
s

307.16

N7snp

Vol. 2

2001

MONTANA STATE LIBRARY

II

artment of Natural

Hircesand

Conservation

3 0864 0015 2072 8
2250 Highway 93 North . Phone 406.751.2240
Kalispell, MT 59901 Fax 406 751.2288
e-mail

dgreer@state.mt.us

Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

STATE DOCUMEMTS COLLECTIOf;

DEC I I 2001

MCNTADA TT-TE i

1515 r -

HELCNA MC ——

June 13, 2001

MONTAI^ STATc U8«ARY





MONTANA STATE LIBRARY

Department of Natural

Resources and

Conservation

3 0864 0015 2072 8
2250 Highway 93 North Phone 406.751.2240
Kalispell, MT 59901 Fax 406.751.2288
e-mail

dgreer@state.mt.us

Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

.:::;:^

^##wMl*^'^'^'-.;r

STATE DOCUMEflTS COLLECTIO:

DEC 1 I 2001

June 13, 2001

MCNTAriA -'••TE- LI:.

iiTLLi.'A —

MONTANA STATc UBRARY





DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL
RESOURCES AND CONSERVATION

JUDY MARTZ, GOVERNOR

STATE OF MONTANA
NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
2250 HIGHWAY 93 NORTH
KALISPELL, MT 59901-2557

Telephone: (406) 751-2240

FAX: (406) 751-2288

June 13, 2001

Section 36 Neighborhood Plan & Business &
Technology Park

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Enclose(J is a copy of the Section 36 Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). The DEIS is

a (disclosure (Jocument to help the Department of Natural Resources ancJ Conservation (DNRC)
(decide two proposed actions related to School Trust Land located in Section 36, Township 29 N,

Range 22W, Flathead County, Montana. DNRC will select a plan alternative to help guide the

future use and development of Section 36 and decide whether to proceed with a proposal by

Hampstead Partners to lease 60 acres of land in Section 36 to construct a business and

technology park.
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Chapter

AMemalives Incfciciing Ihe Ptpposed Action

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) have initiated an

environmental review process under the Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), Title 75-1-201, et

seq., MCA, to review a number of proposed actions relating to the development of a 620- acre parcel

of land held in trust for Montana's common public schools, located in Section 36, Township 29 North,

Range 22 West. MPM, in Flathead County, Montana, (hereinafter referred to as Section 36), which is

located directly north of Kalispell, Montana. Figures 1 and 2 depict the regional and neighborhood

locations of Section 36. The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) describes the proposed

actions and alternatives to the proposed actions, affected environment, and associated environmental

consequences.

This document is formatted to describe 2 proposed actions. Chapters 2, 3, and 4 of Part I primarily

apply to analyses related to neighborhood plan alternatives. Part II presents alternative analyses

related to a proposed project to construct a business and technology park. The Part I analyses of the

plan alternatives have some relationship to the Part II analyses, particularly related to cumulative

effects. Chapter I of Part I has application to both proposed actions.

1.1 Proposed Action

A MEPA process is being initiated by DNRC to evaluate the potential environmental impacts of an

adopted neighborhood plan for Section 36 and alternatives to the adopted plan (Part I). A second

proposed action (Part II) is a proposed business and technology park to be located on 60 acres within

the NE 74 of Section 36.

1 .2 Need for the Action

The DNRC participated with a city/county planning process that resulted in adoption of the Section 36

Neighborhood Plan by the City of Kalispell and Board of Flathead County Commissioners. DNRC then

solicited requests for proposals consistent with that plan, and received a proposal for a business and

technology park. Before deciding whether and upon what terms and conditions to authorize the

proposed business park, DNRC must prepare a MEPA review of this proposed action, pursuant to 77-

1-121(1), MCA DNRC proposes a MEPA review to also cover analysis of alternatives to the adopted

Section 36 Neighborhood Plan. This review is mandated by the District Court ruling in Montana

Environmental Information Center, Inc., and Citizens for a Better Flathead v. DNRC and Montana

Board of Land Commissioners , Cause No. BDV-2000-396. The plaintiffs sought and obtained an

injunction preventing the DNRC from considenng the business and technology park unless a MEPA
analysis is conducted on the adoption of the Neighborhood Plan.
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1 .3 Objectives of the Action

1 .3.1 List of specific objectives

> Develop Section 36 so that the lands are placed to their highest and best use and thereby

derive greater revenue for the support of the common school trusts consistent with Section 77-1-601,

MCA;

> To prepare a general MEPA review of the adopted plan (and alternatives to the plan) to identify

and appropriately address related environmental impacts;

> To integrate into the broader MEPA evaluation, whenever practical, more detailed analyses of

specific proposals for the property;

> To satisfy MEPA requirements for a specific land use proposal involving a proposed lease that

would permit development of a business and technology park;

> To link proposed actions on Section 36 to a local government decision-making process;

> To simplify subsequent MEPA review of projects; and

> To use the plan as a guide to the future use of the property including creating the basis for

implementation strategies associated with zoning, annexation, subdivision review, plan amendments,
and extension of services.

