8. Regardless of jurisdiction, Executive Order 11990
requires MDT to account for all wetland losses. Therefore, MDT would ultimately seek to replace all
wetlands affected by the proposed project. Precise wetland impact quantities and final wetland
mitigation strategy will be determined in the final design phase of this project.

Table 8. Minimum compensation ratios required by CSKT for unavoidable wetland
impacts.
Impacted Wetland Type Preservation Restoration Enhancement Creation

Forested and Shrub

Emergent and Open Water

Pre-project 3:1
Post-project 4:1
Pre-project 2:1
Post-project 3:1

Pre-project 2.5:1
Post-project 3.5:1
Pre-project 1.5:1
Post-project 2.5:1

Pre-project 4:1
Post-project 5:1
Pre-project 3:1
Post-project 4:1

Pre-project 4:1
Post-project 5:1
Pre-project 3:1
Post-project 4:1

Source: CSKT 1999
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3.D.6 Compensatory Actions Taken to Minimize Impacts

Permits for unavoidable placement of fill in wetlands would be required from CSKT under the
Aguatic Lands Conservation Ordinance (ALCO) 87A and from the USACE, under Executive Order
11990, and section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act. As part of the permitting process,
compensatory mitigation is required when avoidance or minimization is infeasible through project
design. Where impacts are unavoidable, mitigation could be provided by creating, enhancing, and/or
restoring wetland habitat of a similar type and function to what was lost. The Corps of Engineers
requires that all wetland impacts be compensated at a ratio of 1:1 for restoration and creation of
wetlands. The USACE does not regulate impacts on isolated wetlands (i.e., those wetlands that are
hydrologically isolated from waters of the United States). The CSKT ALCO program regulates all
wetland types on the reservation. Minimum compensation ratios required by CSKT for unavoidable
impacts are shown in Table 8. Regardless of jurisdiction, Executive Order 11990 requires MDT to
account for all wetland losses. Therefore, MDT would ultimately seek to replace all wetlands
affected by the proposed project.

Compensation for unavoidable impacts to wetlands would involve mitigation activities to develop
wetland credits to offset the impacts. A wetland mitigation effort is underway for the remainder of
the US 93 Evaro to Polson corridor and it could be used as a model for the proposed project. Onsite
opportunities for wetland mitigation, such as those associated with the proposed crossing structures,
could be pursued first to increase permeability across the roadway corridor, restore wetland systems,
and restore overall wetland connectivity in the project area. CSKT planting plans for areas at wildlife
crossings would include appropriate (shade-tolerant) species for planting adjacent to any bridges.
Offsite wetland mitigation opportunities could be pursued if additional replacement wetlands are
needed after all onsite mitigation opportunities are considered. Offsite wetland mitigation sites
established through wetland mitigation reserve agreements between CSKT and MDT for the US 93
Evaro to Polson may provide suitable offsite mitigation for the proposed project as well.

3.D.7 Monitoring of Mitigation Actions

Monitoring and maintenance of mitigation sites would be completed in accordance with the standard
MDT Monitoring Plan.

3.E. POTENTIAL EFFECTS ON HUMAN USE CHARACTERISTICS

Access to the Ninepipe recreational fishing access would be temporarily affected during construction.
No long-term effects on fishing grounds as habitat are expected.

The proposed project will not adversely affect municipal, private, or potential water supplies. Private
wells are used for domestic and agricultural purposes within the project area. The proposed action
will not affect the quality or productivity of these water supplies.

While the proposed project may require the acquisition of some Ninepipe National Wildlife Refuge or
adjacent wildlife management lands, it will not decrease the value of these lands. The proposed
wildlife crossing structures are expected to enhance the overall value of these lands by increasing
connectivity and wildlife movement between each side of the corridor.

Construction activities would affect the aesthetic value of the corridor. Operation of the widened
roadway is not expected to affect the aesthetic view from the roadway. Views of the roadway would
be affected by a widened roadway, with wider lane configurations having a greater effect than
narrower lane configurations.
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3.F. DETERMINATION OF CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ON THE AQUATIC
ECOSYSTEMS

The geographic area considered for the analysis of cumulative effects on wetlands and stream habitats
includes all watersheds in the project area, which support wetlands in the project corridor. This
includes the Mission Creek watershed and the Crow Creek watershed.

Most past actions have contributed to some degree of loss of wetland area and decreases in wetland
functions. Some of these past losses have been offset by the preservation of the Ninepipe National
Wildlife Refuge and the subsequent protection of adjacent lands. Present actions, as well as future
actions, would also likely result in incremental losses in wetland habitat in the project area, with the
exception of abandonment of Duck Road, which could yield a net increase in wetlands if the area is
used for compensatory wetland mitigation. The US 93 Ninepipe/Ronan project would minimize and
avoid impacts on wetlands to the extent feasible and would restore hydrologic connectivity in
numerous wetland systems, including connectivity with streams and floodplains. However, the
project would also result in the cumulative loss of wetland habitat within the project corridor.
Adverse impacts on wetlands would be mitigated through wetland compensation to restore or create
additional wetland acreage.

Past road construction has resulted in poorly placed culverts and undersized culverts in the project
corridor. The proposed action along with the US 93 Evaro to Polson project would rectify impacts on
streams from past actions by replacing several culverts with bridges or enlarged culverts to improve
hydrologic connectivity in the system and by restoring streams in the highway right-of-way.

All of these construction projects may contribute to cumulative downstream sedimentation in project
area streams during construction. With implementation of the improved structures, the cumulative
effect of these projects on fisheries resources is expected to be an improvement in the existing
condition.

3.G. DETERMINATION OF SECONDARY EFFECTS ON THE AQUATIC
ECOSYSTEMS

Secondary effects are effects on an aquatic ecosystem that are associated with a discharge of dredged
or fill materials but do not result from the actual placement of the dredged or fill material. The most
significant secondary effect with the proposed project would result from surface runoff. In order to
comply with the requirements of the Clean Water Act, MDT and the contractor would obtain an
NPDES General Permit for Discharge from Large and Small Construction Activities regulated by
U.S. EPA and CSKT to control sediment discharge and erosion during construction projects. This
permit is required to protect water quality and requires the completion of a SWPPP. The SWPPP
requires a description of BMPs and stormwater management controls appropriate for the construction
site including measures to reduce soil erosion, reduce site sediment loss, and manage some of the
more common construction-generated wastes and construction-related toxic materials. In addition,
stormwater facilities would be included in the final design for the proposed project to reduce the long-
term impact of roadway runoff pollutants on sensitive receiving waters. Stormwater facilities would
be maintained to ensure their continued intended function.

Another secondary effect is the possibility of accidental spills of hazardous materials during
construction activities or during the subsequent use of the facility. However, MDT standard
specifications would require the contractor to establish staging areas a minimum of 15 meters (50
feet) from streams and to implement spill prevention measures during construction near streams. Any
improvements to the existing highway that increase capacity and reduce congestion would decrease
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the chance of these accidental spills resulting from the use of the highway by vehicles transporting
hazardous materials.

