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Compliance with the Montana Environmental Policy Act

Before a proposed project may be approved, environmental review must be conducted to identify and consider
potential impacts of the proposed project on the human and physical environment affected by the project. The
Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) and its implementing rules and requlations require different levels of
environmental review, depending on the proposed project, significance of potential impacts, and the review
timeline. § 75-1-201, Montana Code Annotated (“MCA”), and the Administrative Rules of Montana (“ARM”)
12.2.430, General Requirements of the Environmental Review Process.

FWP must prepare an EA when:

e |t js considering a “state-proposed project,” which is defined in § 75-1-220(8)(a) as:
(i) a project, program, or activity initiated and directly undertaken by a state agency;
(i) ... a project or activity supported through a contract, grant, subsidy, loan, or other form of
funding assistance from a state agency, either singly or in combination with one or more other
state agencies; or
(iii) ... a project or activity authorized by a state agency acting in a land management capacity for
a lease, easement, license, or other authorization to act.
e |t is not clear without preparation of an EA whether the proposed project is a major one significantly
affecting the quality of the human environment. ARM 12.2.430(3)(a));
e FWP has not otherwise implemented the interdisciplinary analysis and public review purposes listed in
ARM 12.2.430(2) (a) and (d) through a similar planning and decision-making process (ARM 12.2.430(3)(b));
e Statutory requirements do not allow sufficient time for the FWP to prepare an EIS (ARM 12.2.430(3)(c));
e The project is not specifically excluded from MEPA review according to § 75-1-220(8)(b) or ARM
12.2.430(5); or
e As an alternative to preparing an EIS, prepare an EA whenever the project is one that might normally
require an EIS, but effects which might otherwise be deemed significant appear to be mitigable below the
level of significance through design, or enforceable controls or stipulations or both imposed by the agency
or other government agencies. For an EA to suffice in this instance, the agency must determine that all the
impacts of the proposed project have been accurately identified, that they will be mitigated below the level
of significance, and that no significant impact is likely to occur. The agency may not consider compensation
for purposes of determining that impacts have been mitigated below the level of significance (ARM
12.2.430(4)).

MEPA is procedural; its intent is to ensure that impacts to the environment associated with a proposed project
are fully considered and the public is informed of potential impacts resulting from the project.

Background and Description of Proposed Project

Name of Project: USFS Culvert Replacement on Unnamed Tributary of Russian Creek — Judith Basin County, MT

The United States Forest Service (USFS) — Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest has proposed replacing an
existing 18-inch culvert on an Unnamed Tributary of Russian Creek with a 10.5’ x 4.5" arched culvert. The
proposed work falls under the SPA 124 permitting jurisdiction of FWP found in the Stream Protection Act (§ 87-
5-502, MCA).

In the project area, the Unnamed Tributary of Russian Creek is a permanent stream with unaltered function and
generally healthy riparian characteristics. Just downstream of the proposed project the Unnamed Tributary and



Russian Creek join in a long-established beaver pond complex. Fish species know to occur in the project area
include westslope cutthroat trout hybrids and brook trout. The aquatic and riparian habitats are in generally
good condition with some impairments stemming from road density and off-road recreation. The drainage area
above the crossing is approximately 1.4 square miles. The proposed arched culvert is predicted to pass the 100-
year flow event (96 cfs) while maintaining two feet of freeboard.

The existing culvert has been identified as undersized and nearing the end of its functional life. The proposed
project would involve the construction of a temporary diversion structure and channel to bypass flow around
the work zone. The existing culvert would be removed and the new arched culvert would be installed. The inlet
and outlet ends of the arched culvert would be protected with placed rip-rap on a minimum 1.5:1 slope which
would be overlaid with topsoil and seeded. There would be some channel regrading at the entrance of the new
arched culvert to ensure adequate alignment. The proposal also includes the placement of ~6 fish rest stop rocks
(~30” diameter) distributed in the channel throughout the crossing. The proposed arch culvert would improve
aquatic organism passage and reduce the possibility of culvert failure in the future.

The USFS Helena-Lewis and Clark National Forest is the sponsor of the project and has a planned
implementation schedule ranging from July 2024 to November 2024.

Affected Area / Location of Proposed Project:
e Legal Description
o Latitude/Longitude: 46.74222, -110.43044
o Section, Township, and Range: Section 2, Township 11N, Range 10E
o Town/City, County, Montana: Utica, Judith Basin County, Montana
e Location Map
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V.

Purpose and Need

The EA must include a description of the benefits and purpose of the proposed project. ARM 12.2.432(3)(b).
Benefits of the proposed project refer to benefits to the resource, public, department, state, and/or other.

The purpose of this project is to issue a Stream Protection Act 124 Permit to the USFS Helena-Lewis and Clark
National Forest for the purpose, by the means, at the location, and in accordance with the timeline identified in
the attached Joint Application, only after careful review of the potential impacts to State Fish and wildlife
resources stemming from the proposed action.

The purpose of the proposed project is to remove and replace an undersized, failing culvert with an arched
culvert that will improve aquatic organism passage and hydrologic function of the road crossing in the future.

If FWP prepared a cost/benefit analysis before completion of the EA, the EA must contain the cost/benefit analysis
or a reference to it. ARM 12.2.432(3)(b).

Yes No
‘ Was a cost/benefit analysis prepared for the proposed project? O
* If yes, a copy of the cost/benefit analysis prepared for the proposed project is included in Attachment A to this Draft EA

Other Agency Regulatory
Responsibilities

FWP must list any federal, state, and/or local agencies that have overlapping or additional jurisdiction, or
environmental review responsibility for the proposed project, as well as permits, licenses, and other required
authorizations. ARM 12.2.432(3)(c).

A list of other required local, state, and federal approvals, such as permits, certificates, and/or licenses from
affected agencies is included in Table 1 below. Table 1 provides a summary of state requirements but does not
necessarily represent a complete and comprehensive list of all permits, certificates, or approvals needed. Agency
decision-making is governed by state and federal laws, including statutes, rules, and regulations, that form the
legal basis for the conditions the proposed project must meet to obtain necessary permits, certificates, licenses,
or other approvals. Further, these laws set forth the conditions under which each agency could deny the
necessary approvals.

Table 1: Federal, State, and/or Local Regulatory Responsibilities

Agency Type of Authorization (permit, | Purpose

license, stipulation, other)

Montana Department of Permit (318 Authorization) Montana DEQ regulates water quality in Montana
Environmental Quality waterways. The 318 Authorization requires certain

conditions be met in order to minimize short-
term, construction related impacts to water
quality standards.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit (404 Permit) USACE, in association with the Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) enforces regulatory
conditions established by the Federal Clean Water
Act to restore and maintain the chemical, physical,
and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.