1 .4 Scope of this Environmental Analysis

The scope of environmental analysis would be limited to the adopted neighborhood plan, alternatives to

that plan, and associated implementation strategies. Environmental analyses would be based upon
land use scenarios that would be permitted within the context of the adopted plan or alternatives to the

adopted plan. Anticipated uses would be integrated into the analyses whenever appropnate. Draft

zoning regulations would be proposed to implement the adopted neighborhood plan.

Consequently, the Department would conduct a MEPA review to understand and inform the public of

the effects resulting from the above-described action. The environmental review would consider the

land uses currently under consideration for Section 36; the potential range of uses and tenants under

the neighborhood plan; economic impacts to regional and local communities; employment; traffic

generation; demand on city and county services; water quality; and loss of farmland. These and other

identified issues would help define alternatives for further analysis.

Part II of this document will examine the alternatives and environmental effects of a proposal from

Hampstead Partners to develop a business and technology park on 60 acres within the NE % of

Section 36. The description of the affected environment (Chapter 3) and environmental consequences

(Chapter 4) presented in Part I of this document have application to the specific project proposal to

constnjct a business and technology park.
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1.4.1 History of the Planning and Scoping Process

The Section 36 Neighborhood Plan evolved from a process to participate in a broader community effort

to update the Kalispell City-County Master Plan, which was initiated in 1996 by the Flathead Regional

Development Office (FRDO)-the agency responsible for land use planning in Flathead County.

DNRC hired a professional planning consultant in May 1998 to help represent the interests of DNRC in

the planning process. The consultant worked with the "master plan update drafting committees" and

the "master plan consensus committee" to help define the most appropriate future use of Section 36.

When it became apparent that the City-County planning process was failing to move forward, DNRC
continued with the development of a neighborhood plan to help define an appropriate land use

designation for Section 36. The planning process associated with the development of the

neighborhood plan was subjected to extensive public review and analysis. Over a two (2) year period

beginning in May 1998, DNRC sponsored and participated in a wide range of public fomms to seek

public involvement in planning for the future use of Section 36, In addition to the committee meetings

held by the Kalispell City-County Planning Board, DNRC sponsored four (4) public advertised meetings

and held more than 10 meetings with other interested parties. The Neighborhood Plan was subject to

one (1) informational meeting and public hearings (4 meeting dates) before the Kalispell City-County

planning Board, one (1) informational meeting with the Board of Flathead County Commissioners, and

public hearings before the Kalispell City Council and the Board of Commissioners. The Neighborhood

Plan achieved final adoption through the local process on June 7, 1999.

Another series of pubic meetings and hearings were held by the State Board of Land Commissioners,

Kalispell City Council, and Board of Flathead County Commissioners to develop a Memorandum of

Understanding (MOU), which helped to clarify how the neighborhood plan would be implemented in

joint cooperation with local governments. Following approval of the MOU by the City of Kalispell and

Flathead County, the MOU was approved by the Land Board on May 1 5, 2000. The chronology of

events and meetings leading to the adoption of the neighborhood plan and MOU is presented in

Appendix A.

In June 2000, the DNRC issued a request for proposals within the Mixed Commercial pod of Section

36. A proposal to build a 60 acres business and technology park was ultimately selected for further

consideration. School District 5 has also indicated a desire for a 1,200-1,500 student high school for a

portion of Section 36 and perhaps a new elementary school at some future date. DNRC is also aware

for the need of a new state office building that could locate on Section 36.

As a consequence of the law suit discussed previously in Section 1 .2 of this DEIS, DNRC initiated a

MEPA process to consider the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan, alternatives to the Plan, and a proposal

by Hampstead Partners to lease 60 acres of school trust land in Section 36 to construct a business and

technology park. The MEPA process was formally initiated with release of the Initial Proposal and

Scoping Document on February 15, 2001. Newspaper coverage included a published editorial on the

subject by Bud Clinch, Director of DNRC, in the Daily Inter Lake on February 10, 2001. A display add

appeared in the same newspaper on February 16, 2001, announcing availability of the initial proposal.

A "flyer" was mailed to 53 individuals/organizations on February 14, 2001 announcing the availability of

the Initial Proposal. The mailing list consisted of previous participants in the planning process for

Section 36 and other interested parties. A public meeting was held on February 21, 2001 in the

Kalispell office of the Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (FW&P) to provide an overview of the initial

proposal to the interested public. Comments on the Initial Proposal were accepted through March 7,

2001 . A front-page article discussing the scheduled meeting appeared in the Daily Inter Lake on

Febnjary 20, 2001. A follow-up article appeared in the local newspaper on Febnjary 23, 2001.