LEAST DAMAGING PRACTICABLE ALTERNATIVE
Rural Alternatives

Three alternatives have fewer total wetland impacts than the preferred alternative (PA): Alternatives
Rural 1, Rural 2, and Rural 10. Alternative Rural 4 has the same overall impact, but slightly higher
permanent and slightly lower temporary impact. Although the Rural 7 alternative has the fewest
permanent impacts on wetlands, it is estimated to cost $147 million dollars more than the next most
expensive alternative (Rural 9) and $162 million more than Rural 3 (PA) (The inclusion of a
separated bike path would add an additional $12 million to the cost of Alternative Rural 3.). If Rural
7 was selected, the additional cost of $162 million could delay the proposed project a minimum of 6
years because there is insufficient funding in the current National Highway System budget for the
local MDT district to support the additional cost. One of the key objectives in the corridor is to
improve safety and delaying the proposed project an additional 6 years would mean the current high
rate of accidents and accident severity in this corridor would continue. Also, the additional cost for
the Rural 7 alternative would delay reconstruction of another 20 to 30 miles of roadway within the
local MDT district, which could also affect the safety of the traveling public. Mitigating an acre of
wetland impact costs an average of $16,000 to $25,000. Assuming the cost is $25,000, the mitigation
savings for the Rural 7 alternative would be $95,000 (for 3.8 acres fewer permanent impacts).
However, the projected savings does not approach the extra cost for constructing the Rural 7
alternative.

Alternatives Rural 1, 2, 7, and 10 have the potential to reduce accidents by 16%, 17.2%, 18.6%, and
20.1% respectively, while Rural 3 (PA) has the potential for reducing accidents by 20.4% The
projected levels of service (LOS) for Alternatives Rural 1, 2, 7, and 10 are D-, D, D+, and D+,
respectively, while the projected LOS for the Rural 3 (PA) is D. The LOS for Rural 3 (PA) and Rural
10 wouldn’t deteriorate to LOS D+ until after 2020, whereas the LOS for Alternatives Rural 1, 2, and
7 would deteriorate more rapidly.

Alternatives Rural 1, 2, 3 (PA), and 10 have similar costs and similar wetland impacts. However,
Alternative 1 does not address the operational or safety needs associated with slow moving vehicles
northbound on Post Creek Hill. Nor does it address the need for southbound passing opportunities
throughout the proposed project and the capacity and safety needs for traffic volumes between
Innovation Lane and the south city limits of Ronan. Alternative Rural 2 addresses the slow moving
vehicle issue northbound on Post Creek Hill but not the need for southbound passing opportunities
throughout the proposed project and the capacity and safety needs for traffic volumes between
Innovation Lane and the south city limits of Ronan. Alternative Rural 10 would address both the
slow moving vehicle issue northbound on Post Creek Hill as well as the need for southbound passing
opportunities while decreasing wetland impacts by approximately 0.2 acre from Alternative Rural 3
(PA); however, following publication of the draft SEIS, 43 agency and public comments were
received that objected to the inclusion of a southbound passing lane through the Ninepipe Wildlife
Refuge. The majority of the comments received cited concerns over wildlife as the reason for
objecting to the passing lane. Alternative Rural 3 (PA) would address both the slow moving vehicle
issue northbound on Post Creek Hill as well as the need for southbound passing opportunities while
increasing wetland impacts by approximately 0.2 to 0.5 acres over Alternatives Rural 1, 2, and 10. In
addition, Alternative Rural 3 would avoid the wildlife concerns associated with Alternative Rural 10.
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Alternative Rural 7 has the least permanent wetland impacts of the considered alternatives; however,
the additional cost of $162 million could delay the proposed project a minimum of 6 years resulting in
ongoing safety concerns in the corridor. The project proponents feel the additional costs of this
alternative make it not practicable. Of the other Rural Alternatives, 1, 2, and 10 have slightly lower
wetland impacts than Alternative Rural 3 (PA); however, Alternative 1 and 2 do not address the
capacity and safety needs of the corridor and Alternative 10 received numerous objections during the
public comment period from agencies and the public citing concerns about impacts to wildlife in the
Ninepipe Wildlife Refuge. For these reasons Alternative 3, the Preferred Alternative, has been
chosen as the least damaging practicable alternative for rural portion of the project.

Ronan Alternatives

Ronan Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would have approximately the same wetland impacts (0.02 to 0.03
acres), while Ronan Alternative 5 would not result in wetland impacts.

The projected level of service (LOS) in 2024 for Alternatives Ronan 1 and 2 is C for both northbound
and southbound traffic, for Alternatives Ronan 3 and 4 is B for northbound traffic and C for
southbound traffic, and for Alternative Ronan 5 is D for both northbound and southbound traffic.
Under Alternative Ronan 5, some accident reduction could occur, but most likely it would have the
same effect as the No-Action Alternative and there would be no significant reduction of accidents.

Alternative Ronan 5 has less wetland impacts than the other Ronan alternatives; however, it does not
address the operational or safety needs within the city of Ronan. Alternatives Ronan 1, 2, 3, and 4
(PA) have similar wetland impacts (approximately 0.02 to 0.03 acres); however, Alternatives Ronan 3
and 4 better address operational and safety concerns within the city of Ronan. For these reasons
Alternative Ronan 4, the Preferred Alternative, has been chosen as the least damaging practicable
alternative for the Ronan section of this project.
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APPENDIX F

Table of Impacts on Individual Wetlands



US 93 SEIS Study

Wetlands - Permanent and Temporary Impacts (acres)

Rural 1 Rural 2 Rural 3 Rural 4 Rural 5 Rural 6 Rural 7 Rural 8 Rural 9 Rural 10
Wetland ID |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp
H14A 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 0.4 0.1 03 0.1
H14B 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 0.2 0.0
HI15A 03 0.4 03 0.4 03 04 03 04 03 0.4 03 04 03 03 05 0.1 0.6 0.0 03 0.4
H15C 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.2
H16A PC 23 13 23 13 23 13 2.8 0.9 3.0 13 2.8 0.9 2.0 13 2.0 13 3.1 12 23 13
H16B PC 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.0 14 0.1 13 11 11 18 0.8 0.0 14
H17A 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 05 0.0 0.4 0.0 0.4 0.0 05 0.1 0.6 0.0 0.4 0.0
H17B 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0
Hi7C 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0 03 0.0
H17D 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
HI7E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HI7F 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
H18B 0.7 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.1 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.1
HI9A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H198B 0.8 03 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 12 0.1 11 0.1 1.0 0.2 12 0.1 0.9 0.2
H20A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
H2LA 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.0 0.6 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.1 05 03 03 0.0 0.6
H21B 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 03 0.1 04 0.0 0.2 0.2 03 0.1 04 0.0 03 0.1
H22A 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0 05 0.0
H22B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H22C 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
H23A 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 03 0.0 0.2 0.0 03 0.0 0.2 0.1
H23B 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 03 0.0 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 0.2 0.1
H23C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H24C 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
H24D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H25A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
H26A 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
H268B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H26C 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
H27 A 0.4 03 0.4 03 04 03 0.4 03 0.4 03 0.7 03 0.9 03 05 0.4 08 0.4 0.4 03
H27E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H27G 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 05 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1
H27H 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H271 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
H28A 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 03 0.2 0.2 0.1
H29A NP 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
H30A NP 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 12 14 0.0 2.6 19 13 2.8 14 12 14
H30B NP 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 14 1.0 0.0 2.6 13 13 19 14 14 11
H3LA 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 03 0.1 05 0.1 0.1 0.2
H32A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H32B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H32C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H32D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H33A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
H33B 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0
H33C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
H34A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H34B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0
H34C 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 03 0.4 0.6 0.4 0.2 0.2
H34D 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 03 0.2 0.1 0.1
H35A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H358B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H36A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H37A KPL 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.1 08 0.1 08 0.1 0.8 0.0 0.9 0.1 0.9 0.4 0.6 0.1 0.8
H37B KPL 0.0 08 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 08 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.8 0.4 05 0.0 0.8
H38A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H39A 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.4 0.2 03 0.1 0.2
H39B 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.2 04 0.2 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.6 0.2 05 0.7 03 0.2 0.4
H40 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H40B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
H 40D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
HA40E 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0
HA40F 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
1A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
12A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
13A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
138 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
13C 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1
13D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
13E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
14A KP2 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.1 10 0.0 12 0.1 11 0.4 0.9 0.1 1.0
14B_KP2 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 0.0 23 03 2.0 0.0 23
158 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0
T6A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0

