From: Robert Schweitzer
Date: Thu, Sep 24, 2015 11:07 AM
To: Harmon, Dan;
Cc: Erik Dickson;Gene Kaufman;Voeller, Terry;
Subject:First Public Meeting

SOUTH AVENUE BRIDGE
FIRST PUBLIC MEETING
COMMENT
The first public informational meeting was held in the Big Sky High School Cafeteria at 6 PM,
Tuesday, September 22. The meeting could be characterized as a series of information tables,
each manned to field questions. There was no oral testimony taken from attendees, and there
was no overall presentation of the project, or progress to date.
1. This is an inadequate means to provide history, intentions, status, or progress, all of
which are important to the public. The unmanned slide presentation was poor quality
with washed out images shown on a wall.
2. Manned information stations provided good graphics but information about what the
graphic images represented was lacking. The persons manning each station provided
minimal clarification. The most consistent answer was “We just started the project and
we don't know the answer to that yet.” Another commonly used answer was "That is
beyond the scope of our contract." If an informational meeting is too early in the
project to answer informational questions, perhaps it should be scheduled at a later
time. It was clearly managed to fulfill an obligatory “meeting on schedule” with little or
no thought toward providing quality information to the public.
3. Manned information stations could be dominated by one or two attendees who either
had questions or a long commentary that tied up the station. It was difficult to ask a
question without rudely interrupting another attendee.
4. Informational statements should have been anticipated and prepared well in advance in
non-technical terms so that a common person could understand the statement and
what it meant. What we got was principally technical spin. The method of presentation
discouraged asking the questions that needed to be answered. For example:
“Environmental review will be conducted with full documentation and in compliance
with NEPA/MEPA.” That statement does not mention the levels of NEPA/MEPA
environmental review, nor does it explain the differences with respect to the reviews or
the requirements for compliance of the various levels. A categorical exclusion is
certainly not appropriate for this project, but that is obviously the goal in spite of public
protest.
The South Avenue Bridge website, administered by HDR includes the following statement:
“Conduction of a public participation process prior to any design to ensure that interested
citizens and/or organized citizen groups can be involved on functional elements and the
aesthetics to be incorporated into the project.”

Please explain what that means, and was that principal applied to the first public meeting? If so,
specifically how?
All in all, this first meeting was disappointing. I hope your web-site will provide better
information, to include written comments, and better answers.
Bob Schweitzer
544-9066

From: Sharon Sterbis
Date: Thu, Sep 24, 2015 2:13 PM
To: Harmon, Dan;
Cc: Erik Dickson;Gene.Kaufman@dot.gov;tvoeller@mt.gov;Robert Schweitzer;
Subject:Comment on South Avenue Bridge Project
Dear Mr. Harmon,
I attended the first public informational meeting on the South Avenue
Bridge project this past Tuesday (Sept. 22) because according the
flyer: "Key project elements include the environmental review process,
the new bridge over the Bitterroot River and ancillary features
including: sidewalks, bike lanes, trail crossings, drainage, retaining
walls, and street improvements."
I currently live on the part of South Avenue that will be connected to
the proposed new bridge, the part of the street that is too narrow for
cars to safely pass pedestrians and cyclists if two cars are passing
each other. My driveway also sits on top of the blind hill, so when I'm
turning left onto South, I have to be very careful that no car or
pedestrian is being hidden by that hill. At the meeting, I saw maps
with a red line showing where the bridge and approaches will be, but the
part of South Avenue I live on was not part of the red line. I asked
one of your staff how you were going to attach a two lane bridge to our
narrow South Avenue, and I was told that the approach would be "tapered"
so that it could connect to South Avenue. I further queried does it
make sense to build something wider only to taper it, wouldn't it make
more sense to improve the existing roads to match? He then gave a pat
answer that my part of South Avenue is not "in the scope of this
project." After this, I freely admit that I really didn't pay much more
attention to the information stations. It doesn't really matter to me
how well you design a new bridge if you can't make sure the roads it
connects to work safely. What's the point of having a bike lane or
sidewalk if it has nothing to connect to on both sides, since River
Pines has no bike lane or sidewalk either. I don't see how it's
fiscally responsible to spend $1.5 million to design a bridge wider than
what it connects to and then spend $13 million or higher on building the
bridge. However, the most frightening part will be having to live on
South Avenue if this bridge actually gets built before road improvements
are made. My son and his friends ride their bikes on this narrow road
and I run on it almost everyday, and we will have to deal with so many
more cars and little room to protect ourselves.
I don't want to hear the excuse about scope of the project. You don't
have to be an engineer to know it makes no sense to build a bridge wider
than the street it connects to. The current Maclay Bridge is considered
functionally obsolete because it is a single lane bridge and considered
unsafe because there is not room for pedestrians, but now you are saying
it's okay to stream two lanes of greatly increased traffic down a narrow
road that is not wide enough with a pedestrian or cyclist, and up and
down a blind hill. At least Maclay Bridge connects to a road on one
side (North Ave) that has a bike lane wide enough for pedestrians and
cyclists. I run on River Pines, which barely has a shoulder and I find
it scary at times, but it's currently wider and safer than how dangerous
South Avenue will become near my house.

When I asked Erik Dickson at the meeting why the scope of the project
couldn't include roadway improvements, he told me it was the decision of
MDT, so I implore once again since in May I also sent my concerns to
both FHWA and MDT, please stop steamrolling this project and ignoring
concerns. I can't believe that there are not more worthy and safer
projects that need these transportation dollars. For the cost of this
design project, the government could rehabilitate the current Maclay
Bridge to include a pedestrian/bike walkway and to hold heavier loads.
A redesigned Maclay Bridge is the safest, most cost effective option for
the Target Range Community.
Sincerely,
Sharon Sterbis
4652 South Ave. W
Missoula, MT 59084

From: Gary and Nancy [mailto:nlee1946@live.com]
Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2015 5:03 PM
To: Harmon, Dan
Cc: Erik Dickson; Gene Kaufman; T Voeller
Subject: The informational meeting on the South Avenue Bridge of the 22nd of September.

Gentlemen,
If this meeting was to inform individuals concerned and interested in the South Avenue Bridge
Project, it may have met a requirement of the engineer’s contract but did very little to answer
questions that would give those in attendance an understanding of the process and specific
directions unique to this process. From the beginning of this project, to include the findings of
the initial Maclay Bridge Corridor Planning Study offered by Robert Peccia & Associates, I was
deeply concerned about the scope of work that this planning study would encompass. In fact
on October 1, 2012, I wrote Mr. Reardon outlining my concerns; quoting a portion of his
response, “The planning study will look at traffic patterns for roadways in the surrounding area
affected by any potential improvements this study might recommend. This would include South
Avenue, S 3rd Street, Clements, Blue Mountain and Big Flat Road as well as other local roads in
the area.” The major portions of this statement were eliminated by the creating of the scope of
work on this project. Based on what I witnessed at the September 22nd meeting, virtually the
same scope of work has been put into place for the continuation of the proposal for the South
Avenue Bridge being conducted by HKM.
Anyone with minimal civil engineering experience and education can realize that a limited
scope of work for this project will create numerous safety and construction issues supported by
the proposed South Avenue Bridge. Some of these concerns center on the following: The
alignment of South Avenue to the east of the east bridge approach to the Clements and South
Avenue intersection, compounded with existing residential structures and the abutting
significance of the Missoula Irrigation Ditch and the pedestrian walkway. To my knowledge
there has been nothing provided as to the impacts of traffic that will affect the Clements and
South Avenue intersection, which is a major crossing for the Target Range School students.
South Avenue will again be impacted with the traffic issues supported by the recently approved
Regional Park, including major intersection changes to enter and exit this park onto South
Avenue. As stated many times leading up to this proposed project, the growing traffic entering
and exiting South Avenue involving the traffic impacts to Target Range School, Big Sky High
School, Community Medical Center, Village Heath Care, Union Square, The Missoula College,
the recreational future of the Knife River Property to the City of Missoula and the 140+
residential subdivision that sits to the south of the Target Range School, to highlight a few. The
hidden traffic impact will be generated from faster traffic between the new proposed bridge
east on South Avenue to Reserve Street. The present traffic patterns from the existing Maclay
Bridge are shared with North Avenue and South Avenue.
On the west side of the proposed South Avenue Bridge approach there exists the changes and
realignment of the River Pines Road, in conjunction with the increased impacts of vehicle
speeds approaching the Blue Mountain-Big Flat and O’Brien Creek intersection to include any

upgrades necessary to the portion of the River Pines road between the west approach and the
intersection. My question is when do these questions and obvious funding costs enter the
picture? I believe that these stated concerns need to be addressed and included in an expanded
scope of work for the proposed South Avenue Bridge. I would further suggest that without this
scope of work expansion, I would envision another Reserve Street Bridge that sat unused for
years because of a lack of proper planning and funding. Finally, the Maclay Bridge should not be
removed until such time that the issues presented in this correspondence receive adequate
review and commitment.
Thank you,
Gary Botchek
2500 Gusnight Court
Missoula, Montana 59804