Twenty-seven individuals registered attendance at the meeting. DNRC received 35 written comments

from the initial scooping process. A subsequent meeting was held with Citizen's For A Better Flathead

(CFBF) on March 22, 2001 to discuss issues and expectations related to the MEPA process. Another

meeting was held on April 4, 2001 in Missoula between representatives of DNRC, CFBF, and the

Montana Environmental Information Center (MEIC). The discussion topic on that date was again issue

identification and MEPA process.



A concurrent effort included selection of a nnultidisciplinary team of experts to evaluate relevant issues,

identify alternatives, and perform an effects analysis on the alternatives.

Table 1.0 Technical Experts

Firm



1 .4.2.5 Flathead County Zoning Regulations

These regulations currently apply to all but the SE1/4 of Section 36. The zoning designation of

the land within the county jurisdiction is AG-80, Agriculture. A copy of the zoning regulations is

available from the Flathead Regional Development Office, Kalispell.

1 .4.2.6 EA Checklist -March14, 1997

This environmental document was prepared prior to the issuance of a lease to the city of

Kalispell for the Kalispell Youth Athletic Complex in the SE Vi of Section 36. A copy of the

checklist is available from DNRC at the address listed in the front of this document.

1.4.2.7 Kalispell Area Transportation Plan (1993) and US Highway 93 •

Somers to Whitefish West Final Environmental Impact Study, 1994

Section 36 is bisected by the alignment of the proposed Highway 93 by-pass to Kalispell. The
alignment affects the future use opportunities for Section 36. Copies of these documents,

which describe the alignment options, are available from the Flathead Regional Development

Office.

1.4.2.8 Mountain View Plaza Commercial PUD

A commercial Planned Unit Development (PUD) was approved for property located to the east

of Section 36 near the intersection with Highway 93 and West Reserve Drive. Development of

the affected property will influence traffic patterns and volume of traffic in the general area of

Section 36 as well as availability and extension of utility services. Information on this pending

development is available from the Flathead Regional Development Office, Kalispell.

1 .4.2.9 City off Kalispell Water and Waste Water Utility Extension Project

(UEP) Grant Application

This was a grant application prepared by the City of Kalispell in the fall of 2000 to seek funds

from the Treasure State Endowment Program to help finance utility extensions to the north

side of Kalispell. A review copy is available at the Public Works Department, City of Kalispell.

1.4.2.10 Preliminary Engineering Analysis ffbr Section 36, April 2000

This is a preliminary engineering report to help determine the feasibility of extending city water

and sewer services to Section 36. A review copy is available at the DNRC offices located at

the address shown on the front of this document.

1 .4.2.1 1 Proposed Zoning Text for Section 36

DNRC has prepared draft zoning regulations for Section 36 that could be used upon

annexation of the property into the city of Kalispell. The regulations would have to be

incorporated into the Kalispell Zoning Ordinance via a text amendment and applied as a new
zoning district with annexation. These proposed regulations are subject to this MEPA analysis.

A copy of the proposed regulations is included in Appendix E.
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1.4.2.12 Special Lease Proposal

A proposal seeking commercial and industrial development opportunities for Section 36 was
released on June 7, 2000 by ttie DNRC. The offering document establishies the review critena

and ranking process for selecting project proposals. A review copy is available at the DNRC
offices located at the address shown on the front of this document.

1.4.2.13 Proposal to Build a Business and Technology Park

DNRC received a proposal in August 2000 from Hampstead Partners to build a technology

park on a 60 acre site within Section 36. The proposal was selected for further evaluation

under MEPA prior to the issuance of a lease. This proposal is subject to this MEPA analysis.

The proposal, map, and related correspondence of the proposed park are included in

Appendix F

1.4.2.14 Decision Notice and MEPA Environmental Assessment for MDT - Pack
and Company Land Exchange (10/18/00).

This document has relevant land use and impact assessment information for the area near

Section 36. A copy of this document is available at the Flathead County Public Library.

1.4.2.15 Traffic Impact Study - Crosswell Mountain View Plaza (2/01).

This traffic analysis prepared by Marvin & Associates identifies traffic related impacts to the

proposed development of Mountain View Plaza and mitigation strategies. Traffic impacts and
mitigation strategies may affect project design and project opportunities on Section 36. A copy
of this document is available from Marvin & Associates, Billings, Montana.

1.4.2.16 Initial Proposal for Development of the State Special Uses

Management Plan, January 19, 2001.

