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Appendix B-1 

Agency Correspondence Summary Table 

DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

BILLINGS K-12 SCHOOLS DISTRICT 2 

09/27/10 Dr. R. Keith Beeman, 
Billings K-12 Schools 
District 2 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Letter  

CITY OF BILLINGS 

09/27/10 Tom Hanel, City of 
Billings 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

10/14/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Christina F. Volek Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

 

11/03/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Vern Heisler  Comments on Billings 
Bypass EIS 

City has Capital 
Improvement 
Project (CIP) 
planned within 
study area. 
Agency officials 
should meet with 
City of Billings staff 
to discuss 
questions in 
invitation letter to 
be a participating 
agency. 

01/27/11 Christina Volek, City of 
Billings 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 Christina Volek, City of 
Billings 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

05/24/12 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Erin S. Claunch, PE, 
PTOE, City of Billings 

Comment on Agency Draft 
EIS for Billings Bypass EIS 

 

CROW NATION 

09/27/10 Jeremy Not Afraid, Crow 
Nation 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Letter  

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 

09/27/10 Greg Hallsten, DEQ Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

09/27/10 George Mathius, DEQ Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Letter and 
Request 

 

09/27/10 Judy Hanson, DEQ Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Request  
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

10/05/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Michael Pipp, DEQ Response to Data and/or 
Information Request 
Relating to Billings Bypass 
EIS Project Area 

Transfer of Data 
and information 
including specific 
waterbodies from 
305(b) 
assessment 
database, 303(d) 
listings for each, 
and state water 
use class 
designations. 

10/12/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Thomas M. Ellerhoff,  

DEQ 

Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

Jeff Ryan will 
handle permitting 
issues. Robert Ray 
will handle 
planning issues. 

01/27/11 Thomas M. Ellerhoff, 
DEQ 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 Jeff Ryan, DEQ Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

03/17/11 Robert Ray, DEQ Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF FISH, WILDLIFE, AND PARKS 

09/27/10 Gary Hammond, FWP Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

09/27/10 Jim Darling, FWP Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Letter and 
Request 

 

09/27/10 Walt W. Timmerman, 
FWP 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Letter and 
Request 

 

10/12/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Gary Hammond, FWP Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

 

10/13/10 Tom Gocksch, PE, MDT Walt W. Timmerman, 
FWP 

Comments on Billings 
Bypass EIS 

Two Land and 
Water 
Conservation Fund 
(LWCF)-assisted 
sites within study 
area. 

10/14/10 Walt W. Timmerman, 
FWP 

Tom Gocksch, PE, MDT 

James Colegrove, FWP Comments on Billings 
Bypass EIS 

No LWCF funding 
was affiliated with 
the acquisition of 
the East River 
Bridge FAS land.  
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

10/14/10 James Colegrove, FWP Walt W. Timmerman, 
FWP 

Comments on Billings 
Bypass EIS 

Section 6(f) may 
not apply to East 
River Bridge FAS, 
but Section 4(f) 
does apply. 

01/27/11 Gary Hammond, FWP Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 Gary Hammond, FWP Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES & CONSERVATION 

09/27/10 Mary Sexton, DNRC Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

10/13/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Jeff Bollman, DNRC Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

 

10/13/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Jeff Bollman, DNRC Comments on Billings 
Bypass EIS 

Crossing of 
Yellowstone River 
will require an 
easement to be 
submitted to and 
reviewed by the 
DNRC and 
approved by the 
Board of Land 
Commissioners. 

01/27/11 Jeff Bollman, DNRC Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

02/17/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Jeff Bollman, DNRC Comments on  Draft 
Purpose and Need 
Statement 

No specific 
comments at this 
time. 

03/17/11 Jeff Bollman, DNRC Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

MONTANA NATURAL HERITAGE PROGRAM 

09/27/10 Bryce Maxell, NHP Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

09/29/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Bryce Maxwell, NHP Decline Request to be a 
Participating Agency 

Agency has no 
jurisdiction or 
authority with 
respect to the 
project – they are 
a neutral data 
provider.  
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

10/05/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Martin P. Miller, MNHP Response to 09/27/10 NHP 
letter 

Enclosed 
preliminary list of 
Species of 
Concern within 
study area and 
maps depicting 
species and 
ecological site 
locations. 

MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

09/27/10 Dr. Mark Baumler, SHPO Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

10/01/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Damon Murdo, SHPO Response to 09/27/11 
SHPO letter  

List of cultural 
resource sites and 
reports. 

01/27/11 Damon Murdo, SHPO Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 Damon Murdo, SHPO Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

04/06/11 Tom Gocksch, PE, MDT Dr. Stan Wilmoth, 
SHPO 

Response to Invitation to 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

Encourage 
systematic 
consideration of 
Historic Properties 
early in project 
planning. 

11/23/11 Dr. Mark Baumler, SHPO Jon Axline, MDT Request for Concurrence 
with Cultural Resources 
Report, CRABS, and site 
forms for Billings Bypass 
EIS 

 

Concurrence dated 12/9/11 
except for Coulson Ditch 
and Five Mile Creek Bridge 

1805 Mary St., 
2206 Mary St., 
2411 Bench Blvd., 
and Five Mile 
Creek Bridge 
recommended as 
ineligible for the 
National Register 
of Historic Places. 
The BBWA Canal, 
Northern Pacific 
Railway, and the 
Billings Central 
and Montana 
Railroad were 
determined eligible 
for the National 
Register. 
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

12/15/11 Dr. Mark Baumler, SHPO Jon Axline, MDT Request for Concurrence 
with Determination of Effect 
for Billings Bypass EIS 

 

Concurrence dated 
12/29/2011 

No Adverse Effect 
to Billings Bench 
Water Association 
Canal, the 
Northern Pacific 
Railway, and 
Coulson Ditch. 
Billings and 
Central Montana 
Railroad covered 
under MDT’s 
Abandoned 
Historic Railroad 
Grade 
Programmatic 
Agreement. Five 
Mile Creek Bridge 
covered under the 
Historic Roads and 
Bridges 
Programmatic 
Agreement. 

04/26/12 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Dr. Mark Baumler, 
SHPO 

Comment on Agency Draft 
EIS for Billings Bypass EIS 

 

SECTION 4(f) 

11/03/11 Christina Volek, City of 
Billings 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Request for 
Significance of City Park 
Sites 

 

12/12/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Candi Beaudry, 
Director, City and 
County Planning 

Section 4(f) Applicability 
Form 

Kiwanis Trail, 
Planned Kiwanis 
Trail Extension, 
Planned Heights 
Upper Loop Trail, 
and Planned Two 
Moon Park to Five 
Mile Creek Trail 
are all Significant 
Park or Recreation 
Areas. 

11/03/11 Bill Kennedy, 
Yellowstone County 
Commissioner 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Request for 
Significance of County Park 
Sites 
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

12/12/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Cal Cumin, Yellowstone 
County Parks Director 

Section 4(f) Concurrence 
Form 

Concurrence that 
Yellowstone 
County has 
jurisdiction over 
Homestead Park, 
Lockwood Park, 
Madsen Park, 
Shawnee Park, 
Oxbow Park, Pine 
Hill Subdivision 
Park, Quarter 
Horse Park, 
Shamrock 
Acreage Tracts 
Subdivision Park, 
Two Moon Park. 

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

09/27/10 Todd Tillinger, COE Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Cooperating Agency 

 

10/20/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT  Shannon Johnson, COE Acceptance of Cooperating 
Agency Request 

 

01/27/11 Shannon Johnson, COE 

 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

02/08/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Shannon Johnson, COE Comments on Draft 
Purpose and Need 
Statement 

Request for 
additional 
alternative to be 
evaluated which 
does not cross the 
Yellowstone River. 

03/17/11 Shannon Johnson, COE Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

04/22/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Todd N. Tillinger, COE Comments on Preliminary 
Alternatives Analysis 

Various river 
crossing alignment 
appear 
reasonable, but 
Johnson Lane 
Option 2 has 
potential impact to 
wetlands 
mitigation area 
and wetlands are 
adjacent to the 
river in the study 
area, potential 
floodplain impacts 
as well. 
Yellowstone River 
is a Section 10 
waterway. 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE – NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

09/27/10 Joyce Swartzendruber, 
NRCS 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

09/27/10 Nick Vira, NRCS Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information and Request 
Letter 

 

10/08/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT David Kascht, NRCS Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

 

01/27/11 David Kascht, NRCS 

 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 David Kascht, NRCS Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

05/24/12 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Philip Sandoval, NRCS Comment on Agency Draft 
EIS for Billings Bypass EIS 

 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF INTERIOR - BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

09/27/10 Mike Nedd, BLM Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

10/13/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT James M. Sparks, BLM Decline Participating 
Agency Request 

BLM does not 
intend to submit 
comments on the 
project. 

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

09/27/10 Julie Dalsoglio, EPA Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

10/04/10 Brian Hasselbach, 
FHWA 

Fred Bente, MDT 

Julie Dalsoglio, EPA Comments on EIS for 
Yellowstone County Route 
Connection Between I-90 
and Old Hwy 312 Near 
Billings, MT 

Revised set of 
scoping 
comments. 

01/27/11 Julie Dalsoglio, EPA Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 Stephen Potts, EPA Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

04/19/11 Thomas S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Julie DalSoglio, EPA Comment on Preliminary 
Alternative Analysis 
Information for Billings 
Bypass EIS 

Recommend 
Alternatives 
Considered but 
Dismissed section 
in the EIS and 
404(b)(1) analysis 
include support 
that less damaging 
alternatives to 
aquatic resources 
are not practicable 
in the context of 
the CWA. 

05/24/12 MDT EPA Comment on Agency Draft 
EIS for Billings Bypass EIS 

 

U.S. FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

09/27/10 R. Mark Wilson, FWS Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

11/23/10 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT R. Mark Wilson, FWS Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

Project may affect 
listed species, but 
USFWS is short-
staffed and will not 
be able to provide 
substantial review 
or participation in 
activities.  

01/27/11 R. Mark Wilson, FWS 

 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 R. Mark Wilson, FWS Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

05/22/12 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT R. Mark Wilson, FWS Comment on Agency Draft 
EIS for Billings Bypass EIS 
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DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

07/26/12 Bill Semmens, MDT R. Mark Wilson, FWS Concurrence with effects 
determinations of federally 
listed species affected by 
the proposed Billings 
Bypass (NCPD 56(55)) 

 

U.S. NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

10/07/10 Brian Hasselbach, 
FHWA 

Julie Sharp, NPS Comments on Proposal to 
Construct a Connection 
between I-90 and Old Hwy 
312 in or near City of 
Billings, MT 

NPS reviewed the 
project. No parks 
will be affected so 
they have no 
comments. 

YELLOWSTONE COUNTY 

09/27/10 Bill Kennedy, 
Yellowstone County 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

09/27/10 Duane Winslow, 
Yellowstone County 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Information Letter  

01/20/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Jim E. Reno, 
Yellowstone County 

Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

 

01/27/11 Bill Kennedy, 
Yellowstone County 

 

Tom S. Martin, PE,  
MDT 

Request for Comments on 
Draft Purpose and Need 
Statement 

 

03/17/11 Bill Kennedy, 
Yellowstone County 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

YELLOWSTONE COUNTY PLANNING BOARD 

03/15/11 Dennis Cook, 
Yellowstone County 
Planning Board 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Invitation to be a 
Participating Agency 

 

03/17/11 Dennis Cook, 
Yellowstone County 
Planning Board 

Tom S. Martin, PE, 
MDT 

Notice for 
Cooperating/Participating 
Agency Meeting 

 

03/18/11 Tom S. Martin, PE, MDT Dennis L. Cook, 
Planning Board 
President 

Acceptance of Participating 
Agency Request 

 

Source: DEA Team, 2013 
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Agency Correspondence After Publication of DEIS 

DATE RECIPIENT SUBMITTER SUBJECT KEY 
INFORMATION 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE – NATURAL RESOURCES CONSERVATION SERVICE 

8/6/2013 Maggie Buckley, David 
Evans and Associates 

Kate Norvell, 
Agronomist, NRCS 

FPPA assessment Evaluation of 
farmland impacts; 
evaluation 
attached in 
Appendix C. 

MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 

9/12/2013 Jon Axline, MDT Kathryn Ore, Montana 
SHPO 

Concurrence on 
determination of eligibility of 
Coulson Ditch (not eligible) 

Letter attached in 
Appendix D. 

9/16/2013 Jon Axline, MDT Kathryn Ore, Montana 
SHPO 

Concurrence on 
determination of eligibility of 
ten properties (not eligible) 

Letter attached in 
Appendix D. 

12/18/13 Jon Axline, MDT Kathryn Ore, Montana 
SHPO 

Concurrence on 
determination of eligibility of 
nine properties (not eligible) 

Letter attached in 
Appendix D. 
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Gocksch, Thomas

From: Timmerman, Walt
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2010 8:23 AM
To: Colegrove, James
Cc: Gocksch, Thomas; Habermann, Doug; Kuser, Allan
Subject: RE: 4199 - Billings bypass

Categories: Red Category

James: 
 
Yes, thanks for catching that.  However, it is still good information for MDT.  East River may not trigger Section 
6(f), but it would still be of Section 4(f) concern.  In fact, Allan Kuser just told me that East River is a Dingell‐
Johnson Sports Fish Restoration Act (federally funded) site. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Walt 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________ 
From: Colegrove, James  
Sent: Thursday, October 14, 2010 8:08 AM 
To: Timmerman, Walt; Gocksch, Thomas 
Cc: Habermann, Doug 
Subject: RE: 4199 - Billings bypass 
 
 
Walt, I may have misunderstood something about your request. 
The East River Bridge FAS {at T 1 N, R 26 E Sec 34 –in lot 5} is in the EIS study area but our records indicate no LWCF 
funding was affiliated with the acquisition of this land. I did see a note in our records that a boat ramp project at the site 
involved DJ funding. 
Perhaps LWCF funds are tied to development activity at the site but we do not maintain that information in our records.
 
James  
 
_____________________________________________ 
From: Timmerman, Walt  
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 2:40 PM 
To: Gocksch, Thomas 
Cc: Habermann, Doug; Colegrove, James 
Subject: FW: 4199 - Billings bypass 
 
 
Dear Tom: 
 
As far as we can tell, there are two LWCF‐assisted sites within your study area (Billings Bypass EIS).  The first is 
East Bridge FAS (T1N; R26E; Sec 34).  The second is Lockwood School Recreation Area (T1N; R26E; Sec 36).  I 
currently do not have access to the LWCF database for technical reasons, and cannot check whether the City 



2

of Billings has a park encumbered with LWCF in that shaded area.  I think you could find that out pretty quickly 
by having the Billings Parks & Recreation folks check your map. 
 
Please let me know if there is anything else you need. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Walt 
 
 
Walter W. Timmerman 
Parks Recreation Bureau Chief 
 
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks 
1420 East Sixth Avenue 
P.O. Box 200701 
Helena, MT 59620 
 
Tel:     406‐444‐3753 
FAX:   406‐444‐4952 
 
 
 
 
_____________________________________________ 
From: Gocksch, Thomas  
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 8:26 AM 
To: Timmerman, Walt 
Subject: 4199 - Billings bypass 
 
 
     



















mrg
Typewritten Text
MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL

mrg
Typewritten Text
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION





















1

Gocksch, Thomas

From: Martin, Tom
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 2:26 PM
To: Gocksch, Thomas
Subject: FW: Billings Bypass EIS
Attachments: Billings Bypass Participating Agency.pdf

 
 
From: Bollman, Jeff  
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2010 9:40 AM 
To: Martin, Tom 
Subject: Billings Bypass EIS 
 
Tom: 
 
I was recently forwarded a copy of the letter that you sent to Mary Sexton, DNRC Director, dated 27 September 2010 
regarding the Billings Bypass EIS. Attached, please find a signed copy of the Agency Participation form.  
 
Based on the revised Study Area, our biggest area of involvement most likely will be the crossing of the navigable 
riverbed of the Yellowstone River, which is owned by the State and administered by DNRC. The crossing of the 
Yellowstone River will require an easement to be submitted to and reviewed by the DNRC Southern Land Office and 
ultimately approved by the Board of Land Commissioners. 
 
