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E N V I R O N M E N T A L  Q U A L I T Y  C O U N C I L  
Legislative Environmental Policy Office 
P.O. Box 201704 
Helena, MT 59620-1 704 

Subject: NH 37-3(10)96 
EPSIE - EAST 

Brian Schweitzer, Governor 

LEGISWIVE ENVIRONMENTAL 
POLICY OFFICE 

(PPMS-OPX2 Control #a) 

Attached is one (1) copy of the Re-Evaluation (R-E) as-sent-to the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 

TRANSPORT ATJON 'S Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) on October 3,2006. 

That R-E's for the Finding of No Simificant Impact on this proposed project's portion in 

the "Epsie NHS Corridor" Environmental Assessment (EA) the FHWA approved-for dis- 

tribution on IVovember 29, 2001. Attached with that R-E is a copy of the "Nationwide" 

Programmatic Section 4@ Evaluation form [P4@] approved-by the FHWA on October 4, 

2006. That P4@'s for documenting this proposed project's "use" of a historic road sec- 

tion, and complies-with the provisions of 23 CFR 771 .I35 for the US. DEPARTMENT OF 

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

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

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

(MDT) . 

~ h o m a s  L. Hansen, P.E. 
Engineering Section Supervisor 
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 

Attachment 

copy: project maiflwhite label" file 

Environmental Services Bureau 
Phone: (4061 444-7228 An Equal Opportunity Employer 

Engineering Division 
lTY: (800) 335-7592 

'Webpage: www.mdt,mt.gov Fax: i406j 444-7245 



Montana Department of Transportation Jim Lynch, Director 

270 1 Prospect Avenue 
s .  PO BOX 20 100 1 

Brian Sc hweitzer, Governor 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) 
585 Shephard Way 
Helena, MT 59601-9785 

Attention: Carl D. James, 
Program Development Engineer 

Subject: NH 37-3(10)96 
EPSIE - EAST 

(PPMS-OPX2 Control W40) 

This ofice has reviewed this proposed project's environmental impacts, and determined 
that it still qualifies-for a Finding of No Sinnificant Impact (- under the provisions 
of 23 CFR 771.129(c). Its original FoNSI (copy attached) was issued-by the FHWA on 
February 27,2002. This proposed action also continues to qualify as an Environmental 
Assessment under the provisions of ARM 18.2.239(9 (Sections 75-1-103 and 75-1 -201, 
M.C.A.). This determination is based-on the following: 

The Scope-of-Work Report (S-o-W, approved-on August 20,2002 copy also attached) 
for this proposed project has been reviewed, and has not changed. This action was in- 
cluded with two others in an Environmental Assessment (EA) the FHWA approved for 
distribution on November 29,200 1. Changes involve the following parts in that &: 

I.A. the S-o-W Report matches the proposed beginning and ending "Reference" 
(Mi1e)Posts. However, the actual intended Length for this project is nearly 
12.2 kilometers (km, 7.55 miles), or about 0.2 km (0.1 mile) less-than that 
part of the a stated. 

IV.C.9. - Table 7 for Historic Sites in the Epsie-East Project Area ( a  p.-56-) 
omitted Site Number 24PR1297, a Historic Road Segment. This was 
included with two other listed sites in an October 13,2000 letter to the 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 

V.A.2. - Table 9 for Total Estimated Important Farmlands Impacts ( a  p.-61-) 
should be increased on this project to 19.205 hectares (ha, 47.57 acres). 
Consequently, the Corridor Total ought to then be raised 5.485 ha (1 3.55 
acres). However, that larger amount does not result-in any changes to the 
Total Points on the AD- 1006 Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
in that U ' s  APPENDIX B. 