United States Department of Environmental Review (NEPA) Federal agencies are required to assess the
Agriculture environmental effects of proposed actions prior to
making decisions. The NEPA process evaluates
environmental and related social and economic
effects.

V. List of Mitigations, Stipulations
Mitigations, stipulations, and other enforceable controls required by FWP, or another agency, may be relied upon to limit
potential impacts associated with a proposed Project. The table below lists and evaluates enforceable conditions FWP
may rely on to limit potential impacts associated with the proposed Project. ARM 12.2.432(3)(g).

Table 2: Listing and Evaluation of Enforceable Mitigations Limiting Impacts

Are enforceable controls limiting potential impacts of the proposed Yes X No O

action? If not, no further evaluation is needed.

If yes, are these controls being relied upon to limit impacts below the level Yes X No [

of significance? If yes, list the enforceable control(s) below

Enforceable Control | Responsible Agency Authority (Rule, Permit, | Effect of Enforceable Control on
Stipulation, Other) Proposed Project

SPA 124 Permit - FWP SPA 124 SPA 124 Permit, General Conditions,

General provide best management practices in

Requirements (see the form of enforceable controls to limit

Appendix 1) potential adverse impacts from the

proposed project. Fines may be levied
for violating these general requirements
and/or corrective action may be required
to remedy non-compliance.

318 Authorization— | DEQ 318 Authorization Short-term narrative water quality
Short-Term Water standards for total suspended sediment
Quality Permit and turbidity resulting from stream-

related construction activities or stream
enhancement projects.

Limiting Fill in a US COE Nationwide Permit 14 Linear Transportation Projects. Ensures
Water of the U.S. standards are met for activities required
for crossings of waters of the United
States associated with the construction,
expansion, modification, or
improvement of linear transportation
projects in water of the United States.

VI. SPA 124 Permit Action

Any applicable Montana stream work that is not otherwise excluded from MEPA review under the applicable
requirements of ARM 12.2.454, Actions that Qualify for a Categorical Exclusion, and has the potential to alter the stream
channel or bank, requires a project-specific 124 Stream Protection Act Permit or SPA 124 Permit prior to the start of
work. The SPA 124 permit is issued by FWP’s Fisheries Division and includes both the general conditions described in
Attachment 1 and any additional Special Conditions deemed necessary to protect and preserve the affected waterway.



Additional conditions deemed necessary to protect and preserve the affected stream from potential impacts associated
with the proposed project are listed in Table 4 below.

Table 3: SPA 124 Permit Conditions the Department Will Require to Issue Permit.

Activity

Special Condition

Description

Work Activity

Work shall not occur outside the
project scope outlined in the permit.

All work shall occur as described in
the project application.

Rip-rap Installation

Rip-rap should not constrict the
natural channel and placed in a
stable manner.

Placed rip-rap must not constrict the
natural channel. This is to ensure
capacity and channel geometry are
maintained through the crossing.
Rip-rap must be placed ona 1.5:1 or
shallower slope with the upper % of
the slope filled and
seeded/revegetated. This is to
ensure the long-term stability of the
rip-rap slope.

Erosion Control Fabric

Any erosion control fabric must be
made of biodegradable materials.

Any erosion control or sediment
control fabric used in associated with
the proposed project must be made
from biodegradable materials.
Alternatively, granular (gravel) filter
layers may be used.

VII. Alternatives Considered

In addition to the proposed Project, and as required by MEPA, FWP analyzes the "no-action" alternative in this EA.
Under the "no-action" alternative, FWP would not do the proposed project.

Under the “No Action” alternative, the proposed project would not occur. Therefore, no additional impacts to the
physical environment or human population in the analysis area would occur. The “No Action” alternative forms the
baseline from which the potential impacts of the proposed Project can be measured.

Yes” No

‘ Were any additional alternatives considered and dismissed?

0]

* |If yes, a list and description of the other alternatives considered, but not carried forward for detailed review is included below

VIII.  Summary of Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project on the Physical
Environment and Human Population

The impacts analysis identifies and evaluates direct, secondary, and cumulative impacts.

e Direct impacts are those that occur at the same time and place as the action that triggers the effect.




e Secondary impacts “are further impacts to the human environment that may be stimulated or induced by or
otherwise result from a direct impact of the action.” ARM 12.2.429(18).

o Cumulative impacts “means the collective impacts on the human environment of the proposed action when
considered in conjunction with other past and present actions related to the proposed action by location or
generic type. Related future actions must also be considered when these actions are under concurrent
consideration by any state agency through pre-impact statement studies, separate impact statement evaluation,
or permit processing procedures.” ARM 12.2.429(7).

Where impacts are expected to occur, the impact analysis estimates the extent, duration, frequency, and severity of the
impact. The duration of an impact is quantified as follows:

e  Short-Term: impacts that would not last longer than the proposed project.
e  Long-Term: impacts that would remain or occur following the proposed project.
The severity of an impact is measured using the following:
o No Impact: there would be no change from current conditions.
e  Negligible: an adverse or beneficial effect would occur but would be at the lowest levels of detection.

e Minor: the effect would be noticeable but would be relatively small and would not affect the function or integrity
of the resource.

e  Moderate: the effect would be easily identifiable and would change the function or integrity of the resource.
e Major: the effect would irretrievably alter the resource.
Some impacts may require mitigation. As defined in ARM 12.2.429, mitigation means:
e Avoiding an impact by not taking a certain action or parts of a project;
e Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of a project and its implementation;
e Rectifying an impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the affected environment; or

e Reducing or eliminating an impact over time by preservation and maintenance operations during the life of a
project or the time period thereafter that an impact continues.

A list of any mitigation strategies including, but not limited to, design, enforceable controls or stipulations, or both, as
applicable to the proposed project is included in Section VI above.

FWP must analyze impacts to the physical and human environment for each alternative considered. The proposed
project considered the following alternatives:

e Alternative 1: No Action. Evaluation and Summary of Potential Impacts on the Physical Environment and
Human Population



Under the “No Action” alternative, the proposed project would not occur. Therefore, no additional impacts to
the physical environment or human population in the analysis area would occur. The “No Action” alternative
forms the baseline from which the potential impacts of the proposed Project can be measured.

Alternative 2: Proposed Project. Evaluation and Summary of Potential Impacts on the Physical Environment
and Human Population

See Table 4 (Impacts on Physical Environment) and Table 5 (Impacts on Human Population) below.