In your letter, you also requested some additional information and below are my initial responses: 
 

• Cultural Resources: There were no studies listed for the potentially impacted Trust lands or known historical 
resources on them. 

• Mineral Leases: The DNRC does have an active (not producing) Oil & Gas lease on the section listed below: 
Section 36‐2N‐26E – Oil & Gas Lessee 
Elk Petroleum Oil & Gas 
123 West 1st Street, Suite 550 
Casper, WY 82601 
307‐265‐3326 
 

• Leases or Licenses Impacted: The DNRC has an active grazing lease on the section listed below: 
Section 36‐2N‐26E (except SW¼) Grazing Lessee 
Leonard Houser 
4210 Highway 312 East 
Billings, MT 59105 
406‐860‐1654 
406‐373‐6386 

 
• Merchantable Timber: None on Trust lands. 
• State or local park: None. 
• Land & Water Conservation Fund Purchases: None by DNRC 
• Ongoing DNRC Projects: DNRC does not have any projects in the Study Area that would be impacted by the 

proposed action. 
 
Please feel free to contact me with any questions. 
 



2

Cordially, 
Jeff 
 
Jeff Bollman, AICP  
Planner  
Southern Land Office  
MT Dept of Natural Resources & Conservation  
1371 Rimtop Drive  
Billings, MT 59105  
406.247.4404 (Phone)  
406.247.4410 (Fax)  
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Cultural Resource Annotated Bibliography System

10/05/2010
CRABS Township, Range, Section Report Report Date:

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

LITWINIONEK

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

LUC

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

9

9

2

9

9

9

9

9

19

19

6

19

19

19

19

19

2001

2001

2001

2001

2001

2001

2001

2001

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

INVENTORY FOR A SEWER LINE REPAIR PROJECT TO BILLINGS, MT

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

4

6

4

4

4

4

4

23949

23949

23533

23949

23949

23949

23949

23949

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

1

1

11

11

11

11

11

11

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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BROWNELL

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

BROWNELL

LAHREN

FANDRICH

AABERG

LAHREN

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

JOAN L. AND B. FANDRICH

LARRY A.

BLAIN

STEPHEN A.

LARRY A.

9

9

9

9

4

9

1

4

19

19

19

19

26

21

18

26

2001

2001

2001

2001

1978

2009

1986

1978

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

US HIGHWAY 312 SAFETY IMPROVEMENT PROJECT: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY NORTHEAST OF
BILLINGS MT BR5205(215)

(CULTURAL RESOURCE RECONNAISSANCE EVALUATIONS OF SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
PROJECTS IN THE BILLINGS, MONTANA AREA)

BENCH BOULEVARD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FROM LAKE ELMO DRIVE TO US HIGHWAY 87,
BILLINGS , MONTANA

CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY REPORT LAKE ELMO RECREATION AREA

(CULTURAL RESOURCE RECONNAISSANCE EVALUATIONS OF SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
PROJECTS IN THE BILLINGS, MONTANA AREA)

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

4

4

4

4

4

6

4

23949

23949

23949

23949

10675

31118

10733

10675

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

STPHS56 (44)

MT 1036(1) CONTROL NO. 6041

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

11

11

11

11

14

14

15

15

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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PASSMANN

FANDRICH

VINCENT

FANDRICH

BABCOCK

LAHREN

BABCOCK

FANDRICH

DORI AND KEN PETERSON

BLAIN

WILLIAM B.

BLAIN

WILLIAM A.

LARRY A.

WILLIAM A.

BLAIN

9

9

4

9

12

4

12

9

16

21

20

21

3

26

3

21

1996

2009

2004

2009

1985

1978

1985

2009

LAKEVIEW, INC. BBWA GROUP DITCH RELOCATION & LINING

BENCH BOULEVARD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FROM LAKE ELMO DRIVE TO US HIGHWAY 87,
BILLINGS , MONTANA

A CLASS III CULTURAL RESOURCE REPORT FOR MEADOWLARK PARK TEST DRILLING PROGRAM,
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY MONTANA

BENCH BOULEVARD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FROM LAKE ELMO DRIVE TO US HIGHWAY 87,
BILLINGS , MONTANA

BILLINGS HISTORICAL RESOURCE SURVEY HILLTOP ROAD, EXTENSION PROJECT

(CULTURAL RESOURCE RECONNAISSANCE EVALUATIONS OF SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
PROJECTS IN THE BILLINGS, MONTANA AREA)

BILLINGS HISTORICAL RESOURCE SURVEY HILLTOP ROAD, EXTENSION PROJECT

BENCH BOULEVARD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FROM LAKE ELMO DRIVE TO US HIGHWAY 87,
BILLINGS , MONTANA

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

6

4

6

4

4

4

4

4

18434

31118

26943

31118

10685

10675

10685

31118

MT 1036(1) CONTROL NO. 6041

MT-04-082

MT 1036(1) CONTROL NO. 6041

M1027(1)

M1027(1)

MT 1036(1) CONTROL NO. 6041

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

15

15

15

22

22

23

23

23

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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WILLIAMS

LEWIS

LAHREN

FANDRICH

BABCOCK

AXLINE

ROSSILLON

HEIDENREICH

GARY D.

THOMAS H.

LARRY A.

BLAIN

WILLIAM A.

JON A.

MITZI

C. ADRIAN

4

4

9

12

6

12

9

15

26

21

3

4

1

1985

1983

1978

2009

1985

1997

1988

1979

BILLINGS HISTORICAL RESOURCE SURVEY RIMROCK ROAD AND STATE AVENUE PROJECTS, M1024(1) AND
M1002(3)

CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY OF THE REMNANT PICTOGRAPHS AT ALKALI CREEK, YELLOWSTONE
COUNTY MONTANA

(CULTURAL RESOURCE RECONNAISSANCE EVALUATIONS OF SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
PROJECTS IN THE BILLINGS, MONTANA AREA)

BENCH BOULEVARD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FROM LAKE ELMO DRIVE TO US HIGHWAY 87,
BILLINGS , MONTANA

BILLINGS HISTORICAL RESOURCE SURVEY HILLTOP ROAD, EXTENSION PROJECT

TRANSBASS CHEMICAL COUNTY ROAD - EAST OF BILLINGS

AN ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE STORM DRAIN OUTFALL, HILLTOP ROAD EXPANSION

CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY OF BILLINGS SEWER PIPELINE ROUTE, PHASE I

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

6

4

4

4

4

4

6

10681

25162

10675

31118

10685

18986

10703

10721

M1024(1), M1002(3)

MT 1036(1) CONTROL NO. 6041

M1027(1)

STPRP 56(31)

M1027(1)

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

25

26

26

26

26

26

26

27

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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NEWBERRY

AABERG

AABERG

FANDRICH

WALKER-KUNTZ

MURRAY

FANDRICH

SHARROCK

GREGORY S., ET AL.

STEPHEN A.

STEPHEN A., ET AL.

BLAIN

PATRICK J.

ROBERT A.

BLAIN W.

FLOYD W.

6

6

5

5

4

7

7

5

22

9

15

31

1

21

1989

2008

2005

2003

2003

1974

2002

1974

MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS F16-1(28)2 6TH AND MAIN

AIRPORT ROAD SITE DISCOVERY 2008, BILLINGS, YELLOWSTONE, MONTANA

ALKALI CREEK ROAD -CLASS III CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY AND EVALUTAION TESTINGS IN
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY, MONTANA

A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY OF THE SWORDS PARK IN BILLINGS, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY
MONTANA

SIXTH AVENUE TO BENCH BOULEVARD, CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY
MONTANA

HISTORIC SITES IN THE COLSTRIP TO HOT SPRINGS TRANSMISSION LINE STUDY AREA

AIRPORT ROAD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY ALONG MONTANA HIGHWAY 3 FROM MAIN STREET
TO SKY RANCH DRIVE IN BILLINGS MT

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY, ALKALI CREEK WATERSHED PROJECT

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

ZZ

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

4

4

6

4

2

4

6

10707

30238

27861

26329

26108

11099

25240

10715

F16-1(28)2

CONTROL #4743

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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BABCOCK

FANDRICH

LAHREN

LAHREN

LAHREN

SHARROCK

ROSSILLON

HEIDENREICH

WILLIAM A.

BLAIN

LARRY A.

LARRY A.

LARRY A.

FLOYD W.

MITZI

C. ADRIAN

12

9

9

4

9

5

8

11

3

21

12

26

12

21

23

1985

2009

1980

1978

1980

1974

1986

1990

BILLINGS HISTORICAL RESOURCE SURVEY HILLTOP ROAD, EXTENSION PROJECT

BENCH BOULEVARD: A CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FROM LAKE ELMO DRIVE TO US HIGHWAY 87,
BILLINGS , MONTANA

(CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED HIGHWAY RECONSTRUCTION ALONG EXPOSITION
DRIVE IN BILLINGS, MONTANA)

(CULTURAL RESOURCE RECONNAISSANCE EVALUATIONS OF SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
PROJECTS IN THE BILLINGS, MONTANA AREA)

(CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED HIGHWAY RECONSTRUCTION ALONG EXPOSITION
DRIVE IN BILLINGS, MONTANA)

ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY, ALKALI CREEK WATERSHED PROJECT

CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY OF THE EAST BRIDGE AT BILLINGS PROJECT AREA (FRED QUIVIK'S
JANUARY 15, 1986 REPORT ENTITLED DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF RAILROAD OVERPASS BRIDGE
(EAST BRIDGE) IS ATTACHED)

A CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY OF CONOCO OIL HIGHWAY 87 AND I-90 BRIDGE PIPELINE RELOCATION
PROJECTS IN TOWNSITE 1 NORTH, RANGE 26 EAST, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

4

4

4

4

6

4

6

10685

31118

10677

10675

10677

10715

10691

11622

M1027(1)

MT 1036(1) CONTROL NO. 6041

F-16-1(6)1

F-16-1(6)1

BRF16-1(18)1

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

27

27

27

34

34

34

34

34

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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AABERG

HEIDENREICH

GCM SERVICES INC.

WALKER-KUNTZ

HERBORT

LAHREN

ROSSILLON

LAHREN

STEPHEN A.

C. ADRIAN

ANONYMOUS

PATRICK J.

DALE P.

LARRY A.

MITZI

LARRY A.

11

9

12

4

6

10

8

4

1

15

25

21

26

1998

1979

1991

2003

1996

1991

1986

1978

COULSON PARK STREAMBANK RECLAMATION PROGECT AREA, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY, MONTANA, CLASS
111 CULTURAL SURVEY RESULTS

CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY OF BILLINGS SEWER PIPELINE ROUTE, PHASE I

CULTURAL RESOURCE MONITORING: EAST BRIDGE PIPELINE RELOCATION

SIXTH AVENUE TO BENCH BOULEVARD, CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY
MONTANA

CULTURAL RESOURCE EVALUATION OF EMPIRE KUHLMANN BORROW

COP CONSTRUCTION GRAVEL PIT

CULTURAL RESOURCES INVENTORY OF THE EAST BRIDGE AT BILLINGS PROJECT AREA (FRED QUIVIK'S
JANUARY 15, 1986 REPORT ENTITLED DESCRIPTION AND EVALUATION OF RAILROAD OVERPASS BRIDGE
(EAST BRIDGE) IS ATTACHED)

(CULTURAL RESOURCE RECONNAISSANCE EVALUATIONS OF SEVEN PROPOSED HIGHWAY DEPARTMENT
PROJECTS IN THE BILLINGS, MONTANA AREA)

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

6

6

6

4

5

4

4

4

22419

10721

13042

26108

17945

12821

10691

10675

MT 3-16718-16722

BRF16-1(18)1

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

34

34

34

34

35

35

35

35

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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GCM SERVICES INC.

HEIDENREICH

MURRAY

WOOD

LAHREN

ECKROTH

WOOD

WOOD

ANONYMOUS

C. ADRIAN

ROBERT A.

GARVEY C.

LARRY A.

DAVID, ET AL.

GARVEY C.

GARVEY C.

12

11

7

9

1

1

3

3

23

31

7

25

7

17

17

1991

1990

1974

1990

1987

2004

1994

1994

CULTURAL RESOURCE MONITORING: EAST BRIDGE PIPELINE RELOCATION

A CULTURAL RESOURCE SURVEY OF CONOCO OIL HIGHWAY 87 AND I-90 BRIDGE PIPELINE RELOCATION
PROJECTS IN TOWNSITE 1 NORTH, RANGE 26 EAST, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY

HISTORIC SITES IN THE COLSTRIP TO HOT SPRINGS TRANSMISSION LINE STUDY AREA

EMPIRE SAND AND GRAVEL - MICHAEL GRAVEL SOURCE

EARTHBUILDERS GRAVEL PIT

BAKER'S BATTLE ON THE YELLOWSTONE, AUGUST 14, 1872, THE BATTLE OF POKER FLAT, IN
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY MONTANA

EMPIRE SAND AND GRAVEL - MICHAELS PIT EXTENSION

EMPIRE SAND AND GRAVEL - MICHAELS PIT EXTENSION

YL

YL

ZZ

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

6

6

2

4

4

6

4

4

13042

11622

11099

11385

10696

26773

16854

16854

MT 3-16718-16722

RTF 16-1(21)12  F 16-1(25)22

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

27

27

27

27

27

27

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

35

35

5

5

5

5

5

6

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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MURRAY

ECKROTH

TAYLOR

ECKROTH

TAYLOR

DEAVER

WOOD

VANDER STEEN

ROBERT A.

DAVID, ET AL.

JOHN F.

DAVID, ET AL.

JOHN F.

KEN, ET AL.

GARVEY C.

KENNETH F.

7

1

12

1

12

10

8

8

31

7

4

7

4

1

1974

2004

1990

2004

1990

1988

1990

1992

HISTORIC SITES IN THE COLSTRIP TO HOT SPRINGS TRANSMISSION LINE STUDY AREA

BAKER'S BATTLE ON THE YELLOWSTONE, AUGUST 14, 1872, THE BATTLE OF POKER FLAT, IN
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY MONTANA

HUNTLEY GOLF COURSE LAND EXCHANGE AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES REVIEW

BAKER'S BATTLE ON THE YELLOWSTONE, AUGUST 14, 1872, THE BATTLE OF POKER FLAT, IN
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY MONTANA

HUNTLEY GOLF COURSE LAND EXCHANGE AND HISTORICAL RESOURCES REVIEW

US SPRINT FIBER OPTIC CABLE PROJECT, SPOKANE, WASHINGTON TO FARGO, NORTH DAKOTA; MONTANA
CULTURAL RESOURCES TECHNICAL REPORT AND CONFIDENTIAL APPENDICES (MAY 1988 REPORT
ENTITLED PRELIMINARY REPORT ON PEDESTRIAN SAMPLE OF THE SPRINT LINE IN MONTANA BY
SHERRI DEAVER ET AL IS ATTACHED)

EMPIRE SAND AND GRAVEL - LEHMAN BORROW SOURCE

PROPOSED HUNTLEY TO BILLINGS FIBER OPTIC CABLE SYSTEM PROJECT

ZZ

YL

YL

YL

YL

ZZ

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

2

6

2

6

2

2

4

6

11099

26773

12130

26773

12130

10786

11159

14593

91-MT-025-06

91-MT-025-06

IR-90-8(118)453

MTPO HU-92-59

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

6

6

7

7

8

8

17

17

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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LAHREN

BERGSTROM

PASSMANN

WOOD

WOOD

WOOD

VANDER STEEN

BERGSTROM

LARRY A.

MICHAEL W.

DORI, ET AL.

GARVEY C.

GARVEY C.

GARVEY C.

KENNETH F.

MICHAEL W.