V.A.6. - Noise Impacts, the North-NorthEasterly "offset" horizontal alignment 
proposed between this project's westerly beginning at "Reference"(Mi1e) 
Post 95.7 and "Reference"(Mi1e)Post 101.55+ is being "shifted" South- 
Southwesterly back towards the existing route's in the vicinity of "Refer- 
ence7'(Mile)Post 96.8+. No changes in land-use or other impacts will 
result from this "shift" which is to avoid a noise impact perceived-by the 
residents at a ranch dwelling. 
(concludes-on next page) 

Environmental Services Bureau 
Phone: (406) 444-7228 An Equal Opportunity Employer 
Fax: (406) 444-7245 

Engineering Division 
TTY: (800) 335-7592 

'Webpage: www.mdt.mt.gov 
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NH 37-3(10)96 
EPSIE - EAST 

(PPMS-OPX2 Control #-) 

(Changes from - EA's part V.A.6. - Noise Impacts, concluded:) 

The originally-proposed "offset" centerline was not greater-than half the 
horizontal distance between the existing route's and the residence. Nor 
was it more-than six meters (twenty feet) above the present vertical pro- 
file in that locale. Both the first proposed and "shifted offset" alignments 
therefore do not exceed the criteria listed-under part 1v.C.4.'~ "Existing 
Noise Levels" paragraph on the a ' s  p.-52-. 

V.A.8. - Table 10 (EA p.-71-), the wetlands listed are near the following stations 
from this project's preliminary plans: 421+80 Left to 426+00 Left (Site 
Ne's 10, 10A & 1 I), and 427+10 Left to 428+20 Left (Site Ng 12). How- 
ever, each-of their respective estimated impact areas remain unchanged. 

V.B.2. - Table 12 ( a  p.-79-), the Right-of-way amounts for this project are as 
follows: Existing 39.437 ha (97.45 acres) plus an additional 17.825 ha 

(44.05 acres) = total of 57.262 ha (141.5 acres). There are also 1.275 ha 
(3.15 acres) of temporary-use construction permits, plus 0.105 ha (0.26 
acre) of easements (for channel-changes beyond culvert inlets or outlets). 

V.B.7. - SHPO's November 6,2000 concurrence that Site Number 24PR1297 
was covered-by the Programmatic Agreement on Historic Roads and 
Bridges between them, MDT, the FHWA, and the Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation (ACHP) was missing-from this Part of the a (on 
P.'S -85- & -86-). 

V.B.8. -The preceding was (also) not listed-in this Part of the a (on p.-87-), and 
requires a "Nationwide" Programmatic Section 4(j7 Evaluation form [P4(j7]. 

That P4m form for HISTORIC SITES (EXCLUDING HISTORIC BRIDGES) is 
therefore included as a separate document. 

The preceding changes result-in only minor impacts for this proposed project's por- 
tion in the lists only, and do not invalidate its FoNSI. Those under regulatory 
requirements will be handled through the permitting processes with the appropriate 
agencies for-same. 

This notification documents consultation that this proposed action does not require an 
Environmental Impact Statement under the provisions of 23 CFR 77 1.129(b). 

~hdmas-L. ~ d s e n ,  P.E. 
Engineering Specialists Section Supervisor 
MDT Environmental Services Bureau 

MDT attempts to provide accommodations for any known disability that may interfere 
with a person participating in any service, program or activity of the DEPT. Alternative 
accessible formats of this document will be provided on request. For further information 
please call (406) 444-7228 or TTY (800) 335-7592, or the Montana Relay at 71 1 .  
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NH 37-3(10)96 
EPSIE - EAST 

(PPMS-OPX2 Control #m4) 

Attachments 

copies: Ray E. Mengel, Administrator - MDT Glendive District (Ne 3) 
Paul R. Ferry, P.E. - MDT Higways Engineer 
John H. Horton, J" - MDT Right-of-way Bureau Chief 
D. Suzy Price, Supervisor - MDT Contract Plans Section 
David W. Jensen, Supervisor - MDT Fiscal Programming Section 
Jean A. Riley, P.E. - MDT Environmental Services Bureau Chief 



APR fl 1 1999 
Montana Department of Transportation 

.. . Q A N M F ~ I T A I  Helena, Montana 59620-1001 

Memorandum 

To: Carl S. Peil, P.E. 
Preconstruction Engineer 

From: Ronald E. Williams, P.E. 
Road Design Engineer 

Date: March 22, 1999 

Subject: NH 37-3(10)96 
East of Epsie - East .. 
Control No. 4056 
Project Work Type - 140 

We request you approve the Rel-ary Field Review Report for the subject project. 