Table 4 - Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project on the Physical Environment

PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT

Duration of Impact

Severity of Impact

Resource

None

Short-
Term

Long-
Term

None

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

Major

Summary of Potential Direct, Secondary, and Cumulative Impacts and
Mitigation Measures

Terrestrial, avian,
and aquatic life and
habitats

O

a

No significant adverse impacts to terrestrial, avian, and
aquatic life and habitats would be expected because of
the proposed project. The proposed work has the
potential to disturb terrestrial life and habitat due to
workers being present, such impacts would be expected
to be short-term and negligible. The proposed work would
be expected to have minor, negative impacts to local
aquatic life and habitats in the short-term by increased
turbidity and active disturbance in the waterway during
construction activities. The proposed project would also
be expected to result in long-term beneficial impacts to
aquatic life and habitat by improving connectivity in the
drainage and aquatic organism passage conditions at the
crossing. The proposed crossing would also be expected to
improve the local habitat at the crossing by improving
hydrologic function of the crossing and result in improved
channel and flow conditions at the site. Such impacts
would be expected to be minor.

Water quality,
guantity, and
distribution

No significant adverse impacts to water quality, quantity,
and distribution would be expected because of the
proposed project. The proposed project would not require
the use of any additional new water resources. The
proposed project would temporarily affect water
distribution by creating a temporary diversion and bypass
channel while the work is completed. The proposed work
has the potential to temporarily reduce water quality,
primarily in the form of turbidity, associated with the
culvert removal and installation process. These impacts
would be expected to be short-term and negligible.
Additionally, the proposed project would be subject to a
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 318
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PHYSICAL
ENVIRONMENT

Duration of Impact

Severity of Impact

Resource

None

Short-
Term

Long-
Term

None

Negligible

Minor

Moderate

Major

Summary of Potential Direct, Secondary, and Cumulative Impacts and
Mitigation Measures

Authorization, which sets minimum conditions the project
must abide to minimize and mitigate potential impacts to
water quality.

Geology

FWP does not expect significant impacts to geology in the
affected area because of the proposed project. No
impacts would be expected because of the proposed
project.

Soil quality, stability,
and moisture

FWP does not expect significant impacts to soil quality,
stability, and moisture in the affected area because of the
proposed project. No impacts would be expected because
of the proposed project.

Vegetation cover,
guantity, and quality

No significant adverse impacts to vegetation cover,
guantity, and quality would be expected because of the
proposed project. The proposed project would disturb
vegetative cover in the work area. These impacts would
be short-term and negligible. All disturbed areas would be
reseeded/vegetated.

Aesthetics

No significant adverse impacts to the aesthetic nature of
the affected area would be expected because of the
proposed project. The proposed project would impact
aesthetic values in the affected area due to the presence
of workers, equipment, and ground disturbance. Any such
impacts would be expected to be short-term and
negligible.

Air quality

No significant adverse impacts to air quality would be
expected because of the proposed project. The proposed
project would potentially impact local air quality
characteristics due to equipment and exhaust fumes.
These impacts would be short-term and negligible.

Unique, endangered,
fragile, or limited
environmental
resources

No significant adverse impacts to unique, endangered,
fragile, or limited environmental resources would be
expected because of the proposed project. No impacts
would be expected because of the proposed project.

11




PHYSICAL Duration of Impact Severity of Impact

ENVIRONMENT

Resource None Short- Long- None Negligible | Minor Moderate | Major Summary of Potential Direct, Secondary, and Cumulative Impacts and
Term Term Mitigation Measures

Historical and O O Ol O O O No significant adverse impacts to historic and

archaeological sites archaeological sites would be expected because of the

proposed project.

Demands on O O O O O O No significant adverse impacts to demands on the

environmental environmental resources of land, water, air, and energy

resources of land, would be expected because of the proposed project.

water, air, and

energy

12




Table 5 - Potential Impacts of the Proposed Project on the Human Population

HUMAN Duration of Impact Severity of Impact

POPULATION

Resource None Short- Long- None Negligible | Minor Moderate | Major Summary of Potential Direct, Secondary, and Cumulative Impacts and

Term Term Mitigation Measures

Social structures and O L] Ul Ul O O FWP does not expect significant adverse impacts to social

mores structures and mores in the affected area because of the
proposed project. No impact would be expected because
of the proposed project.

Cultural uniqueness O L] Ul Ul O O FWP does not expect significant impacts to cultural

and diversity uniqueness and diversity in the affected area because of
the proposed project. No impacts to the existing cultural
uniqueness and diversity of the affected area would be
expected because of the proposed project.

Access to and quality O O ] Ul O O FWP does not expect significant impacts to access to and

of recreational and quality of recreational and wilderness activities in the

wilderness activities affected area because of the proposed project. The
proposed project would be anticipated to improve the
long-term infrastructure conditions at the crossing site
which would ensure continued access to recreational
activities in the area. These impacts would be expected to
be long-term and minor.

Local and state tax ] ] ] O ] O FWP does not expect significant impacts to local and state

base and tax tax base and tax revenues in the affected area because of

revenues the proposed project. No impacts would be expected
because of the proposed project.

Agricultural or O ] ] O O O FWP does not expect significant impacts to agricultural or

Industrial production industrial production in the affected area because of the
proposed project. No impacts would be expected because
of the proposed project.

Human health and ] L] L] L] L] O FWP does not expect significant adverse impacts to

safety human health and safety in the affected area because of
the proposed project. The proposed project would be
anticipated to provide a benefit in the form of a safe,
reliable vehicle crossing in the long-term. These impacts
would be expected to be minor.
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HUMAN Duration of Impact Severity of Impact

POPULATION

Resource None Short- Long- None Negligible | Minor Moderate | Major Summary of Potential Direct, Secondary, and Cumulative Impacts and

Term Term Mitigation Measures

Quantity and O O O O O O No significant adverse impacts to the quantity and

distribution of distribution of employment in the affected area would be

employment expected because of the proposed project. No impacts
would be expected because of the proposed project.

Distribution and O O O O O O No significant adverse impacts to the distribution and

density of density of population and housing would be expected

population and because of the proposed project. No impacts would be

housing expected because of the proposed project.

Demands for ] ] Ul U O O No significant adverse impacts to the demands for

government services government services in the affected area would be
expected because of the proposed project. No impacts
would be expected because of the proposed project.

Industrial, O O O O O O No significant adverse impacts to industrial, agricultural,

agricultural, and and commercial activity would be expected because of the

commercial activity proposed project. No impacts to industrial, agricultural, or
commercial activity would be expected because of the
proposed project.

Locally adopted O ] Ul Ul O O FWP does not expect significant adverse impacts to locally

environmental plans adopted environmental plans and goals would be

and goals expected because of the proposed project. No impacts
would be expected.