This document is an excellent source of information concerning the current and proposed

Special Uses Program of DNRC. Narrative, charts, and diagrams depict processes

associated with the (1) land exchange, (2) land reclassification, (3) leasing, (4) Land Use
Licenses, (5) easements, (6) land sales, (7) land exchange, (8) and other program functions

and activities. A copy is available from the DNRC office at the address shown on the front of

this document.

1.4.2.17 New Residential Construction, Flathead County, Montana, 2000

Annual Report, February 1, 2001. Prepared by the Flathead Regional

Development Office, Kalispell, MT.

This report identifies trends in residential construction for the cities and rural areas of Flathead

County, Montana. The information presented therein is helpful in assessing future housing

needs and demands.

1.4.2.18 Flathead County Land Subdivision Report 2000. Prepared by the

Flathead Regional Development Office, Kalispell, MT.

This report describes subdivision and other land division activities in Flathead County. The
data provides trend information and general indications of future locational needs and/or

demands for additional land divisions.

12



1 .4.3 Issues Studied in Detail

The initial purpose of developing the neighborhood plan for Section 36 was to master plan the future

use of the property in conjunction with the update to the Kalispell City-County Master Plan. DNRC's
involvement eventually led into a more formal neighborhood planning process. Issues evaluated during

that process would be carried forward for additional evaluation as part of the MEPA process.

Representative issues include the following:

> Types of permitted land uses, including the possibility of a business and technology park, high

school, and elementary school—The Kalispell Zoning Ordinance would be a guide to evaluate

compatible uses and appropriate uses within a particular use theme.

> Location of permitted land uses—consideration given to proximity to other uses, roads,

access, and utilities.

> Internal road layout—consideration given to topography, phasing of development, approaches

to other roads, and proposed uses.

> Access to public roads—locations to be minimized with no direct access from individual uses.

> Phasing of development - phase development in consideration of infrastructure availability,

costs, and market demands.

> Relationship to local planning processes - consider general land use policy in land use
decisions including extension of services.

> Extension of city services - evaluate limitations, opportunities, and costs of extending public

water & sewer.

> Annexation - consider annexation of properties into the city of Kalispell.

> Highway 93 alternative route (highway 93 by-pass) through section 36 - recognize use and
other limitations of proposed right-of-way and consider related compatible uses.

> Zoning—determine appropriate zoning designations for property and relationship to

exemptions.

> Subdivision review - determine appropriate level of review of proposed lease lots by local

governing bodies.

> Relationship of uses to the local economy - consider aspects of taxes, payments to the school

trust, employment, and market demand.

> Loss of farmland - consider loss of farmland in context to development.

> Traffic generation - evaluate cause-effect relationship of use and density to trip choice and trip

generation.

> Water quality - Consider related development actions to water quality.

> Develop standards related to architecture, signage, landscaping, and setbacks - consider

aesthetics in project design and development.

> Highway entrance aesthetics - views from the highway should have priority consideration.

13



> Relationship of uses to surrounding properties - consider the interrelationship of uses within

Section 36 and to those uses nearby.

Many of the same issues were identified via the scoping process initiated for the preparation of the

MEPA analysis. A summary list of issues identified from the February and March 2001 public scoping

process for the initial proposal is included in Appendix G. Examples of additional issues identified

through the scoping and ID Team process include the following:

> BPA power corridor - examination of allowable uses under the power lines and uncertainty of

whether BPA has a perfected easement for the corridor.

> Proposed commercial PUD at the SB corner of Reserve Drive and U.S. Highway 93 -

relationship of the proposed commercial use to traffic and utility services.

> Air quality - effect of development on local air quality.

> Noise - effect of noise related to development of Section 36.

> Selection criteria for allowable uses - identify methodology to select preferred uses.

1 A.4 Issues Eliminated From Further Study

Alternatives considered must be within the ability of DNRC to implement. Certain issues are beyond

the scope of detailed study including:

> The plan would not evaluate alternatives that require changes to the Enabling Act, Montana

Constitution, local or state statutes.

> The Kalispell Youth Athletic Complex is under a 40 year lease (renewable to 45 years) and is

therefore not subject to change by this environmental impact review process.

> Reasonable alternatives would be generated from reasonable issues. DNRC would attempt to

evaluate a vanety of land use alternatives but only reasonably foreseeable uses can be studied in

detail. Other possibilities can only be speculative. Incomplete or unavailable information will make the

broader plan analyses difficult. Evaluation of an endless combination of possibilities is beyond the

scope of this study.

> Defining and requiring energy-efficient structures to be built by all lessees.

> Defining and requiring that jobs associated with developed uses on Section 36 be "high

paying".