Approved Date &/ 

We request comments from the following individuals, who have also received a copy of 
the report. We will assume their concurrence if no comments are received by April 
14, 1999. 

Distribution: C. S. Peil 
d..M. Mmhilf 
R. E. Williams 
M. P. Johnson 
J. P. Kolman 
D. Kaihlanen 
D. R. McIntyre 
R. E. Fischer 
FHWA 

P. Saindon 
B. A. Larsen 
K. H. Neumiller 
R. D. Tholt 
D. J. Blacker 
B. A. Wade 
D. P. Dusek 
B. F. Juvan 
Precon File 
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Prelinary Field Review Report 

A field review of the subject project was held on October 14, 1998 with the following 
people in attendance: 

L. G. Peterson 
R. E. Mengel 
J. Tompkins 
J. Gutowsky 
D. Krings 
P. R. Ferry 
J. S. Michel 
W. Warfield 
R. Dahllce 
L. Sickerson 
D. Grenfell 

District Construction Engineer 
Engineering Services Supervisor 
Surfacing Design Section 
Road Design Section 
Road Design Section 
Road Design Section 
Hydraulics Section 
Geotechnical Section 
Right-of-way Bureau 
MDT Biologist 
FHWA 

Glendive 
Glendive 
Helena 
Helena 
Helena 
Helena 
Helena 
Heleni 
Helena 
Helena 
Helena 

Introduction 
This project will be designed by the Road Design Section in Helena. It has a ready 
date of December 2003. 

Purpose 
This project has been nominated for widening and surfacing reconstruction to a 10.8 m 
finished top width. After an evaluation of the existing surfacing and vertical 
alignment, we recommend that the project include surface reconstruction as well as the 
reconstruction of the vertical alignment at a number of locations. 

The no-build alternative is not feasible, as the pavement is continuing to deteriorate to 
the extent that maintenance costs have become excessive. If the deterioration is 
allowed to continue, the pavement condition will eventually present a hazard to road 
users. The additional design features will result in an overall improvement in the 
safety of this segment of the route. 

The project will utilize new metric stationing. This stationing will tie to the metric 
stationing of .the Epsie E&W project currently being designed. The as-built project is 
F 334(14). As-built station ties are: 

Begin Station = 579+76.0 
Endstation = 987+37.6 

The as-built stationing referenced in this report is English stationing. 
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Pro-ject Location and Limits 
The project is located on U.S. Highway 212 in Powder hve r  County. The project will 
begin approximately 54 km east of Ashland (RP 95.8) and will extend 12.4 h easterly 
to RP 103.6. The project proceeds through rolling terrain used primarily for grazing 
with some dryland farming. A county map showing the approximate limits of the 
project is attached. 

This route is classified as a principle arterial. U.S. 212 is an integral part of the 
regional transportation network, co~ec t ing  interstate population/commerce centers. It 
is the major east-west route for southeastern Montana serving local 
population.commerce centers. We anticipate that this project in conjunction with the 
other projects on this route will result in increases in traffic volumes, particularly 
heavy truck traffic. The increased traffic will tend to somewhat improve the economy 
of the area. 

Existing Conditions 
The existing roadway was constructed under a single contract in 1960. The surfacing 
consisted of 76 mm of plant mix atop 183 rnm of cement-stabilized base. The project 
received various surfacing treatments, including a 122 mm plant mix overlay in 1969. 
The existing roadway has an 8.4 m top width. 

Three sag and two crest vertical curves do not provide the desirable stopping sight 
distance (SSD) a 100 kmh design speed, but meer minimum SSD . One crest provides 
the minimum SSD for 90 km/h. The maximum grade = 5.97 % . Grades exceed 4 % at 
three locations. The existing horizontal alignment meets the criteria for a 100 k m h  
design speed. The cut and fill slopes do not meet current standards for principle 
arterials. 