Other appropriate O ] Ul Ul O ] No significant adverse impacts to any other appropriate

social and economic social and economic circumstances would be expected

circumstances because of the proposed project. FWP is unaware of any
other appropriate social and economic circumstances that
may be impacted by the proposed project. Therefore, no
significant adverse impacts to other appropriate social and
economic circumstances would be expected because of
the proposed project.
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Table 6: Determining the Significance of Impacts on the Quality of the Human Environment

If the EA identifies impacts associated with the proposed project FWP must determine the significance of the impacts. ARM 12.2.431. This determination forms
the basis for FWP’s decision as to whether it is necessary to prepare an environmental impact statement. An impact may be adverse, beneficial, or both. If
none of the adverse effects of the impact are significant, an EIS is not required. An EIS is required if an impact has a significant adverse effect, even if the agency
believes that the effect on balance will be beneficial. ARM 12.2.431.

According to the applicable requirements of ARM 12.2.431, FWP must consider the criteria identified in this table to determine the significance of each impact
on the quality of the human environment. The significance determination is made by giving weight to these criteria in their totality. For example, impacts
identified as moderate or major in severity may not be significant if the duration is short-term. However, moderate or major impacts of short-term duration
may be significant if the quantity and quality of the resource is limited and/or the resource is unique or fragile. Further, moderate or major impacts to a
resource may not be significant if the quantity of that resource is high or the quality of the resource is not unique or fragile.

Criteria Used to Determine Significance

1 The severity, duration, geographic extent, and frequency of the occurrence of the impact

“Severity” describes the density of the potential impact, while “extent” describes the area where the impact will likely occur, e.g., a project may
propagate ten noxious weeds on a surface area of 1 square foot. Here, the impact may be high in severity, but over a low extent. In contrast, if ten
noxious weeds were distributed over ten acres, there may be low severity over a larger extent.

“Duration” describes the time period during which an impact may occur, while “frequency” describes how often the impact may occur, e.g., an
operation that uses lights to mine at night may have frequent lighting impacts during one season (duration).

2 The probability that the impact will occur if the proposed project occurs; or conversely, reasonable assurance in keeping with the potential severity of
an impact that the impact will not occur

3 Growth-inducing or growth-inhibiting aspects of the impact, including the relationship or contribution of the impact to cumulative impacts

4 The quantity and quality of each environmental resource or value that would be affected, including the uniqueness and fragility of those resources
and values

5 The importance to the state and to society of each environmental resource or value that would be affected

6 Any precedent that would be set as a result of an impact of the proposed project that would commit FWP to future actions with significant impacts or
a decision in principle about such future actions

7 Potential conflict with local, state, or federal laws, requirements, or formal plans

15




IX. Private Property Impact Analysis (Takings)

The 54™ Montana Legislature enacted the Private Property Assessment Act, now found at § 2-10-101. The intent was to
establish an orderly and consistent process by which state agencies evaluate their proposed projects under the "Takings
Clauses" of the United States and Montana Constitutions. The Takings Clause of the Fifth Amendment of the United States
Constitution provides: "nor shall private property be taken for public use, without just compensation.” Similarly, Article I,
Section 29 of the Montana Constitution provides: "Private property shall not be taken or damaged for public use without just
compensation..."

The Private Property Assessment Act applies to proposed agency projects pertaining to land or water management or to some
other environmental matter that, if adopted and enforced without due process of law and just compensation, would
constitute a deprivation of private property in violation of the United States or Montana Constitutions.

The Montana State Attorney General's Office has developed guidelines for use by state agencies to assess the impact of a
proposed agency project on private property. The assessment process includes a careful review of all issues identified in the
Attorney General's guidance document (Montana Department of Justice 1997). If the use of the guidelines and checklist
indicates that a proposed agency project has taking or damaging implications, the agency must prepare an impact
assessment in accordance with Section 5 of the Private Property Assessment Act.

Table 7: Private Property Assessment (Takings)

Yes No
Is FWP regulating the use of private property under a regulatory statute adopted pursuant to O
the police power of the state? (Property management, grants of financial assistance, and the
exercise of the power of eminent domain are not within this category.) If not, no further
analysis is required

Does the proposed regulatory action restrict the use of the regulated person’s private O
property? If not, no further analysis is required.

Does FWP have legal discretion to impose or not impose the proposed restriction or discretion
as to how the restriction will be imposed? If not, no further analysis is required

If so, FWP must determine if there are alternatives that would reduce, minimize, or eliminate O
the restriction on the use of private property, and analyze such alternatives. Have alternatives
been considered and/or analyzed? If so, describe below:

X
L

PRIVATE PROPERTY ASSESMENT ACT (PPAA)

Does the Proposed Action Have Takings Implications under the PPAA? Question Yes No
#

Does the project pertain to land or water management or environmental 1 O

regulations affecting private property or water rights?

Does the action result in either a permanent or an indefinite physical occupation of 2 ]

private property?

Does the action deprive the owner of all economically viable uses of the property? 3 ]

Does the action require a property owner to dedicate a portion of property or to 4 O

grant an easement? (If answer is NO, skip questions 4a and 4b and continue with

guestion 5)

Is there a reasonable, specific connection between the government requirement 4a O O

and legitimate state interest?

Is the government requirement roughly proportional to the impact of the proposed 4b O O

use of the property?

16



Does the action deny a fundamental attribute of ownership? 5 L]
Does the action have a severe impact of the value of the property? 6 O
Does the action damage the property by causing some physical disturbance with 7 ]
respect to the property in excess of that sustained by the public general? (If the

answer is NO, skip questions 7a-7c.)

Is the impact of government action direct, peculiar, and significant? 7a O ]
Has the government action resulted in the property becoming practically 7b O O
inaccessible, waterlogged, or flooded?

Has the government action diminished property values by more than 30% and 7c O O
necessitated the physical taking of adjacent property or property across a public

way from the property in question?

Does the proposed action result in taking or damaging implications? O X

Taking or damaging implications exist if YES is checked in response to Question 1 and also to any one or more of the
following questions: 2, 3, 4, 6, 7a, 7b, 7c; or if NO is checked in response to question 4a or 4b.

If taking or damaging implications exist, the agency must comply with MCA § 2-10-105 of the PPAA, to include the
preparation of a taking or damaging impact assessment. Normally, the preparation of an impact assessment will
require consultation with agency legal staff.

Alternatives:

The analysis under the Private Property Assessment Act, §§ 2-10-101 through -112, MCA, indicates no impact. FWP
does not plan to impose conditions that would restrict the regulated person’s use of private property to constitute a
taking.