From: Will McDowell [mailto:will@clarkfork.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:21 PM
To: edickson@co.missoula.mt.us
Cc: Harmon, Dan
Subject: Comment #1 on South Avenue Bridge

Dear Sir; This is a comment of the proposed South Avenue Bridge, made as a private citizen resident of the
Target Range neighborhood.
The scope of the bridge replacement study now underway is seriously flawed. The full project will require a new
bridge, construction of a new extension of South Avenue, reconstruction of South Avenue for ½
mile, reconstruction of River Pines Road and a new intersection between the bridge and old River Pines Rd, and
very likely reconstruction of Blue Mountain Road for 2.5 miles.
Importantly, a new bridge will cut distance and time between Blue Mountain Road and Fort Missoula/Community
Hospital considerably (partly by avoiding the three stops necessary on the current route along North Ave). This
will significantly increase traffic on Blue Mountain Road, River Pines Rd., and on South Avenue (entire length),
increasing safety concerns and environmental impacts throughout this 3 mile corridor, much of which is within a
riparian corridor on National Forest lands with very high fish and wildlife habitat value. This significant future
increase in traffic on Blue Mountain Road and South Avenue is due to the phenomenon of “induced demand”
well known to traffic engineers. Hence, the project will require almost immediate changes to 3 miles of narrow
roadways with alignment issues, all of which will experience these sharply increased traffic demand as regional
Lolo-Hwy. 93 traffic begins to use the Blue Mtn. Road corridor to access South Avenue destinations like
Community Hospital/ Fort Missoula. Safety issues will multiply rapidly as will likelihood of environmental damage
from increased traffic right on the bank of the Bitterroot River along Blue Mtn. Road.
The environmental and safety impacts of the increase in traffic on the South Avenue corridor and the Blue
Mountain corridor are not being analyzed in your study. However, it is plainly apparent that this increase in
traffic, with substantial additional safety concerns and environmental concerns will take place immediately upon
opening the bridge. Just one example of impact is the one-half mile segment of Blue Mountain Road which is
directly adjacent to the Bitterroot River just south of River Pines intersection. This segment of road is confined
between a steep mountain and irrigation canal, and the riverine and riparian habitat on the east side of the
road. Road widening and alignment improvements will be required essentially immediately here, where there is
no shoulder on either side of road, as soon as a new traffic corridor is opened at completion of the
bridge. Substantial areas of riparian (most valuable wildlife habitat type in Montana) and river bank habitat (bull
trout critical habitat) within the National Forest will need to be altered to widen this road and prevent accidents
into the river and wetlands along road. This is simply one example of the types of impacts that this narrowly
focused bridge study will fail to analyze.
By restricting the scope of the study to the bridge alone, your department is neglecting its duty to fully analyze
the environmental impacts of the project. Fractionating a project to avoid proper environmental analysis of the
actual project effects is not good public policy. It does not accurately convey to the public the true human,
financial, and environmental costs of the project. This project involves a major change in traffic patterns and
roadway conditions for 3 miles, including sensitive river bank and riparian lands on, around and well outside of
the actual proposed bridge location. The project scope should be expanded to include an environmental impact
statement of the full project’s actual effects.
Will McDowell
4660 Spurgin Rd.
Missoula, MT
59804
406-396-7716

From: Will McDowell [mailto:will@clarkfork.org]
Sent: Wednesday, October 07, 2015 8:45 PM
To: edickson@co.missoula.mt.us
Cc: Harmon, Dan
Subject: Comment #2 on South Avenue Bridge

Dear sir; This is a comment on the proposed South Avenue bridge study, made in my capacity as a private
citizen and resident of the Target Range area. I would add that I am a frequent floater and fisherman on this
reach of the Bitterroot River.
The immediate area of the proposed bridge has high environmental sensitivity for several reasons, prominent
among them is the close proximity of the mouth and lower ¼ mile of Obrien Creek. Obrien Creek is an
important trout spawning tributary to the northern Bitterroot River. Obrien Creek and the adjacent river are
critical habitat for bull trout, a USFWS threatened species. Fluvial westslope cutthroat trout, a state species of
concern, spawn in upper Obrien Creek during spring and early summer. These fish migrate up Obrien from the
Bitterroot River. Fluvial spawning trout often spend considerable amounts of time in the vicinity of the mouth
of their spawning tributary, hence the frequent MT FWP regulations which prevent fishing around the mouth of
certain important tributaries. Locating a new bridge at this location, which is now relatively inaccessible private
property, is likely to increase public pressure on this fishery at a vulnerable time and place in their life cycle.
Montana FWP and non-profit organizations like the Clark Fork Coalition have spent large sums of money to
restore the Obrien Creek instream flows and tributary habitat for native trout. It is critically important that this
new bridge project not undo years of painstaking work on restoring this fishery, by altering the physical habitat,
riparian vegetation and/or public fishing access to the lower reach of the stream.
Please see the attached letter from Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks, in 2013, which strongly criticized the
proposed bridge location for reasons related primarily to the vulnerability of the trout fishery at this
location. Please include this entire FWP letter as part of my comment and the public record. Excerpts of this
letter are captured below:

Due to the potential impacts on a threatened species (bull trout), a state species of concern (westslope
cutthroat) and a valuable sport fishery, it is recommended that the South Avenue bridge study include a full
environmental impact study, including alternative mitigation measures and/or reconsideration of lower impact
options or no-action alternatives.
Will McDowell
4660 Spurgin Rd.
Missoula, MT 59804
406-396-7716

August 14, 2016

Hillary Selvin and Bonnie Anderson
2445 Blue Mountain Road, Missoula, MT 59804
310-995-6602 or 310-995-6601

HDR Engineering
ATTN: Dan Harmon
1715 S. Reserve St, Suite C
Missoula, MT 59801
Mr. Harmon

We are unable to attend the August 16, 2016 Public Meeting regarding the South Avenue Bridge Project. But
would like our letter with our opposition be heard and put into the record.

