M aclay Bridge Planning Study

MEETING MINUTES

INFORMATIONAL MEETING - NUMBER 3

DETAILS

Location: Big Sky High School - Multi-Use Room / Cafeteria
915 South Avenue West, Missoula, MT

Date: September 27, 2012

Time: 6:00 PM - 9:30 PM

MEETING NOTIFICATION

e A press release for the meeting was released to area media outlets on
September 17"

e Display ads were posted in the Missoula Independent (September 6" and 20”‘)
and the Missoulian (September 9" and 23").

¢ Information about the meeting was also posted on the study website:
http://mdt.mt.gov/pubinvolve/maclay/.

e Study newsletters were sent to identified interested parties, including:

0 Missoula County Commission

Missoula Emergency Services

Missoula County Public Schools

Target Range School District

Mountain Home Montana

MT Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

US Forest Service

Target Range Homeowners Association

Missoula Rural Fire District

Maclay Bridge Alliance

Community Medical Center

Hidden Heights Homeowners Association

o0 Target Range Water and Sewer District
e Email notification was sent to 81 individuals currently on the study email list.

O OO0 O0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0oOOoOOo

PLANNING TEAM MEMBER ATTENDANCE

e Shane Stack MDT
e Sheila Ludlow MDT
e Susan Kilcrease MDT
e ZiaKazimi MDT
e Chris Hardan MDT
e Lewis YellowRobe Missoula County
e Erik Dickson Missoula County
o Jeff Key RPA
e Scott Randall RPA

Meeting minutes are intended to capture the general content of meeting discussions. Meeting
minutes may include opinions provided by attendees; no guarantees are made as to the accuracy
of these statements and no fact checking of specific statements is provided or implied from the
publishing of final meeting minutes.
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GENERAL

The third informational meeting for the Maclay Bridge Planning Study was held on Thursday, September
27", 2012 at the Big Sky High School in Missoula. The purpose of the meeting was to review the draft
needs and objectives, and draft improvement options under consideration, with the public. The meeting
began at 6:00 PM. A presentation was made from 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM, followed by a comment period in
which participants were asked to step up to the podium and give their comment in 3 minutes or less.
Questions embedded in the comment(s) were recorded on a flip chart such that RPA could come back
later and respond to the questions. Those participants that exceeded the 3 minute comment period had
the option to go to the back of the line and rotate through again to finish their comment (several
participants elected to do this).

A total of 81 members of the community signed in at the meeting. Others were present who did not sign
in, bringing the estimated total attendance to approximately 100 individuals.

QUESTIONS Quesrions
A number of comments were posed as questions during the

comment period. These questions were recorded on a flip chart W ; U
(see image). A summary of the questions received during the 5 H” AR"— o 5‘6
meeting is presented below, along with draft responses offered

at the meeting: : bj;u;.‘:f;u:”: g;rsiamar s
: 2 s 3

e Who are the “regional users” referenced in the draft
Needs and Objectives?

0 Regional users refer to those individuals in the
Missoula urban area that may pass through the
Maclay Bridge area to access recreational lands
west of the Bitterroot River.

e What happens if the old bridge is removed? Who pays
for removal costs?

0 The answer to this question was not immediately
known at the public meeting.

o Post-meeting clarification: removal costs for the existing single-lane bridge would be eligible
costs via the MDT Off-System Bridge Program.

e Have you considered the impact to wetlands and flood plains at the end of South Avenue?

0 Wetlands have not been delineated. Wetland delineation is a project level activity that is
performed if and when a project is developed. Accordingly, wetland delineation and potential
impacts will not occur as part of this pre-NEPA/MEPA planning study. Floodplain limits are
known, and will be considered for potential impacts as the study continues.

e Do you know the cost of a new bridge at a South Avenue location? It would have to be put on
pillars to avoid the flood plain and associated wetlands.

0 The cost of a new bridge at a South Avenue location has not been calculated yet, however
“rule-of-thumb” costs for simple bridges are approximately $150 per square foot of bridge.
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o If a new bridge was built, who pays for the approaches to the bridge, especially if considerable
road work is necessary? Does it come from Federal, state or local funds?

(0]

Who pays for approaches varies. The MDT Bridge Bureau has latitude when applying “off-
system” bridge funds to approaches and roads that connect to the bridge. If the
approach/road work is necessary to “tie-in” existing roads to the bridge and bring them up to
standards, then generally they can be funded with Federal money through the off-system
bridge program. If the approach and road work is a larger part of the overall bridge project,
and perhaps builds numerous miles of new roadway, then it is likely not eligible for Federal
off-system bridge funds. The MDT Bridge Bureau examines the proportion eligible for Federal
funding on a case-by-case basis.

e What is the life expectancy of the existing bridge under rehabilitation?