X.  Public Participation
The level of analysis in an EA will vary with the complexity and seriousness of environmental issues associated with a
proposed action. The level of public interest will also vary. FWP is responsible for adjusting public review to match these
factors (ARM 12.2.433(1)). Because FWP determines the proposed action will result in limited environmental impact, and
little public interest has been expressed, FWP determines the following public notice strategy will provide an appropriate
level of public review:

e AnEAis a public document and may be inspected upon request. Any person may obtain a copy of an EA by
making a request to FWP. If the document is out-of-print, a copying charge may be levied (ARM 12.2.433(2)).

e Public notice will be served on the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks website at:
https://fwp.mt.qov/aboutfwp/public-comment-opportunities

Xl. Recommendation for Further Environmental Analysis

NO further analysis is needed for the proposed action

X

FWP must conduct EIS level review for the proposed action O
Xll.  EA Preparation and Review
Name Title
EA prepared by: Clint Smith Lewistown Area Fisheries Biologist
EA reviewed by: Jason Mullen R4 Fisheries Manager
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Attachment 1
SPA 124 Permit General Conditions

FWP.| OUTSIDE

Stream Protection Act 124 Permit General Conditions
. Complete work affecting a streambed or stream bank in an expeditious manner to avoid unnecessary
impacts to the stream.
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precautions to preserve existing riparian vegetation. Salvage and reuse native vegetation where possible.
3. Install and maintain erosion control measures where appropriate to protect aguatic resources. Do not clear
and grub land adjacent to streams prior to installing proper erosion and sedimentation controls. Conduct
all work in a manner that minimizes turbidity and other disturbances to aguatic resources.
. Plan temporary construction facilities to:
8. Minimize disturbance to stream banks, stream bank vegetation, and the streambed by locating
staging or storage facilities at least 50" horizontally from the highest anticipated water level during

construction;

i

b. not restrict or impede fish passage in streams; and
c. not restrict any flow anticipated during use.

5. Provide sediment controls for drainage from topseil stockpiles, staging areas, access roads, channel
changes, and instream excavations.

6. Isolate wark zones from flowing and standing waters to prevent turbid water and sediments from being
dizcharged into streams or other drainages that flow directly into the stream. Divert flowing waters

around the work zone.
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other deleterious materials in @ manner that will prevent their entering streams.

B. Do not permit wash water from cleaning concrete-related equipment or wet concrete to enter streams.

4. Do not operate mechanized eguipment in any stream or flowing water unless special authorization is

obtained. If special authorization is granted, the following conditions apply:

a. Power-wash all equipment allowed in a stream prior to entering the stream channel.
b. Clean and maintain all equipment so that petroleum-based products and hydraulic fluids do not
leak or spill into the waterway.

10. Reclaim streambeds and stream banks as closely as possible to their pre-disturbed condition.

11. Restore disturbed stream banks to their natural or pre-disturbed configuration to match adjacent ground
contours or as specified in the project plans. 5tabilize, reseed, and re-vegetate disturbed areas. Install and
maintain lang-term biodegradable erosion-control measures to protect these areas until adequate
vegetation has been established.

12. Restore temporary access routes and any temporarily disturbed areas to original conditions, including
original contours and vegetation.

13. Dispose of any excess material generated from the project above the ordinary high-water mark and in an
area not classified as a wetland.
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Attachment 2
Copy of Joint Application for the Proposed Work
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ATTACH A PROJECT SITE MAP OR A SKETCH that includes: 1) the water body where the project will take
place, roads, tributaries, landmarks; 2) a circled “X” representing the exact project location. IF NOT CLEARLY
STATED ON THE MAP OR SKETCH, PROVIDE WRITTEN DIRECTIONS TO THE SITE. See Attached plans
for map.

Driving directions: From Utica, Drive SW on the SF Judith Road, FS 487 ~ 30 miles. Turm right onto 6513 just
after crossing Russian Creek and continue driving 25 miles.

1. TYPE OF PROJECT (check all that apply)

[ Bridge/Culvert/Ford Construction [ Fish Habitat O Mining

[ Bridge/Culvert’Ford Removal ] Recreation {docks, marinas, etc.) [ Dredging

[J] Road Construction/Maintenance [] New Residential Structure [ Core Dl

[J Bank Stabilization/Alteration ] Manufactured Home [ Placement of Fill
] Flood Protection [ Improvement to Existing Structure [ Diversion Dam
[ Channel Alteration [ Commercial Structure [ Utilities

[ Irrigation Structure [ Wetland Alteration [ Pond

[0 Water Well/Cistern [ Temporary Construction Access [0 Debris Removal
[0 Excavation/Pit O Other

2. PLAN OR DEAWING of the proposed project MUST be attached. This plan or drawing must include:

* a plan view (looking at the project from above) * a cross section or profile view
« dimensions of the project (height, width, depth in feet) = an elevation view
+ location of storage or stockpile materials » dimensions and location of fill or excavation sites
* drainage facilities = location of existing or proposed structures, such as
* an arrow indicating north buildings, utilities, roads, or brnidges

3. IS THIS APPLICATION FOR an annual maintenance permit? [ Yes ¥ No

(If ves, an annual plan of operation must be attached to this application — see “Information for Applicant™)

4. PROPOSED CONSTRUCTION DATE. Include a project timeline. Start date  7/15/2024
Finish date 11/1/2024 Is any portion of the work already completed? [ Yes %] No
(If ves, describe the completed work.)

5. WHAT IS THE PURPOSE of the proposed project? To replace an under-sized, and rusted-out culvert, improve
aquatic organism passage and reduce the possibility of culvert failure.

6. PROVIDE A BRIEF DESCRIPTION of the proposed project.

Replace an existing 18-inch. culvert located on a tributary of Russian Creek will be removed and replaced with
a 107 67 span. 4° 57 nise structural steel plate arch. The project will require ~ 1- 2 meters of road fill excavation.
This fill will be stored on-site and will be used to refill the breach in the road. Once the new culvert 1s 1n place,
water will be diverted into the new culvert. Any extra material will be dispersed onsite.

7. WHAT IS THE CUREENT CONDITION of the proposed project site? Describe the existing bank condition,
bank slope, height, nearby structures, and wetlands.

Presently the stream banks above and below the culvert are well vegetated. Bankfull width 15 ~ 1.5 feet.
Downstream 1is a large beaver complex.

8 PROJECT DIMENSIONS. How many linear feet of bank will be impacted? How far will the proposed
project encroach into and extend away from the water body?

Very liftle new disturbance of the bank 1s expected, almost all of the disturbance will occur 1n the road prism. A
beaver dam downstream of the nroiect area will likelv need to be breeched durine the dewaterine stage.
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9 VEGETATION. Describe the vegetation present on site. How much vegetation will be disturbed or covered
with fill material during project installation? (Agencies require that only vegetation necessary to do the work be
removed.) Describe the revegetation plan for all disturbed areas of the project site in detail.

Above the road 1s a mix obligate grass. Slopes along edges of new culvert will be seeded by the contractor,
using USES approved weed-free seed mix. This would occur in 2024 as construction 1s completed.