We are the owners of the property at 2445 Blue Mountain Road. We are writing to express our opposition
and concerns regarding the proposed South Avenue Bridge and the removal of the Maclay Bridge as well as
our frustration at process by the County of Missoula and all other entities involved.
Our opposition and concerns reflect the actual use of the current Maclay Bridge as well as Blue Mountain
Road and potential for increased accidents if the South Avenue Bridge is built:

1. The current one lane bridge is adequate for the needs of the community. New studies have shown
that traffic has not increased over the bridge.
2. Based on new flood plain regulations and surrounding federal lands, the ability to build significant
new housing in this area is minimal. Thus, the need for the South Avenue Bridge is not warranted.
3. According to the reports on the website, the County can repair the Maclay Bridge to meet current
standards at a much lower cost. Any additional monies that were appropriated for the South Avenue
Bridge Project could then be used within its designated purpose for higher priority projects.
4. Building the South Avenue Bridge will increase traffic along Blue Mountain Road and River Pines
Road increasing the potential for accidents between vehicles, runners and bicyclists that use this
road everyday. We do not believe anyone has actually counted the number of runners and bicyclists’
that use these roads regularly and the impact that increased traffic will have on this population.
5. We are requesting a study be done to count the number of runners and bicyclists that use Blue
Mountain Road between the 93 and River Pines Road.
6. Blue Mountain Road, a two-lane road with significant bends in the road, will become a thoroughfare
for vehicles trying to find a short cut between the 93 and Reserve Street this will increase the
number of vehicles and the potential for more accidents if the South Avenue Bridge is built.
7. The area from our house towards Maclay Flats is an exceptionally busy crossing area for deer and
turkey. We witness near misses and accidents with wildlife as drivers round the sharp bend just
south of our house almost daily. We believe it is not in the best interest of the County to increase
traffic in a wildlife crossing area again increasing the potential for accidents between vehicles and
wildlife.
8. The area around the proposed South Avenue Bridge is also home to eagles, osprey, and is a wildlife
fish habitat which will all be impacted by the construction of the South Avenue Bridge. We believe
that the wildlife habitat in the area including deer, fowl, beavers, moose and this past fall a bear cub
spotted at the river near the area designated for the South Avenue Bridge has not been studied or
addressed in detail. We are requesting that the real impact to the wildlife and fish habitat be studied
fully not just anecdotally.
9. Increased traffic along South Avenue will also impact the students that ride their bikes and walk to
Big Sky High School and the Target Range School.
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The process for this project is flawed. By not seriously considering the Maclay Bridge upgrade and retrofit as
a real option, the County has not done their due diligence. They are also not representing what is the best
and least costly option.
From your own website:

“Based on recent Bridge Inspection Reports the bridge is categorized as functionally obsolete based on the
single-lane width of the bridge being sub-standard for the current traffic volumes”. A study of current traffic
refutes this statement. We see the Maclay Bridge, traffic especially in the summer months, and it is not as
busy as you state.
Again from your own website:

“The sub-standard curves on both approaches to the bridge”. There are not substandard curves on both sides.
The curves are no better or worse that other curves throughout Missoula. The curve by our house on Blue
Mountain Road, though recently re-adjusted, is more cause of concern if traffic increases. According to your
own
And again from your own website:

“The Maclay Bridge is "fracture critical," meaning if one part of the truss should fail, the entire bridge span may
fail. Although no immediate concern has been identified due to its fracture critical status, special fracture
critical inspections are required to reduce chance of failure”. This is a problem that can be fixed and not by
removing the bridge. This argument is unreasonable. Many bridges in Montana and across this country are
old and in need of upgrades. That does not automatically put them in a category for removal as that becomes
more costly that the actual repair.

We believe the County must do full studies of the impacts and the capacity to upgrade and retrofit the Maclay
Bridge and not attempt to push the South Avenue Bridge Project through. The County must adhere to the
rules of planning and zoning without trying to circumvent the process, which is already flawed.
The County can upgrade and repair the Maclay Bridge and be more cost effective. Construction of South
Avenue Bridge will only work to increase traffic, be used as a thoroughfare and increase accidents in this
area. This project will have a profound negative impact on all the wildlife and their habitat in this area. This
project is a misappropriation of taxpayer dollars and it will not provide anything constructive for our
community.
Respectfully,

Hillary

Hillary Selvin

Bonnie
Bonnie Anderson
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Kelly, Chris
FW: South Avenue Bridge Project
Thursday, August 18, 2016 9:48:36 AM

fyi
From: Jon Ekstrand [mailto:jnaway@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 17, 2016 4:55 PM
To: Harmon, Dan
Subject: South Avenue Bridge Project

Mr. Harmon,
I met you at the meeting last evening. I have only one comment on the bridge. I live out on
the Big Flat area and walk to the river and across the Kona Bridge regularly. My comment is
that the pedestrian lane for the South Ave. Bridge should be either the single separated lane
on the up stream side or double lanes with no jersey barriers separating traffice. The problem
out on the Kona Bridge is that the gravel from the road builds up on the separated pedestrian
lane. The lane is to narrow to get equipment into and clean the lane. The wider single lane
should be wide enough to allow for equipment.
Other than that, I have no comments. I attempted to submit this comment on the comment
web site. I do not know if I was successful so I am duplicating the effort here.
Your whole team did a marvelous job in dealing with the public and presenting the project
I hope to see you at future meeting.
Jon Ekstrand
11800 Virginia Lane
Missoula, MT 59804
(406)549-4958

August 22, 2016
Statement Prepared for HDR Engineering Regarding Maclay Bridge/South Avenue Bridge
Attention: Dan Harmon, Project Manager
Statement by Robert W. Mutch (bobmutch@montana.com)
For context, my family has crossed Maclay Bridge by foot, by bicycle, by horse, and by vehicle since
1964. The "Bridge" is as much a part of Target Range culture as the old white school house on
South Avenue and the dairy on Clements. No wonder that Save Maclay Bridge signs have
blossomed throughout Target Range, where a majority of residents favor keeping and maintaining
Maclay Bridge. Ever notice that one does not see a single “Build South Avenue Bridge” sign
throughout the community.
Large numbers of people pause daily and practice patience and politeness as they wait for another
motorist to cross the single lane Maclay Bridge first. This is a fitting testimony to our gentler rural
way in an era when a new term has been coined to describe some behaviors on our more crowded
byways, "road rage."
It must be recognized that a bridge closed does not end risk to people, it simply transfers that risk
to a new bridge site and to a different roadway. Impacts to human safety, the riparian zone, and
aquatic resources must be carefully assessed before a final decision is made to build or not build a
new bridge at the South Avenue site. The issues are so significant that a full-blown Environmental
Statement needs to be prepared to better assess consequences.
A new bridge at South Avenue would offer commuters and travelers faster ingress and egress to
and from Missoula, placing a host of institutions along this route into a more vulnerable
environment—Target Range School, Missoula Vo-Tech Center, Big Sky High School, a major
Parks and Recreation Complex, the Community Hospital Complex, an assisted living center, an
apartment complex, and a Rural Fire Department. (All of these institutions are compressed into a
two mile stretch of South Avenue). Are you prepared to conduct an in-depth assessment of public
safety caused by an increase in traffic along South Avenue?
Also, in today's economy where costs matter, the proposed cost of the South Avenue bridge project
already has escalated from $7 million to $13 million. (Do consider the cost impacts of different
alternatives to the taxpayer, whether Federal or State or Local dollars are used).
When the Genie comes out of the bottle, if a new travel corridor is developed along South Avenue,
be prepared for dynamic and unanticipated impacts. Who in the greater Missoula area could have
predicted the transformation of North Reserve Street into a linear parking lot in a few short years?
Opening a new traffic/commuter corridor into Missoula could produce similar consequences. Are
you prepared to assess those long term effects?
At the conclusion of the County Commissioners’ open meeting on April 22, 2015, to receive public
comment regarding a Resolution to waive State fees, I was appalled at the short-sighted view of this
bridge issue expressed by Commissioners. Bill Carey, an out-going Commissioner, indicated that
public safety was paramount and then he supported a new bridge at South Avenue without ever
considering the downside of greatly increased traffic along a brand new and higher speed corridor
along South Avenue. I kept waiting for the newest Commissioner to voice a fresh perspective, but
she remained silent.
1

I am encouraged that Dave Strohmaier will most likely be elected to the Board of County
Commissioners in November, giving the Board the fresh perspective on this issue that is so critically
needed—a perspective that so far has been absent. Dave Strohmaier includes public safety as one of
his key governing principles.