7130/2007




US 93 SEIS Study

Wetlands - Permanent and Temporary Impacts (acres)

Rural 1 Rural 2 Rural 3 Rural 4 Rural 5 Rural 6 Rural 7 Rural 8 Rural 9 Rural 10
Wetland ID |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp |Perm |Temp
16D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
17A 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.2
178 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
17¢C 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.1
18A 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1
188 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.4 0.1 04 0.0 05 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.1 0.1 0.4
18C 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 03 0.1 0.1 0.1
18D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T9A 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.2
198 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
T10A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
T11A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1118 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
111C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
111D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1128 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
1138 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
113C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
113D 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1
113E 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
113F 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0
114 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1148 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
114C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 03 0.0 0.0
115 A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 05 0.2 0.0 0.1
116A CC 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 03 0.0 0.2
116B_cC 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.1 05 0.0 0.7 0.2 05 03 04 0.1 05
117 A 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.1
1178 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
117C 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.0 03 0.2 0.2 03 0.0 0.1 0.2
117D 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.1
117E 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0
118 A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
118 B 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
118C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
118 D 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
T19A 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.2 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.0 0.9 0.1 11 0.1 0.9 0.0
1198 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.2
120A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1208 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
120C 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
121A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1
1218 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.0 0.2 0.0
122A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
1228 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Total 14.8 17.0 14.9 169 155 16.8 16.1 162 158 16.8 182 154 117 214 18.8 17.6 298 156 151 17.0
Total Perm and Temp 318 318 323 323 326 336 33.1 36.4 45.4 32.1

7130/2007




APPENDIX G

Farmland Conversion
Impact Rating Forms



u.s. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservatian Service

NRCS-CPA-106

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING ? (R 12
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART | (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3. Date of Land Evaluation Request 1211504 ; r —

1. Name of Project 35 93 Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project

5. Federal Agency involved
USDOT - FHWA

2.Type of Project s ahway right-of-way

6. County and State | oy0 County, Missoul

a
PART Il (To be completed by NRCS, 1. Date R Received by NRCS | 2. Person Gompleting Fo
T by ) legu 249 lpY Nea R, Svendsen
3. Does the corridor contain prime, unique statewide or focal important farmtand? ves & 0 4. Acres Imigated | Average Farm Sze
(i no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete addifonial parts of this form). ~ * s o000 ' 5900
5. Major Crop(s) L . 6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction 7. Amount of Farmland As Defined in FPPA
. s Sprmg\.w\uoj\‘ : e . . : -
Acres; 789, 200 % 3795 Acres: 220, 511 %383
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used '

Prcdudf‘wN\! Tudex Frowm Soil Survey N A

9. Name of Local Site Assessment System

i

10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

11&5]os

Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART i (To be completed by Federal Agenc - - T
(T il Y gency) Riral | Rivoul 2 wral 3 Kiial &
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Directly 30 34 42 42
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services 0 0 0 0
C. Total Acres In Corridor 30 31 42 42
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information ]
A. Totat Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand i1 1] | L l.le
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Impaortant Farmland 284 26, 3 Y, o Lo, 7
C. Percentage Of Farmiand in County Or Local Govi. Unit To Be Converted Gboet 0,01 65.01 o015 ©0.0l8
D. Percentage OFf Farmiand in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value =15 GO qo g0
PMVﬁobemeymwﬂmmmm (7 17 11 ‘7
value of Farmland to Be Serviced or Converted {Scale of 0 - 100 Points;
PART V1 (To be completed by Federal Agency) Comidor - Maximurn
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 9 ‘g ]
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed .20 20 20 20 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 0 0 0 [i]
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10
6._Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand _ 25 0 0 0 0
7. Availabiility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 5 5
8. On-Fam Investments 20 20 20 120 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 4] 0 0 0
10. Compatibility With Exisfing Agricuftural Use 10 5 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 84 84 84 84
PART VIt (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Fanmiand (From Part V) 100 7 i7 07 17
Total Corridar Assessment (From Part V1 above or a local site 160
assessment) : 84 84 84 84
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 J U1 el {07 el
1. Comidor Selected: 2. Total Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Bate Of Selection: 4. Was A Loca! Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [ no E1
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Gomplete a form for each segment with more than one Alterate Corridor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE

T NRCS-CPA-106
Natural Resources Conservation Service . (Rev. 191)
FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING :
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS :
BART (To be completed by Federal Agency) 3Dt of Land Evaluation Reauest go45104 | [ sheetZor 4
1. Name of Project 415 93-Ninepipe/Ronan 5 Fﬁdsegg‘-f—efgﬁwxed
. f Proj < = ;
2. Type of Project  Highway right-of-way 6. County and State | ;K@ County, Montana
PART I (To be completed by NRCS) 1. Date Request Received by NRCS | 2. Person ()!pmpleﬁng Form
3. Does the cofridor contain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland? ves[1 w1 4. Acres Imigated l Average Farm Size
- {fno, the FPPA does nat apply - Do not ¢complete additional parts of this form). ’ ! ' . : o L
5. Major Crop(s) : : : S 6. Fammable Land in Govemment Jurisdiction 7. _Amu‘unt dr Farmlgnd As Defined in FPPA
Acres: % Acres: I v %
8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local Site Assessment System 70, Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS
Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART Wl {To be completed by Federal Agency, = .
) wral 5  lRwral & Riral 7 Lural ¥
A. Total Acres To Be Converted Direclly 38 72 143 59
B. Total Acres To Be Converted indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Coridor 38 72 i 43 59
PART WV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information L
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland |ile R VL5 I
B, Total Acres Statewide And Locat important Farmland 2.9 9.9 “Hh g 56D
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.0l 0.072.5 0,015 0,02~
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govt. Turisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value qp 26) g0 g0
pmvnowmﬁ&dwmmmmmﬁmmm 17l i 11 1]
value of Fanmiand to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) 11l
PART Vi {To be completed by Federal Agency} Corridor Maximum {
Assessment Criteriz (These criteria are explained in7 CFR 658.5(c}} | Points |
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 15 15
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 9 9 |9 ]
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 |20 20
2. Protection Provided By State And Locat Government " 20 ] ] K] 0
5. Sizs of Present Fam Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmiand 25 0 0 ‘o 0
7. Availablility Of Farm Suppart Services 5 5 5 5 5
8. On-Famm Investments 20 20 20 120 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Supporl Services 25 0 0 ‘0 []
10. Compatibifity With Existing Agricultural Use 10 5 5 i 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 84 84 ‘a4 a4
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 {7 {7 |7 |7
Yotal Corridor Assessment {From Part Vi above or a jocal site 160
assessment) 84 84 84 84
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 fines) 260 jof [ol [0 [ o1
1. Comicor Selected: 2. Toial Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. WasALom!SﬂeAmassmeMUsed?
Converted by Project:
ves [ wno [1
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature oF Person Compleling this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Altemate Corridor




U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRCS-CPA-106

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING (Rev. 181}
_ FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS
PART ! (To be completed by Federal Agency} 3. Date of Lar?d Evaluation Request 12/15/04 r. oheoi3 of_4

1. Name of Project g 93_Ninepipe/Ronan

§. Federal Agency Involved
USDOT - FHWA

2. Type of Project  (ahway right-of-way

6. County and State | ape County, Montana

PART It (To be completed by NRCS)

1. Date Request Received by NRCS | 2. Person Completing Farm

. 3. Doesthe corridor contain brime, unique statewide or locat important farmland?

