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. How the Alignment was Selected

Step 1 — Develop Potential Alignments

AL IGNMENT )

Step 2 — Refine Alignments

(Based on Design Criteria, Environmental Impacts, Right-of-
Way, Overall Costs, Bridge Length, Safety, etc.)

Note: Alignment B became Alignment 1 and Alignment C became Alignment 2

Preferred Alignment
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- Environmental Documentation

The South Avenue Bridge project will be designed and implemented in full accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Montana Environmental Policy Act
(MEPA), and all other applicable environmental laws, regulations, and executive
orders.

Major components of NEPA/MEPA process are in-progress and include:

= Cultural Resources / Section 106 Compliance
« Hydraulic and Hydrology Evaluation (floodplains)
= Biological Resource Report / Biological Assessment
« Detailed Noise Analysis
= Section 4(f) Evaluation
 Environmental Document
(Categorical Exclusion, narrative format)

Wetlands and Waterbody Mapping within Project Area

Potentially Affected Section 4(f) Resources Previously Recorded Cultural Resources within the Project Area Vicinity




LEGEND

Stream
Irrigation Ditch

Property Boundary

I I Preliminary

0 Feet 100 A Floodplain ]_30undary _
DATA SOURCES: Montana State Library, USGS, Ar_ea_eaSt of this bOfde"‘y IS
Missoula County, HDR, ESRI within the floodplain

R
VE:‘? p//VES i
D

3 I
: / / F
) .
4

T
| i. 'i.ll -

e

‘l [

/
"ﬂl’ Aligrenent Tangant i K.
e e == o T T |||_|T-"\r"_5?l-2.'!1.5'r #' ar:
-E Binciors /_ E Iy .-"lll
5 il Roadwary < ) .

{
b i Riemr Pirems R 'f
[/”- A \ /—Ecct of deck
Ak J
/ 4
.rl'jr
. v
]

{

! Vi
/ /
P, f

Al .

i /
PLAN
746-0¢ Buaring o Bearng of Bonis (Horizontal Dislanoo)
Firisred Gond fiti-11 1680
Ty

130

120 L

j e = W N
pag L High Waker 1'_ 03 Melded Sled

Elav. 31158 Bley. 11113 Flaie Girder [Typ. | Urciassifed Cacweaion

ELEVATION

ALTERNATE 1B

POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES
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- Hydraulic Model and Revised Floodplain
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- Proposed Bridge Design

Shown with straight girder profile and column piers

Shown with arched girder profile and wall piers
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