A busy day at Ft. Missoula Regional Park would be overrun
by greatly increased commuter traffic with a bridge at South Avenue.
I am haunted by the tragic loss of the little girl who was killed by a vehicle as she walked along
South Avenue recently within sight of Target Range School. Have you assessed the increased
vulnerability to the diverse population of people from very young to very old who dwell in
institutions along South Avenue? Your work is incomplete if you have not done so.
As you review the Maclay Bridge/South Avenue Bridge issue, please provide a more in-depth
analysis than your existing categorical exclusion to ensure that decisions can be made that
safeguard the welfare of all the people associated with the many institutions located along a two
mile span of South Avenue. Maintaining Maclay Bridge accomplishes that while at the same time
achieving a more cost effective solution.

/s/ Robert W Mutch
4118 Colonial Lane, Missoula MT 59804
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Kelly, Chris
FW: South Avenue Bridge comments
Wednesday, August 24, 2016 4:51:00 PM

Another comment to post and place in the record. I will respond tomorrow.
From: Evan Rosenberg [mailto:emrosenberg25@gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2016 4:12 PM
To: Harmon, Dan
Subject: South Avenue Bridge comments

Thank you for your work on the South Avenue bridge. A new bridge at South Avenue will be
very beneficial to the Target Range community. I’m sorry to see how divisive and
contentious this issue has become and appreciate the difficulty you have in navigating this
issue.
While I know this has been well documented from two studies conducted by two separate
teams, it is worth briefly reiterating why the South Ave location is the preferred location
based on the two studies. Both the current bridge and its location have serious safety
concerns including: vehicle crashes caused by the unsafe bridge alignments on both ends of
the bridge; weaving traffic from South Avenue and Clements through multiple streets in
Target Range to access the current bridge location causing increased traffic on what would
otherwise be quiet streets; drowning deaths and injuries due to the scour hole created by the
current bridge; delays in rescue response times to areas west of the bridge; and growth in
vehicle numbers crossing Maclay bridge. A one-lane bridge has far outlived its usefulness as
evidenced by the last traffic count for Maclay bridge at 2610 vehicles per day when the
national safety standard for a one lane bridge is 100 vehicles per day. Finally, South Ave is
the main artery in Target Range and includes two schools, a hospital, and the new Fort
Missoula Regional Park making it the logical place for a new bridge for efficiency and safety
reasons.
Regarding the removal of the existing Maclay Bridge, please do not turn the site of Maclay
Bridge into a recreation area. Given that there is already a recreation area at both Maclay
Flats and Kelly Island, there is no need for a new recreation area particularly given the
proximity to the Target Range neighborhood. Please leave the area as it currently is, minus
the bridge, and hopefully the river will restore itself in that area and the scour hole will
disappear without the piers in the river.
As far as the location of the new bridge at South Avenue, I think it is critical to make sure
there are no safety issues related to the new bridge and we should learn from the safety issues
at the current bridge. Please consider accounting for safety at the new bridge location by
incorporating traffic calming measures on South Ave, particularly in front of Target Range
School, as well as extending the bike lane on South Avenue all the way to the new bridge.
Thanks for your consideration of my comments and all of your work on the new bridge.
Evan Rosenberg

Old Maclay Bridge Removal – Public Comment Submission on August 28, 2016
From Dan Walker, Target Range Resident

It is my understanding that the Missoula County Commissioners, past and present, have all
unanimously supported the removal of the old Maclay Bridge, and finally designs are
underway to replace it with a new one at South Avenue. This vote was presumably made and
supported by the studies completed in 1994 and again in 2013. Therefore, repairing the old
bridge is clearly not a viable alternative or fiscally prudent use of public funds.

As the studies referenced: the old bridge was built too low and narrow; would likely fail in a
flood event; it’s functionally obsolete (suitable only for 100 cars per day) and will surely be
unable to handle the additional vehicle use from the new Fort Missoula Recreational Area; the
scour hole caused by the bridge is a major environmental issue; and last but maybe the most
important factor, there is no money to repair it unless you pass a local bridge tax.
I strongly support the directive you have given your staff to proceed with the design and
construction of a new bridge at South Avenue, especially since it will be paid for from federal
gas tax funds rather than local Missoula residents. It also is in the best interest of the riparian
zone on the lower end of the Bitterroot River and a dramatic improvement for public health
and safety.

Once the old bridge is removed, I would like request that the public roadway be reclaimed
using native vegetation and it serve as a seasonal walk-in area only. With a USFS boat launch
and public recreation area (known as Maclay Flat) located one mile upstream and the FWP
Kelly Island public access one mile downstream, there is no need to invest additional public
funds or taxpayer dollars in any new improvements at the old bridge site. The size of the area
is also not suitable for additional public improvements, especially with the Northwestern
power station location, nor is it necessary based on other existing public access in the vicinity.
I support the design and construction of the new South Avenue Bridge following the most upto-date and modern engineering standards to minimize any negative impacts to the river and
adjacent riparian area. I also fully support maximizing the public health and safety with the
new design and minimizing impacts to area homeowners. Establishing and enforcing speed
zones as well as expanding the seasonal parking permit area is needed. It is imperative that
the seasonal county-approved neighborhood permit parking guidelines from June 1 to
September 30 be maintained at the old bridge and expanded to include South Avenue.

In closing, please publicly close the door on a vocal minorities attempt to restore the old
bridge. It has been proven to not be a viable alternative and there are no public funds
available for this project. It is time to move on and build a new and safer bridge. We can’t wait
another 22 years for more studies and public debate.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Fred Stewart
Robert Schweitzer; Peggie Morrison; Kelly, Chris; Erik Dickson (edickson@missoulacounty.us); Hirose, Dustin;
Schick, Jon; March, Daniel
RE: Maclay Bridge, Section 106 & 4(f)
Wednesday, September 07, 2016 7:43:20 AM

Mr. Stewart:
Thank you for your comments. I will pass them on to the project team working on the environmental document.
We are currently working toward completion of the environmental document by November. We will make the
DRAFT document available to the public as soon as possible following internal QA/QC reviews.
Regards;
Dan Harmon, P.E., P. Eng.
Project Manager
HDR
700 SW Higgins Ave., Suite 200, Missoula, MT 59803-1489
D 406.532.2207 M 406.370.9758
dan.harmon@hdrinc.com
hdrinc.com/follow-us

-----Original Message----From: Fred Stewart [mailto:fred@greenbenchorchard.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 11:48 AM
To: Harmon, Dan
Cc: Robert Schweitzer; Peggie Morrison
Subject: Maclay Bridge, Section 106 & 4(f)
Dan,
My understanding of Section 106 is that alternatives have to be presented to account for possible adverse effects to
Maclay Bridge.
These alternatives would include rehabilitation options for the bridge.
When will these alternatives be developed and evaluated. Also, how do you see the CE dovetailing with Section
4(f). I can't find any discussion of these questions on your web site. Thanks.
Fred

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Fred Stewart
Robert Schweitzer; Peggie Morrison; Kelly, Chris
RE: Purpose & Need
Wednesday, September 07, 2016 7:45:53 AM

Mr. Stewart:
Per my previous e-mail response, we will make the entire document available for review as soon as it is completed
and ready for public review. We are shooting for November of this year for completion of the DRAFT document.
Regards;
Dan Harmon, P.E., P. Eng.
Project Manager
HDR
700 SW Higgins Ave., Suite 200, Missoula, MT 59803-1489
D 406.532.2207 M 406.370.9758
dan.harmon@hdrinc.com
hdrinc.com/follow-us
-----Original Message----From: Fred Stewart [mailto:fred@greenbenchorchard.com]
Sent: Tuesday, September 06, 2016 5:16 PM
To: Harmon, Dan
Cc: Robert Schweitzer; Peggie Morrison
Subject: Purpose & Need
Dan,
Does the CE you are preparing include a purpose and need statement? If so, have you prepared it yet and is it
available? Thanks.
Fred

On Fri, Aug 26, 2016 at 2:49 PM, Lisa Moisey <lmoisey@missoulacounty.us> emailed Missoula’s
non-motorized community regarding walkway options:
Hi all,
Missoula County Public Works, in concert with their consultant team, is developing a plan for the South
Avenue Bridge. Part of the project is to design for non-motorized facilities. Three options have been
developed and the County is seeking technical comments and thoughts from your organization on these
options. I've attached a drawing with the three designs for your review and consideration.