{If no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this form).’

- . 4. Actes lrrigaiod Average Farm Se
ves [1 wo[]

5. Major Crop(s)
Acres:

6. Farmable Land in Government Jurisdiction

7. Amount of Farmiand As Defined in FPPA

% Acres: %

8. Name Of Land Evaluation System Used 9. Name of Local

Site Assessment System 10. Date Land Evaluation Returned by NRCS

Alternative Corridor For Segment
PART It (To be completed by Federal Agenc - . ==
T gency) Baral 4 |Ruralli (PP Renaiil . |Rendn
A. Total Acres Ta Be Converted Directly . 89 1 38 8 7
B. Total Acres To Be Converted Indirectly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor 89 38 8 7
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation Information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmland 2o /1l {4 /3
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Important Farmland 35.0 14,3 (or | 5.7
C. Percentage Of Farmland in County Or Local Govt. Unit To Be Converted 0.0\ .00 0,00 O.00 7
D. Percentage Of Farmland in Govt. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value z2% 90 g0 g o
PARTV(Tobecmﬂe&dbyM&S)LaﬂEvaﬂaﬁonh&:mnﬁmamnehﬁve 11 11 ol |
value of Farmiand to Be Serviced or Converted (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) !
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Corridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c))| Paoints
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 15 15 10 10
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 ] 9 [ 6
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 20 20
4. Protection Provided By State And Local Government 20 ] 0 ] 1]
5. Size of Present Fam Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 0 0 0 4]
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 5 5
8. On-Farm Investments 20 20 20 20 20
9. Effects Of Conversion On Farm Support Services 25 0 0 0 0.
10. Compatibility With Existing Agricuftural Use 10 5 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS . 160 84 84 76 76
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relative Value Of Farmland (From Part V) 100 |7 17 /7 /7
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part V1 above or a local site 160
assessment) 84 84 76 76
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 101 (o/f 0/ 3 g3
1. Corridor Selected: 2. lotal Acres of Farmiands to be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Local Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [1 w~o []
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part: DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Altermnate Corridor




U.5. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Natural Resources Conservation Service

NRCS-CPA-~106
{Rev. 1-91)

FARMLAND CONVERSION IMPACT RATING
FOR CORRIDOR TYPE PROJECTS

3. Date of Land Evzsluation Hequest

PART (To be completed by Federal Agency) 12115i04 | ‘4» sneclfor_4

i- Name of Project 55 g3_Ninepipe/Ronan
2. Type of Praoject

5. Federal Agency invaived

UsSDOT - FHWA

6. County and Stale § 1o Gounty, Montana
1. Date Request Received by NRCS

Highway right-of-way

PART H (To be completed by NRCS) 2. Person Completing Form

3. Does the corridor eontain prime, unique statewide or local important farmland?
~{if no, the FPPA does not apply - Do not complete additional parts of this farm)..
5. Major Crop(s} ) ) :

4. Acres lrigated | Average Farm Size

YES O ne [

8. Farmabie Land in Government Jurisdiction .

‘§7. Amount 9f Farmland As Definec in FPPA
Acres: o, ' ; -

Acres: ; ' Y
8. Name of Local Site Assessment Sysiem

10. Date Land Evaluation Reiurned by NRCS

8. Name Of Land Evaluation Sysiem Used

Alternative Carridor For Segment
PART lit (To be complefed by Federal Agenc;
( Y gency) Renain 3 Ronan 4(PpA )| Ronan & B
A. Total Acres To Be Converled Directly 11 11 i3
B. Total Acres To Be Converled Indireclly, Or To Receive Services
C. Total Acres In Corridor 11 11 i3 0
PART IV (To be completed by NRCS) Land Evaluation information
A. Total Acres Prime And Unique Farmiand /5 [ 5 ‘0.9
B. Total Acres Statewide And Local Impaortant Farmtand g, 2 g9.7 2.7
C. Percentage Of Farmiand in County Or Local Govt Unit To Be Cenverted o004 ©0.004 {6.00)
D. Percentage Of Farmiand in Govl. Jurisdiction With Same Or Higher Relative Value =0 90 Lgo
PART V (7o be completed by NRCS} Land Evaluation Informafion Criterion Relative L7 \7 | ,? :F
value of Farmland io Be Serviced or Converfed (Scale of 0 - 100 Points) :
PART VI (To be completed by Federal Agency) Cosridor Maximum
Assessment Criteria (These criteria are explained in 7 CFR 658.5(c)}){ Points
1. Area in Nonurban Use 15 10 10 <10
2. Perimeter in Nonurban Use 10 6 5 '8
3. Percent Of Corridor Being Farmed 20 20 20 120
4. Protection Provided By Stale And Local Government . 20 0. .0
5. Size of Present Farm Unit Compared To Average 10 10 10 10
6. Creation Of Nonfarmable Farmland 25 G G Ie]
7. Availablility Of Farm Support Services 5 5 5 i
8. On-Farm invesiments 20 20 20 120
o, Effects Of Conversion On Farm Supporl Services 25 0 a g
10. Compatibility With Exisfing Agricuttural Use 10 5 5 5
TOTAL CORRIDOR ASSESSMENT POINTS 160 76 76 76 0
PART VIl (To be completed by Federal Agency)
Relalive Value Of Farmland (From Par V) 100 {7 /7 / 7
Total Corridor Assessment (From Part Vi above or a local sile 160
assessment) 76 76 76 0
TOTAL POINTS (Total of above 2 lines) 260 93 3 93
1. Corridor Selecled: Z. Tolal Acres of Farmiands 1o be 3. Date Of Selection: 4. Was A Locat Site Assessment Used?
Converted by Project:
ves [] wo [
5. Reason For Selection:
Signature of Person Completing this Part:

DATE

NOTE: Complete a form for each segment with more than one Alternate Corridor
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Ronan Regional Air Quality Analysis






US 93 Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
Ninepipe/Ronan Improvement Project
Lake County, Montana

Regional and Hotspot Air Quality Analysis

Background

This appendix documents the detailed air quality analysis to satisfy three
requirements of the Clean Air Act and Federal Highway Administration (FHWA)
guidance: a mobile source air toxics analysis, a regional emissions analysis for
transportation conformity, and a PMjo hotspot analysis for transportation
conformity.

The 1996 US 93 Evaro-Polson Final Environmental Statement and Section 4(f)
Evaluation contains a Polson and Ronan Conformity Determination. A finding of
conformity was made by FHWA on January 31, 1996, based on the analysis
contained in a November 24,1995, Montana Department of Transportation (MDT)
memorandum.

In addition to a regional emissions analysis, the conformity rule requires a
project-level hotspot analysis for PMjg, in order to determine whether localized
violations of the PM;, standard are likely. This appendix includes a hot-spot
analysis and a revised conformity analysis based on the preferred alternative for
improvement of US 93 through Ronan.

Acronyms Used

ADT — average daily traffic

DHV — design hour volume

DVMT - daily vehicle miles of travel

MSATSs — mobile source air toxics

PMo — particulate matter of 10 microns or smaller
PA — preferred alternative

VMT — vehicle miles of travel



Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSAT) Analysis

In 2006, FHWA released its Interim Guidance on Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA
Documents. This guidance spells out procedures for analysis of mobile source
air toxics (MSAT) pollutants. Under the guidance, a qualitative analysis of likely
MSAT impacts is conducted for roadway projects where the design year traffic
volumes are lower than 140,000 vehicles per day. The traffic volumes
associated with this project are well below the 140,000 ADT threshold (see table
4.1-1). The following discussion documents FHWA’s MSAT analysis.