Traffic & Accident Data 
The traffic data is summarized below: 

1998 ADT = 880 
1999 ADT = 890 
2019 ADT = 1090 

DHV = '160 
T = 32.4 % 

8165 kg ESALS = 205.08 
Annual Growth Rate = 1.0 96 

On this project 26 accidents were reported for the period from July 1988 through June 
1998, including 2 fatal accidents resuiting in 3 fatalities. There were also 8 accidents 
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resulting in injury, including 2 accidents resulting in 6 incapacitating injuries. The 
accident rate is 1.23 and the severity index is 2.54 compared to statewide rural primary 
averages of 1.33 and 2.55 respectively. There are no accident clusters on this project. 

This segment had significantly higher percentages of off-road accidents, accidents 
involving large trucks, and overturning accidents than the smewide average for 
National Highway System routes. The proposed reconstruction will significantly 
improve a number of features including sight distance, roadway width, cut and'fill 
slopes, rumble strips, and delineation, which should reduce the overall accident 
frequency and severity. 

Structures 
There are no bridges within the project limits. 

Major Design Features 

Design Speed 
This route will have a posted speed limit of 70 mph in the daytime and 65 mph at 
night. The design speed for this project is 100 lanm commensurate with the design 
criteria for rolling terrain on principle arterials. All design features will meet the 
criteria for the 100 km/h design speed, with the possible exception of grades greater 
than 4 % . 

Horizontal Alignment 
We anticipate that the horizontal alignment will be slightly left (north) of the PTW. 
The new alignment will be adjusted as needed to avoid or reduce impacts to utilities 
and sensitive environmental features, as well as enhance constructability. We will 
revise the alignment after the survey has been completed. The offset distances and the 
locations of the alignment shifts will be determined during the project development. 
The final alignment will be resolved at the alignment and grade review. 

We anticipate that the alignment for Epsie E&W will be offset with a comection to the 
PTW. We recommend that the comection be eliminated with this project, and a 
similar offset maintained. There are utilities on both sides of the roadway. We will 
generally stay on the left side of the PTW to minimize impacts to these utilities. 

We anticipate shifting the alignment back on to the PTW at as-built station *930+00 to 
avoid a large wetland area on the left. This shift will be accomplished using curves 
with small delta angles and radii large enough to allow a normal crown section rather 
than superelevation. We will then remain on the PTW to the end of the project. 
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Vertical Alignment 
The vertical alignment will be designed to provide the desirable stopping sight distance 
for the 100 km/h design speed. We will attempt to provide grades of 4% or less. 
However, the project is mainly a surfacing reconstruct and we would like to utilize as 
much of the roadway template as possible. 

Where we closely follow the existing alignment, we anticipate a grade raise of 0.5 - 1 
meter. Reconstruction of vertical curves may provide material needed for the 
construction of the new subgrade. 

Surfacing, Typical Section 
We recommend that the surfacing section include 0.6 m of special borrow. Judging 
from the distortion in the template and the soils survey on the adjacent project, we 
believe the existing base material is quite poor. We believe that special borrow is 
readily available in the area and that its use will reduce the amount of surfacing 
aggregate needed for the project. The special borrow will be treated as part of the 
surfacing section in the design of the project. It will be shown as part of the typical 
section and will be constructed on 6: 1 surfacing inslopes. The subgrade used for 
grading and shown on the cross sections will be the width required at the bottom of the 
special borrow. 

In addition to the special borrow, the use of CTB and recycled plant mix should be 
considered, as there is no good surfacing aggregate available in the area. If CTB is 
used on the project, the specification for the aggregate should be modified to prevent 
the use of thermally altered clays (scoria). Since a large part of the cost of the 
aggregate will be in the haul, Grade S plant mix should also be considered. Both 
Grade S and CTB will perform better under the heavy traffic loads on U.S. 212. 

The surfacing section will provide a 10.8 m finished top width and will utilize 6:l 
surfacing inslopes. All surfacing section alternates are designed for a 20-year life. 
The PG Binder will be provided by the Materials Bureau. 