Option 1 is a typical bridge/roadway section without walkways (bikes and pedestrians use shoulders)
Option 2 is a typical bridge/roadway section with separated walkways on each side of the bridge (bikes
use shoulders, pedestrian on walkways)
Option 3 is a typical bridge/roadway section with separated shared use path on one side of the bridge
(bikes and pedestrian use shared use path). Note: the path could be designed onto either side of the
bridge.
These three designs were presented at a recent public meeting for consideration and comments. The
proposal with no non-motorized facilities (Option 1) received nearly no support, and those in attendance
were mixed on Options 2 and 3 (about half the group favored Option 2 and the other half favored Option
3). Public Works Staff presented the results of public comment to date to the County Commissioners, who
asked that we reach out to groups and organizations who represent non-motorized pathway users.

County Parks and Trails staff is also considering the three options and looking at issues such as
connectivity, safety of non-motorized travelers and ease of maintenance. Option 1, from our perspective,
is a non-starter as it does not support trail connectivity and pedestrian and bike safety.
We would appreciate your time and consideration of the three options. Please provide your comments
back to me, Greg Robertson and Erik Dickson (copied on this email) by September 7, 2016.
For more information about the South Avenue Bridge Project, please visit the project website:
http://www.southavenuebridge.com/
Should you have questions, please don't hesitate to contact Erik Dickson or me.
Many thanks for your time,
Lisa Moisey
Lisa Moisey, Program Manager
Parks, Trails & Open Lands
Missoula County
LMoisey@missoulacounty.us
(406) 258-4716
Mailing Address:
200 W. Broadway
Missoula, MT 59802
Office Location:
323 W. Alder
Missoula, MT 59802

RESPONSE #1:
Virginia Sullivan <gsullivan@adventurecycling.org> 9/6/2016 4:22 PM
Dear Lisa, Greg and Erik,
Adventure Cycling supports option 2. The problem with a shared use path on only one side of the
roadway complicates how cyclists and pedestrians traveling the other direction would access it, possibly
even endangering them. We would consider support of Option 3 if a path is built along the entire
corridor. However, the bridge will see a great deal of traffic, both motorized and people on foot and
bicycle at certain times of the year and mixing modes on a path might create conflicts.
In addition, I would suggest that the county reduce the lane width to 11 feet, not only on the bridge but
for the entire length of the roadway to make the shoulders wider for accommodating cyclists (the
attached diagram only shows 4 ft provided for the shoulder and 5 feet is AASHTO minimum standard for
a bicycle lane). This will give an even bigger buffer for pedestrians and provide the needed foot for a bike
lane. The bridge may attract large numbers of on-lookers (swimmers, floaters, wildlife viewers) and giving
a safe barrier and a wide shoulder for non-motorized travelers should be a high priority.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Best regards,

Ginny Sullivan
Director of Travel Initiatives
t. 800 755 2453 or 406 532 2769
f. 406 721 8754
150 E Pine St, Missoula, MT 59802
Adventure Cycling Association
Inspiring and empowering people to travel by bicycle
Get the latest information on the U.S. Bicycle Route System
After 40 years, the ride continues. Celebrate Adventure Cycling's 40th
anniversary. Take a bike trip during Bike to Your Park on September 24. Forty years is just the beginning.

RESPONSE #2:
Jean Belangie-Nye <jean@nyeimage.com> 9/7/2016 8:20 AM
September 7, 2016
re: Bridge Across the Bitterroot River connecting South Avenue to the Big Flat/Blue Mountain Road
Dear Lisa, Greg and Eric,
The Bitterroot Trail Preservation Alliance recommends Option 2 for the following reasons and with the
following suggestions.
This bridge will stand and be utilized, at a minimum, for the next seventy-five to hundred years and needs
to protect environmental, residential and recreational needs of the semi-rural community as well as the
wildlife habitat of the river.
1. The roadbed should be no more than 11 feet and could be 10 feet. By narrowing the lanes, traffic would
be slowed to meet the environmental, residential, and recreational needs of the bridge. This would also
give extra footage for the bike paths
2. The bike paths must meet the 5 foot AASHTO standards. The bike paths would also allow for safe
passage for horseback riders who are accessing trails in the Blue Mountain Recreational area.
3. There is no indication in the preliminary design for the width of a separated walkways. The walkways
should be at a minimum 10 feet and preferably 12 feet to ensure safe passage for pedestrians using the
walkways. In addition, the walkways should continue from the bridge to the South Avenue Trail System
and to the Big Flat/ Blue Mountain Road.
The bridge will be utilized by the surrounding neighbors as well as recreational users from the Missoula
area. As such, the bridge design should enhance the existing rural and environmental character of the
Bitterroot River.
Feel free to contact me if you have any questions.

Thank you for including the Bitterroot Trail Preservation Alliance,
Jean Belangie-Nye
President
406-273-0213/ 406-370-1783
Bitterroot Trail Preservation Alliance
Po Box 3021
Missoula, Montana 59806
RESPONSE #3:
Laurie Stalling <lstalling@gmail.com> 9/8/2016 12:29 PM
Dear Lisa,
Thanks for giving us the opportunity to provide feedback. BWAM supports option 2 as it is safest and
most bike/walk friendly.
Please keep us informed,
Laurie Stalling

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Kelly, Chris
FW: Maclay Bridge.
Monday, September 19, 2016 10:12:31 AM

Chris:
Could you help to get this out to the entire project team and into the formal comments record?
Thanks so much!
Dan
From: Lisa Whitehouse [mailto:lisawhitehouse5.14@gmail.com]
Sent: Monday, September 19, 2016 9:57 AM
To: Harmon, Dan
Subject: Fwd: Maclay Bridge.

Hello Mr. Harmon!
I had a suggestion for the Maclay Bridge. I received no acknowledgement of said suggestion
from Eric Dickson so I wanted to make sure someone saw it. I think it is a sound suggestion.
Lisa Whitehouse
---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Lisa Whitehouse <lisawhitehouse5.14@gmail.com>
Date: Tue, Aug 23, 2016 at 10:43 PM
Subject: Maclay Bridge.
To: "edickson@missoulacounty.us" <edickson@missoulacounty.us>
Hello!
It bothers me that Missoula has been arguing about the Maclay Bridge for nearly as long as I
have been here( I moved here late 80’s), and I’m kind of sick of hearing about it. Seems like
they could do SOMETHING around here without such draaaaama and debating it for years.
We drove to Maclay Flat today from the Mullan Road area and noticed the signs about the
bridge all over. We used to live in Target Range and crossed it all the time. When I worked at
TR school there were kids who were late to school because the bus that picks up the O’Brien
Creek kids couldn’t cross the bridge. They had to go down to Blue Mtn Rd and Highway 93
then back up to the school to get them to school. That was before the traffic light on Highway
93 and sometimes they waited a good while to get a safe crossing.
So full disclosure, I’m from Great Falls and I don’t “get” Missoula…. At all. I should leave. I
want to. I don’t understand why this bridge is still an issue nearly after nearly 30 yrs. At any
rate, my question about your project is probably stupid but I’m going to ask it anyway. In GF,
we have the 10th Street Bridge. The City abandoned it probably when I was in High school if
I remember right. The plan is to rehab it and make it part of the River’s Edge Trail
system(which is a fabulous trail and asset to Great Falls, if you ever get to try it out). In the
meantime Arlene Reichert, the Bridge Lady, made it so it is still an asset to the community
by fundraising to light it up at night and on special occasions. It still serves a purpose while it
awaits it’s new life as part of the trail system. And is the coolest darn thing to see in the dark
of night!!
We drive Blue Mtn Road regularly and there are bikers all along that skinny road all the time.
That’s pretty scary if you think about how narrow that road is and now fast people go on it,