(0]

Under a major rehabilitation, the goal would be to attain a life expectancy similar to that of a
new bridge - between 50 and 100 years of service. For a minor rehabilitation, the life
expectancy would be much less than that.

e Do you know the origin of the steel, and how strong it is? That would influence the rehabilitation
potential in the future.

(0]

The origin and strength of steel is unknown. To obtain the strength of steel, samples would
need to be obtained from the existing structure and tested in a laboratory.

Post-meeting clarification: the origin and strength of steel of the existing bridge can be
reasonably estimated, and has been for analysis purposes, given the documented history
and age of the individual bridge sections.

e |sthe style and width of a new bridge known?

0 The style and width of a replacement bridge is not known. This is a project level discussion
and would be decided if and when a project is developed. Due to the type of traffic and
surrounding land uses, the minimum requirement for a two-way, two-lane bridge width would
likely be 28 feet (two 12-foot driving lanes and two 2-foot shoulders).

COMMENTS

Numerous verbal comments were made during the comment period (i.e. after the presentation). In
addition, comment sheets were available for all members of the audience. Several written comments
were received at the meeting and are attached. Verbal comments received were transcribed on flip
charts. Images of the flip chart notations are included below:
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CONMENT FORM Informational Meeting #3 (September 27, 2012)
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| Justas the 'Y EA %{7 tfrrriendid, The best ofhin fonFhoes
do be bulding o pew hridpe gt Tae SochAve P locetson) | T andd
Subm't T hé{vl;d-wrk‘ rehilel Lr tfoosmg TAls 12 comuendstion ¢ :
r}) Cvment fgrr'ﬂ% lotidem frechks Stour A'o};_ T2t /S an @henely donsere S
manmade hagord Hif bins clrtady bbon biomop 1R & danoses Aot
2) Lurent bridye cocnrd bondle pecesses leeds for Gme Eomtnye. &5 Lebielesr
%) (et S dye codd collepse f fully [onded Sé»fﬂf/V(
‘*[)con-wf loterin. cawses hetfse fo Ferpte -ﬁm.. LD o..osi;\j c4J " ﬂﬁ/&//i’\kq
”5) (virteet (P fubes mose Do Lov eovezety M&{y;#m Lo adan, .,L
CME Ay CoSS ¥ ver = e (d by ﬁ,{,,dﬁ.-r @@ Sevtl Are,
L) Sl s alecady mim arbony Proesh Furset—rtnge wi Seheol , hoip it
cnd foebose. Meles seqice b is mere et 4o Juwn Slse on
ek ar-f(";?- _
7) hwwe felrd § b5 Suld ng, bidse , wlove~s F Gt dont o5 ot ( § & tormat-
brids g hile -l need +v Sc é@«_ﬁ; . .|
9) ree b wenld_coede [9¢1 S ohs
) Sesh e \eeie wod A Sove ges B, pontde cffmﬂ,,-mip’ @ﬂ%&a&«-"ﬁ?fzx)
tivinde mejor (ponfy 1561047, ¢ heeae respnse B Cr Chuzm ety
Vel s ff—»dén%{u,e_\'f sile o rivesr | ‘
foi) bridye @ ST pucld Jresenve rzl pepre of Zﬁ;:'o‘_/é‘;rc Ao f/f—"l-u‘)s.;é\-q
Jeaflse Pt Cenes T pe AL otioedS |, acteiS (oo Llye g

Please mail or email your comments fo: To receive further study information, please provide
Sheila Ludlow, Project Manager your name and address:

MDT Statewide and Urban Planning Section Name:

2701 Prospect Avenue Address:

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001 Email:

406-444-9193 Phone:

Email: sludlow@mt.gov
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aclay Bridge

Planning Study

COMMENT FUHM Informational Meeting #3 (September 27, 2012)
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Please mall or emall your comments fo:
Sheila Ludlow, Project Manager

2701 Prospect Avenue
PO Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001
406-444-9183

Email: sludlow@mt.gov

MDT Statewide and Urban Planning Section

All
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COMMENT FUHM Informational Meeting #3 (September 27, 2012)
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Please mail ar email your comments to:
Shella Ludlow, Project Manager
MDT Statewide and Urban Planning Section
2701 Prospect Avenue
PO Box 201001
Helena, MT 59620-1001

406-444-3193

! Email; sludlow@mt.gov
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aclay Bridge
Planning Study

COMMENT FDHM Informational Meeting #3 (September 27, 2012)

We welcome your comments.
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Flease mail or email your comments to:
Sheila Ludlow, Project Manager
MDT Statewide and Urban Planning Section | o™