What are Mobile Source Air Toxics?

Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATSs) are compounds in both gaseous and ultra fine
particle form emitted from vehicles that travel on highways and non-road
equipment like bull dozers, loaders, and diesel generators. Some toxic
compounds are present in fuel and are emitted to the air when the fuel
evaporates or passes through the engine unburned. Other toxics are emitted
from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion products.
Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline
(EPA420-R-00-023, December 2000).

Health, Federal Regulations and the Reduction of Pollution Over Time

The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the lead Federal Agency for
administering the Clean Air Act and has certain responsibilities regarding the
health effects of MSATs (EPA400-F-92-004, August 1994). In 2001 EPA issued a
Final Rule on Controlling Emissions of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile
Sources (66 FR 17229, March 29, 2001). This rule was issued under the
authority in Section 202 of the Clean Air Act, and the rule’s preamble provides
information regarding the effects and control of MSATs. EPA updated this rule in
2007 (72 FR 8427, February 26, 2007).

In the 2001 rule, EPA listed 21 compounds emitted from motor vehicles that are
known or suspected to cause cancer or other serious health effects. EPA
identified six of these pollutants as being responsible for most of the adverse
health risk, and FHWA refers to these pollutants as the “priority” MSATS.
Between 1990 and 2020 EPA predicts that national control programs will reduce
on-highway emissions of benzene, formaldehyde, 1,3-butadiene, acrolein, and
acetaldehyde by 67 to 87 percent, and will reduce on-highway diesel particulate
matter (DPM) emissions by 90 percent. These reductions are due to the benefits
of national mobile source control programs, including requirements for
reformulated gasoline program, a new cap on the toxics content of gasoline, the
national low emission vehicle standards, the Tier 2 motor vehicle emissions
standards and gasoline sulfur control requirements, and the heavy-duty engine
and vehicle standards and on-highway diesel fuel sulfur control requirements.
These are net emission reductions, that is, the reductions that will be
experienced even after growth in vehicle miles traveled is taken into account.
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National Health and Risk

EPA is in the process of assessing the risks of various kinds of exposures to
these pollutants. The EPA Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) is a
database of human health effects that may result from exposure to various
substances found in the environment. The IRIS database is located at
http://www.epa.gov/iris. The following toxicity information for the six prioritized
MSATs was taken verbatim from the IRIS database Weight of Evidence
Characterization summaries and represents the EPA’s most current evaluations
of the potential hazards and toxicology of these chemicals or mixtures.

e Under the proposed revised Carcinogen Risk Assessment Guidelines
(U.S. EPA, 1996), benzene is characterized as a known human
carcinogen.

e Under the Draft Revised Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment
(U.S. EPA, 1999), the potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be
determined because the existing data are inadequate for an assessment
of human carcinogenic potential for either the oral or inhalation route of
exposure.

e Formaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen, based on limited
evidence in humans, and sufficient evidence in animals.

e Under EPA's 1999 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment (U.S.
EPA, 1999), 1,3-butadiene is characterized as carcinogenic to humans by
inhalation.

e Acetaldehyde is a probable human carcinogen based on increased
incidence of nasal tumors in male and female rats and laryngeal tumors in
male and female hamsters after inhalation exposure.

e Using U.S. EPA's revised draft 1999 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk
Assessment (U.S. EPA, 1999), diesel exhaust (DE) is likely to be
carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental exposures.
Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel
particulate matter and diesel exhaust organic gases.

MSAT Study Limitations and Limitations

This appendix includes a basic analysis of the likely MSAT emission impacts of
this project. However, available technical tools do not enable us to predict the
project-specific health impacts of the emission changes associated with the
alternatives in this report. Due to these limitations, the following discussion is
included in accordance with CEQ regulations (40 CFR 1502.22(b)) regarding
incomplete or unavailable information:
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Information that is Unavailable or Incomplete. Evaluating the environmental
and health impacts from MSATSs on a proposed highway project would involve
several key elements, including emissions modeling, dispersion modeling in
order to estimate ambient concentrations resulting from the estimated emissions,
exposure modeling in order to estimate human exposure to the estimated
concentrations, and then final determination of health impacts based on the
estimated exposure. Each of these steps is encumbered by technical
shortcomings or uncertain science that prevents a more complete determination
of the MSAT health impacts of this project.

0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native file\final air quality report 2008 01 05.doc

Emissions: The EPA tools to estimate MSAT emissions from motor
vehicles are not sensitive to key variables determining emissions of
MSATSs in the context of highway projects. While MOBILE 6.2 is used to
predict emissions at a regional level, it has limited applicability at the
project level. MOBILE 6.2 is a trip-based model--emission factors are
projected based on a typical trip of 7.5 miles, and on average speeds for
this typical trip. This means that MOBILE 6.2 does not have the ability to
predict emission factors for a specific vehicle operating condition at a
specific location at a specific time. Because of this limitation, MOBILE 6.2
can only approximate the operating speeds and levels of congestion likely
to be present on the largest-scale projects, and cannot adequately capture
emissions effects of smaller projects. For particulate matter, the model
results are not sensitive to average trip speed, although the other MSAT
emission rates do change with changes in trip speed. Lastly, in its
discussions of PM under the conformity rule, EPA has identified problems
with MOBILEG6.2 as an obstacle to quantitative analysis.

These deficiencies compromise the capability of MOBILE 6.2 to estimate
MSAT emissions. MOBILE 6.2 is an adequate tool for projecting
emissions trends, and performing relative analyses between alternatives
for very large projects, but it is not sensitive enough to capture the effects
of travel changes tied to smaller projects or to predict emissions near
specific roadside locations.

Dispersion. The tools to predict how MSATSs disperse are also limited.
The EPA's current regulatory models, CALINE3 and CAL3QHC, were
developed and validated more than a decade ago for the purpose of
predicting episodic concentrations of carbon monoxide to determine
compliance with the NAAQS. The performance of dispersion models is
more accurate for predicting maximum concentrations that can occur at
some time at some location within a geographic area. This limitation
makes it difficult to predict accurate exposure patterns at specific times at
specific highway project locations across an urban area to assess
potential health risk. The National Cooperative Highway Research
Program (NCHRP) is conducting research on best practices in applying
models and other technical methods in the analysis of MSATSs. This work
also will focus on identifying appropriate methods of documenting and



communicating MSAT impacts in the NEPA process and to the general
public. Along with these general limitations of dispersion models, FHWA is
also faced with a lack of monitoring data in most areas for use in
establishing project-specific MSAT background concentrations.

o« Exposure Levels and Health Effects. Finally, even if emission levels and
concentrations of MSATSs could be accurately predicted, shortcomings in
current techniques for exposure assessment and risk analysis preclude us
from reaching meaningful conclusions about project-specific health
impacts. Exposure assessments are difficult because it is difficult to
accurately calculate annual concentrations of MSATSs near roadways, and
to determine the portion of a year that people are actually exposed to
those concentrations at a specific location. These difficulties are magnified
for 70-year cancer assessments, particularly because unsupportable
assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns
and vehicle technology (which affects emissions rates) over a 70-year
period. There are also considerable uncertainties associated with the
existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSATS, because of factors
such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure
data to the general population. Because of these shortcomings, any
calculated difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be
much smaller than the uncertainties associated with calculating the
impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be
useful to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information
against other project impacts that are better suited for quantitative
analysis.