but you know those intrepid Missoulian’s don’t seem to care! So, why can’t the County leave
the old bridge to be included in a future trail project that would hopefully, possibly include
Blue Mountain road for safety’s sake? Then just put up barriers so it is no longer driveable
and start using the new bridge? Then the Bridge Preservationist get what they want and so do
the New Bridge people. And if the news article I read was correct, it will save $300,000 for
the removal of the old bridge. And yes, I realize that the old bridge is a nuisance in the
Summer with swimmers etc… but likely the new one will be too since there is such limited
river access here. That’s a “no win” all around.
And yes, I realize that is also anticipating finding funding eventually for a new trail system on
Blue Mtn Road, but seriously who conceived 20 yrs ago that anybody would put a trail on 93
from Missoula to Hamilton? A trail system using that bridge is possible. And definitely
likely. And would be a REALLY smart move on the part of the County because it would add
a spectacularly beautiful run/walk/ride to the list of reasons to come to Missoula. If the
County leaves it, then the span for the potential trail is already there and there doesn’t need to
be another bridge debated on for so damn long! It has positives! I’m sure you all would know
more about the negatives than me though.
Like I said, it is probably a dumb question but this has taken too long to resolve!
Anyway, I’m just putting that out there. It’s ridiculous that the “wants” of a few people are
holding up the “needs” of many.
Good luck with your project. You will need it.
Lisa Whitehouse
Missoula Resident and Pro-New South Avenue Bridge Supporter.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Hirose, Dustin; Kelly, Chris; Schick, Jon; March, Daniel; Fennelly, Benjamin; Fischer, Lisa; Lubbers, Riley
FW: Maclay Bridge in Missoula County
Friday, October 28, 2016 1:47:06 PM

fyi
From: Erik Dickson [mailto:edickson@missoulacounty.us]
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 1:07 PM
To: Harmon, Dan
Subject: Fwd: Maclay Bridge in Missoula County

>>> Don Stevenson <donvicki79@gmail.com> 10/27/2016 8:12 PM >>>
Kirby Lambert
Montana State Historical Preservation Office
1410 Eighth Ave
Helena, Mt 59620
ph: 406 444 7715
klambert@mt.gov
We are opposed to listing Maclay bridge as a Historical bridge. It is a conglomeration of old bridge parts that
two major studies have found to be structurally obsolete, unsafe, and unnaturally restricting the flow of the
Bitterroot River.
We support the ongoing decisions by Missoula County Commissioners and the Montana Dept. of
Transportation to remove Maclay bridge and replace it with a new South Avenue bridge. A primary contactor
has been hired, site surveys and design work has been done and construction should begin sometime next
year.
Please keep us informed on how the listing is progressing,
For your information: The same few people in the Target Range Homeowners Association and Maclay Bridge
Alliancee have been opposing the replacement of Maclay bridge for some time. They do not represent the
majority of the people area.
Maclay Bridge Common Sense Coalition

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Harmon, Dan
Hirose, Dustin; Kelly, Chris; Schick, Jon; Fennelly, Benjamin; March, Daniel; Fischer, Lisa; Lubbers, Riley
FW: FW: Maclay Bridge
Friday, October 28, 2016 1:47:32 PM

fyi
From: Erik Dickson [mailto:edickson@missoulacounty.us]
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 1:07 PM
To: Harmon, Dan
Subject: Fwd: FW: Maclay Bridge

>>> "Don St. Peter" <don@stplawoffices.com> 10/28/2016 10:09 AM >>>

FYI.
Don C. St. Peter
St. Peter Law Offices, P.C.
2620 Radio Way
P.O. Box 17255
Missoula, MT 59808
Telephone: 406-728-8282
Facsimile: 406-728-8141
don@stplawoffices.com
CLICK HERE to send our offices secure files.
Confidentiality Notice: The information contained in this e-mail from St. Peter Law
Offices, P.C. is confidential and also may be legally privileged attorney-client
communication or attorney work product. The information is intended only for the use of
the addressee. If you are not the addressee or the person(s) responsible for delivering
this e-mail to the intended addressee, you are hereby notified that any review, use,
dissemination, distribution, disclosure, copying or taking of any action in reliance on the
contents of this e-mail is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in
error, please notify us by telephone to arrange for the return of the document to us. Thank
you.

From: Don St. Peter
Sent: Friday, October 28, 2016 10:08 AM
To: 'klambert@mt.gov' <klambert@mt.gov>
Subject: Maclay Bridge

Dear Kirby:
I understand that you are reviewing an application to designate Maclay Bridge in
Missoula County as an historic bridge. I wanted to comment on this application.
First, I believe the process you have been asked to undertake is being misused.

Those individuals who have put forward this application are not really interested in
the bridge as an historic structure. Rather, they are using this process as a method
to disrupt the decision of the Missoula County Commissioners to build a new bridge
in a different location (South Avenue) in Missoula. The majority of the primary
opponents of the new bridge live on South Avenue and are doing everything they can
to avoid having traffic on their street. Even though 2 scientific studies have
demonstrated that the South Avenue location is the best location for the general
public for a new bridge.
Secondly, the current Maclay Bridge is old, but not historic. The actual bridge
structure is an amalgamation of various pieces put together in a haphazard manner
over the years. The bridge is steadily deteriorating despite efforts to maintain it. The
result is that now emergency vehicles either cannot use it (depending on size) or
must cross the bridge at no more than 5 miles per hour, without changing gears. The
Montana Department of Transportation has determined based on the two studies
mentioned above that the approaches to the bridge are unsafe and cannot be made
safe without re-locating the bridge. The bridge approaches are the site of three
separate accident clusters.
Thirdly, the location and orientation of the bridge is such that the same studies
identified above show that it is causing increasing damage to the Bitterroot River. It
has abnormally changed the flow of the River causing sediment erosion and buildup
outside the norm. The bridge is actually changing the ecosystem in a harmful way.
As part of this abnormal flow, the River has caused multiple drowning deaths as a
result of a scour hole and whirlpool which trap swimmers and allow only the
strongest swimmers to get out. The bridge is an attractive nuisance which has killed
a good dozen people over the years.
Both the bridge and its approaches are unsafe and need to be replaced. I am not
familiar with your requirements but it does not make sense to me that a dangerous,
unsafe structure should be preserved as "historic" so that it can injure even more
people.
I suggest that you review the two studies of the bridge before making your decision
on this application. I urge you to deny any historic designation for this structure.
Don C. St. Peter
St. Peter Law Offices, P.C.
2620 Radio Way
P.O. Box 17255
Missoula, MT 59808
Telephone: 406-728-8282
Facsimile: 406-728-8141
don@stplawoffices.com
CLICK HERE to send our offices secure files.

Montana Division
Federal Highway Administration
585 Shepard Way, Suite 2
Helena, MT 59601