Grading 
Grading on this project will be designed and paid for as Unclassified Excavation. We 
will attempt to design a balanced grading project. However, borrow may be needed 
depending on the extent of grading on the vertical curves. An appropriate shrinkage 
factor should be determined early in the project's development process. 
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We will use as much of the old roadbed as possible in constructing the new 
embankment. This may cause some sequencing problems if traffic is to be maintained 
on the PTW during construction. The remainder of the roadway template will have to 
be obliterated if it is not excavated during normal construction of the roadway 
template. This will include additional excavation to daylight the slopes where standard 
cut sections are used to excavate segments of the PTW. 

We will use snow slopes (1 1 : 1 from the edge of the pavement to the top of the cut) 
wherever practical in cuts to prevent snow drifting. 

Drainage 
The existing culverts will be inspected. If they are found to have 25 to 50 years of 
service life remaining, they will be used and extended in place. If they need to be 
replaced, detours or greater offset alignments may be required, particularly for the 
larger pipes. Some inlet and outlet ditch work will be required. 

There are no delineated floodplains within the project limits. Overtopping of the 
roadway has not been a problem on this project. 

No irrigation facilities were denoted in the as-built plans or observed at the time of the 
review. 

Right-of-way & Utilities 
The acquisition of new RIW will be necessary throughout the project.  xis st in^ R/W is 
21.3 to 30.5 m each side of centerline, with most being 24.4 m. 

A fiber optic cable extends throughout the project, but we anticipate that it can 
generally be avoided. An overhead power line is also present at various locations. 
Care should be taken to minimize impacts to the power line. A microwave tower right 
of as-built station 880+00 will be avoided. 

There will be no railroad involvement on the project. There will be no limited access 
control on the project. 

Survey 
We recommend that an aerial survey be performed for this project. Additionally, some 
conventional survey will be needed for the control traverse, section comers, 
underground utilities, and additional topography. A soils survey will also be needed. 
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Environmental Considerations 
An appropriate environmental evaluation and document will be prepared. The project's 
effect on the habitat of threatened or endangered species will be evaluated. No 
hazardous waste sites were in evidence at the time of the review. 

Care will be taken to minimize impacts to wetlands. However, we anticipate some 
impacts. We will investigate the possibility for on-site mitigation. 

A cultural resource survey will be needed. Unless sites eligible for the NRHP are 
discovered, the project should have no 4(f) -involvement. The project should not have 
6(f) involvement. 

Geotechnical Considerations , 

No special geotechnical issues were noted at the time of the review. 

Traffic and Geometric Considerations 
Traffic will be carried through the project by staging construction longitudinally - 

throughout the project. Where the new alignment is offset a sufficient distance from 
the PTW, traffic can be maintained on the existing roadway. Detours and part-width 
construction will be evaluated when the extentllocation of pipe replacement is known. 
All traffic control will be in accordance with W C D .  

No special geometric features are anticipated for this project. The intersection with 
Montana 59 at the end of this project will be done under the Olive - North & South 
job. New signing will be included in this project, as will new epoxy striping. 

Miscellaneous Features 
Guardrail warrants will be evaluated, although we do not anticipate that guardrail will 
be needed for this project. 

Mailboxes are located within the project limits and mailbox turnouts are warranted on 
this route. Rumble strips are also warranted on this segment and will be included in 
the project design. 

Exceptions to Standards 
We anticipate that design exceptions may be required for the use of grades in excess of 
4%. The accident history, costs and impacts of flattening the grades will be evaluated 
during the development of the project. No other exceptions should be needed. 
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Public Involvement 
A draft news release will be submitted. A public informational meeting should be held 
as soon as a preliminary alignment is available. 

No groups having unique needs or specific concerns'have been identified. 

Cost Estimate 
The estimated cost to consmct this project is $6,000,000 or $470,000 per kilometer 
including construction engineering. This has been adjusted based on a December 2003 
ready date and a 3% inflation rate. 

REW .dmk 

Attachment 






































































































