Relevance of Unavailable or Incomplete Information to Evaluating
Reasonably Foreseeable Significant Adverse Impacts on the Environment,
and Evaluation of limpacts Based upon Theoretical Approaches or
Research Methods Generally Sccepted in the Scientific Community.
Because of the uncertainties outlined above, a quantitative assessment of the
effects of air toxic emissions impacts on human health cannot be made at the
project level. While available tools do allow us to reasonably predict relative
emissions changes between alternatives for larger projects, the amount of MSAT
emissions from each of the project alternatives and MSAT concentrations or
exposures created by each of the project alternatives cannot be predicted with
enough accuracy to be useful in estimating health impacts. Therefore, the
relevance of the unavailable or incomplete information is that it is not possible to
make a determination of whether any of the alternatives would have "significant
adverse impacts on the human environment.”

To date, EPA has not issued specific health impacts based emissions or
exposure level standards. They also have not provided national project level
guidelines or guidance to study MSATs under various climatic and geographic
situations. Such limitations make the study of MSAT concentrations, exposures,
and health impacts difficult and uncertain. Thus, accurate and reliable estimates
of actual human health or environmental impacts from transportation projects and
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mobile source air toxics are not scientifically possible at this time. EPA has also
not established toxicity factors for diesel particulate matter, although one study
asserts that this pollutant accounts for a large portion of MSAT health risk in
certain situations, using toxicity factor that is unique to California.

The analysis of air toxic emissions is an emerging field. The U.S. Department of
Transportation (US DOT) and EPA are currently working to develop and evaluate
the technical tools necessary to perform air toxics analysis, including
improvements to emissions models and air quality dispersion models. Limitations
with the existing modeling tools preclude performing the same level of analysis
that is typically performed for other pollutants, such as carbon monoxide.
FHWA's ongoing work in air toxic emissions includes a research program to
determine and quantify the contribution of mobile sources to air toxic emissions,
the establishment of policies for addressing air toxics in environmental reports,
and the assessment of scientific literature on health impacts associated with
motor vehicle toxic emissions.

Project Level MSAT Emissions Impacts

This project is designed to provide additional roadway capacity to address future
growth in traffic volumes. Because most of the project corridor is rural in nature
and serves travel between different locations in Montana, the project
improvements are not expected to result in a difference in total traffic volumes
between the No-Action and preferred alternatives.

MSAT emissions are generally sensitive to vehicle speed, with higher emissions
rates associated with low speeds. The congestion relief benefits of this project
(see Table 5.1-6) significantly improve future speeds in Ronan, resulting in lower
MSAT emissions. Traffic signals will be installed in up to four locations in the
future as traffic signal warrants are met; these signals will create some vehicle
idling, which would increase MSAT emissions compared to unsignalized
intersections. However, signals would likely be needed in the future under the
No-Action Alternative as well.

The couplet design, because it divides the total traffic volume onto two separate
roadways, will tend to increase emissions along First Avenue SW and decrease
emissions along the existing Highway US 93 corridor relative to the No-Action
Alternative. The one-way street design associated with the couplet will also
reduce idling time associated with vehicles waiting for opportunities to make left
turns. Finally, the wide buffers associated with Alternative Ronan 4 (PA) will
result in lower concentrations of MSATs and other pollutants on the sidewalks,
reducing exposure to these pollutants.

Regardless of which alternative is chosen, FHWA expects lower MSAT
emissions in the future due to EPA’s national vehicle and fuel control programs,
as noted above.
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Regional PM;o Analysis

Since Ronan is a rural PM; nonattainment area and does not have a state
implementation plan (SIP) with emissions budgets for transportation conformity,
FHWA's project-level conformity determination for the project must be
accompanied by a regional emissions analysis demonstrating that emissions
resulting from construction of the project, along with emissions from existing
roadways, must be no greater than 1) emissions associated with not building the
project (e.g., the No-Action alternative) or 2) emissions in calendar year 1990.
The first option was chosen for this analysis. The analysis years include 2030
(the horizon year of the recently-updated statewide transportation plan, 2012
(near-term year), and 2020 (interim year).

A series of observations and calculations have been used in this analysis. Since
Ronan is a small community with no regular program of traffic counts, collector
and local street VMT have been projected using population and VMT data from
Columbia Falls, which is a nearby PM;, area with permanent traffic count
stations. US 93 VMT was calculated directly from data in the EIS. Information on
PMjo emissions was taken from the recent Missoula conformity determination,
since it represents the most recent conformity determination in the western part
of Montana.

General requirements: Latest planning assumptions: This analysis relies on the
most recent available data for the Ronan area. In some cases data for other
locations have been substituted because such data are not collected in Ronan
(for example, road dust emissions factors). In many cases, the data in the SEIS
represent the latest planning assumptions for the area, since it is the most recent
analysis conducted for the area.

General requirements: Latest emissions model: The motor vehicle exhaust,
brake and tire wear emissions rates are based on EPA’s MOBILEG6.2 emissions
model and inputs appropriate for Ronan. In some cases, national defaults were
used in the model (e.g., age distributions, fleet mix) because local Ronan data
were not available. The road dust emissions rates are based on factors from
Missoula, which in turn are based on EPA’s latest AP42 emission factors.

Step 1: Calculate 2000 Ronan Collector and Local VMT Based on Columbia Falls
VMT

This information was calculated by the Montana Department of Transportation
from three permanent traffic counters in Columbia Falls and prorated to Ronan
by population.
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2000 Collector

2000 Population DVMT 2000 Local DVMT
Columbia Falls 3645 40953 30255
Ronan 1812 20359 15040

Step 2: Adjust to 2012, 2020 and 2030 VMT

The 2000 daily VMT estimates were grown to represent future values based on
the 2.8 percent annual traffic growth rate used in the SEIS (page 2-12 of the draft

SEIS)
2000 Annual 2012 2020 2030
Ronan Growth Ronan Ronan Ronan
VMT Factor VMT VMT VMT
Collector 20359 .028 27200 31760 37461
Local 15040 .028 20093 23462 27674

Step 3: Calculate Ronan 2012, 2020 and 2030 Collector and Local Emissions

Since Ronan is a Tribal nonattainment area and has not generated road dust
emissions estimates for use in SIP development, emission rates were taken from
the most recent Missoula conformity analysis. These emission rates are based
on the latest version of EPA’s AP42 emission factor equations for estimating road
dust emissions. Road dust rates are the “unwashed sand” rates from Missoula,
which were considered most representative of conditions in Ronan. Emissions
rates for vehicle exhaust, brake and tire wear for calendar years 2012, 2020 and
2030 were generated using the MOBILE6.2 emissions model.

Emission rates Collectors Ib/VMT Locals Ib/VMT
Road dust 0.02336 0.03040
Exhaust/brake/tire wear (2012) 0.00008 0.00008
Exhaust/brake/tire wear (2020) 0.00006 0.00006
Exhaust/brake/tire wear (2030) 0.00006 0.00006
Total emissions Ib/day (2012) 637.6 612.4
Total emissions Ib/day (2020) 743.8 714.7
Total emissions Ib/day (2030) 877.3 842.9

In addition, a 1991 air quality analysis for Ronan included an emissions estimate
of 144.4 pounds per day for unpaved streets. According to EPA’s AP42
emissions inventory guidance, these estimates include vehicle exhaust, brake

0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native file\final air quality report 2008 01 05.doc




and tire wear at 1980 emissions rates, which are conservative (high) compared
to emissions in the calendar years examined in the current analysis. The 1991
estimate was adjusted upward to reflect future travel activity using the 2.8
percent traffic growth rate from the SEIS:

2012 PM3, from unpaved Ronan streets = 229.4 Ib/day
2020 PM;, from unpaved Ronan streets = 261.8 Ib/day
2030 PM3p from unpaved Ronan streets = 302.3 Ib/day

Step 4: Calculate US 93 Emissions in 2012, 2020 and 2030

Calendar year 2000 traffic volumes from table 4.1-1 of the SEIS were used in
conjunction with the corridor traffic growth rate to calculate future year emissions
from US 93 itself. To be conservative, the highest reported design hour volume
(1710 vehicles per hour) was used.