9

12

4

8

3

3

8

12

12

4

17

1

9

9

4

1980

1989

1995

1990

1987

1987

1992

1989

A REPORT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND INVENTORY CONDUCTED ON JOHNSON LANE AND
PINEHILL INTERCHANGES

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY EAST BILLINGS-INTERSTATE 90 PROJECT

LEHMAN CONNECTING PIPELINE

EMPIRE SAND AND GRAVEL - MADINA GRAVEL SOURCE

HILDE CONSTRUCTION CO., KEMBEL GRAVEL PIT

HILDE CONSTRUCTION CO., SANNON BORROW PITS

PROPOSED HUNTLEY TO BILLINGS FIBER OPTIC CABLE SYSTEM PROJECT

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY EAST BILLINGS-INTERSTATE 90 PROJECT

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

4

6

4

4

4

6

4

10676

10709

16973

11160

10697

10698

14593

10709

I-90-8(77)455, I-90-8(75)455

IR90-8(118)453

IR90-8(118)453

MTPO HU-92-59

IR90-8(118)453

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

17

17

17

18

18

19

19

19

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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LAHREN

VANDER STEEN

LAHREN

BERGSTROM

VANDER STEEN

AXLINE

VINCENT

LARRY A.

KENNETH F.

LARRY A.

MICHAEL W.

KENNETH F.

JON

WILLIAM B.

9

8

9

12

8

1

9

12

12

4

21

30

1980

1992

1980

1989

1992

2005

2003

A REPORT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND INVENTORY CONDUCTED ON JOHNSON LANE AND
PINEHILL INTERCHANGES

PROPOSED HUNTLEY TO BILLINGS FIBER OPTIC CABLE SYSTEM PROJECT

A REPORT OF ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY AND INVENTORY CONDUCTED ON JOHNSON LANE AND
PINEHILL INTERCHANGES

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY EAST BILLINGS-INTERSTATE 90 PROJECT

PROPOSED HUNTLEY TO BILLINGS FIBER OPTIC CABLE SYSTEM PROJECT

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY OF THE SAFETY IMPROVEMENTS WEST OF HUNTLEY IN
YELLOWSTONE COUNTY, MONTANA

A CLASS II CULTURAL RESOURCE REPORT FOR THE MIDDLE YELLOWSTONE VALLEY GROUND WATER
EVALUATION STUDY, YELLOWSTONE COUNTY MONTANA

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

YL

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

CRABS Document Number:

4

6

4

4

6

4

6

10676

14593

10676

10709

14593

27583

26383

I-90-8(77)455, I-90-8(75)455

MTPO HU-92-59

I-90-8(77)455, I-90-8(75)455

IR90-8(118)453

MTPO HU-92-59

STPHS 56788(6)

MTAO MT-03-133

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

Agency Document Number:

1

1

1

1

1

2

2

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

Township:

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

Range:

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

19

20

20

20

30

31

31

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:

Section:
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24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL1532

24YL1382

24YL0161

24YL0659

24YL0220

24YL0221

24YL1529

24YL1339

24YL1528

24YL1530

24YL1338

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL1532

24YL1731

24YL1730

24YL1382

24YL1532

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL1729

24YL1727

24YL1728

24YL0158

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL1382

24YL1532

24YL1725

24YL1726

24YL0159

24YL0157

24YL1724

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0272

Site #
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Twp
N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Rng
E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

1

1

1

1

1

2

11

11

11

11

11

11

11

14

14

14

14

15

15

15

15

15

15

15

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

22

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

23

24

Sec

Unk

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NE

NW

NW

NW

NW

NW

NE

SE

NE

NE

NE

SE

Unk

Unk

Unk

comb

comb

comb

NE

NW

SE

SW

SW

Unk

Unk

Unk

comb

comb

comb

Comb

Qs
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Railroad,
Stage Route, Travel
Historic Railroad,
Stage Route, Travel
Historic Residence

Historic
Vehicular/Foot Bridge
Historic Log Structure

Historic Residence

Historic
Vehicular/Foot Bridge
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Residence

Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Historic Commercial
Development
Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Site Type1
Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Historic
Vehicular/Foot Bridge
Historic
Vehicular/Foot Bridge
Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Null

Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Null

Null

Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Historic Architecture

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Null

Null

Null

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Null

Historic Irrigation
System

Site Type 2
Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1940-1949

1940-1949

Historic More Than One
Decade
1930-1939

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
1930-1939

1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1930-1939

1940-1949

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

1950 and later

1950 and later

1940-1949

1930-1939

1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
1910-1919

1930-1939

1910-1919

1930-1939

1920-1930

1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

1900-1909

1890-1899

Time Period
Private

No Data

Combination

Private

No Data

Private

No Data

No Data

Private

Other

Private

Private

Other

No Data

Private

No Data

Combination

Private

Private

Private

Combination

No Data

Private

No Data

Private

Private

Private

Private

No Data

Private

No Data

Private

No Data

No Data

Private

Combination

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

No Data

Private

No Data

Private

No Data

No Data

Private

Owner
CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

Ineligible

undetermined

Ineligible

Ineligible

undetermined

CD

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

undetermined

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

NR Status
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24YL0277

24YL0272

24YL0277

24YL0271

24YL0272

24BH3383

24BH3383

24YL0271

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0277

24YL1672

24YL1672

24YL1580

24YL0269

24YL1722

24YL1723

24YL0160

24YL0162

24YL1630

24YL1630

24YL1610

24YL0231

24YL1610

24YL0608

24YL1545

24YL1546

24YL1547

24YL1548

24YL1549

24YL1550

24YL1551

24YL1551

24YL1566

24YL1567

24YL1568

24YL1607

24YL1607

24YL0755

24YL0407

24YL0422

24YL1542

24YL1543

24YL1544

24YL0161

24YL0161

24YL0161

Site #
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Twp
N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

Rng
E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

24

25

25

25

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

Sec
comb

Comb

comb

comb

Comb

NE

NE

SE

Unk

Unk

Unk

comb

comb

comb

Comb

Comb

NE

NE

NE

NE

NW

NW

SE

SE

SE

SE

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

SW

Unk

Unk

Unk

Qs
Historic Railroad,
Stage Route, Travel
Historic Agriculture

Historic Railroad,
Stage Route, Travel
Historic Conservation

Historic Agriculture

Multi County

Multi County

Historic Conservation

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Railroad,
Stage Route, Travel
Multi County

Multi County

Historic District

Historic
Recreation/Tourism
Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Industrial
Development
Historic Railroad,
Stage Route, Travel
Historic Industrial
Development
Petroglyph and
Pictograph
Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Other

Historic Road/Trail

Historic Road/Trail

Historic
Recreation/Tourism
Historic
Recreation/Tourism
Historic Trash Dump

Lithic Scatter

Lithic Scatter

JJ

Pictograph

Other Kill Site with
Trap or Jump
Historic Commercial
Development
Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Agriculture

Historic Irrigation
System

Site Type1
Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Irrigation
System
Historic Road/Trail

Historic Road/Trail

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Null

Historic Road/Trail

Historic Road/Trail

Historic Road/Trail

Other

Historic Architecture

Historic Architecture

Historic Residence

Historic Residence

Null

Null

Null

Historic
Vehicular/Foot Bridge
Null

Rock Shelter or Cave

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Null

Firehearths or
Roasting Pits, FCR
Firehearths or
Roasting Pits, FCR
Historic Euro-American
Site
Null

Lithic Scatter

Null

Null

Null

Null

Historic Irrigation
System
Null

Site Type 2
Historic More Than One
Decade
1890-1899

Historic More Than One
Decade
1910-1919

1890-1899

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic Period

1910-1919

1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic Period

Historic More Than One
Decade
1910-1919

1930-1939

1920-1930

1940-1949

1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
No Data

1920-1930

1940-1949

1940-1949

1940-1949

1940-1949

Historic Period

1930-1939

1930-1939

1950 and later

1950 and later

Historic More Than One
Decade
No Indication of Time

No Indication of Time

Historic More Than One
Decade
No Indication of Time

No Data

Historic More Than One
Decade
1940-1949

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Historic More Than One
Decade
1900-1909

Time Period
Private

Private

Private

No Data

Private

State Owned

No Data

No Data

No Data

Private

No Data

Private

State Owned

No Data

Combination

MDOT Other

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Other

No Data

Other

No Data

Private

Private

Private

Private

Private

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Other

Combination

Combination

Other

Other

No Data

Private

Private

Private

No Data

Private

No Data

Owner
undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

CD

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

Ineligible

undetermined

Ineligible

Unresolved

Ineligible

CD

CD

Ineligible

CD

Ineligible

CD

CD

CD

undetermined

Ineligible

undetermined

undetermined

undetermined

CD

Unresolved

Ineligible

CD

Ineligible

CD

CD

CD

NR Status
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24YL1592

24YL1592

24YL1382

24YL1532

24YL0269

24YL0272

24YL0267

24YL0267

24YL0270

24YL1580

24YL0268

24YL0066

24YL0277

24YL0271

24YL0267

24YL0267

24YL0277

24YL0271

24YL0065

24YL0065

24YL0936

24YL0065

24YL0065

24YL0277

24YL1717

24YL1700

24YL1715

24YL1694

24YL1699

24YL1717

24YL1717

24YL0272

24YL0277

24VL1519

24VL1519

24YL1520

24YL1555

24YL0997

24YL0272

24YL1696

24YL1697

24YL1708

24YL1695

24YL0277

24YL1698

24YL0277

24YL0272

24YL0641

Site #
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Twp
N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

N

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

26

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

27

Rng
E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E

E
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December 9,2011

JON AXLINE
MDT
2701 PROSPECT AVENUE
PO BOX 201001
HELENA MONTANA 59620

RE: NCPD 56(55) Billings Bypass EIS UPN 4199

Dear Jon,
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Thank you for considering our earlier comments, and we support your plans to conduct
a Class HI survey on the ten historic properties not dealt with in this letter. Please
consider the following findings in determining your preferred alternative.

You have our concurrence that sites 24YL0161, 24YL0277, and 24YL1592 are eligible.
We also concur that sites 24YL0271, 24YL0998, 24YL999, and 24YL1000 are not eligible
for the register. We are not convinced, that site 24YL0272 is not eligible because it
appears in the Water Resources book and retains enough integrity. Site 24YL1867 is
also unresolved because it retains enough integrity and some uncertainty about how it
was funded, which might say something about local development.

If you have any questions or concerns about what I have written above, you can contact
me at (406) 444-0388, or email at jwarhank@mt.gov.

Cj;:p~~
josef j Warhank
Review & Compliance Officer

File: MDOT/2011

I!I!,'J ;,,'orth Rubcfl~ Sired
P.O. Box 201201

Ilelcll<l. Jl,IT .:i9U:lO"120l
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DETERMINATION OF EFFECT 
 

NCPD 56(55) 

Billings Bypass EIS  

Control No. 4199 

 

Introduction 

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT), in cooperation with the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA), intends to complete an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the 

Billings Bypass project. The project is located in Yellowstone County partially within the City of 

Billings limits. The project limits extend from Interstate 90 (I-90) to Old Highway 312 (Old Hwy 

312), a distance of approximately 3.5 miles.  

 

The purpose of the proposed project is to improve access and connectivity between I-90 and Old 

Highway 312 to improve mobility in the eastern area of Billings. The proposed roadway would 

connect between two existing transportation corridors – the I-90/I94 corridor and Old Hwy 312. 

Three alternatives are under consideration for the proposed roadway.  

 

 Mary Street Option 1 Alternative 

 Mary Street Option 2 Alternative 

 Five Mile Road Alternative 

Each alternative begins at the I-90 interchange with Johnson Lane, which would be reconstructed 

as part of the project.  Each alternative uses the same alignment between the Johnson Lane 

interchange and the Yellowstone River. North of the river, the alternatives use different 

alignments. The alternatives would also include improvements to secondary corridors to meet 

design objectives for operations and safety.  

 
The project is proposed as a four-lane principal arterial designed to NHS standards. There are 

five typical sections used for the proposed alternatives.  The typical sections to be used for the 

alternatives vary by segment and are based on the design standards assigned to each segment.  

 

Mary Street Option 1 Alternative – The primary corridor would use design standards for an 

urban principal arterial and include four travel lanes (two in each direction), a two-way left turn 

lane, paved shoulders, drainage channels and side slopes. The segment of this alternative 

adjacent to Mary Street would use urban principal arterial standards with a frontage road system. 

Mary Street would be retained as a frontage road to the proposed new roadway.  

 
Mary Street Option 2 Alternative – Same typical sections as Mary Street Option 1 Alternative. 

 

Five Mile Road Alternative – South of the Yellowstone River, the primary corridor would use 

design standards for an urban principal arterial and include four travel lanes (two in each 

direction), a two-way left-turn lane, paved shoulders, drainage channels and side slopes. North of 

the Yellowstone River, the primary corridor would use design standards for a rural principal 

arterial. The main difference between the urban principal arterial and rural principal arterial 
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typical sections is that the rural standards call for a 50-foot depressed median instead of a two-

way left-turn lane. The secondary corridor (Mary Street) would be reconstructed to City of 

Billings standards for an urban arterial roadway. This would include two travel lanes (one in 

each direction), a two-way left-turn lane, curb and gutter, bike lanes, and sidewalks on both sides 

of the roadway. 

 

Significant Cultural Resources 

A cultural resource survey of the project area was conducted in 2011.  Three previously recorded 

National Register of Historic Places-eligible historic properties are located within the Area of 

Potential Effect (APE) of this project: the Billings Bench Water Association Canal (24YL0161), 

the Northern Pacific Railway (24YL0277), and the abandoned Billings Central and Montana 

Railroad (24YL1592).  Although the MDT doesn’t agree with SHPO’s determination that the 

Coulson Ditch (24YL0272) is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 

impacts to it are included in this document.  For the purposes of this Determination of Effect, the 

Five Mile Creek Bridge (24YL1867) is also included in this document. 

 

The Billings Bench Water Association (BBWA) Canal consists of an extensive system of canals, 

ditches, and lateral on the Billings Bench in northeastern Billings.  Construction of the ditch 

began in 1903 and it is currently owned and operated by the BBWA.  The ditch has played a 

significant part in the agricultural development of the Billings area and is NRHP eligible under 

Criterion A.   

 

Completed in 1883, the Northern Pacific Railway (now BNSF Railway Co.) has had a very 

significant impact on Montana.  It is the reason why the city of Billings exists (along with many 

other communities along its line in the state) and it played a significant role in the history of 

Montana.  Because of that, it is eligible for the NRHP under Criterion A.   

 

Constructed in 1913, the Billings and Central Montana Railroad connected Billings with the 

agricultural community of Shepherd, about 13 miles northeast of the Magic City.  Referred to by 

locals as the Sagebrush Limited, the railroad operated until 1968; the tracks were removed in 

1975.  The abandoned railroad grade is eligible for the National Register under Criterion A.   

 

Built in 1895, the Coulson Ditch carried water to farms and ranches on the Billings Bench 

northeast of Billings.  The unlined ditch has good integrity and could be eligible for the National 

Register under Criterion A.   

 

The Five Mile Creek Bridge was constructed sometime in the 1910s by Yellowstone County.  

The steel stringer bridge may be eligible for the National Register under Criteria A and C.   

 

Project Impact 

Less than 2,000 feet of the Billings and Central Montana Railroad (24YL1592) would be 

impacted under all three proposed alternatives.  The three alternatives specify a crossing of the 

abandoned railroad grade for the proposed bypass routes.  Because less than 2,000 feet of the 

abandoned railroad grade would be impacted by the proposed Billings Bypass project, it falls 

under the terms of the MDT’s Abandoned Historic Railroad Grades Programmatic Agreement.  

The Billings and Central Montana Railroad will not be mentioned further in this document.   
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The Five Mile Creek Bridge (24YL1867) would not be impacted under the proposed Mary Street 

1 and 2 Options, but would be replaced under the Five Mile Road Alternative.  The bridge is 

treated under the MDT’s Historic Roads and Bridges Programmatic Agreement and will not be 

mentioned further in this document.      

 

Billings Bench Water Association Canal (24YL0161) 

Under the Mary Street 1 and 2 Option Alternatives, the proposed project would include crossings 

of the canal.  The crossings would consist of either 6-foot diameter pipes or box culverts.  There 

would be no change in the alignment of the ditch or diminution of its function.  It would carry 

the same water capacity as it does now.   

 

The proposed Five Mile Road alternative would include a crossing near Mary Street.  The 

crossing would consist of a 6-foot diameter pipe or box culvert.  There would be no change in 

the alignment of the ditch or diminution of its existing function.   