1 .5 Decisions That iVIust Be iVIade

DNRC would use the MEPA process to select a plan alternative and implementation strategies

(annexation, zoning, subdivision review, extension of utilities, etc) to guide future development choices

within Section 36. An analysis would also be conducted to select a preferred alternative associated

with the pending proposal to build a business and technology park.

14



The Area Manager for Northwestern Land Office of the Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation is the decision-maker for this Environmental Impact Statement. The Manager would
evaluate the alternatives generated from the EIS process to select the plan alternative that best meets
the objectives of the action. A separate decision document would apply to the proposed business and
technology park as further described in Part II of this document.

1.6 Applicable Legal and Regulatory Requirements and Coordination

1.6.1 Legal Requirements

Section 36 is part of the system of school tnjst lands granted to the state of Montana in 1889 by the

Congress of the United States. The purpose of this land grant was for the monetary support of

common schools. The Enabling Act of 1889, Montana Constitution, Montana statutes, and case law all

give guidance as to how these lands are to be managed for the benefit of Montana's public schools.

The Trust Land Management Division of the DNRC has the management responsibility for these lands

and is obligated to secure the largest measure of legitimate and reasonable return for the school trusts.

The Section 36 Neighborhood Plan [and proposed uses for Section 36] would be specifically

administered under the Special Uses Management Bureau of the Tnjst Land Management Division of

DNRC. The provisions of SB 376 would apply to subsequent processes involving local review of

proposals on Section 36 (i.e. annexation, zoning, subdivision review).

1.6.2 Regulatory Requirements

The city, county, state and federal laws that apply to trust lands are essentially those that also apply to

private lands, with the addition of compliance with MEPA. These include air and water quality laws, the

Antiquities Act and the Endangered Species Act. There are several state law exceptions that apply to

state land including: 1) MCA 76-2-402, which applies when an agency proposes to use public land

contrary to local zoning regulations, and; 2) MCA 76-3-205(2), which exempts state land from

subdivision requirements unless the division creates a second parcel for sale, rent or lease for

residential purposes.

1.6.3 Coordination Requirements

The proposed actions would require close coordination with the City of Kalispell and Board of Flathead

County Commissioners. This would include subsequent processes involving city and/or county

decisions affecting annexation, zoning, subdivision, plan amendments, and extension of services.

Coordination would also be necessary with the Montana Department of Transportation and Flathead

County Road Department.
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Chapter

AMematives Inchiciing the Proposed Action

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 describes the alternatives developed in response to issues identified by interested individuals

and agencies. Five alternatives are evaluated. Alternative A, the no action alternative is a status quo
alternative. Alternative B is the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan as jointly adopted by the City of Kalispell

and Board of Flathead County Commissioners, including the related Memorandum of Understanding

and draft zoning regulations. Alternative C is a plan alternative that would increase opportunities for

technology uses and reduce opportunities for large retail uses. Alternative D would alter the phasing

schedule of the adopted Section 36 Neighborhood Plan by allowing schools and other large office

campus facilities to develop in the early phases of plan implementation and this alternative would also

seek a land exchange to promote development of single family dwellings in the SW % of Section 36.

Alternative E would allow application of traditional City of Kalispell Zoning Classifications for areas

designated for use as "Residential", "Office", and "Commercial".

2.2 History and Process Used to Formulate tiie Alternatives

The purpose of this environmental review is to disclose the environmental consequences of the

adopted Section 36 neighborhood plan and alternatives to the plan and to choose an alternative that is

appropriate to the property and broader community, based upon a full range of environmental, legal,

social, economic, land use, and political considerations. The neighborhood plan is an alternative since

it reflects current public land use policy for the property. The adoption of the plan adhered to

established local procedures for adoption/amendment to Mater Plans (growth policies). The net affect

of that process was the identification of a preferred land use alternative for the property via a public

participation process. The other identified alternatives evolved from issues identified since adoption of

the neighborhood plan, largely as a result of litigation proceedings, and from a MEPA scoping process

initiated in Febnjary 2001 by the DNRC.

2.3 Alternative Design, Evaluation, and Selection Criteria

identification of alternatives to the adopted Section 36 Neighborhood Plan could be endless, ranging

from permitting "anything" to maintaining the current status quo. The "State" is viewed by local land use

regulatory agencies as being exempt from most laws related to planning, zoning, and subdivision

review. This would permit tremendous land use flexibility but fails to recognize other political, technical,

and social considerations. The ultimate goal for Section 36 would be to identify the best mix of land

uses as identified through a wide array of considerations. To help achieve the desired objectives of the

MEPA analysis and to address identified issues, the following criteria were considered when selecting

and formulating alternatives:

> Relationship of uses within the Section and to those outside the property;

> Physical aspects of the property;

> Service limitations/capabilities;
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> Recognition of certain inherent or proposed constraints to development;

> Timing of development; and

> Recognition of local and regional economic influences and conditions.