Assumptions:
DHV = 10 percent of ADT
Growth rate for US 93 = 2.8 percent per year

2000 ADT =10 (2000 DHV) = 17100 vehicles per day
2012 ADT = 22846 vehicles/day
2020 ADT = 26676 vehicles/day
2030 ADT = 31464 vehicles/day

Emissions are determined based on VMT, not ADT, so the lengths of the various
roadway segments need to be applied to calculate daily VMT. The VMT
estimates for the couplet sections are estimated separately to account for the
application of mitigation in the build scenario (see below). The ADT estimates are
divided by two for the one-way couplet sections.

Length, | 2012 2020 2030
Segment mi VMT VMT VMT
South Corporate Limits to Garfield St 0.5 11423 13338 15732
SB Couplet 0.53 6054 7069 8338
NB Couplet 0.49 5597 6536 7709
Round Butte Road to North Corporate
Limits 0.25 5711 7866 7866

The preferred alternative (PA) is a couplet through Ronan. The PA and all other

alternatives would improve the existing highway by replacing existing curbs,
gutters, paved shoulders, and approaches. The PA also adds these
improvements to First Avenue SW. Curbs, gutters, paved shoulders, and
approaches will be added in these areas:
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South Corporate Limits to Garfield Street
SB Couplet Round Butte Rd to Garfield
Round Butte Rd to North Corporate Limits

These improvements will substantially reduce carry-on or background emissions

caused by vehicles tracking road dust from adjacent unpaved surfaces onto the
highway.

Previous regional analyses and conformity determinations in Kalispell and
Whitefish have estimated a conservative 60 percent reduction in background
emissions attributable to similar design features based on information provided
by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality (formerly the Montana
Department of Health and Environmental Sciences). Emissions (based on
0.02025 Ib/VMT from 11/24/95 Conformity Analysis) and expected reductions
would be:

2012 2020 2030

Segment No Action | Build | No Action | Build | No Action | Build
South Corporate Limits to

Garfield St 234.2 | 937 273.4 | 1094 322.5 | 129.0
SB Couplet 124.1 | 49.6 1449 | 58.0 1709 | 68.4
NB Couplet 114.7 | 114.7 134.0 | 134.0 158.0 | 158.0
Round Butte Rd to North

Corporate Limits 117.1 | 46.8 161.3| 645 161.3 | 645
Total US 93 emissions 590.1 | 304.9 713.6 | 365.8 812.7 | 419.9

Step 5: Assemble Regional Emissions Analysis

2012 2020 2030
No No No
Source Action Build Action Build Action Build
US 93 emissions 590.1 | 304.9 713.6 | 365.8 812.7 | 419.9
Collectors 637.6 | 637.6 743.8 | 743.8 877.3 | 877.3
Locals 612.4 | 612.4 7147 | 714.7 8429 | 8429
Unpaved Roads 229.4 | 229.4 261.8 | 261.8 302.3 | 302.3
Total 2069.5 | 1784.3 2433.9 | 2086.1 2835.2 | 2442.4

The regional emissions analysis shows that emissions associated with building
the project in each year are lower than emissions associated with the No-Action
Alternative, thus satisfying the conformity test that emissions in the build scenario
be no greater than emissions in no-build.

0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native file\final air quality report 2008 01 05.doc 9



Qualitative PM;q Hot Spot Analysis

The qualitative analysis follows the March 2006 EPA/FHWA guidance,
“Transportation Conformity Guidance for Qualitative Hot-spot Analysis in PM; s
and PM;p Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas.” The guidance requires that
PM hotspot analyses address the following elements:

o Description of project (location, design and scope; date project is expected to
be open)
o Description of existing conditions and changes resulting from project
o Contributing Factors
o Air Quality
o Transportation and traffic conditions
o Built and natural environment
0 Meteorology, climate and seasonal data
o Adopted emissions control measures
o Description of analysis method chosen
o Description of type of emissions considered in the analysis (e.g., exhaust, road
dust, construction emissions)
o Description of analysis years; consider full time frame of area’s LRTP, and
examine year or years in which emissions are expected to peak
o Professional judgment of impact
o Discussion of any mitigation measures
o Written commitments for mitigation
0 Conclusion on how project meets 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123

Section 93.123(b)(1) of the conformity rule only requires PM hotspot analysis for
“projects of air quality concern”, which are generally defined as projects which
feature a large volume of diesel traffic. However, this provision does not apply in
Montana; the state of Montana conformity requirements are based on an older
version of the federal transportation conformity rule and do not reflect this
provision. Thus, PM hotspot analyses are required for all non-exempt federal
projects in Montana’s PM; nonattainment and maintenance areas, and the
guestion of whether this project would be considered a “project of air quality
concern” is not relevant. Section 93.123(b)(1) of the federal rule will only apply in
Montana once the state of Montana conformity requirements have been revised
to reflect the most recent federal requirements, and this revision has been
approved by EPA.

Description of project (location, design and scope; date project is expected to be
open)

This information is included in Part 1 (Summary) of this SEIS, with more detailed
discussion in other sections of the SEIS. The differences in project design under
the various alternatives are discussed in Part 3 of the SEIS. The PM hotspot
analysis covers only the preferred alternative; if some other alternative is
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ultimately selected, that alternative will need to comply with the PM hotspot
requirement and other project-level conformity requirements prior to issuance of
a Record of Decision.

Description of existing traffic conditions and changes resulting from project
This information is included in chapters 4.1 and 5.1 of the SEIS.

Contributing Factors: Air Quality, Transportation and traffic conditions, Built and
natural environment, Meteorology, climate and seasonal data, and Adopted
emissions control measures

Much of this information is provided in other sections of this SEIS, including
section 4.7 (air quality, meteorology, and climate data), sections 4.1 and 5.1
(transportation and traffic data), and sections 4.2 and 5.2 (built and natural
environment). The above factors would be largely the same regardless of which
alternative is selected, except that roadway configurations and travel speeds
would change. Traffic volumes are not expected to change if the project is built.
Ronan does not implement any control measures for PMyj.

Five emission source categories of priority air pollutants in the project area were
identified in the US 93 Evaro to Polson FEIS. These include automobile exhaust
from vehicular traffic on roadways, residential heating (typically wood burning),
agricultural activities, and road construction. These sources are still active today
and industrial sources may be an additional source of emissions (Wahl 2003).
Vehicular traffic also generates fugitive particulate emissions by causing small
particles of soil and winter sanding material on the roadway to become
suspended in the air.

Ronan is a Tribal nonattainment area. No state implementation plan has been
developed for the area. The most recent comprehensive air quality emissions
inventory for the area was conducted in 1991. This inventory indicated that
approximately 80 percent of the PM;p emissions in Ronan were attributable to
on-road mobile sources.

PMyo air quality is monitored in Ronan Park. There have been no exceedances of
the PMjp standard at this station for the period 2002-2006; the last recorded
exceedance was in November 1999. One exceedance per year is allowed under
the PM;, standard, so compliance is based on the second highest value. As can
be seen from the table below, recent second high values in Ronan are around
one third of the 150 microgram per cubic meter PM;o standard.
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Year Readings | 1st Max | 2nd Max | 3rd Max | 4th Max
2002 226 55 53 52 46
2003 226 58 52 50 47
2004 159 66 49 48 44
2005 53 61 56 36 33
2006 46 55 48 38 37

Description of analysis method chosen

This analysis uses the “monitor comparison approach” outlined in the March
2006 EPA/FHWA guidance. Under this approach, an air quality monitor is
identified that has similar traffic volumes, truck activity and surrounding sources
and land use as those in the project area, and PM3p, monitored air quality from
this comparison monitor is used to evaluate the likely PMj, conditions in the
project area.