10. MATERIALS. Describe the materials proposed to be used. Note: This may be modified during the permitting procsss_ Tt is
recommended vou do not purchaze material wtil all permits are issued.

Cubic vards/Linear feet- see attached plans Size and Type Source
Existing road material will be used after the new culvert is installed On site.
11. EQUIPMENT. List all equipment that will be used for construction of the project. How will the equipment

be used on the bank and/or in the water? Note: Make sure equipment is clean and free of weeds, weed seeds, and excess
grease before using it in the water waterway. To prevent the spread of aquatic invasive species, to the extent practical, remove mud
and aquatic plants from heavy machinery and other equipment before moving between waters and work sites, especially in waters
known to be infested with aquatic invasive species. Drain water from machinery and let dry before moving to another location.

Hydraulic excavator with dump will used and will stay on the existing road adjacent to the culvert.
12. DESCRIBE PLANNED EFFORTS TO MINIMIZE PROJECT IMPACTS. The contractor will be required
to submuit a final erosion control and de-waterning plan to the USFEFS before implementation. Sedimentation
barriers in the form of silt fences and or straw bales will be mstalled before work begins. Work will take place
during summer drier conditions in order to minimize soil compaction and sedimentation to the stream.

* Minimize erosion, sedimentation, or turbidity?

s  Sediment control will be i place. The dewatering channels will be lined to minimize turbidity.

o  Minimize stream channel alterations?
Very little channel alterations are expected except in the road prism

s  Minimize effects to stream flow or water quality caused by materials used or removal of ground cover?
The erosion control methods detailed above will help mimimize impacts to water quality from sedimentation.
Excavated material will be re-used. Equipment fueling will take place on existing roads outside the floodplain,
and an emergency spill plan 1s required for all mechanized equipment.

s  Minimize effects on fish and aquatic habitat?
Fish will be removed from the construction area

s  Minimize risks of flooding or erosion problems upstream and downstream?
Riprap if necessary will be placed on the fill slopes to enhance stability and reduce erosion.

s Minimize vegetation disturbance, protect existing vegetation, and control weeds?
Disturbance will only occur to the existing road prism
13. WHAT ARE THE NATURAL RESOURCE BENEFITS of the proposed project?
Feduce chances for culvert failure and improve aguatic organism passage to an important WCT spawning
tributary. .
14, LIST ALTERNATIVES to the proposed project. Why was the proposed alternative selected?
NA.
D. ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR SECTION 404, SECTION 10, AND FLOODPLAIN PERMITS ONLY.
If applying for a Section 404 or Section 10 perrmut, fill out questions 1-3. If applying for a floodplain permat, fill out
questions 3-6. (Additional information 1s required for floodplain permits — See “Information for Applicant.™)

1. Will the project involve placement of dredged (excavated) and/or fill material below the ordinary high water
mark, i1 a wetland, or other waters of the US7 If yes, what 1s the surface area to be filled? How many cubic
vards of fill material will be used? Note: Wetland delineations are required if wetlands are affected.

No

2. Descrption of avoidance, mitigation, and compensation (see Information for Applicant). Attach additional
sheets 1f necessary.

Click here to enter text.
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3. List the names and address of landowners adjacent to the project site. This includes properties adjacent to
and across from the project site. (Some floodplain communities require certified adjoining landowner lists).

NA

4. Laist all applicable local, state, and federal permits and indicate whether they were issued, warved, denied, or
pending Note: All required local, state, and federal permits, or proof of waiver must be issued prior to the
1ssuance of a floodplain permit.

Click here to enter text.

5. Floodplain Map Number NA

6. Does this project comply with local planning or zoning regulations? [4] Yes [ No
E. SIGNATURES/AUTHORIZATIONS — Each agency must have original signatures signed in blue ink.

After completing the form, make the required number of copies and then sign each copy. Send the copies
with original signatures and additional information required directly to each applicable agency.

The statements contained in this application are true and correct. The applicant possess” the authority to undertake the
work described herein or 15 acting as the duly authorized agent of the landowner. The applicant understands that the
granting of a permit does not include landowner permission to access land or construct a project. Inspections of the
project site after notice by inspection authorities are hereby authorized.

APPLICANT (Person responsible for the project): LANDOWNER:
Print Name: Jason Oltrogge Print Name: Click here to enter name.
JASON Digltally signed by JASON
OLTROGGE
OLTROGGE Date: 2024.06.18 15:41:16 0800
Signature of Applicant Date Signature of Landowner Date

*CONTRACTOR/AGENT:
Print Name:

Signature of Contractor/Agent Date
*Contact agency to determune if contractor signature 1s required.

22



rwumcy R

oo aormow

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE | SHEET INDEX
FOREST SERVICE . — —

GOVERNMENT FURNISHED pe I HOACWAY SECTICH & CUMTISE
REGION ONE

ANASTE WITE
LRUSHED AGGREGATE SOURCE

CONSTRUCTION PLANS FOR

RUSSIAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT
ROAD NO. 2011 - M.P. 0.174

THIS PROJECT
B . HELENA - LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
\ - 3 - v'-,
s JUDITH RANGER DISTRICT s g
s OLTROGGE & <"
X JUDITH BASIN COUNTY, MONTANA

SICHTH CRRTRIC Y A e
MELEAA - LIS AND CLARK KATIONAL
roRcsT

APPROVED BY:
DANIEL WOODS 2y 1t s

FORERT Eribet i o

MELEAA - LINWER AND SLANK KATIONAL
FomEst

APPROVED BY:
MOLLY RYAN C s cear

WELEWA « LW AND CLANK NATIOMAL
roResy

PLANS PREPARED BY:

ALEX HALLENMUS E.|
JONATHAN WEAVER EL

QA/QC BY:
JEREMISH THEYS PE

23

NaTE

DRANING SCALE IS CALY ACCURATE 2= Engnenroy

WHEN PLANS ARE PLOTTED ON 117X 177 a2

(TASLCADRSUED PAPER. -G
LOCATION MAP =
LOCATION MAP - -  wwsscoen RO

| e o e e, aorriae bas sece et wcara e

T T
s




%, D Mo .,

e
PG

TYPICAL ROADWAY SECTION

'
.r.r\. i -
i
.hm *,
"
m—————————— FaLng Lwi
GENERAL NOTES:
SAPECIFIGATIONS:
wilEm el COTAATER OF Tuh SIRATLED Sl O 8 ANOSLACL
ARERCIROTE (R SPCIRUC TSN F ORI AME @ODSNS N FEDIRAL

A ERRLFRATIEN.
DECGAS Salll COURORU T = LOADRS & SCOORMACE §7H MDD LMD
AN, B (CFCH, M G T

ELLARING AND SRUBDING.
FILMGE L0 CHEMEKE Ball B0 SEEMWA 31 B4 SROECT AND BLS 3T I
WFDROLOGY & MYDRARLIDS:

AN CT, EERPECTRILY,
STRUCTURR FLATE MRS

EaHERETE:
T P

IHFOHEING 3 TREL:
[WETM 5L GRADE 58 OURORLE OLTWA DDA Sei O T %035 Sesd
HARDWARE AHD ATRUCTURAL STEIL:

Sebil O L300

T To M

BATEL DESEH

R PR B
gy

B T COMEROE e BT O DaByd a0 Degms weba R S

B STRUCUST WS M [0 R THE 150-TEAR FLADE G OF 6 07N Wl A N S e
T OF PRCCOOSPD FOR TV SFL. Tl I-40e a T {B-rCN [NDWTS WIPD CEWahD & 03 5 ded

B TPLETLEN, FLAT STH BA. B 07 o, 487 W 3 57 COTLATML WY CAWAWITS
L AT BT A111" WM. SETL FLUTS BAML BE COMECTD M N § BOLT. 4 BUTS MR

U 2tn AR EINSRTE, Vo 48 F 4 30 Bt W o ENTRAAD st D o 234
P SRR e 8 Gi | i

AL EORDETE SmML B MADE B LTSRS WIH A AFRERAD B8 DERCM. CHMASTR ML EFIID B
OF COMCMETT AT FLAFT AL ST- [T JBIE 34" LSAFRN MOTTE Cremenr

4| MOA=PRLTTRLTIET: SERSTFTAG AL O OF TS [OFOPMET A TVRT CEDRES M BASHT) MY
LR T
BOOAE kTGRS OF PLWTESIVINT Tl B 8 ADGORDRL W &3 3T

AL RTTEL BANRYY RLNWE AND BRAN Tl STOTM Y1 ALBMEI WINI [WITY D] AN RRMI AT
Emlil. mL eiLER R G M ASERMCL M ok b1 BeDed PLER CObL Al LAETRCE

ESTIMATED QUANTITIES™

T OESCRPTION T UMM TITY
e ] w | |
I | COMITRUCTION BB v A0 ST [ [
15F13 | SR, RCRIGN R FOALUTIGH ST TR ] |
| R oF GABTIG SV a '
e | STRUCTURE BN T LS 1
B | FLACED RRAR, GLAEEY o )
418 | PLACED P BEST STOPROCK FRECLATE 1 [ ]
T | DEDCHL ARUTURNT STARUIZATION, & ICH DR TH [ ]
WP | CHLERD AFEGATE. S OAPAC T S THCD 3 G0 T FURNGHEL S0UACE, or =
BARGT | PRRCAAT G R TE MDA P o B HGE r ]
e | STEEL STRUCTURSL FLATE ARSH CLLEERT, 10-06 SPAN. 557 STl 21117 Bl [t au
N | MTERMAI ENSANTIN W T THE i 4
e | FURREHING M PLAGHG TOSOL A RCHDEPTH = 4
MAFORMATIONAL OMLY < NGT FOR BITOMNG PURRGSES - REFER TG BID SCHEDULE

EEGET ONE

RUSSIAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT

ROAD MO, 2011 - M.P, 0,174
HELEMA - LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST

TYPICAL ROADYWAY SECTION & QUANTITIES

FRCRST La CaTH AT 38 AR wrAcs Ceechean &

PR SHEET MO

207

-
e
e o Cumne o 11| 24| 1T

24



nnmEs:
1. 4 EOA MeEETGUTE HAS KT BIEN GIMDLTTID AT R ST
2 AL WD CAiAn ) DalASS SaML O WOOOFLL T TR STRATLSE Dkl

§
£
H
14
i
]
i
i
i
:
i
E
i
5
i

. o M
PR B 1AL D0, BOPOAC FLADDME

0 ComTRArTot Sem el VIOETMIEN SOAS WS GRNR T CLEMRN M ORLEET K3

PRETIDD By THL [0 FLATEVENT OF S 50N MATT WAL BE DRSS R Tl FELD BY TR

EO MHL WOR MLL I PAR FO1 LSCIN DIUPLENT FENLN, B3UTC 13 CPTRATT TR

SCEE NN ERNlc 4 INOF TR SO0 WAL DL L MiTa e DT

CONTROL POINT COORDINATE TABLE*®

FOINT | WORTHWS | DASTNG | ELmvATION OESCRWFTIAN
[l o0 ] om0 AR oA
e amm L LE TREY AN W CAF
[l sz L e e v
T a1 o e T A
7 Vo Coeat WD RS

25

) . PLAN VIEW OF ROAD NO. 2011~ STA. 1+80 TO STA S+80 . . ROADWAY CENTERLINE COORDINATE
% ] E] = STAKING TABLE
e p—
1 A DESTACTIIN NORTHWS | EASTING | ELEVATRIN
1020 1020 ST, i+ER i1 FL ] A HE
0% ais AT Joal 80 DS ROAD WO, AMAS Lot e
= e T ! - ST e 000 aran Al LLAt)
1018 ey 1010 ETA 33458 PT e ] sy
- ETR, 3= ATHLe TR A
10085 - i 1004 e r— -
1000 2 3 —— |000 v vmea s | maem e
- FBESSET | AN f . a3 Feaa oL AL RS A ] i
o - [ o) 6 S w& ..__\|tal._r!..!o. EER] 18 40 oy L W
] =1 S+ — TR, sl ey ) i
i _____ = ,\. - T | temas [
LLE] 1= R ¥ = as STH, 415000 EMD PO Ve swam [ wan
. __H = a3, e e e TR 1EaTPT wmam | 1ema [
k ;__\ 1 = o j——
a7s —— g —— - a7 .
prp =TT w7
e G R e R 5 %
860 2t L - . 360 prort bt
EH] = - any ERE REGHT 04
i %1 RUSSIAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT
i = e ROAD NO. 2011 - M.P, 0.174
L = . ~1 E = = n = r = = BH HELENA - LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
g | g E i mm B m“ L m_w i L L 3 i : ROAD PLAN & PROFILE
T+80  F+00 4+00 S+ G+80

aFACH AT _ _E.i_ SHEET M.