2.3.1 Technical Design Requirements

The future use of Section 36 cannot be predicted. However, the effects of development can be

anticipated by examining cause/effect relationships. To help define various cause/effect relationships

with development of uses on Section 36, plausible development scenarios were identified and

evaluated. Components to the scenahos included information relative to (1) type of use, (2) size (sq ft)

of building, (3) location of use, (4) size of lease lot, (5) value of building, (6) number of employees, and

(7) timing of development. The combination of these variables can be endless so an objective was to

develop reasonable scenarios based upon reasonable assumptions. An attempt was made to create

scenarios that would reflect different intensities of development to identify a range of possible

effects. The resulting effects analysis would help provide a framework for identifying,

selecting, and/or rejecting alternative land use plans for Section 36. Cause/effect relationships to

development scenarios were evaluated relative to the following variables:

> Water demand;

> Sewer demand;

> Traffic;

> Employment;

> Taxes;

> Lease payments; and

> Natural/Physical environment (wildlife, vegetation, soils, topography, aquifer).

Each land use development scenario includes a benchmark description of the existing situation for

Section 36 (Table 2.1). This is followed by a series of development scenarios (Tables 2.2, 2.3, and

2.4). The land use pod descriptions correlate to the Section 36 map. The development scenarios are

examples of how Section 36 could ultimately develop and are defined only for the purpose of

establishing a range of cause/effect relationships. Each of the scenarios identifies build-out examples

over a period of 20 years, despite acknowledgement in the adopted Section 36 Neighborhood Plan that

plan implementation would likely take decades to fully implement. Scenario 1 is a development

scenario that reflects a status quo philosophy, wherein agricultural practices would continue to persist in

all but the SE % of Section 36. The lease of the SE % of Section 36 for developed recreation facilities

would be valid for a 40 year period. Development scenario 4 probably compresses 40 years of

anticipated development into 20 years. Alternatively, development scenario 2 may more accurately

reflect the pace of development in the next 20 years. Scenario 3 could be considered a moderate rate

of development. It is impractical to predict what might develop beyond 20 years but build-out

deschptions were necessary to help define the full range of possible effects from developing Section

36. The development scenarios are not plan alternatives. They are the technical basis for

evaluating alternatives to the plan.

Each scenario would be modeled for effects on traffic, water, sewer, and various elements of the

economy. The modeling will consider the rate, type, and location of development (Land Use POD).

The effects from the analyses can be used to help define an acceptable range of plan alternatives
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based upon considerations of impacts to such variables as water delivery, sewage treatment, traffic,

and employment.

Table 2.1 Development Scenario 1

p Mixed Mixed Mixed

Commercial Professional residential SE1/4 Section



Table 2.2 Development Scenario 2

Phase



Table 2.3 Development Scenario 3

Phase



Table 2.4 Development Scenario 4

Phase



2.3.2 Outcome Requirements

The purpose of the modeling is to identify the relationship of development to identified effects. The
degree, amount, type, and timing of effects can be used to identify an acceptable level of development.

The effects analysis offers choices and options for development based upon considerations of costs,

benefit to the Trust and environmental effects.

2.3.3 Environmental Protection Requirements

All specific project proposals on school tnjst land within Section 36 would be subject to a MEPA
analysis. At that time, each project proposal would be evaluated against local, state, and national laws

related to water quality, air quality, threatened and endangered species, and cultural/historical features.

2A Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Detailed Study

2.4.1 Tree Fann

Utilizing Section 36 as a tree farm was one suggested use of the property. A tree farm can be
interpreted in a variety of ways, including a silvicultural practice to grow trees for commercial harvest, a

Christmas tree operation, or a plant nursery for growing live trees for commercial sale. In all instances,

with the possible exception of a plant nursery, the income to the trust from each of these activities is not

likely to exceed the current annual income from existing agricultural leases on Section 36. A large

number of Christmas tree farms in Flathead County are being converted on an annual basis to fields for

grain crops due to the poor market conditions for Christmas trees. A tree rotation (60 to 80 years) for

commercial timber would leave the trust without a constant or predictable income stream. Local

demands for nursery stock are probably satisfied by existing nurseries in the area. Regardless of the

economic viability or reliability of a tree farm operation, the existing neighborhood plan does not

preclude this land use activity in any of the land use pods (except for the ball field lease area).

Proposals for a tree nursery can be accepted with any special lease proposal but must be successful in

a competitive bidding process.

2A.2 Residential Theme

A residential theme for a majority of the property was suggested by some responders to the initial

scoping document as a reasonable alternative for the property. When considered with other

comments, the preferred residential use would be single-family dwellings as opposed to apartments or

other high density uses. Commercial use opportunities would be virtually excluded but some allowance

might be appropriate for office uses in the area along U.S. Highway 93.