 

Northern Pacific Railroad (24YL0277) 

For this site, all three proposed alternatives would have the same impacts. A grade separation 

structure is proposed to carry the roadway over the railroad tracks.  Two of the structure’s bents 

would be located within the existing railroad ROW, but would not encroach on the existing 

railroad grade.   

 

Coulson Ditch (24YL0272) 

At the Coulson Ditch all three alternatives would have the same impacts. Two existing roadways, 

Johnson Lane and Coulson Road,  would be realigned to connect into the proposed arterial 

roadway. Both of these realigned segments of roadway would cross the ditch. Additionally, the 

existing portion of Coulson Road that crosses the ditch east of Johnson Lane would be removed.  

The proposed arterial roadway would also cross the ditch. The crossings would include 4-foot 

diameter round pipes for all three crossing locations.  

 

At the Johnson Lane crossing of the ditch,  the existing pipe would be replaced lengthened. The 

location of the pipe would not change. The embankment slopes of the ditch adjacent to crossing 

may be re-graded.  

 

East of Johnson Lane,  approximately 400 – 500 feet of the ditch would realigned because the 

slopes of the proposed roadway would encroach on the ditch. The removal of the exiting segment 

of Coulson Road would also affect the ditch at this location. The ditch would be reconstructed to 

match the existing ditch construction. 

 

The existing ditch crossing at the access route south of Coulson Road would be removed and 

relocated to the west because Coulson Road would be realigned. The pipe would be 4-foot round 

and longer than the pipe for the existing crossing. The ditch may be realigned to provide for a 

perpendicular crossing of the Coulson Road realignment.  
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Project Effect 

There would be No Adverse Effect to the Billings Bench Water Association Canal (24YL0161) 

by the Mary Street 1 and 2 Option Alternatives.  Impacts would consist of the construction of a 

new crossing of the ditch and the placing of the ditch in a 6-foot diameter round pipe or a box 

culvert.  The existing ditch alignment would be perpetuated as would its existing carrying 

capacity and function.  There has been considerable residential development in proximity of the 

ditch which has already impacted the setting in the vicinity of the proposed crossing.   For the 

Five Mile Road Alternative, approximately 1,650 feet of the BBWA canal would be realigned to 

accommodate a proposed new roadway.  Although the ditch would be realigned, it would still 

function as an irrigation facility and there would be no change in its function or carrying 

capacity.  The realignment would involve the construction of a ditch similar in appearance to 

what would be destroyed.  The proposed realignment would be on the same general tangent as 

the existing ditch.  None of the Criteria of Adverse Effect would apply in this case.      

 

There would be No Adverse Effect to the Northern Pacific Railway (24YL0277).  Under all 

three proposed alternatives for this proposed project, a grade separation structure would be 

constructed to the carry the roadway over the railroad tracks.  Two of the bents for the proposed 

grade separation structure would be located within the existing BNSF Railway Co. ROW, but 

would not encroach on the railroad grade and would not impact the function or historic 

significance of the railroad to Yellowstone County and Montana.  The impact would be visual 

and to the setting.  However, the setting has already been compromised by adjacent industrial, 

commercial, and residential development.  The proposed grade separation would not detract 

significantly enough to render the Northern Pacific Railway ineligible for the NRHP.   

 

There would be No Adverse Effect to the Coulson Ditch (24YL0272).  For the most part, 

impacts caused to the Coulson Ditch would involve the construction of new crossings and the 

perpetuation of existing crossings.  In one instance a crossing would be perpetuated, but the ditch 

rechanneled to provide a perpendicular crossing rather than a skewed crossing.  None of the 

crossings would adversely effect the ditch in that the existing function of the facility would be 

perpetuated as would its contribution to the historic development of irrigation and agriculture in 

the Yellowstone Valley.  Approximately 400-500 feet of ditch would be realigned to 

accommodate a new road alignment.  The ditch would continue to function in its historic 

capacity and its significance to the agricultural development of Yellowstone County would be 

perpetuated.  None of the Criteria of Adverse Effect can be applied to this ditch.   
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Tom Martin, PE
Environmental Services Bureau Chief
Montana Department of Transportation
2701 Prospect Avenue
PO Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001

Re: Billings Bypass Administrative Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. Martin:
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RECEIVED

APR 27 2012
ENVIRONMENTAL

Thank you for the copy of the above-cited document for our agency review. We believe the document is
accurate in its description of the existing conditions, potential impacts, and proposed mitigation
regarding heritage properties.

We appreciate the field survey efforts taken to identify potential heritage properties in the areas of
potential effect of this proposed project. We believe this allows for making a more informed decision
regarding the relative impacts on cultural resources of the various alternatives under consideration.

Thank you for consulting with us and for your continued consideration for the preservation of
Monta a's significant heritage properties.

Sin~~~l-
Mar . Baumler, Ph.D.
State Historic Preservation Officer

Ref: 2012041106

File: MOT/20l2

225 North Roberts Street

P. O. Box 201201

Helena. MT 59620-1201

(406) 444-2694
(406) 444-2696 .·AX

mOlltanahistoricalsociety.orjl;
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Environmental Services Bureau 

Phone: (406) 444–7228 

Fax: (406) 444–7245 

Rail, Transit and Planning Division 

TTY:  (800) 335-7592 

Web Page:  www.mdt.mt.gov 

 

November 3, 2011 

Bill Kennedy 

County Commissioner 

Yellowstone County 

PO Box 35000 

Billings MT  59107 

 

 

SUBJECT: Information Request for “Significance” of County Park Sites 

MDT – Billings Bypass EIS 

Project Number:  NCPD 56(55) CN 4199 

 

Dear Mr. Kennedy: 

 

I am writing on behalf of the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) to request the County’s 

assistance in providing information on park and recreational sites owned by the County.  This information 

will be used for the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Billings Bypass project being 

prepared by MDT and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA).  The DEIS assesses potential 

impacts that may occur from construction of the proposed transportation improvements.   

 

Our review of the Montana Cadastral Database Geographical Information Systems (GIS) parcel data and 

Yellowstone County GIS data for parks indicate ten publicly owned County parks in the Billings 

Bypass EIS study area (see attached figure).  These park and recreational facilities under the County’s 

jurisdiction include: East River Bridge Fishing Access, Homestead Park, Lockwood Park, Madsen Park, 

Shawnee Park, Oxbow Park, Pine Hill Subdivision Park, Quarter Horse Park, Shamrock Acreage Tracts 

Subdivision Park, and Two Moon Park.  

Due to the scale and scope of this project, the EIS study area far exceeds the area potentially impacted by 

the three project alternatives currently under consideration (see attached figure).  All of the identified 

park resources were determined to be outside the potential area of impact for the proposed project 

alternatives.  

Input Needed From County 

Your input is needed to 1) identify additional existing or planned park or recreational resources within the 

Billings Bypass EIS study area (see attached figure), and 2) determine if a certain federal regulation might 

be applicable to these resources.   

 Form A: If there are no additional park or recreational facilities (existing or planned) under the 

jurisdiction of the County within the Billings Bypass EIS study area, please provide written 

confirmation by signing and returning Form A.  

 Form B: If there are additional park or recreational facilities (existing or planned) under the 

jurisdiction of the County that are within the Billings Bypass EIS study area, please provide 

information on these resources by filling out and returning Form B.  Information provided in 

Form B will help MDT to determine if Section 4(f) of the US Department of Transportation Act 

is applicable to these resources. 

 



Environmental Services Bureau 

Phone: (406) 444–7228 

Fax: (406) 444–7245 

Rail, Transit and Planning Division 

TTY:  (800) 335-7592 

Web Page:  www.mdt.mt.gov 

 

Section 4(f) 

The federal regulation referred to as “Section 4(f)” is codified at 49 USC 303 (Section 4(f) of the 1966 

US Department of Transportation Act) and the USDOT regulations at 23 CFR 774.  According to the 

Section 4(f) regulations, the FWHA must follow specific procedures in regard to  

“publicly owned land from a public park, recreation area, or wildlife and waterfowl refuge of 

national, state or local significance as determined by the Federal, State, or local officials having 

jurisdiction thereof…” 

Under Section 4(f), FWHA is prohibited from approving the use of land from a significant publicly 

owned public park, recreation area, or wildlife or waterfowl refuge, or any significant historic site unless 

a determination is made that (1) there is no feasible and prudent alternative to the use of land from the 

property, and (2) the action includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the property.  The 

determination of whether or not a site is considered “significant” is to be made by the official(s) having 

jurisdiction over the site in question.   

 

For purposes of applying this regulation, County officials should consider four criteria in evaluating the 

park parcel.  All four of the criteria discussed below must be met for Section 4(f) to be applicable to a 

parcel.   

 

Publicly Owned Land 

First, the site must be publicly owned.  Our review of the Montana Cadastral Database Geographical 

Information Systems (GIS) parcel data and Yellowstone County GIS data for parks indicate no publicly 

owned County park parcels in proximity to the project alternatives.   

 

Public Access 

Second, in addition to being publicly owned, the site must be open to the public to meet the definition of a 

Section 4(f) site.  The entire public park or public recreation area must permit visitation by the general 

public at any time.  Section 4(f) would not apply when visitation is permitted to only a select group and 

not the entire public.   

 

Definition of Park or Recreation Area 

Third, one of the major purposes and functions of the site must be a park or recreation area.  Publicly 

owned land is considered to be a park or recreation area when the land has been officially designated as 

such by a Federal, State, or local agency, and the official with jurisdiction determines that one of its major 

purposes or functions is for park or recreation purposes.  Please note that incidental, secondary, 

occasional or dispersed recreational activities do not constitute a major purpose.
1
  Management plans that 

address or officially designate the major purpose(s) of the property should be reviewed as part of this 

determination.   

 

Significance of Publicly Owned Parcels 

If all of the criteria discussed above are met, then the fourth criterion must be considered.  For the fourth 

criterion to be met, the site must be a “significant property.”  Significance means that in comparing the 

availability and function of the park, recreation area or wildlife and waterfowl refuge with the park, 

recreation or refuge objectives of the community or the authority, the land in question plays an important 

                                                
1 US Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration, Office of Planning, Environment and Realty Project 

Development and Environmental Review, FHWA Section 4(f) Policy Paper, page 11, March 1, 2005.   



Environmental Services Bureau 

Phone: (406) 444–7228 

Fax: (406) 444–7245 

Rail, Transit and Planning Division 

TTY:  (800) 335-7592 

Web Page:  www.mdt.mt.gov 

 

role in meeting those objectives.  Management plans or other official forms of documentation regarding 

the land, if available and up-to-date, can be important in this determination.   

 

Please return the appropriate form to the address indicated on the form.  We respectfully request that the 

County provide a response as soon as possible so that MDT can move forward with conducting a 

thorough environmental analysis for the DEIS for the Billings Bypass project.  

 

Please contact Laura Meyer of David Evans and Associates, Inc. at 720-225-4632 with any questions.  

Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 

 

Sincerely, 

Tom S. Martin, PE, Chief  

Environmental Services Bureau 
 

Copies: Cal Cumins (Yellowstone County); Stefan Streeter, Tim Conway (MDT); Alan 

Woodmansey (FHWA); Laura Meyer (DEA); File  

Enclosures:  Park Map, Form A, Form B 

 









      
 

 

Candi Millar, AICP 

Director, Planning & Community Services 

2825 3
rd

 Avenue North 

4
th

 Floor 

Billings, MT  59101 
 

SUBJECT:   de minimis determination for Kiwanis Trail and Planned Kiwanis Trail Extension 

  NCPD-MT 56(55) 

  Billings Bypass EIS 

  Control Number:  4199 000 

 

Dear Ms. Millar: 

 

The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) is completing the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement (FEIS) for the Billings Bypass, a proposed principal arterial connecting I-90 

east of Billings with Old Highway 312. On December 12, 2011 and July 11, 2013, the city of 

Billings (City) provided concurrence that two resources within the project impact area, the 

Kiwanis Trail and the Planned Kiwanis Trail Extension are significant park resources eligible for 

regulation under Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966. 

MDT’s analysis demonstrates that the project’s impacts to the Kiwanis Trail and Planned 

Kiwanis Trail Extension would not adversely affect any of the activities, features, and attributes 

that qualify these resources for protection under Section 4(f), thus supporting a Section 4(f) de 

minimis impact determination.  

The purpose of this letter is to request the City’s concurrence that the Billings Bypass project 

will not adversely affect the existing Kiwanis Trail and Planned Kiwanis Trail Extension, 

allowing the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to make a de minimis impact 

determination.  

Pursuant to the Act, impacts of a transportation project on a park, recreation area, or wildlife and 

waterfowl refuge that qualifies for Section 4(f) protection may be determined to be de minimis if:  

1. The transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact avoidance, 

minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into the project, 

does not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify the resource 

for protection under Section 4(f); 

 

2. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA's or Federal 

Transit Administration’s intent to make the de minimis impact finding based on their 

585 Shepard Way, Suite 2 
Helena, MT  59601 

Phone: (406) 441-3900 
Fax: (406) 449-5314 

www.fhwa.dot.gov/mtdiv 
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written concurrence that the project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and 

attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f); and  

3. The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects 

of the project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) 

resource.  

 

These criteria are applied herein to each build alternative analyzed in the FEIS, and demonstrate 

that all of the build alternatives would result in a de minimis impact determination.  

 

1. The transportation use of the Section 4(f) resource, together with any impact 

avoidance, minimization, and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into 

the project, does not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that 

qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f). 

 

A.  Mary Street Option 1 and Mary Street Option 2 (Preferred Alternative) 

 

Kiwanis Trail:  Neither Mary Street Option 1 nor Mary Street Option 2 (the Preferred 

Alternative) include any improvements to Mary Street in the vicinity of the existing Kiwanis 

Trail. Under both of these alternatives, the proposed corridor parallels Mary Street to the 

north. The existing Mary Street corridor remains a local access road for residents and would 

not be altered in the vicinity of the existing Kiwanis Trail.  None of the existing Kiwanis 

Trail right of way would be converted to a transportation use, and the recreational use of the 

facility would be maintained as it currently exists without negatively impacting the activities, 

features, and attributes that make it eligible for protection under section 4(f).  

  

Planned Kiwanis Trail Extension: Under both of these alternatives, the new principal arterial 

corridor paralleling Mary Street to the north would be designed to accommodate the planned 

extension of the Kiwanis Trail. Approximately 0.43 acres of the 10.5 acres of city owned 

right of way set aside for the future extension of the Kiwanis trail would be intersected by the 

new alignment. (See exhibit X) The design of the Billings Bypass in the vicinity of the 

planned Kiwanis trail extension would be completed in consultation with the City to ensure 

that the activities, features, and attributes that make it eligible for protection under section 

4(f) are not adversely impacted.  Therefore, these alternatives would result in a de minimis 

impact determination.  

 

B.  Five Mile Road Alternative  

 

Kiwanis Trail and Planned Kiwanis Trail Extension: The Five Mile Road Alternative would 

reconstruct Mary Street to City standards for an urban arterial roadway. Mary Street would 

be designed to accommodate the planned extension of the Kiwanis Trail and would include a 

new pedestrian crossing where the existing Kiwanis Trail, the planned Kiwanis Trail 

Extension, and Mary Street intersect. Approximately 0.16 acres of the 10.54 acre of city 

owned right of way set aside for the future extension of the Kiwanis trail would be required 

by MDT to reconstruct Mary Street. The design of Mary Street in the vicinity of the planned 

Kiwanis trail extension would be completed in consultation with the City to ensure that the 

activities, features, and attributes that make it eligible for protection under section 4(f) are not 

adversely impacted.  Construction activities could require a temporary partial closure of the 

existing trail for pedestrian safety resulting in minor, temporary impacts to the recreational 
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use of the existing trail. Because the impacts of the project to the existing trail and planned 

trail extension would be minimal, and the recreational use of the facility would be maintained 

without negatively impacting its activities, features, and attributes, that make it eligible for 

protection under section 4(f), this alternative  would result in a de minimis impact 

determination. 