L] 3a7




]

s
* LN UV AN NPRMAWT WUTRA 1 COMTRACT AN ST T STRTAL Dulken A B
" Y el bl Desa DL ke B OiET ELE T o on Sl L reiOnTa TO Ve S0000
£ \ y AU ML AT M CAUAL CAFTEE T CUUEET R T TeCH | CHEsEL [ETdL GR R

- o i e e

vt ruom

[ (TR WAL [YTNT RN RIS BTSN COATILCTION ABTA PRDS 71 ITETRE

MG TN E O T,
EraTRIChn, e R s LLLL B G CRIG-0Rs 1 18 Seic FOR DI

T e,
e o (e | Y,
THC ETREAS ONTFECS FLAA SO FE ALEFRNT A, ASSSLIATE 10N TH SN

* R it 1 0 SWABLD FOANINOTS O s SELF LR
Srv G A N NV PRI P M S (RO C RS P D e S5, i
&k TR PRDE W ST OETFRI NI SETAY INVOEAM G sCD0eA T 1

e e COMRLRRRN (F Foies G IO OO W B ASACVE R B FILS B N 2 T
BETT P T [alikll SIOWR

393

B0

47

L1

el

26

- ./ () CHANNEL CENTERLINE COORDINATE STAKING
T o - A
B ...__ 3 TABLE
g . _f—r GESCRIFION RORTARG CASTME | ELEWANDW
g n.}y.lWl.Hl,lr.l mll.L..l i .,_. ST 50 A0 BEEH THARNEL WOR AT el el
e e e J T \J_ ; L el bl g L CLLIVINE, i wais | il
— . : Y T T \\_ 7 K BT &F FT0. ELEV. |
\ P — .\..\.A/K:E e TR | e vt
" P S e 4 TR %1 L0 BT OFHREL W08 LA ww | s
N\ - rd R p——
DLATS ] R -~
i et -
WL O = -
Eu\)__, e
BEAAR FOa BACE (] FRE—LARS T (aPRT N -
G BT M0 BECE A ¥ -
Arvin, o b P Fee e -
./ N AT BELOW T ORMNEL RRENT
o va cetes e <2 fEw st L & g
g Si0RL. J_r LRl WO
.x...
P Pl A
I 1) SEPT (e
EEH TYPICAL CHANNEL SECTION
CAaT
[ — JE——
50 B et e o /
o ey VR —
il
_,._ J [ e pa
985 ! .x
ﬁ { o g
28D = e
WOTE orvrouce DaE LSCATDM WAL W NLASID
S TR COMRCTOR AME ANSISEE WY W S
[ § DIVERSION DAM
975 ———wnwa
e e e e P e L T e e T s e S [—
e s I S p— : a % iy
t i s iy A 2
i f T
- - a0
i ?tm RUSSIAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT
. ROAD NO, 2011 - M.P, 0,174
i p i i F P P .m.. - m 355 HELEMA - LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
H H £
m - 1400 24K 5240 STREAM PLAN & FROFILE
PROFILE VIEW OF w:mm_.__.z CREEK - STA. 50+10 TO STA. 62410 _}_ [ E_._ P—
i diat 7 e | 11 4«7




s v

£5g
glm

i
]
¥
:
:
:
%
i
E
H
i

]

Ad
g Twh el Fre s D DL Wl DML Sl ST reiied

B T LD TS

T 6L (M GEE SEE MONSTE Pl B Eaierce W oSSRl b ik ©

]
§
k
i
]
i

Erainl

T | o7 comes mamen warvioy wne
LT

SWY.L3T LY3An0
153404 TWNOILYN MEYTD AMNY SIMET - YNITEH

= LHOZ 'ON OY0N

L0 AW

LNIWIDV143H LYIATIND HITHD NYISSNY

i
T

5

7

o R
U O TR M S REER TR SO T DR L SV

LS (e TR TR SOSRAIND LIRS LSRRG B AW
W ETIARMIT T

;

A3LNO ¥ L3N

i TICLEL
i S
o i
i by B
ahf 8 g g
e IR
il g
i H g |
Had 67 g
séﬂ.. i il . i
ok g 4 # |
g 15 R
w g m
i i I
Enp::;a évéggé
g g5k H%ﬁﬁ:
i
L1 REE
gﬁ%sﬁﬁ
ELH ®ER S g
gl i
; T
ik g H

HE

1 RN

R

by

il

B w0 wACES KOVED OMT W) i

e el Thed wicwmenls v it TRANTGEes Ky A %

T R i i

E
;
%
:
s
;
a
:

27




Fasiing By

28

-
B, T
TS _j.ﬂ..‘“_. _.\IB...-: SR
SRS pa
BT ] P, ST DU _\«
e o el
LnT_.."e-qu_l.ﬂ.nﬁlf -||\II|.- - run u_.
LU e 1 ...r *
DC AR g BT " o Dl e o
WA | N e
* bt REARAL] EAMAN BACAnLL
0T R BT ...r)..\” 1 = . - ““EEN_E- (1R =i
< ¥ J . . . _
M a2 o] 3
- w
.
s
et P Ay
/Ty GROUT CHANNEL DETAIL T STEMWALL POSITIONING DETAIL
EJ&._ T - Ty -J.-.-\_?.u 0 Al
R R
- . DR
Dt e, (rom ) i
IR [ RSN R
P -
» ]
1 R SR
d | )
...H 'l
o i '
ST %% L T
Bt w n x e
W[N] s HOAES
N J—
MLAST X Bl
MO
P e
TR, RUSSIAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT
P ROAD MO, 2011 - MP, 0,174
POSTANSTALLED ANCHOR PLATE ALTERMATVE HELEMA - LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
FOOTING DETAILS
(T TYPICAL FOOTING SPLICE DETAILS
T T T T T O o T
WOTE FICTRG (TSRO B D0wei Wdl DOETTON /5 i [y g rp———y _}_ _ _ — m .uﬂ
Crwi P Casama cwcmn n | 11 oF




s
-
=i
=]
il

| N 1w s o CH o 5o . . . . o -
[t
aan a53 zan g . Wi B S .
1 B - wHD 1
- .. s TR o == 1 — -
o —— \:.w.v.._-- -nuv.w»r.a..“...rr 1 Tl
70— e R - a7 | 1.
- . i ilt -
T 1 0 [ 5] 3 0]
4 i
L [+ a

i
nmnnl}
=
g
&
2

29

0 Fepe L - . o
0 0 o 0 ¥ . T PP y 1 CHT s
i i
e P e s o uEn Fl [ 10 S i
T T e LI & g7
prey pE= F==1 120,00
———— -~ E] 21 p M
170 e s [ sa 1 [
£ MEsE .
- -0 © 10 20 w ERT RN AP . T
- -2 -1 4 ~ - i -
00 Ir 4 ) BT - - ] 0 '
L4300 L0
- £ 0 o 20 ¥ ) . [—
ag 580 a0 88l
LR, o e K )
I T REGHT (4
an - 1 I r] "
1 A F RUSSIAN CREEK CULVERT REPLACEMENT
arol S SRR . . ROAD MO, 2011 - MP, 0.174
HELEMA - LEWIS AND CLARK NATIONAL FOREST
ROADWAY CROSE-5ECTIONS
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