This alternative was eliminated from detailed study for the following reasons:

> Sale of the property to a private party for development of residential uses is not practical based

upon the obvious commercial value for some of the property and the inability of DNRC to sell property

without first subdividing Section 36 into 5 acre lots and offering the subdivided lots for sale at a public

auction (see MCA 77-2-310);

> Residential dwellings, exclusive of other uses, is not the highest and best use of the property;

> The BPA power lines and proposed highway by-pass are not conducive to residential

neighborhoods;
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> The historical demand for residential dwellings could not justify reserving approximately 400
acres for residential use;

> Infill opportunities for commercial uses close to Kalispell would be foreclosed by this alternative

and could force commercial uses to locate elsewhere in areas less conveniently located to Kalispell

and with less review authority by local government;

> Leasing lots for single family use is not practical given mortgage obligations and other financial

and ownership considerations;

> Administration of hundreds of residential lease lots cannot be justified or supported by the

anticipated income to the trust;

> Exchange of Section 36, excluding the SE !4, to a private party who would develop the

property for residential uses is not practical since the exchange would be based upon a market value

that would reflect a higher and better use for the property than "residential"; and

> This alternative would not meet the objectives set forth in this EIS.

2.5 Description of Proposed Alternatives

Five alternatives are proposed. A mapped representation of each alternative is presented at the end of

this Section.

2.5.1 Assumptions common to all aKematives:

> The baseline comparison to all proposals is the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan adopted in

1999 and the related MOU adopted in 2000;

> Alternative proposals to the 1999 plan may require amendments to the adopted plan. The
decision-making authority for plan amendments is the city and county. Should any proposed

alternative fail to achieve local approval, the existing plan as originally adopted shall persist and guide

future decisions affecting the property;

> The plan area subject to all proposed alternatives is the school trust land located in Section 36
and excludes the 20 acre private parcel located near the west end of Section 36;

> The BPA power lines are not designed to accommodate any uses under the facilities, including

stnjctures, roads, and parking. The lines would need to be redesigned and elevated to permit roads,

including the highway 93 by-pass, and parking;

> The proposed Highway 93 by-pass alignment is recognized as a future possibility within

Section 36 and development is being sited and phased accordingly. The by-pass alignment will need

to be purchased by MDT and the Board of Land Commissioners has decision authority to deny or

approve the sale of an easement to accommodate the by-pass alignment through Section 36;

> No individual developments or use will be permitted to have direct access onto a perimeter

public roadway;

> Improvements necessary to serve a developed use on school trust land will be the

responsibility of the lessee;

> Reclassification to Class 4 lands will occur concurrent with any change of use from Agriculture;

23



> Except for the No Action Alternative, property will be annexed into the city of Kalispell prior to

or concurrent with development;

> Except for the No Action Alternative, development of the property will be regulated by city

zoning;

> Except for the No Action Alternative, development will have service connection to city of

Kalispell infrastructure;

> Except for the No Action Alternative, development will be subject to subdivision review;

> Except for the No Action Alternative, a beneficial use tax will be assessed for all non tax-

exempt improvements and related lease lots; and

> Except for the No Action Alternative, the provisions of the MOD shall be common to all

alternatives.

2.5.2 Alternative A - No Action

This action alternative would promote a "status-quo" scenario for the school trust land in Section 36.

Under this alternative, the following would occur;

Continued agricultural leasing of the SW %, NW Vi, and NE Vt of Section 36;

Prohibition of future non-agricultural uses for the SW %, NW %, and NE % of Section 36;

Maintenance of the existing AG-80 zoning classification for the SW %, NW %, and NE V* of Section

36;

Recognition of the existing lease with the city of Kalispell for 134 acres of land in the SE V* of

Section 36 for use as sports fields, including anticipated completion of the accepted development

plan for the lease area;

• Prohibition of any major deviations from the sports field site plan as reviewed by a MEPA
document issued on March 14, 1997;

• Prohibition of any easements that would provide water & sewer extensions through the property,

including water storage and distribution facilities;

Restricting the current well in the SE % of Section 36 to irrigation use only;

• Providing for routine and continued use and expansion of the existing DNRC offices located in the

SE '74 of Section 36; and

Prohibition of annexation into the city of Kalispell.

2.5.3 Alternative B - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

This action alternative would be the neighborhood plan that was adopted jointly by the city of Kalispell

and Board of Flathead County Commissioners in 1999. The adopted plan is included in Appendix C.

The plan consists of a written narrative of goals and policies and a land use map that identifies land use

pods of "Mixed Commercial", "Mixed Residential", "Mixed Professional", and "Sport Fields". This action

alternative also includes the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) approved by DNRC, City of

Kalispell. and Flathead Board of Commissioners in 2000 (refer to Appendix D). Implementation of the

plan would include adoption and application of the zoning classification included as part of the initial

proposal and included in Appendix E of this document.