 

C.  Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Measures 

 

The following avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures are proposed to minimize 

project effects: 

 MDT will coordinate with the City throughout final design to ensure that the final project 

provides for safe and effective pedestrian and bicycle movement across the project 

corridor at the Kiwanis Trail crossing.  

 MDT will coordinate with the City to include appropriate signage and/or public 

notifications regarding temporary trail closures during construction.  

 If the Five Mile Road Alternative were constructed, MDT would accommodate a new 

pedestrian crossing at the intersection of the existing Kiwanis Trail with Mary Street. 

 

With incorporation of the measures identified above, MDT’s analysis indicates that none of 

the three build alternatives would adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that 

qualify the existing and planned trail for protection under Section 4(f). 

 

2. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA’s or FTA’s 

intent to make the de minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence that 

the project will not adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify 

the property for protection under Section 4(f). 

 

Project applicability: This letter serves as a request to the “official with jurisdiction” to 

provide written concurrence with the assessment of impacts to the Kiwanis Trail and Planned 

Kiwanis Trail Extension.   

 

3. The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of 

the project on the protected activities, features, and attributes of the Section 4(f) 

resource. 

 

Project applicability: The public was afforded an opportunity to review and comment on 

this impact assessment during the public review period for the Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement. Only one comment received from the public related to the Kiwanis Trail or 

Planned Kiwanis Trail Extension, which requested clarification about access to the trail and 

expressed concern about additional traffic in the vicinity.  The public will have an additional 

opportunity for review of this decision with the distribution of the Final Environmental 

Impact Statement.   

Based upon the fulfillment of the above criteria, FHWA seeks concurrence from City (via the 

signature block below) with the Billings Bypass project impact assessment on Section 4(f) 

properties and that therefore the Billings Bypass is in compliance with the provisions of Section 

4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966.   
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT

BILLINGS REGULATORY OFFICE
2602 FIRST AVENUE NORTH, ROOM 309

BILLINGS MT 59101

RECEIVED
FEB - 9 2011

ENVIRONMENTAL

Please reply 10 allenlion of:

February 8, 2011

Regulatory Branch
Montana State Program
Corps No: NWO-2006-90399-MTB

Subject: Billings Bypass EIS, Proj. No. NCPD 56(55), CN 4199

Attention: Mr. Tom Martin
Montana Department of Transportation
Post Office Box 201001
Helena, Montana 59620- I001

Dear Mr. Martin:

MA
c RILE

PY

Reference is made to your request for comments on the purpose and need statement of
the Billings Bypass EIS as well as the range of alternatives under consideration.

As presented, the purpose of the project precludes a no-bridge alternative because
construction of a new bridge over the Yellowstone River is an element of all proposed build
alternatives. The Section 404(b)(I) Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or
Fill Material found at 40 CFR 230 states that "no discharge of dredged or fill 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."

The overall project purpose, as determined by the Corps, is to improve the safety and
efficiency for all vehicles, pedestrians, and members of the public traveling between Interstate 90
and Old Highway 312. Improvement of surface transportation and road networks is not water
dependent; at a minimum, at least one alternative must be considered that explores future
improvements to existing transportation networks without a new Yellowstone River crossing.

For the purpose of Corps permit reviews, practicable alternatives for improvement of
transportation in the project area should include practicable alternatives which do not involve a
discharge of dredged or fill material into the WUS or structures over the Yellowstone River. An
alternative is practicable if it is available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purpose. In other
words, there needs to be a comparison between suggested alternatives requiring and not requiring
construction of a new bridge across the Yellowstone River.

Prinled 00$ R&Cycled Paper
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Finally, CEQ regulations found at 40 CFR 1500.2(c) require that the environmental
review for required permits should be integrated into the NEPA process so that the alternatives
analysis and pennit review procedures can be done concurrently rather than consecutively. This
prevents un-permittable alternatives from being carried forward, and can prevent the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) from being eliminated as an
alternative that is carried forward in the NEPA review. Nonnally, for projects expected to
require a Section 404 pennit, this review takes the fonn of a Draft 404(b)( I) Analysis. It is
recommended that a Draft 404(b)(1) Analysis be perfonned and included as part of the Billings
Bypass EIS.

If you have any questions feel free to contact myself in the Billings Regulatory Office at
(406) 657-5910, and reference File No. NWO-2006-90399-MTB.

Sincerely,

Shannon Johnson
Project Manager

Copies Furnished:

Steve Potts,
US EPA - Region 8 Montana Office
10 West 15'" Street Suite 3200
Helena, MT 59626

Kevin McLaury
FHWA - Montana Division
585 Shepard Way
Helena, MT 5960 I
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From: Sandoval, Philip - NRCS, Billings, MT [mailto:Philip.Sandoval@mt.usda.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, May 24, 2012 7:33 PM 

To: Martin, Tom 

Cc: Pick, Tom - NRCS, Bozeman, MT 
Subject: Review of Billings Bypass Administrative Draft Environmental impact Statement 

 
Dear Mr. Martin 

  

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Billings Bypass EIS.  I am writing to comment on the 

impacts to water resources. The direct impacts associated with the Mary Street Option 1 

Alternative described in pages 4-167 - 169 are considerable.  Conservation measures proposed 

in the mitigation narrative may be more defined as the process moves forward.  The report 

accurately points out the concern for cumulative impacts due to the potential for water 

contaminates transported to the multiple waterways and irrigation ditches.  The potential to 

increase the load of contaminates to flowing waterways is an issue that should be addressed in 

design.  If this alternative is selected a committed operation and maintenance agreement will be 

critical in keeping conservation measures such as vegetative treatment areas functioning as 

intended.    

  

Sincerely, 

  

  

Philip Sandoval 

District Conservationist  

Billings, Montana 59102 

  

Phone: 406 657 6135 Ext 115 

  

  

 

 

 

 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the 

intended recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or 

disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to 

civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please 

notify the sender and delete the email immediately.  

 

mailto:[mailto:Philip.Sandoval@mt.usda.gov]
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 8, MONTANA OFFICE

FEDERAL BUILDING, 10W. l5I STREET, SUITE 3200
HELENA, MONTANA 59626

Ref: 8M0

April 19, 2011

Mr. Thomas S. Martin, P.E., Chief
Environmental Services Bureau
P0 Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001

Re: EPA Comment on Preliminary Alternatives
Analysis Information for Billings Bypass EIS

Dear Mr. Martin:

This letter is in response to the e-mail message EPA staff received on April 8, 2011 from
your Billing Bypass Project EIS consultant (David Evans and Associates, Inc.) regarding the
preliminary alternatives analysis for this project.

It may be helpful to provide some background in regard to EPA’s review of the
preliminary alternatives analysis information attached to the above referenced e-mail. At an
April 1, 2011 interagency meeting on the Billing Bypass EIS project, EPA’s representative
expressed concerns that the draft purpose and need for the Billings Bypass EIS project, which
specified a need for a new Yellowstone River crossing, had potential to be construed as limiting
the range of reasonable alternatives evaluated during the EIS analysis. It was noted that Courts
have held that purpose and need statements should be defined to reflect the objective, general
need for the proposed activity rather than a specific narrow course of action preferred by the
agency. EPA suggested that it may be better to identify a need for improved travel access and
north-south connectivity between 1-90 and old highway 312 in the purpose and need statement,
and then let river crossing alternatives emerge out of the alternatives analysis in the EIS.

The Corps of Engineers representative stated at this meeting that transportation projects
are not water dependent, and a transportation alternative that avoids impacts to aquatic resources
was presumed to be available unless it was demonstrated that such an alternative is not
“practicable” in accordance with the Clean Water Act (CWA) 404(b)( 1) Guidelines (40 CFR Part
230). The Corps noted that only the “least damaging practicable alternative” in terms of impacts
to aquatic resources can be permitted under Section 404 of the CWA. The term “practicable” is
defined in 40 CFR 230.3(q) as available and capable of being done after taking into
consideration cost, existing technology and logistics in light of overall project purposes. It was
also noted that permitting requirements should be integrated into the EIS process as much as
possible so that permitting and EIS processes occur concurrently to avoid project delays (40 CFR
1500.2(c)).

Printed on Recycled Paper



The MDT, FHWA and local government officials responded at the April 1 meeting that
they strongly believed that there was a need for a new Yellowstone River crossing to improve
mobility and connectivity in the eastern area of Billings. They preferred to retain their current
purpose and need statement identifying a new Yellowstone River crossing as a project need,
although they said they would check with their legal counsel regarding NEPA process and legal
risks. Local, state and federal transportation officials said they had been studying Billings area
transportation needs for over 10 years and they knew they needed a new Yellowstone River
crossing to connect 1-90 and old Highway 312 in Billings; add redundancy to the transportation
system; provide an additional connection between Billings and Lockwood; and improve mobility
to and from Billings Heights. The MDT and FHWA officials also stated that it was their intent
to discuss alternatives that did not involve a new river crossing in an “Alternatives Considered
But Dismissed” section of the EIS, and indicated that a draft 404(b)(1) analysis would be
appended to the EIS.

With this background information provided, EPA’s preliminary review of the information
in the range of alternatives packet indicates that the various river crossing alignments in the
packet appear to be reasonable, however, we do not see a discussion of “Alternatives Considered
But Dismissed” in the packet. Information must be provided to demonstrate that alternatives that
avoid impacts to aquatic resources were evaluated adequately to dismiss them (i.e., alternatives
involving improvements to existing roads and bridges). While EPA gives deference to the lead
transportation agencies in determining purpose and need for the EIS project under NEPA, it is
also important that CWA 404 permit procedures be followed when a NEPA project may require
a 404 permit.

The preferred alternative emerging out of the NEPA analysis must be considered the least
damaging practicable alternative to aquatic resources in order for the Corps of Engineers to
proceed with authorization under Section 404 of the CWA. It is the responsibility of the 404
permit applicant to prove that the least damaging alternative has not been inappropriately
screened out during the review process. Potential alternatives that are less damaging to aquatic
resources need to be determined not to be “practicable” in accordance with 40 CFR Part 230.

The rationale and supporting information for dismissing alternatives without a new river
crossing may be included in the “Alternatives Considered But Dismissed” section of the EIS, as
well as in the draft 404(b)( 1) analysis, however, it is important that these EIS sections include
adequate supporting information to demonstrate that less damaging alternatives to aquatic
resources are not “practicable” in the context of the CWA.

Accordingly, we recommend that the draft “Alternatives Considered But Dismissed”
section in the EIS and the draft 404(b)(1) analysis be prepared and distributed for review to
assure that the Billings Bypass project is determined to be consistent with both NEPA and CWA
requirements. If this project has a 10+ year planning history such information is likely available.
This will facilitate both EIS environmental review and permitting, and thus, help avoid project
delays. It is relevant to note that integration of NEPA and 404 permit processes has long been an
important topic in transportation planning,
http://www.environrnent. Iiiwa.dot. gov/projdev/tdrnnepa404.asp.



If you have any questions please feel free to call me in Helena at 406-457-5002 or you
may call Mr. Steve Potts of my staff at 406-329-3313 or 406-457-5022. We thank you for your
consideration.

Sincerely,

— Julie A. DalSoglio
Director
Montana Office

cc: Larry Svoboda/Connie Collins, EPA 8EPR-N, Denver
Toney Ott/Jim Luey, EPA, EPR-EP, Denver
Robert Ray/Jeff Ryan, MDEQ, Helena
Todd Tillinger, USACE, Helena
Shannon Johnson, USACE, Billings
Mark Wilson, USFWS, Helena
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Preliminary EPA Comments on the Internal Administrative Draft EIS (ADEIS, 

dated April 2012) for the Billings Bypass Project  
 

Brief Project Overview: The Montana Dept. of Transportation (MDT) and Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) prepared this ADEIS for a proposed transportation project to improve access 

and connectivity between I-90 and Old Hwy 312 and mobility in the eastern area of Billings, Montana. 

Currently the Yellowstone River, the Billings rimrocks, and Montana Rail Link railroad tracks provide 

barriers to north-south transportation connectivity. Alternatives evaluated included a No Build 

Alternative and three build alternatives providing a new principal arterial alignment between I-90 and 

Old Hwy 312. All build alternatives would provide connections across the Yellowstone River between I-

90 and Old Hwy 312, and include some new and improved routes through residential, commercial and 

agricultural areas, and in some cases undeveloped land. All build alternatives would connect to I-90 at 

the existing Johnson Lane interchange, which would be reconstructed. Secondary corridor 

improvements would also be included with all build alternatives 

 

The Mary Street Option 1 Alternative would provide a 4.9 mile connection between I-90 and Old Hwy 

312 and include construction of a bridge across the main channel Yellowstone River and across a side 

channel at a location south of Five Mile Creek. The bridge across the main channel would be 2,010 foot 

long and a 185 foot long bridge would traverse the side channel.  

 

The Mary Street Option 2 Alternative would provide a 5.1 mile connection between I-90 and Old Hwy 

312, and include construction of one 1,890 foot long bridge over the main channel of the Yellowstone 

River at a location north of Five Mile Creek. North of the river this alignment would pass through 

undeveloped land that is planned as a future regional park. 

 

The Five Mile Road Alternative would provide a 4.5 mile connection between I-90 and Old Hwy 312, 

and include passing through a tract of future park land as well as residential, commercial and 

agricultural areas. The Yellowstone River bridge would be constructed north of Five Mile Creek at the 

same site as with the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative. North of the river this alignment would also pass 

through undeveloped land that is planned as a future regional park. 

 

Comments: 

 

Purpose and Need 

 

1. Thank you for revising the project purpose and need to reduce potential constraints on the range of 

alternatives considered (i.e., project purpose is to improve access and connectivity between I-90 and 

Old Hwy 312 to improve mobility in the eastern area of Billings). We also appreciate the discussion 

of “Alternatives Considered But Eliminated,” and Table 2.5, “Alternatives Screening: Alternatives 

Eliminated from Analysis,” which includes information on three alternatives that do not involve 

constructing a new bridge over the Yellowstone River (i.e., New I-90 Connection; Improved US 87 

Connection; and I-94 to Old Hwy 312 Connection at Huntley).  The reason these alternatives are 

eliminated is stated to be due to additional travel time, and thus, reduced access and mobility and/or 

greater impacts to commercial properties. These appear to be reasonable explanations for the 

elimination of these alternatives from further consideration. 
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2. We note that the "Executive Summary" and "Purpose and Need" sections state that the preferred 

alternative will be developed and identified in the FEIS (see page ES-17 and page 1-1 of the Purpose 

and Need section).  However, the preferred alternative is clearly defined in section 2.4 (page 2-25) 

and discussed throughout the remainder of the ADEIS.  To avoid misunderstanding to the public it 

may be appropriate to explain that a preliminary preferred alternative is identified in the DEIS, but 

will be further evaluated and refined during the review process. 

 

Water Resources 

 

3. The ADEIS identifies the Mary Street Option 2 as the preferred alternative that best meets the 

project purpose and need (page 2-25). It is stated that there is not a discernible difference with regard 

to impacts to air quality, hazardous materials, water resources, floodplain, vegetation, and wildlife 

among the build alternatives (page 2-26). It is stated that the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative would  

impact to 4.52 acres of wetlands (4.36 acres jurisdictional), while the Mary Street Option 1 

Alternative would impact 5.39 acres of wetlands (4.07 acres jurisdictional), and the  Five Mile Road 

Alternative would impact 4.7 acres of wetlands (3.35 acres jurisdictional), pages 2-27, 4-186 to 4-

189).  There are also small differences in impacts to riparian vegetation with the Mary Street Option 

1 Alternative having 11.9 acres of riparian impacts, and the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative and 

Five Mile Road Alternative impacting 6.0 acres and 5.9 acres, respectively (Table ES-1, page ES-

10). The Five Mile Road Alternative is also shown as impacting 2.2 acres of a pond (i.e., recently 

excavated gravel pit with low habitat value (page 4-192). The Mary Street Option 1 Alternative and 

Five Mile Road would also involve replacing and widening an existing bridge crossing of Five Mile 

Creek (widening bridge to 85 feet), while the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative would involve 

constructing a new bridge crossing of Five Mile Creek (215 foot-long bridge, page 4-170).  