January 30, 2017

Attention: Kevin McLaury, Division Administrator
Gene Kaufman, PE
Brian Hasselback, PE
Heidi Bruner, PE
Re: Inadequacy of Categorical Exclusion for South Avenue Bridge
Ladies & Gentlemen;
Missoula County has chosen a Categorical Exclusion to address NEPA
requirements for an environmental review of South Avenue Bridge with
concurrence by FHWA and MDT. I would like to bring to your attention the
inadequacy of a CE review. I will point out some failings of this environmental
overview that NEPA and MEPA processes are intended to identify and mitigate. As
this letter is being written, draft reports and documents are being prepared for
your review. We understand they will be delivered to your office this week.
Failed Impact Disclosures & Mitigations
Federal Funding for an off-system bridge is limited to the bridge and its
approaches. Other mitigation expenses resulting from the project are left to the
county and state, nevertheless, NEPA requires that they be identified and
mitigated if necessary. The State of Montana has agreed to supplement these
federal funds, thereby providing the full cost of the bridge and the approaches.
Missoula County, as recipient of these funds, has no obligation under state policy
to contribute to bridge and approach costs. Prior to last November, the county
proclaimed that there would be no cost to Missoula County taxpayers. As a
consequence, under the Local Area Guideline Agreement and the following Project
Specific Agreement, the environmental review for South Avenue Bridge required
by NEPA has been limited to the bridge, approaches and adjacent areas. That is
a violation of both NEPA and MEPA. As the project manager, Missoula County
Public Works requested and is being allowed to proceed with a Categorical
Exclusion. This process is leading us into a forest of undisclosed hazards.
South Avenue West Upgrades
Members of Maclay Bridge Alliance have repeatedly voiced concern about South
Avenue, more specifically, a lack of upgrade plans. Last November, one of the
Commissioners finally acknowledged that South Avenue would require upgrades,
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and she announced the county would pay for this work. However, since that time,
the contractor has provided no design plans for these upgrades, no cost
estimates, and not so much as a list of improvements to be made. The present
situation requires that area residents including school children walk down the
traveled way of South Avenue from its west end to Humble Road. This stretch of
road is 24-feet wide with no shoulders. Irrigation ditches occupy an additional
10-feet on both sides. The daily traffic volume on this part of South Avenue is
presently less than 200 vehicles per day and it is presently classified as a county
rural road. Construction of a new bridge will introduce safety hazards to this
street that have not been addressed by this environmental review and the CE.
Target Range School Crossing
Most students attending Target Range School come from neighborhoods north of
South Avenue. They cross South Avenue at Clements directly into the school
grounds. However, South Avenue will be classified as a collector west of
Clements to the new South Avenue Bridge. The full volume of traffic that now
uses Maclay Bridge will suddenly be routed through this intersection. In spite of
the sudden change in traffic patterns, no study has been conducted and no plans
have been prepared for improvements to this crossing. When asked to install a
3-way stop sign at this intersection, Missoula County Public Works says they do
not have authority to do that.
Fort Missoula Sports Complex
Missoula County is building a new $35 million sports complex on Historic Fort
Missoula. They are constructing facilities for thousands of vehicles, all of which
take ingress and egress via South Avenue at 35th Street, next to Big Sky High
School. The only provision for this onslaught of traffic has been a round-about
constructed on an off-set from the South Avenue centerline. Tracks in the snow
reveal that many vehicles already are driving over the round-about rather than
around it. There has been no study of this co-development and no determination
of impact on transportation under this CE.
Missoula Community Hospital – Missoula Rural Fire Department
These facilities are located near the intersection of South Avenue and Reserve
Street. Traffic control lights are set for 3-minute cycles, however it is not
uncommon to find traffic backed up in front of both facilities. The intersection at
South & Reserve is frequently so overwhelmed with traffic that it requires 2-3
cycles to simply cross Reserve Street. By facilitating a faster, straighter route to
cross the river, this project will increase the traffic load even more with induced
traffic. There has been no impact evaluation for this intersection or any other on
Reserve Street, already called the most dangerous stretch of road in Montana.
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Hydraulic Effects if Maclay Bridge is Removed
Part of the construction plan for South Avenue Bridge is the removal of Maclay
Bridge. A review of this concept was shown to the Technical Design Committee
on January 25. The plan consists of a narrative regarding a concept for removal
of bridge abutments and piers to an elevation below the thalweg of the Bitterroot.
The existing pinch point at the west abutment will be smoothed over to allow a
greater flood volume, and the existing riprap along River Pines will be filled in
with dirt and planted willows to naturalize the bank. The flow of the main channel
of the river at this pinch point is presently directed northeasterly toward the most
westerly bridge pier in the river. This pier deflects the flow back toward the
north. When this pier is removed, the flow will be directed toward the right bank
of the river which will be subjected to more erosion. This was confirmed by the
draft Hydrology Report. If by removal of the west abutment, the pinch point is
softened enough, the river may eventually straighten itself, but that could
introduce more risk since there are homes within the floodplain immediately
downstream from the bridge. The HDR hydrologist did say that if the piers for
Maclay Bridge are removed, the upstream flood elevation will be lowered, but the
downstream flood elevations will rise. Undoubtedly this will be a small amount,
but it would seem a study should be conducted and potential hazards mitigated.
Again, there are no hard plans or predictions for the area downstream from the
bridge. HDR says this is beyond their scope of work, meaning Missoula County
has not authorized the complete study under this Categorical Exclusion.
Traffic Calming for South Avenue Bridge
As a response to local area resident concern about speeding on the new, wider,
straighter alignment for South Avenue Bridge, Missoula County and HDR have
offered a plan for Center Island Narrowing at the west end of the new bridge. By
narrowing the traffic lanes and posting signs, theoretically, traffic will slow to
reasonable speed before entering the bridge. While the plan may be valid for well
functioning, alert drivers, it does not work for drivers under the influence of drugs
or alcohol, an extraordinarily common factor in crashes sited by HDR in their
report. Further, given the driver activity at the round-about at 35th Avenue, there
is nothing to slow west-bound traffic and that appears to be needed as badly as
the east-bound traffic, particularly west of Humble. Furthermore, with the
present circumstances for road-width, ditches, and pedestrian traffic on South
Avenue this plan must be carefully considered and approved by those people that
will be reliant upon it for their own safety.
It must be emphasized that the west end of South Avenue was developed around
the fact that this is a dead-end road. Homes and outbuildings have been
constructed very near the road to minimize snow removal. A drive along North
Avenue, leading to Maclay Bridge reveals that most buildings on that street are
relatively well set-back from the roadway because they understood the uses of
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the bridge and the road. Homeowners along both routes have clearly relied upon
the old bridge location for safe ingress and egress to their homes. Unfortunately,
evaluation of this condition by Missoula County has been satisfied with an
accident count that they use as a primary statistic to justify a new bridge. They
do not talk about causes for these accidents and the high incidence of DUI. Nor
do they talk about other mitigation measures that might be considered as
alternatives.
Consideration for The Historic Maclay Bridge
The National Historic Places Act states in part: “It is the policy of the Federal
Government…, to—
1) ...use measures, including financial and technical assistance, to foster
conditions under which our modern society and our historic property can exist in
productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of
present and future generations;…”
Involvement in the Maclay Bridge Study and subsequent design has demonstrated
to Maclay Bridge Alliance how biased the evaluation process is toward new bridge
standards on off-system roads. This bias easily shrugs off preservation of an
historic bridge using the “Adopt a Bridge Program” that simply removes the
historic bridge from further consideration. This program should not be a
substitute for unbiased, good-faith evaluation.
During the course of the Maclay Bridge Study, MDT bridge engineers said that
rehabilitation of the bridge would require its removal from the site,
reconstruction, and replacement back at the site. The cost was estimated at $8
million. Missoula County cited AASHTO recommendations for bridges with daily
traffic in excess of 100 vehicles to justify replacement. Rehabilitation for Maclay
Bridge was given no further thought by either agency.
Maclay Bridge Alliance hired a well known bridge engineer, Mr. Frank Muth, PE.
Frank's experience includes highway bridges, and railroad bridges throughout
Montana and Idaho. He also has experience on Maclay Bridge. Mr. Muth told us
that Maclay Bridge could be rehabilitated on site, with an arch support attached to
the Parker Truss. His plan would eliminate the “fracture critical” limitation and
improve weight capacity to 36 tons. A multi-use path could be added with an
out-of-truss cantilever design and all could be accomplished for under $1 million.
His letters, concept drawings, and estimates were added to the appendix of the
study report without comment. We were assured that the Maclay Bridge Study
was a “Pre-NEPA” report and would not be represent the final word.
Nevertheless, Maclay Bridge Study has been accepted with minor updates as
fulfillment of NEPA requirements leading to the Categorical Exclusion. This
occurred even when the purpose and need did not demonstrate a neighborhood
preference, nor an over-riding county-wide public need. It completely ignored the
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intent of the Target Range Neighborhood Plan and that was publicly stated during
one of the public meetings by the study manager.
To augment our contention that viable rehabilitation plans can be developed for
Maclay Bridge, MBA invited a renowned historical bridge engineer to Missoula to
inspect Maclay Bridge. Dr. Jai Kim, Professor Emeritus at Bucknell University
came to Missoula along with his son, Robert Kim, also a professional engineer.
They, together with Frank Muth, PE inspected the bridge and found it well suited
for rehabilitation. The Kims developed five concept plans for historical
preservation. The two locally preferred plans would leave the bridge a single-lane
structure, but increase the capacity to 36 tons, more than enough for the largest
emergency fire truck. The plans remove the fracture critical status, could raise
the bridge elevation for additional free-board, and even remove up to two existing
piers. These plans could be legitimately eligible for a Categorical Exclusion.
Costs of the two favored plans ranged from $1.5 million to $3.5 million.
But Maclay Bridge Alliance did not stop there. We have used state statistics for
traffic volume from 1992 to 2016 to produce a regression analysis of the volume.
We have looked at land uses on both sides of the river predominately served by
Maclay Bridge. We also pressed for the historic listing of Maclay Bridge on the
National Register for Historic Places, and we asked Missoula County and MDT to
reconsider rehabilitation for this important bridge.
Our regression analysis shows a slight downward trend in traffic volume from
1992 to 2016. Traffic volume peaked in 2010, and declined sharply afterward.
Our analysis of land use indicates near capacity density, especially on the west
side of the river. This area, bounded on the south and east by the Bitterroot and
Clark Fork Rivers, and on the north and west by steep heavily timbered
mountains, is zoned for large tracts with some small areas of 1-acre lots. This
enclosed area is also served by two nearby modern bridges. Furthermore, the
MDT analysis for need of a new replacement for Maclay Bridge was low to
moderate on a state-wide comparison.
Finally, we have found that MDT has been inconsistent in treatment of historic
bridges. The City of Big Fork has asked for replacement or rehabilitation of the
old single-lane bridge across the Swan River. Though this bridge is in
substantially worse condition than Maclay Bridge and it has carried more traffic
than Maclay Bridge during at least one year before it was restricted, MDT has
agreed and even advertised for a consultant to consider rehabilitation. At this
point, even if replaced, it will continue to be a single-lane structure modeled after
the old design. A little arithmetic shows that for the cost of the South Avenue
Bridge and approaches, both Maclay Bridge and Big Fork Bridge could be put into
reliable service for the next 40 years with money left over.
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Conclusion
FHWA has the final administrative say regarding the determination of adequacy
for a Categorical Exclusion to the NEPA process, short of judicial review. MBA has
shown, at no small personal expense to its membership, that the process has
indeed been biased, with a pre-determined outcome. Though the conclusions of
this process could be considered prudent for a state or federal highway, they are
totally inappropriate for an off-system bridge, with connecting segments that are
classified as rural roads on both sides of the river. There has been no sensitivity
to context and certainly not to the human environment. We have heard “Safety”
emphasized as the underlying goal of a new bridge, but there has been no
evaluation of hazards that will be introduced. Nor have there been any
consideration for the safety elements already provided by the existing structure.
We have been left to assume that wider and straighter is safer, but recent
statistics are showing that theory is flawed. Further, there has been
demonstrated, a willingness to sacrifice the natural environment for the sake of a
bigger, faster bridge with no hydraulic evaluation given to removal of Maclay
Bridge, also a significant part of the plan.
As residents being served by Maclay Bridge, we ask that FHWA find the
Categorical Exclusion to NEPA inadequate. We ask that you require a full EIS if a
new structure is to be built on the extension of South Avenue, and we ask that
rehabilitation be given full, unbiased consideration as an option in accordance
with NEPA and intent of NHPA. As an alternative to conducting an EIS, some well
designed form of rehabilitation could be performed on Maclay Bridge, in which
case the CE is sufficient.
Thank you,