2701 Prospect Avenue ek X
PO Box 201001 ’ﬁ" ;
Helena, MT 59620-1001 = A die ¥
406-444-9193 A

Email: sludlow@mt.gov
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aclay Bridge
Planning Study

COMMENT FORNM 'nformational Meeting #3 (September 27, 2012)

We welcome your comments.
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Please mail or email your comments fo: To receive further study information, please provide
Sheila Ludlow, Project Manager your name and address:

MDT Statewide and Urban Planning Section Name:

2701 Prospect Avenue Address:

PO Box 201001

Helena, MT 59620-1001 Email:

406-444-9193 Phone:

Email: sludlow@mt.gov
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Maclay Bridge
Needs and Objectives Comments

Sept. 27, 2012

Need Number 3: Minimize adverse impacts from options to the environmental,
cultural, scenic and recreational characteristics of the area.

| feel Big Flat/Blue Mtn.Rd. in itself is a recreational “site”. It's a favorite of all
type of bicyclists. It's well-known as the most scenic part of the Missoula
Marathon and runners and walkers are frequently seen on all areas of the road.
My concern with a Kona Ranch-style bridge is that it will not only increase traffic,
but will encourage even larger trucks to use the road. | think Missoula needs, and
would benefit more, from keeping this rural area scenic, instead of turning it into
another commercial highway. I'm concerned that, as we try to keep up with
“progress” and growth, we'll be losing a part of historical, rural, and scenic
Missoula that we can’t reclaim.

Need Number 4;

| wholeheartedly agree with the objective to “recognize the historic value of the
Maclay Bridge to the community and the role it plays in local regional events”.
Regardless of the outcome of the bridge decision (though | favor a cne-lane
bridge), | feel very strongly about the importance of leaving Maclay Bridge intact
as a part of Missoula’s history and to be used by bicyclists and pedestrians,
Thanks for listening.

Sincerely,
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Maclay Bridge
NEEDS & OBJECTIVES COMMENTS

My home is west of the Bitterroot River, adjacent to Big Flat Road, about 4 miles from
Maclay Bridge. I would like to comment about these NEEDS AND OBJECTIVES.

1.

The introductory paragraph of the draft report talks about ‘local and regional’ use
of the bridge. My assumption is that ‘local’ refers to neighborhood users, ie,
those that live in Target Range or Big Flat areas, including O’Brien Creek, So,
“Who are regional users?” The word “Regional” is used several times in this
report, but there is no explanation. It is a term that could be interpreted as a door
left open for a by-pass in spite of denials that there is any intent to do that.

Need number 1: “Improve the safety and operation of the river crossing and
connecting roadway network.” This is a commendable goal, but Montana
Department of Transportation has only recently assessed crash trends at this
location and prescribed remedies. Since those remedies have yet to be
implemented, it would seem that a large part this need may have already been
met.

Need number 2: “Provide a long-term river crossing and connecting roadway
network that accommodates planned growth in the Maclay Bridge area.” One
objective for this need is: “Provide connectivity to neighborhood residents, and
regional users accessing recreational lands to the west of the Bitterroot River.
Again, we see the term ‘regional’, but another key word is recreational lands. I
would like to point out that ‘regional users’ have two other nearby bridges to
accommodate recreational access. Certainly, the few minutes lost in using
Buckhouse or Kona Ranch Bridges does not inhibit recreation. If recreation is
driving the need for access, that purpose imposes neither a sense of urgency nor
the need for large capital investment to enhance a short-cut to an area served by
two other nearby bridges. Opening an alternate corridor into this area will
jeopardize recreational values west of the river by channeling higher speed, higher
volume traffic onto rural roads ill-suited for such purposes.

Need number 3: “Minimize adverse impacts from options to the environmental,
cultural, scenic and recreational characteristics of the study area.,” An objective
for this need is “Provide reasonable access to recreational sites in the study area.”
Surely, the existing Maclay Bridge, plus two existing high capacity bridges,
satisfies that need. Another objective is “Avoid or otherwise minimize adverse
impacts to historic, cultural, and archaeological resources that may result from
implementation of options.” The Target Range Neighborhood Plan did consider
the bridge and potential replacements. The best solution for neighborhood goals
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was continued maintenance and support of the existing bridge, which happens to
be eligible for the National Historic Register. Any other option appears to be
contrary to the Neighborhood Plan. Therefore, I submit to you that in-place
rehabilitation of the existing Maclay Bridge best accomplishes these objectives,
while accommodating the recognized needs of this Study and the Target Range
Neighborhood Plan.

Thank you,
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