 

The Mary Street Option 2 Alternative and Five Mile Road Alternative would appear to have slightly 

less impacts to the Yellowstone River due to the need to only cross the main channel of the river 

with a 1,890 foot-long bridge, while the Mary Street Option 1 Alternative would have to cross both 

the main channel of the river and a side channel with two bridge structures (2,010 foot-long bridge 

and 185 foot-long bridge). Although the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative appears to have greater  

impacts to Five Mile Creek with construction of a new bridge over the creek.   

 

While there are not large differences in impacts to aquatic resources among the build alternatives, 

and final wetland delineations have not yet been carried out on the road alignments, on a preliminary 

basis it appears to us that the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative may have slightly less impacts to 

overall aquatic resources than the other build alternatives. 

 

4. The Draft 404(b)(1) analysis (Appendix F, Volume 2) includes a conclusion on page 36 that  states 

that “all the build alternative are the least environmentally damaging practicable alternatives.” As 

noted above, while we agree that the impacts to aquatic resources do not appear to vary by a great 

amount among the build alternatives, our preliminary view is that the Mary Street Option 2 

Alternative would appear to have lesser impacts to aquatic resources than the other build 

Alternatives, although we realize that final delineations of jurisdictional wetlands have not yet been 

conducted along the various road alignments. We recommend that the Draft 404(b)(1) analysis be 

refined at least by the FEIS stage to identify the  least environmentally damaging practicable 

alternative for 404 permitting based on information known to date. 
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5. There are also concerns that the design details and waters of the U.S. including wetlands impact 

information provided in Chapter 4 does not provide sufficient information to evaluate project 

compliance with the Clean Water Act Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines. While the MDT has proposed 

mitigation for impacts to the Yellowstone and Five-Mile Creek and adjacent wetlands, it is not clear 

what mitigation will be needed or required. The EPA recommends that the DEIS include additional 

design details, impact analysis, and a preliminary comprehensive compensatory mitigation plan.  

 

Heavily disturbed wetlands are not listed or acknowledged as evaluated in the document. In an area 

of heavy development and disturbance the MDT may want to use other tools such as topography to 

determine if there are wetlands and riparian areas with non-hydrophytic vegetation. MDT may want 

to consult with references such as the wetland delineation manuals and the Corps of Engineers RGL 

90-7 for disturbed sites. Are mudflats and islands being considered waters of the U.S. by grouping 

them in the riverine system? Unvegetated special aquatic sites (e.g. mudflats lacking macrophytic 

vegetation) within and adjacent to the Yellowstone and Five-Mile Creek that may be affected should 

be discussed. If you have questions please call Ms. Toney Ott with EPA in Denver at 303-312-6909. 

 

We also note that in addition to the original 2007 Rapanos information regarding wetland 

delineation, the MDT should use the December 2008 Rapanos guidance document and may need to 

consider the current draft EPA wetland jurisdictional guidance, if the 404 permit application is 

submitted to the Corps of Engineers after the 2011 guidance is finalized. We suggest that 

information on jurisdictional status be sent to the Corps and EPA. The Corps is requested to send 

complex jurisdictional information to EPA before official submittals and work with EPA. 

http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/upload/2008_12_3_wetlands_CWA_Jurisdiction_F

ollowing_Rapanos120208.pdf . 

 

6. We appreciate the identification and discussion of wetlands along the project corridors (pages 3-104 

to 3-113).  As noted above the ADEIS indicates that the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative would  

impact to 4.52 acres of wetlands (4.36 acres jurisdictional), while the Mary Street Option 1 

Alternative would impact 5.39 acres of wetlands (4.07 acres jurisdictional), and the  Five Mile Road 

Alternative would impact 4.7 acres of wetlands (3.35 acres jurisdictional) (pages 2-27, 4-186 to 4-

189). However, it is not clear to us if these wetland impacts include impacts from all activities, 

including those that may occur outside the highway right-of-way such as from gravel mining or 

excavation of borrow material, stockpiling of materials in staging areas, and disposal of waste 

materials. The DEIS should clarify that the impacts to wetlands include impacts from all activities, 

including activities outside the highway right-of-way, such as excavation of borrow material and 

stockpiling of materials during construction, and disposal of fill materials. 

  

Also it will be necessary for the MDT to oversee the construction contractor(s) to assure that wetland  

impacts are minimized, and that environmentally sensitive areas are avoided when obtaining borrow 

or material sources and selecting construction staging areas and fill or waste disposal areas. It would 

be helpful if the procedures used by MDT to oversee contractor identification and use of material 

source sites and excavation/fill operations to assure that adverse impacts from such sites and 

operations are avoided are described in the DEIS.  

 

http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/upload/2008_12_3_wetlands_CWA_Jurisdiction_Following_Rapanos120208.pdf
http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/guidance/wetlands/upload/2008_12_3_wetlands_CWA_Jurisdiction_Following_Rapanos120208.pdf
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7. There was no mention of pallid sturgeon or state threatened or endangered fish in the Yellowstone. 

What is the habitat potential for T&E species, candidate and state listed fish, and amphibians? What 

specific impacts are expected on warmwater and coldwater fish and aquatic life found in 

Yellowstone River and tributaries? The ADEIS mentioned possible impacts, but details were not 

presented.  

 

8. We appreciate the identification and discussion of the Yellowstone River in regard to Montana’s list 

of water quality impaired waters under Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (pages 3-97, 3-98), 

and discussion of all waterbodies in the project area (i.e., Yellowstone River, Five Mile Creek, 

Seven Mile Creek, Coulson Ditch, page 3-101). It will be important that the proposed Billings 

Bypass project be consistent with the Montana DEQ’s development of a Total Maximum Daily Load 

(TMDL) for the Yellowstone River. We encourage MDT to coordinate with the Montana DEQ 

TMDL Program staff to help assure such consistency (contact Mr. Robert Ray of MDEQ in Helena 

at 406-444-5319 and/or Mr. Dean Yashan at 406-444-5317).  

 

Bridge Crossings 

 

9. We are pleased that the discussion of water resources and water quality mitigation measures 

indicates that the Yellowstone River bridge and Five Mile Creek bridge will span the floodway 

(page 4-166) and longer multi-span composite steel girders are proposed to cross the river channel to 

avoid pier impacts to the river (page 2-11). We support bridge designs (and culvert designs) with 

adequate width and capacity to pass flood flows and bedload, with minimal encroachment upon the 

stream channel, riparian area and floodplain. Bridge designs should avoid impeding flood flows that 

could cause sediment deposition above stream crossings and erosion and scouring below crossings 

and causing substantial increases in flood elevations (e.g., construction of bridges on pilings, as 

opposed to fill, can reduce encroachment). We recommend that culverts simulate the natural stream 

grade and stream bed substrate as much as possible (e.g., open bottom arch culverts that provide a 

natural streambed). Are open bottom arch culverts included with the proposed project?  

 

The ADEIS indicates that the Mary Street Option 1 bridge over the Yellowstone River would have 

eight 10 foot diameter piers (pages 4-174, 4-177), although the discussion of the Mary Street Option 

2 Alternative indicates that the Yellowstone River bridge would have nine piers in water (page 4-

175). Since the Mary Street Option 1 bridge is stated be 120 feet longer than the Mary Street Option 

2 and Five Mile Road Alternative bridge (2,010 foot bridge vs. 1,890 foot bridge), it is not clear why 

more piers would need to be placed in water for the shorter bridge. This should be explained. Also, 

placement of eight or nine bridge piers in water seems to be inconsistent with the statement that 

longer multi-span composite steel girders are proposed to cross the river channel to avoid pier 

impacts to the river (page 2-11). It is also stated that the number of piers located in the active 

channel would be reduced during final design (page 4-187). Additional discussion of efforts to 

minimize pier placement in water and disclosure of the most likely number of piers to be placed in 

the active channel would assist in understanding of potential impacts to the river.  

 

We also note that bridges with wide spans afford opportunities for improved wildlife passage, and 

promote reduced wildlife-vehicle collisions. We encourage use of bridge spans with the widest 

possible span and minimal number of piers in water to reduce encroachment on river channels and 

floodways, reduced impedance to flood flows, and to promote improved wildlife passage. We are 
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pleased that less than a 0.5 foot rise of the base flood elevation is predicted from construction of the 

new Yellowstone River bridge (pages 4-177, 4-178). 

 

10. We are also pleased that the ADEIS indicates that stormwater will be carried off bridges for 

treatment (page 4-166), although we did not see much specific information proposed treatment of 

stormwater runoff from bridges and roads. We support use of vegetative filters and sediment traps to 

capture sediment before it can enter streams and wetlands, but also encourage consideration of 

infiltration basins or dry wells as another potentially effective way to remove contaminants from 

stormwater runoff.  We note that infiltration basins or dry wells should be inspected and maintained 

on a regular schedule.  Also, sometimes groundwater monitoring may be needed to assure that 

pollutant levels do not increase in ground water, particularly if there are significant amounts of 

contaminated highway runoff directed to infiltration beds or dry wells upgradient from public water 

supply wells. 

 

We are pleased that it is stated that no public wells appear to be in conflict with any of the proposed 

project corridors (page 4-171), and that monitoring wells are located in the project area to monitor 

groundwater quality in the area (page 3-98, Figure 3-29). 

 

11. It will be important that appropriate permits and authorizations are obtained for work in and near 

aquatic areas (e.g., Section 318 short term turbidity exceedance authorization, 310 or 124 permits, 

Montana Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (MPDES) Stormwater permits, Corps of 

Engineers 404 permit, etc.), and that adequate erosion control and sediment stabilization and 

revegetation measures are utilized. We are pleased that a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

(SWPPP) will be prepared and MPDES permit will be obtained (pages 4-169), and that Table 5.1 

identifies permits and authorizations needed for the proposed project. 

 

12. Roadway construction, operation, and maintenance can impact streams, wetlands and riparian areas 

from runoff, disruption of drainage patterns, stockpiling of materials in staging areas, maintenance of 

construction and maintenance equipment, application of herbicides, mowing, and snow plowing and 

sanding of roads or use of salt and deicers. The impacts of maintenance activities are more a matter 

of a long-term indirect and cumulative effects than any one incident.   

 

We encourage the highway agencies to train road maintenance staff regarding procedures that 

minimize adverse impacts of road maintenance activities on streams and wetlands (contact, Montana 

Local/Tribal Technical Assistance Program at Montana State University, Steven J. Jenkins, P.E, at 

406-994-6100 or 1-800-541-6671). Snow plowing subsequent to sanding moves sand off the 

roadbed to the adjacent ditch line and fill slopes, filling depressions and ditches and widening 

shoulders, which can have adverse effects upon streams, wetlands, and riparian areas. These 

activities have the potential to introduce sediment, materials and chemicals into streams. We also 

encourage use of BMPs for winter maintenance operations such as using mechanical brooms to pick 

up sand after thaws. 

 

Impacts to Parklands 

 

13. Both the preferred alternative, the Mary Street Option 2 Alternative, and the Five Mile Road 

Alternative include a road alignment through undeveloped land that is planned for a future regional 
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park (John H. Dover Memorial Park). This future park is apparently not considered to be a Section 

4(f) property (page 3-34). The ADEIS does not include much specific analysis and disclosure of the 

potential effects of having a major regional transportation corridor passing through the John H. 

Dover Memorial Park. We believe such information would be of public interest. We recommend that 

the DEIS include additional information and disclosure regarding potential effects of the proposed 

project on this future regional park. 

 

Indirect Effects 

 

14. The ADEIS indicates that improvements to roadways are unlikely to induce development (Table 4.8, 

page 4-43). Yet it is also stated that the lack of connectivity between Lockwood and Billings Heights 

may be a limiting factor in the growth and economic development of Lockwood (page 3-12). The 

preferred alternative, Mary Street Option 2, includes a new two-lane arterial collector road north of 

Dover Road and a new four-lane principal arterial alignment between Mary Street and I-90, as well 

as a new bridge over the Yellowstone River.  It is stated that alternatives may lead to increased 

development in the study area (including along Five Mile Road), and there could be development 

pressure inducing varying levels of growth (page 4-186); and that the study areas is relatively 

undeveloped, but has potential to urbanize, especially along Mary Street (page 4-187). These various 

statements regarding potential future changes in land use and growth appear to be inconsistent with 

the state that improvements to roadways are unlikely to induce development.  

 

New road construction that improves traffic flow, reduces congestion and increases access can 

contribute to induced residential, commercial, industrial growth, and changed land uses constitutes 

indirect effects. Indirect effects are defined as "...caused by the action and are later in time or farther 

removed in distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Indirect effects may include growth-

inducing effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population density or growth 

rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems" (40 CFR  

1508.9(b)). Induced residential, commercial, and industrial growth and land use change affect air 

quality, water quality, wetlands, wildlife habitat loss and fragmentation, urban sprawl, loss of rural 

character, farm land and other natural resources.  

 

It appears to us that new and improved roadways that improve access and connectivity between 

Lockwood and Billings Heights, and that include new roads through agricultural areas and 

undeveloped areas have potential to change land use and growth and development patterns in such 

areas. We recommend that inconsistencies in disclosure of potential indirect effects of the proposed 

project be addressed, and that indirect effects and appropriate mitigation measures be more fully 

evaluated and disclosed in the DEIS  (i.e., identify existing condition and trends and forces shaping 

growth and development in the area; identify land with development potential and most likely 

locations of growth; identify sensitive environmental resources that may be impacted; estimate 

growth and impacts with and without project). 

 

Air Quality 

 

15. The ADEIS indicates that the project study area is currently a maintenance area for carbon monoxide 

(CO), and is in compliance with PM2.5 and PM10 NAAQS standards, and is a non-attainment area 

for sulfur dioxide, although sulfur dioxide is not a criteria pollutant for transportation conformity 
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(page 3-88).  The CAL3QHC computer dispersion model was used to predict the 1-hour CO 

concentrations, with an adjustment factor for 8-hour concentrations, at the receptor locations for year 

2010 and 2035. The results of the air quality modeling show that the maximum CO concentrations 

are lower in the design year, 2035 than existing CO concentrations for the build alternatives, and 

analysis also shows no increases in particulates above the no action alternative. Modeling shows that 

projected 1-hour and 8-hour CO concentrations do not exceed NAAQS or the MAAQS as a result of 

proposed improvements (page 4-146), and the ADEIS also concludes that the project does not have 

air quality concerns with respect to particulate matter (page 4-149).  EPA’s MOVES2010 model was 

officially released on March 2, 2010 and MOVES2010a was released on September 8, 2010 (and the 

most recent update to the MOVES model, MOVES2010b, was just released on April 23, 2012).  

Although not identified in section 4.3.1.2.2, EPA is curious if our MOVES2010a model was used to 

prepare the CO emissions for the intersection modeling?  If so, this should be noted in this section. 

 

The ADEIS indicates that Mobile Source Air Toxics (MSATs) emissions were evaluated 

qualitatively since the Billings Bypass project is stated to have a low potential for MSAT effects 

(with traffic volumes below 20,000 AADT, page 3-89). The results of the MSAT qualitative analysis 

indicate there would be no increases in MSAT above the no action alternative. The ADEIS indicates 

that increased travel speeds, improvements to the level-of-service and reduced traffic congestion, 

and improved vehicle fuel efficiency should reduce MSAT emissions in the future (page 4-154). We 

appreciated disclosure of these analysis results.  We note the discussion in the first full paragraph on 

page 4-153, regarding the FHWA 2009 document, the emission estimates from various mobile 

source emissions models (MOBILE6.2, EMFAC2007, and the DRAFT2009 MOVES model) are 

compared and noted that the MSAT results are indicated as highly inconsistent.  We believe the 

public would benefit from an update to this discussion regarding the development of our 

MOVES2010 model, its improved accuracy, and enhanced ability to estimate both criteria and 

MSAT emissions.  EPA’s current version of the MOVES model, MOVES2010b, was released on 

April 23, 2012 and not only calculates the six priority MSATs noted in this section, but includes 63 

other MSATs.  Please review the MOVES2010b “Q” and “A” document found at the following 

weblink:  http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/documents/420f12014.pdf  . If you have air 

quality analysis questions we encourage you to call Mr. Timothy Russ, who may be reached in 

Denver at 303-312-6479.   