FHWA reviewed calendar year 2005 air quality and traffic data in two nearby
communities where PMjpis monitored (Kalispell and Missoula). 2005 was chosen
as it is the latest year for which traffic counts have been published. The monitor
locations were identified, and then traffic counts on nearby streets were
summarized. The comparison is discussed in more detail below.

This comparison assumes that truck travel fractions are the same on all
comparison roadways. Complete truck percentage data were not available as
part of the SEIS or for the comparison locations. MDT’s 2005 traffic flow map
shows that the truck percentages on US highways in Ronan, Kalispell and
Missoula are roughly similar, and it was assumed that truck percentages on local
streets would also be similar. The one exception is the Missoula Health
Department monitor; this monitor is near 1-90, which has a much higher truck
percentage. Overall, since vehicle exhaust, brake and tire wear emissions are a
very small fraction of total PMip emissions (road dust is by far the major
component in Ronan, making up 99.7 percent of total roadway emissions), the
assumption that truck percentages are similar would not have any meaningful
impact on the monitoring data comparison.

The comparison also assumes land use is similar in the three monitoring
locations, when in fact Ronan has a smaller population and correspondingly less
development and activity near the monitor than Kalispell or Missoula. The nearby
community of Polson also monitors for PMj, and has land use that is more
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comparable to Ronan. However, the traffic volumes in Polson are lower than
those expected in 2030 in the Ronan area, which prevented use of this
monitoring site to evaluate the potential PM;o impacts of the projected traffic
volumes in Ronan.

Description of type of emissions considered in the analysis (e.g., exhaust, road
dust, construction emissions)

This hotspot analysis includes all sources of direct mobile source emissions,
including road dust, tailpipe exhaust, brake and tire wear emissions. The
conformity rule only requires consideration of construction emissions in cases
where construction activity lasts longer than five years at any individual location,
which is not the case for this project.

Description of analysis years

The conformity rule and the EPA/FHWA guidance require that PM hotspot
analyses 1) cover the entire timeframe of the area’s regional transportation plan,
and 2) be based on the year or years in which peak emissions are expected.
Ronan is not covered by a metropolitan planning organization and has no
regional transportation plan. The air quality analysis for the project was designed
to cover the timeframe of the recently-updated TranPlan 21 statewide
transportation plan, which has a horizon year of 2030.

In order to identify the year or years of peak emissions, both mobile source
trends and trends in background emissions need to be considered. The regional
PM;o air quality analysis described in the previous section demonstrates that
2030 is the year of highest emissions from roadways in the nonattainment area.
The contribution of background concentrations to total local PM;o concentrations
is unknown, so these concentrations were assumed to be constant over time.
National control programs to control fine particulate will tend to reduce transport
of PMyp into the nonattainment area, but population growth in western Montana
will tend to increase background PM;, over time. Therefore, it was concluded that
2030 represents the year of peak emissions.

Professional judgment of impact

As noted above in the regional air quality analysis, the traffic volume on US 93 in
Ronan in the expected year of peak emissions (2030) is projected at 31464
vehicles per day. In the monitor comparison approach, FHWA compared this
projected traffic volume to current (2005) traffic volumes and PMyq levels in
Kalispell and Missoula to determine whether 31464 vehicles per day were likely
to lead to a violation of the PM; standard.

Monitoring data for the Kalispell and Missoula PM1o monitoring sites were
obtained from EPA’s AirData web site. Maps of the monitor locations were

0:\proj\00-01432-002\wp files\reports\seis\current\appendices\apx-h\native file\final air quality report 2008 01 05.doc 13



obtained from Montana DEQ, and traffic volumes near the monitors were
determined by reviewing MDT 2005 traffic volume maps. The traffic volumes
affecting the monitors are summarized in the following table.

Location/Nearby Streets | Volume | Total Volume

Kalispell (Flathead

Electric)

US 93 16830

Us?2 28940

4th Ave 6000

Woodland Ave 3190

2nd St 4460 59420

Missoula (Boyd Park)

UsS 93 29260
Russell St 15020
Brooks St 23880
Fairview Ave 4370
Ernest Ave 930
South Ave 14400 87860

Missoula (Health Dept.)

1-90 21850
Broadway 14140
Spruce St 5970
Higgins Ave 14770
Orange St 16770
Ryman St 2440 75940

Next, these traffic volumes for 2005 and the 2005 2" maximum PM values
were compared to the estimated 2030 traffic volume for US 93 in Ronan.

2005 2030
2005 2nd max | Traffic Projected
Monitor Location City PMyq Impact | Traffic
Flathead Electric Kalispell 78 59420
Boyd Park Missoula 58 87860
Health Department Missoula 52 75940
Ronan Park Ronan 56 31464

The monitor locations in Kalispell and Missoula are impacted by much higher
traffic volumes than those expected in Ronan in 2030. At the same time, each of
these monitor locations is currently measuring PM;, values well below the 150
microgram per cubic meter standard. Therefore, since these higher traffic
volumes do not appear to be contributing to violations of the PM;o standard at the
Kalispell and Missoula comparison monitors, the lower traffic volume of 31464
vehicles per day in 2030 would not be expected to cause or contribute to a
violation of the PM3, standard in Ronan.
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In addition to the monitor comparison, there are other factors that contribute to
FHWA's conclusion that the project would not be likely to lead to violations of the
PMy standard. First, the regional emissions analysis shows that mobile source
PM;jo emissions are likely to increase by approximately 40 percent over the
timeframe of the air quality analysis. This emissions increase will tend to increase
PM3o concentrations over time. However, since current PMyo air quality values at
the Ronan monitor are around one third of the PM;, standard, emissions could
theoretically almost triple before the area would be at risk of violating the
standard.

Also, the design features of the project will tend to reduce PMjo concentrations
immediately adjacent to the roadway compared to the No-Action Alternative. The
couplet design effectively cuts traffic volumes in half on the affected segments,
which will result in lower PM;o concentrations along the central portion of US 93
compared to the No-Action Alternative. Other design elements that will reduce
PM3jo emissions compared to the No-Action Alternative include surfacing
shoulders, adding curbs and gutters, and consolidating and surfacing gravel and
dirt approaches. The PA will also pave 1% Avenue SW, which currently has
minimal pavement.

Conclusion on how project meets 40 CFR 93.116 and 93.123

FHWA concludes that the preferred alternative will not cause or contribute to a
violation of the PM;, standard for the following reasons:

1) Monitors in other communities near Ronan are impacted by much higher
traffic volumes than those associated with the peak year of the US 93 project in
Ronan, and are not violating the PM;o standard.

2) Current PMyp values in Ronan are approximately one-third of the PMsg
standard, and emissions are not expected to increase enough to lead to a
violation.

3) The preferred alternative includes design features that will reduce dust
trackout and emissions compared to the No-Action Alternative.

Discussion of any mitigation measures; written commitments for mitigation

As noted above, the preferred alternative is not expected to cause or contribute
to violations of the PM1p NAAQS. Part of this conclusion is based on the
mitigating effects of dust trackout controls. The project includes commitments for
design elements that will reduce PM;p emissions, including surfacing shoulders,
adding curbs and gutters, and consolidating and surfacing gravel and dirt
approaches. The PA will pave First Avenue SW, currently with minimal
pavement, as the southbound couplet. These commitments for design
improvements are enforceable under section 93.125 of the conformity rule and
the Administrative