Robert M Schweitzer,
Director, Maclay Bridge Alliance
XC:

M. Tooley, Director, MDT
T. Voeller, PE
Missoula County Commissioners
E. Dickson, PE
D. Harmon, PE, HDR
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Montana Division

February 7, 2017

Federal Highway Administration
585 Shepard Way, Suite 2
Helena, MT 59601
Attention: Kevin McLaury, Division Administrator
Gene Kaufman, PE
Brian Hasselback, PE
Heidi Bruner, PE
Lady & Gentlemen:
We have been told repeatedly since the NEPA analysis for the proposed South Ave. Bridge project
began, that there would be no consideration of alternatives other than the build alternative. This
project, as planned, would result in the removal of the historic Maclay Bridge and its piers as part of
the biological mitigation for building a proposed South Ave. Bridge across the Bitterroot floodplain
and placing two piers in the Bitterroot River.
In looking at the Section 4(f) Tutorial
(https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/section4f/overview.aspx?f=e - f), it states a number of
factors that I believe apply to this project. I would appreciate it if you would clarify for me why I
am not correct in my understanding of how Section 4(f) should apply to this proposed project.
•
•

•

•

“Section 4(f) applies to projects that receive funding from or require approval by an agency
of the U.S. DOT.” My comment: This project is receiving funding from FHWA.
“Before approving a project that uses Section 4(f) property, FHWA must determine that
there is no feasible and prudent alternative that avoids the Section 4(f) properties and that
the project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to the Section 4(f) properties; or,
FHWA makes a finding that the project has a de minimis impact on the Section 4(f)
property.” My comment: Removing the bridge and piers would not be considered a “de
minimis impact”.
“Section 4(f) properties include … any publicly or privately owned historic site listed or
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.” My comment: Maclay
Bridge is listed on the National Register of Historic Places.
“Use of a Section 4(f) property occurs: … or (3) when there is a constructive use (a project's
proximity impacts are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes of a
property are substantially impaired).” My comment: Removal of Maclay Bridge and
removal of piers will clearly substantially impair the features and attributes of the property.
This will be true even if it were possible to find another use for the structure with another
entity “adopting” the bridge.

•

•

•

“For historic sites, a de minimis impact means that FHWA has determined (in accordance
with 36 CFR Part 800, regulations implementing Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (NHPA)) that either no historic site is affected by the project or that the
project will have "no adverse effect" on the historic site. A de minimis impact determination
does not require analysis of feasible and prudent avoidance alternatives.” My comment:
Removing the historic Maclay Bridge cannot logically be considered as having “no adverse
effect” on the historic site.
“An alternative is feasible if it can be constructed as a matter of sound engineering.” My
comment: This gets to a key fact, three P.E. qualified bridge engineers have all stated, in no
uncertain terms, that the Maclay Bridge can be rehabbed to bring its load rating up to 36
tons from the current limit of 11 tons for a small fraction of the cost of the proposed South
Ave. Bridge. In addition, separate bike/pedestrian access can be added to the Maclay
Bridge while still preserving its historic listing.
“In contrast (to Section 106), Section 4(f), which is a substantive law, precludes project
approval if there is a use of a historic site when a prudent and feasible avoidance alternative
is available.” My comment: Rehabilitation of Maclay Bridge, as indicated by our bridge
engineers, provides a prudent and feasible alternative that would avoid removal of the
historic bridge and it could be kept in service for the next 40 years. This would meet the
purpose and need identified for a safe crossing of the Bitterroot River, while maintaining
and constructively using the historic property. This would also be consistent with FHWA’s
obligation under Section 4(f) to protect historic properties, as stated:”FHWA's evaluation of
these factors begins with a ‘thumb on the scale’ in favor of protecting Section 4(f) property,
and includes consideration of the relative value of that property.”

We request that as part of your review of the environmental document for this project, you
include information of the impacts associated with a rehab alternative for Maclay Bridge as
outlined by our bridge engineers. We believe that this information will clearly show that
rehabbing Maclay Bridge is the most prudent action to be taken for this project. A rehab
alternative will show superior protection for the safety of residents, our local environment and
community character while costing a mere fraction of the cost of the proposed new bridge on
South Ave. The proposed new bridge is also opposed by a majority of the residents in the
Target Range community, those most affected by the negative impacts of the proposed bridge.
Thank you for your attention to my comments. Sincerely,

Fred Stewart
Maclay Bridge Alliance