 

16. The ADEIS states that MDT’s Standard Specifications 107.11.3, Air Quality, will be used to reduce 

construction related emissions; however, from what EPA could find, this provision only states the 

following: 

 

“107.11.3 Air Quality:  Operate all equipment including, but not limited to, hot-mix paving 

plants and aggregate crushers to meet the minimum air quality standards established by federal, 

state, and local agencies.  No additional payment will be made for the use or installation of dust 

or smoke control devices, for the disruption of work or loss of time occasioned by the installation 

of such control devices, or for any other related reasons.” (See: “Standard Specifications for 

Road and Bridge Construction, 2006 Edition” at: 

http://www.mdt.mt.gov/other/contract/external/standard_specbook/2006/2006_stand_specs.pdf ) 

 

As portions of the project will be constructed directly adjacent to residential areas, EPA believes 

only relying on this particular statement as insufficient.  EPA recommends that during construction 

http://www.epa.gov/otaq/models/moves/documents/420f12014.pdf
http://www.mdt.mt.gov/other/contract/external/standard_specbook/2006/2006_stand_specs.pdf
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adjacent to the residential areas that consideration for monitoring for PM10 levels during 

construction take place to validate that construction emissions are effectively controlled. The EPA 

recommends that the air quality monitoring plan include elements identifying how monitoring will 

be performed, action levels for the monitored data, and how the data will be shared with the 

appropriate agencies and the public. A complete monitoring plan would demonstrate how well the 

preferred alternative resolves potential dust emissions concerns by measuring the effectiveness of the 

mitigation measures in controlling or minimizing adverse effects. In regard to best management 

practices (BMPs) to mitigate construction related emissions, EPA recommends consideration of the 

following mitigation measures to reduce air quality impacts during construction, and suggests that 

such measures be identified in the DEIS to improve public understanding: 

 

• Requiring heavy construction equipment to use the cleanest available engines or to be 

retrofitted with diesel particulate control. 

 

• Requiring diesel retrofit of construction vehicle engines and equipment as appropriate. 

 

• Using alternatives for diesel engines and/or diesel fuels such as: biodiesel, LNG or CNG, 

fuel cells, and electric engines. 

 

• Installing engine pre-heater devices to eliminate unnecessary idling during winter time 

construction. 

 

• Prohibiting the tampering of equipment to increase horsepower or to defeat emission 

control devices effectiveness. 

 

• Requiring construction vehicle engines to be properly tuned and maintained. 

 

• Using construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size for 

the intended job. 

 

• Using water or wetting agent to control dust. 

 

• Using wind barriers and wind screens to prevent spreading of dust from the site. 

 

• Having a wheel wash station and/or crushed stone apron at egress/ingress areas to prevent 

dirt being tracked onto public streets. 

 

• Using vacuum-powered street sweepers to remove dirt tracked onto streets. 

 

• Covering, as appropriate, all dump/haul trucks leaving sites. 

 

• Covering or wetting temporary excavated materials. 

 

• Using a binding agent for long-term excavated materials. 

 

• Locating diesel engines as far away as possible from residential areas. 
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• Locating staging areas as far away as possible from residential uses. 

 

• Using construction vehicles and equipment with the minimum practical engine size for 

the intended job. 

 

• Scheduling work outside of normal hours for sensitive receptors; this should be necessary 

only in extreme circumstances, such as construction immediately adjacent to a health care 

facility, church, outdoor playground, or school. 

 

Wildlife/T&E Species 
 

17. We are pleased that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is being consulted in regard to their review 

and concurrence on the determination of effects on threatened and endangered species (page 4-198). 

 

Climate Change 

 

18. The ADEIS includes brief discussion of climate change and greenhouse gas emissions in regard to  

the proposed project (pages 3-89-3-90). NEPA documents can promote improved public 

understanding of climate change. Research indicates that climates are changing, and that climate 

change will accelerate, and that human greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions, primarily carbon dioxide 

emissions (CO2), are the main source of accelerated climate change {see United Nations 

Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC), http://www.ipcc.ch/, EPA 

http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/}.  We encourage inclusion of information on climate change in 

NEPA documents, particularly in regard to the link between greenhouse gases (GHGs) and climate 

change, and the potential impacts of climate change, and the ability of the proposed project to adapt 

to climate change effects.  

 

Environmental Justice 

 

19. The ADEIS includes discussion of environmental justice considerations in both Chapter 3 (pages 3-

49 to 3-54) and Chapter 4 (pages 4-57 to 4-63). It is indicated that, "Census tracts are the smallest 

geographic area available to provide data on income and poverty" (page 3-52), and that blockgroup 

level data was not available at a smaller geographic unit for further analysis. It is also stated that 

there are minority populations of Hispanic and Native American persons and low income 

populations within the study area, but it is concluded that there would be no disproportionate impacts 

to environmental justice populations.  

 

While tract level data is more accessible through the US Census, blockgroup data is actually 

available, but MDT and FHWA would need to spend more time seeking out this information. We are 

not sure, however, that use of blockgroup data would result in any change in the overall conclusion 

of no disproportionate impacts to environmental justice populations. We appreciate the evaluation of 

direct impacts, indirect impacts, temporary construction impacts, and cumulative impacts of the 

project alternatives on environmental justice populations, as well as discussion of mitigation 

measures for environmental justice, and the conclusion that there would not be disproportionate 

impacts to environmental justice populations. 

http://www.ipcc.ch/
http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/
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File:  M.44. MDT (I)                                           November 23, 2010 

 

Tom S. Martin, Chief 

Environmental Services Bureau 

Montana Department of Transportation 

2701 Prospect Avenue 

P.O. Box 201001 

Helena, Montana 59620-1001 

 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

 

This is in response to your September 27, 2010 letter on behalf of the Federal Highway 

Administration (FHWA) inviting participation by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) 

in the environmental review process for the Billings Bypass Environmental Impact Statement 

(EIS).  The completed Participating Agency Designation is attached.   

 

The environmental review process will develop a proposed action and alternatives for a bypass 

road from Interstate 90 in the vicinity of Lockwood to Old Highway 312 north of Billings 

Heights.  Of necessity, this project will entail a new bridge spanning the Yellowstone River. 

All activities will occur in Yellowstone County, Montana. Species that are listed under the 

Endangered Species Act that may occur in the vicinity of this project include: black-footed 

ferret (Mustela nigripes), whooping crane (Grus americana), mountain plover (Charadrius 

montanus), a proposed species, and greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), a 

candidate species. In the past we have been concerned about the possible presence of pallid 

sturgeons (Scaphirhynchus albus) in this area. However, information obtained in the last 

decade indicates that pallid sturgeons are unlikely to be found upstream of the confluence with 

the Big Horn River, and are not expected to occur within the vicinity of the project area.  No 

wildlife refuges are contained within the project study area. 

 

We have indicated our status as a Participating Agency because the project may affect listed 

species. However, as you are undoubtedly aware, we are extremely short-staffed at this time, 

and we do not anticipate being able to provide substantial review or participation in meetings, 

field reviews, and other activities.  Once the preferred alternative is identified, consultation 

regarding effects to listed species will be handled from this office. 

 

We recommend that you consider locations for the new bridge across the Yellowstone River 

that minimize impacts to the floodplain, riparian habitat, and the channel migration zone.  

Designs to be considered should include, if practicable, as clear-span bridge that has no 

footings or supports within the active river channel. 



 

We appreciate your efforts to ensure the conservation of threatened and endangered species as 

part of our joint responsibilities under the Endangered Species Act, as amended.  If you have 

questions or comments related to this correspondence, please contact Shannon Downey of my 

staff at 406-449-5225, ext 214.  

 

Sincerely, 

                                                                                        
        R. Mark Wilson 

Field Supervisor 



 





















                                                                                                                                                

 United States Department of the Interior 
 Fish and Wildlife Service 
  Ecological Services 
  Montana Field Office 
  585 Shepard Way 
      Helena, Montana 59601-6287 
        Phone: (406) 449-5225  Fax: (406) 449-5339 
 

M.17 FHWA (I)      May 22, 2012 
 
Tom Martin, PE 
Environmental Services Bureau Chief 
Montana Department of Transportation 
2701 Prospect Ave 
P.O. Box 201001 
Helena, MT  59620-1001 
 
Mr. Martin, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Montana Department of Transportation’s 
(Department) “Preliminary Draft Environmental Impact Statement:  Billings Bypass” (NCPD 
56(55); CN 4199).  The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) is responsible for administering 
the Endangered Species Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), Bald and Golden Eagle Act (16 U.S.C. 668-
668d, 54 Stat. 250), Migratory Bird Treaty Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), and the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.).  As such, efforts must be made to conserve and protect 
fish and wildlife species, and their habitat, if recovery goals are to be achieved.  
 
There are several issues in the Draft EIS that we would like to see addressed with respect to 
clarifying the proposed action, and its effects on fish and wildlife resources.  These are outlined 
below. 
 

1. Page ES-10, Table ES-1, Wildlife and Aquatic Species:  with the proposed increase in 
habitat fragmentation, and likely increases in wildlife mortality and displacement, are 
there opportunities to include wildlife passage structures into the design in appropriate 
locations? 
 

2. Page ES-11, Table ES-1, Threatened and Endangered Species:  more appropriate wording 
for the level of anticipated effects to Candidate species would be:  “not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of a proposed species.” 
 

3. Page ES-15, Table ES-2, Vegetation and Threatened and Endangered Species indirect 
effects:  in this summary table, it is indicated that indirect effects to vegetation would 
include “…increased degradation of sagebrush steppe…through fragmentation and 

 
 



spread of noxious weeds.”  Further down, the table indicates that there would likely be 
no significant impact to “…suitable habitat for greater sage-grouse…”  Due to this 
species’ reliance on sagebrush steppe habitat, the two evaluations appear to be in 
conflict with one another.  This should be clarified in the table, and discussions in 
chapters 3 (Affected Environment) and 4 (Environmental Consequences) should explain 
the relationships between degraded sagebrush steppe habitat expected with this 
project due to the spread of noxious weeds and greater sage-grouse habitat (e.g., are 
greater sage-grouse expected to occur in this location?).   
 

4. Page 2-7, lines 19 – 23:  Just to clarify from the description, would the proposed bridge 
across the Yellowstone River cross the entire 100-year floodplain? 
 

5. Page 2-8, lines 5 – 8:  Given the option for the proposed connections to Old Hwy 312, 
the Service recommends the selection of Option A, because its connection would be 
located furthest from Seven Mile Creek, and thus, should have the least impact to the 
creek. 
 

6. Page 3-103, Figure 3.31:  the floodplain terminology needs to be textually defined as 
well as visually.  Currently, only the term “floodplain” is defined in the glossary.  Because 
the terms “flood fringe” and “floodway” are used in other portions of the document, 
they should also be textually defined.  For example, does the term “floodway” 
correspond to a stream’s bankfull width? 
 

7. Page 3-126, lines 14 -15, and 27 - 28:  should read “…that the greater sage-grouse 
warrants protection under the ESA, but is precluded due to higher listing priorities.”  As 
such, it is a Candidate species.  The Sprague’s pipit listing status should be similarly 
rephrased.  
 

8. Page 4-32, Table 4.6:  Does this table, which reports direct and indirect impacts to 
safety, incorporate vehicle-wildlife collisions?  We are concerned because the proposed 
build alternatives would put a new road through agricultural lands in the floodplain, 
which are concentration areas for deer. 
 

9. Page 4-177, Table 4.35: (1) states “New bridge over Yellowstone River would span the 
floodway,..” (emphasis added); this contradicts what is stated on page 2-7, lines 22 – 23, 
“Outside of the active channel and for crossing the remainder of the floodplain 
(emphasis added), the span lengths were reduced.”  This gives the reader some 
confusion regarding the Department’s intention:  will the bridge only span the 
floodway/active channel (see Figure 3.31 on p. 3-103 for definition), or will it span the 
entire floodplain? (2) If the bridge only spans the floodway/active channel, is there an 
intent to preserve the ecological functions of the floodplains/flood fringes through the 
use of culverts (or other means) to facilitate bed-load transport? 
 



10. Page 4-179, line 1:  “The proposed bridge would fully span the floodway (emphasis 
added).”  See comment #9.   
 

11. Page 4-179, line 20:  If the bridge would spans only the floodway, which appears to 
equate to the active channel, then there could be adverse effects to the floodplain, 
because it would likely be obstructed.  The other build alternatives should also be 
checked for the extents that the proposed bridges would span. 
 

12. Page 4-194, lines 36 – 39:  Pile driving in the water produces extremely high sound levels 
and acoustic pressures (de Jong and Ainslie 2008).  Such high pressures are known to 
produce deleterious effects on fish (Madsen et al. 2006). 
 

13. Page 4-195, Cumulative Impacts—Wildlife and Aquatic Species:  We are concerned 
about the proposed road’s location traversing agricultural fields and the effects on 
wildlife.  Specifically, we are concerned that vehicle/wildlife collisions may increase 
carrion (dead deer) along the road providing a nuisance attractant for wintering eagles.  
Examination of observations from the Montana Natural Heritage Program’s Tracker 
Database reveals that there have been several observations of multiple bald eagles 
along Five Mile Creek in 2009 and 2011, as well numerous bald eagles present in the 
area during the annual Christmas Bird Count.  The Service would like the Department to 
explore ways to reduce the likelihood of vehicle-wildlife collisions, while allowing for 
wildlife passage in agricultural areas and riparian corridors. 
 

14.  Page 4-197, Direct Impacts—State Species of Concern:  The Service recommends that 
the Department remain abreast of current locations for the great blue heron rookery 
and bald eagle nests in the area, by contacting Allison Begley, Montana Fish, Wildlife & 
Parks wildlife biologist in Billings (406-247-2966).  With respect to bald eagle nests, we 
also recommend that the Department implement the temporal and distance buffers 
that are recommended in Montana Bald Eagle Management Guidelines: An Addendum 
to Montana Bald Eagle Mangement Plan (1994), as necessary. 

 
I hope these comments are helpful as the Department finalizes its EIS for the Billings Bypass.  
We appreciate your efforts to consider and conserve fish and wildlife resources.  If you have 
any questions regarding these comments, please contact Mike McGrath of my staff, at 406-449-
5225, extension 201, or mike_mcgrath@fws.gov. 
 
                                                                                              
                                                                                            Sincerely, 

                                                                                       
                                                                                            R. Mark Wilson 
                                                                                            Field Supervisor 
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 United States Department of the Interior 
 Fish and Wildlife Service 
  Ecological Services 
  Montana Field Office 
  585 Shepard Way 
      Helena, Montana 59601-6287 
 
        Phone: (406) 449-5225  Fax: (406) 449-5339 
 

M.17 FHWA (I)       July 26, 2012 
 
Bill Semmens 
Montana Department of Transportation 
2701 Prospect Avenue 
PO Box 201001 
Helena, MT  59620-1001 
 
Dear Mr. Semmens: 
 
This is in response to your June 28, 2012 request from the Montana Department of 
Transportation (Department) for concurrence with your effects determinations on federally 
listed species affected by the proposed Billings Bypass (NCPD 56(55)) project in Yellowstone 
County, Montana.  The purpose of this project is to improve access, connectivity, and mobility 
between I-90 and Old Highway 312 in the eastern area of Billings, Montana through 
construction of a new arterial roadway and a new bridge across the Yellowstone River.  This 
letter addresses only project-related effects to listed species that may occur in the project 
vicinity in accordance with the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et seq.), and does not address the overall environmental acceptability of the proposed 
actions. 
 
We have reviewed the biological assessment and amended biological assessment for the 
proposed project and concur with your determination that the project is not likely to adversely 
affect whooping crane (Grus americana), and acknowledge your determination that the 
proposed project would have no effect on the black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes).  We also 
acknowledge your determinations that the proposed action is not likely to jeopardize the 
existence of the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) and Sprague’s pipit (Anthus 
spragueii), which are candidate species.  We base our concurrences on the information 
displayed in the biological assessment, amended biological assessment, and biological resource 
report. 
 
This concludes informal consultation pursuant to regulations 50 CFR 402.13 implementing the 
Act.  This project should be re-analyzed if new information reveals effects of the action that 
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may affect federally-listed species or critical habitat, or if the project is modified in a manner 
that causes an effect not considered in this consultation. 
 
We appreciate the Department’s efforts to conserve fish and wildlife resources.  If you have 
questions about this letter, please contact Mike McGrath at (406) 449-5225, extension 201, or 
at mike_mcgrath@fws.gov. 
 

Sincerely, 

                                                                                                     
R. Mark Wilson 
Field Supervisor 
 
 

Copies to: 
Bonnie Gundrum, Montana Department of Transportation, Helena, MT 
Brian Hasselbach, Federal Highways Administration, Helena, MT 
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From: Brian.Hasselbach@dot.gov
To: Gocksch, Thomas; 
cc: Alan.Woodmansey@dot.gov; 
Subject: FW: ER-10/0770 -- Proposal to Construct a Connection between I-

90 and Old Highway 312 in or near City of Billings, MT -- NO COMMENT
Date: Friday, October 08, 2010 8:14:23 AM

Tom - For your files.    
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Julie_Sharp@nps.gov [mailto:Julie_Sharp@nps.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, October 07, 2010 10:50 AM 
To: Hasselbach, Brian (FHWA) 
Cc: WASO_EQD_ExtRev@nps.gov 
Subject: ER-10/0770 -- Proposal to Construct a Connection between I-90 and 
Old Highway 312 in or near City of Billings, MT -- NO COMMENT 
 
 
The National Park Service has reviewed this project, and determined that no 
parks will be affected; therefore, we have no comments. 
 
Thank you! 
Julie 
 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
Julie Sharp 
Planning Tech/Environmental Protection Assistant 
National Park Service - Intermountain Regional Office 
Denver, CO 
ph  303.987.6705 
 

mailto:Brian.Hasselbach@dot.gov
mailto:/O=MONTANA/OU=State2/cn=Recipients/cn=U2113
mailto:Alan.Woodmansey@dot.gov
mailto:Julie_Sharp@nps.gov
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COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING
AGENCY MEETING
APRIL 1, 2011





 MEETING MINUTES 

 
 

PROJECT: Billings Bypass Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

MDT Project No. NCPD 56(55)CN 4199 

PURPOSE: Cooperating  and Participating  Agency Meeting  

DATE HELD: April 1, 2011 (1:00 – 3:00 PM) 

LOCATION:  MDT Billings District Office and MDT Helena Office  
Video- Conference Call 

ATTENDING: Cooperating and Participating Agencies 
Mike Ruggles – Montana FWP 
Shannon Johnson – USACE  
Steve Potts – EPA  
Jeff Ryan – DEQ   
Nick Vira – NRCS 
Jeff Bollman – DNRC 
Vern Heisler – City of Billings 
Bill Kennedy, John Ostlund – Yellowstone County Commissioners  
Dennis Cook, Paul Gatzemeier – Yellowstone County Planning Board  
Project Team: 
Fred Bente, Tom Gocksch, Carol Strizich, Stefan Streeter – MDT 
Alan Woodmansey and Brian Hasselbach – FHWA  
Laura Meyer, Lee Stragis – DEA 
Todd Cormier – DOWL HKM 
Guests 
Evelyn Pyburn – Yellowstone County News 
 

COPIES: Attendees; File 

Meeting Purpose 
To review the coordination plan, discuss the purpose and need, discuss the range of alternatives, and allow 
for collaboration on the impact assessment methodologies to be used for the EIS. 

Summary of Discussion  

Designated Agency Representative 
Laura Meyer noted that the sign-in sheet included a column for agencies to specify the designated 
representative for each agency. MDT requests one point of contact for each agency and this person should 
coordinate all comments submitted by the agency. 

Key Input Needed from Cooperating and Participating Agencies: 
• Do you have any concerns about the comment/review periods in the Coordination Plan? 

• Have we considered a reasonable range of alternatives? 
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• Are the impact assessment methodologies sufficient to provide the information you need for EIS topic 
areas relevant to your agency? 

Coordination Plan 
Agency roles and responsibilities 
• Participate in the scoping process  

•  Provide comments on purpose and need, range of alternatives, and impact methodologies  

•  Identify any issues of concern regarding the project’s environmental or socio-economic impact 

•  Provide timely input on unresolved issues 

• Agency-specific responsibilities are listed in Table 3 of the Coordination Plan 

Overview of Project Schedule 
• Field Work – July 2011  

•  Administrative DEIS – February 2012 

•  Public Review DEIS – July 2012 

•  Public Hearing – August 2012 

•  FEIS – December 2012 

•  ROD – February 2013  

Key Agency Coordination Points 
• Purpose and Need: Comments were due February 18, 2011 

• Range of Alternatives: Two-week review period - comments due April 15, 2011 

• Impact Assessment Methodologies: Two-week review period - comments due April 15, 2011 

• Administrative DEIS: 30-day review period – anticipated deadline for comments - April 9, 2012 

• Public Review DEIS : 30-day review period – anticipated deadline for comments - August 22, 2012 

Steve Potts said EPA may not be able to provide their review in 30 days depending on workload at that time. 
Tom Gocksch noted that the SAFETEA-LU process of early coordination is intended to allow agencies to 
plan ahead based on the schedule outlined in the coordination plan. If agencies have concerns about the 
duration of the review periods or know of specific conflicts with the schedule, these issues should be 
discussed now. No additional comments were provided by the agency representatives. 
 

Purpose and Need (P&N) 
Laura Meyer explained the process for developing the P&N, reviewed the P&N for the project, and outlined 
comments received on the P&N.  
 
How was the P&N developed? 
This project was initiated as a bypass route between I-90 and MT 3 to improve the Camino-Real 
International Trade Corridor, which currently passes through downtown Billings. Funding constraints 
prompted the local Policy Coordinating Committee (PCC) to recommend rescoping the project to focus on a 
connection between I-90 and Old Hwy 312. This was the eastern most segment of the larger original project. 
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The proposed project between I-90 and Old Hwy 312 must have independent utility – it must function as a 
useful component of the transportation system even if the remainder of the project is never built. The project 
team reviewed local plans to identify the key issues for regional transportation in the focus area. The 
following plans were reviewed: 

• Billings Urban Area Long-Range Transportation Plan (2009 Update) 

• Lockwood Community Plan 

• Lockwood Transportation Study 

• Billings Heights Community Plan 

The project team also reviewed the federal grants that were obtained by the city and county to fund the 
project. Public input was also reviewed as well as input from the Yellowstone County Disaster and 
Emergency Services Department, which has expressed concern regarding emergency access to the Billings 
Heights area. Main Street is the only direct access to and from Billings Heights. This is a highly congested 
route and an alternate route is needed to maintain access in case this route is temporarily shut down. This 
need was highlighted by the tornado that hit the Metra in June 2010. Main Street was shut down and 
emergency service efforts were severely impacted as a result.  

 
Purpose and Need 
• Project Purpose: Provide a connection between I-90 and Old Highway 312 that improves mobility in the 

eastern area of Billings and supports long-term planning for the Billings urban area.  

• Project Needs: 

o Provide an additional Yellowstone River crossing for transportation system 
reliability/redundancy 

o Provide an additional connection between Lockwood and Billings 

o Improve mobility to and from Billings Heights. 

These needs were identified from the following adopted local plans.  
• Billings Urban Area Long-Range Transportation Plan: 

o Reduction of barrier impacts to transportation is one of the key transportation goals for the 
region.  

o Improved truck/commercial vehicle access to state highways serving the Billings area is 
another key issue identified. 

o Includes a future bypass connection between I-90, Old Hwy 312, US 87, and MT 3. The 
proposed connection between I-90 and Old Hwy 312 is included in the fiscally constrained 
plan. 

• Lockwood Community Plan and Lockwood Transportation Study both identify lack of connectivity to 
Billings as a factor that severely limits growth and economic opportunities in Lockwood. The segment of 
US 87 that crosses I-90 and the Yellowstone River is the only connection between Lockwood and 
Billings and is highly congested. 
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• The Billings Heights Neighborhood Plan identifies the difficulty of traveling to and from the Billings 
Heights as a key concern of residents. 

• The City of Billings Capital Improvement Plan (2006 – 2011) includes 16 projects that would address 
traffic congestion in Billings Heights. This project is the only one that would address access between 
Billings Heights and the interstate, which is limited primarily by a lack of Yellowstone River crossings.   

Comments Received on the P&N 
• Public comments focused on concern about stopping the project at Old Hwy 312 instead of MT 3. The 

public was concerned about how the new proposed project would remove truck traffic from Main Street 
near the Metra and what kind of traffic impacts the project would create along Old Hwy 312. These are 
issues that will be evaluated as part of the EIS, but they do not require changes to the P&N. 

• The USACE was the only agency to submit a comment on the P&N. The USACE commented that for 
permit reviews, practicable alternatives should include alternatives which do not involve a discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the US or structures over the Yellowstone River. Needs that MDT 
has identified and included in the P&N would preclude a no-bridge alternative.  

Laura Meyer asked the USACE if they would like to make any clarifications to their comments and asked if 
other agencies had any input. Shannon Johnson of the USACE confirmed that they need to evaluate a no-
bridge alternative as part of their permit review. If that information is included in the EIS, it would be very 
helpful. 

Steve Potts said he did not receive the P&N by February 14th, but that his general recommendation was the 
P&N should be more general with a discussion of access and connectivity needs rather than identifying the 
Yellowstone River crossing as a specific need. NEPA requires coordination of agencies, however, it is MDT 
and FHWA’s decision. The 404 process needs to minimize impact to water resources. 

Commissioner Ostlund stated that the local transportation network needs another connection to the interstate. 
This has been studied for years and the need is clear. This project should address the needs of the 
community. This process should be expedited and taking time and money to study no-bridge alternatives is a 
waste. Jeff Ryan noted that the analysis requested will expedite the permitting process. Steve Potts offered 
that MDT and FHWA should consider potential legal implications of the current P&N statement. 

 
Brian Hasselbach stated that FHWA will be looking at potential legal issues and pointed out that this project 
is not starting from scratch. SAFETEA-LU and CEQ guidance encourages agencies to reconcile differences 
and meet public desires. Some projects are broad, others localized and fairly focused. Legal counsel needs to 
be involved on specifics of the P&N. If improvements to existing crossings are captured in the “considered 
but rejected” documentation in the EIS, would that address the permitting concerns without stepping back 
from the P&N? Shannon Johnson indicated that documentation of these alternatives would be of value to 
USACE during the permitting process. 
 
Commissioner Kennedy commented that $20 million in funding was obtained for this project and that a 
couple million dollars has already been spent studying it. Someone needs to decide if we are going to build it. 
If not, we should give the dollars back to Congress. We can continue to study this until there is no money left 
to build it – that is a waste of public funds. The County went out on a limb to get funding. Decide if you can 
permit or scrap it.  
 



Cooperating and Participating Agency Meeting 
April 1, 2011 
Page 5 

 

 

Mike Ruggles with FWP asked for information about no-bridge alternatives that have been considered. 
Commissioner Ostlund noted that numerous options for addressing this issue have been studied over the 
years and the only way to address the issue is to build another bridge. That is the point of this project.  
 
Laura Meyer noted that the project team can review past plans to identify alternatives that may have been 
evaluated for improving existing crossings without addition of a bridge. Brain Hasselbach added that the 
“alternative considered but rejected” section can include previously studied alternatives. If FHWA legal 
identifies no issues with the P&N as stated, we will proceed with the P&N and document no-bridge 
alternatives in the “alternatives considered but eliminated” section of the EIS. 
 
Alan Woodmansey expressed concerns about slowing the process down and about potential issues with 
USACE permitting. He suggested that the project team meet with USACE to discuss the issue further. EPA, 
DEQ and FWP also expressed interest in participating in this meeting. Alan noted that he understands local 
needs and unless a legal issue is identified, the P&N will remain the same. MDT and FHWA will schedule a 
meeting with these agencies to clarify the approach rather than change the P&N. 
 
Range of Alternatives  
“Range of alternatives" refers to all reasonable alternatives, as well as other alternatives eliminated from a 
detailed study. Alternatives are considered reasonable if they are practical and feasible from a technical and 
economical standpoint.  
Design Objectives 
Laura Meyer reviewed the design objectives hand out, which categorized design objectives as follows: 

• Roadway functionality 

• Yellowstone River crossing 

• Safety considerations 

• Community and Environmental considerations 

• Cost considerations 

Overview of Alternatives 
Laura Meyer reviewed the alternatives development and screening process. The project team started by 
reviewing all of the alternatives that had been suggested through the course of the project. Many suggestions 
from the public had been eliminated based on the previous purpose and need. Because we now have a new 
purpose and need, some of these alternatives may be feasible. One example of this is using the Johnson Lane 
interchange as a connection location to the interstate. The alternatives that provided a connection between I-
90 and Old Hwy 312 were advanced to a second level of screening. New potential alignment alternatives 
were also identified. This collective set of alternatives included use of existing roadway corridors and new 
corridors that would traverse agricultural and residential land. These alternatives were evaluated to identify 
fatal flaws and determine if certain alternatives provided similar benefits with less cost or fewer impacts. The 
alternatives with connections too far north of Billings and Lockwood were eliminated because they would 
not provide a travel time benefit – therefore they would not meet the needs of the project. The Bitterroot 
Drive and River Edge alternatives located in the Billings Heights neighborhood provided good travel time 
benefits, but were eliminated because they would have high impacts to the neighborhood, the river, and could 
potentially impact the refinery. Some of the preliminary alignments identified under the previous purpose 
and need were eliminated because a historic battlefield site was identified during the 2007 field work. This 
was determined to be a fatal flaw. Laura then reviewed the alternatives that were advanced to the third level 
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of screening and are currently under consideration. Laura explained that the project team is seeking input 
from the agencies on the range of alternatives considered for the project. Is this a reasonable range of 
alternatives based on the P&N? 

Comments and Discussion 
Steve Potts asked if MDT could provide information about the alternatives including no-bridge alternatives.  
Laura Meyer explained that the team has not completed the alternatives screening process and the detailed 
alternatives report won’t be ready for another few weeks. The information we do have at this point is 
screening tables and maps of all the alternatives that have been considered through the process. No-bridge 
alternatives have not been evaluated as part of the NEPA process thus far. Based on input from the local 
representatives, alternatives that don’t involve a bridge have likely been looked at over the years. The project 
team would need to research this in order to provide information on these alternatives. Tom Gocksch noted 
that through the transportation planning process, the MPO identified a number of improvements to the 
existing transportation network and some of these projects have been completed. This project is one element 
of the overall plan and is the only one of these projects to provide an additional river crossing. Commissioner 
Kennedy added that we still need to move the truck route out of the metro area. The project team indicated 
that information on the alternatives would be distributed to the agency representatives to assist them in 
assessing if the range of alternatives evaluated for the projects is “reasonable.” 
 
Impact Methodologies 
Laura Meyer and Lee Stragis reviewed the impact assessment methodologies hand-out and asked the agency 
representatives for input or comments. Two comments were provided: 
• Steve Potts commented that he was glad to see that the potential for future changes in land use that could 

be indirectly related to the project would be evaluated.  

• Jeff Ryan commented the bridge design needs to incorporate design features that don't allow direct deck 
drainage into the river. 

Laura noted that comments on these methodologies were due on April 15, 2011. MDT will compile the 
comments received and distribute to the agencies for reference. 
 

Next steps: 
• Complete the alternatives screening 

• Field work anticipated for June/July 

• Resource studies prepared to document field work 

• Refinement of alternatives if necessary 

• Detailed evaluations of alternatives for EIS 

 
Action Items: 
• Laura will send a summary of alternatives and the power point presentation to agency representatives. 

• MDT/FHWA will schedule a meeting with USACE, EPA, DEQ, and FWP to discuss P&N and 
permitting needs. 

• Agencies will provide comments on impact assessment methodologies by April 15, 2011. 
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Handouts 
• Agenda 
• Purpose and Need (P&N) Summary  
• Design Objectives 
• Map of Draft Conceptual Alternatives 
• Coordination Plan for Agency and Public Involvement March 2011 
• Impact Assessment Methodologies 
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