2J5A Alternative C - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Commercial

This action alternative would alter the Mixed Commercial boundary of the existing Section 36

Neighborhood Plan by extending the boundary to include the entire NE % of Section 36. The boundary
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of the Mixed Professional POD would be correspondingly reduced. All other aspects of the 1999

Section 36 Neighborhood Plan would not be altered. Specific provisions of this alternative include:

The extended area of the Mixed Commercial POD would be held as a reserve area for expansion

of technology uses beyond the original POD area as described by the 1999 Section 36

Neighborhood Plan;

• That portion of the Mixed Commercial POD lying southerly of the by-pass alignment would offer

leases primarily to business (offices) and technology uses and compatible commercial uses, such

as small retail convenience uses (delis, restaurants, copy shop, "wired" motel, etc). Retail stores

exceeding 10,000 sf per store front will not be permitted. No retail will be permitted until at least

20,000 sf of non-retail space is leased and operating within the POD;
Expansion of business and technology uses into the expansion area shall not be permitted until at

least 60% of the originally-sized Mixed Commercial POD is leased for development;

If business and technology uses fail to achieve a 40,000 sf floor area threshold within 5 years

following the Record of Decision for this EIS, then the ohginal Mixed Commercial and Mixed

Professional boundaries of the 1999 Neighborhood Plan shall be restored and the retail restrictions

removed to permit the uses anticipated by the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan;

If business and technology uses fail to achieve a 120,000 sf floor area threshold within 10 years

following the Record of Decision for this EIS, then the boundaries of the original Mixed Commercial

POD shall be restored to the boundaries of the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan and the retail

restrictions removed to permit the uses anticipated by the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan;

and

The draft zoning text described in Section 1 .4.2.1 1 would be the basis for zoning the plan area.

2.5.5 Alternative D - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Professional &
Residential

This action alternative recognizes the near term needs for two possible school sites, provision for large

campus needs for resource management agencies, and provision for single family dwellings. The

school sites and office campus have large site requirements and no need to be closely associated with

urban-scale development. The provision of single family home opportunities would be enhanced if a

portion of the property was held in private ownership. The provisions of the 1999 Section 36

Neighborhood Plan would not be altered except as set forth below. Specific provisions of this

alternative include the following:

Retain the original land use POD boundaries and permitted uses as described in the 1999 Section

36 Neighborhood Plan;

Recognize the need for a near term high school facility with a campus area of 40 to 80 acres in the

westerly portion of the Mixed Professional POD. "Schools" would be exempt from the 2010

development limitation on the west side of the Section as identified by the 1999 Section 36

Neighborhood Plan;

Provide an intersection location at West Reserve Drive and Stillwater Road for a 60 acre natural

resource agency campus. The campus would be exempt from the phasing limitations identified in

the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan;

Recognize the need for a future elementary site in the Mixed Residential POD. "Schools" would be

exempt from the 2010 development limitation on the west side of the Section as identified by the

1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan;

Site reservations for either the schools or the office campus would expire in the eleventh year

following issuance of the Record of Decision for this EIS;

The SW V» of Section 36, excepting the private tract and the purchased school site, shall be offered

as a land exchange to help facilitate sale of residential lots. The exchange will recognize that the

subject property is master planned and zoned for residential uses;
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If the land exchange process is unsuccessful for lack of interest by the private sector or other

reason, the land shall retain all rights and opportunities for the State of Montana as originally

anticipated by the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan; and

The draft zoning text described in Section 1 .4.2.1 1 would be the basis for zoning the plan area.

2.5.6 AHemative E - Section 36 Neightx>rhood Plan: Traditional Zoning

Instead of seeking to implement the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan with performance-based

zoning as suggested in the Initial Proposal, traditional zoning designations would be applied to each

land use POD from the Kalispell Zoning Ordinance. Specific provisions of this action alternative include

he following:

Apply a B-5 Industrial-Commercial zoning designation to the Mixed Commercial POD of the 1999
Section 36 Neighborhood Plan;

Apply a R-5 Residential/Professional Office zoning designation to the Mixed Professional Pod of

the 1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan;

Apply a RA-3 Residential Apartment/Office zoning designation to the Mixed Residential POD of

the1999 Section 36 Neighborhood Plan; and

Maintain the P-1 zoning designation for the SW % of Section 36.
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Description of Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably

Foreseeable Future Actions Not Part of the Proposed Action

2.6.1 Past Actions

Past actions on the property have included historical lease agreements for agricultural activities, v^/hich

continue to this day for areas within the SW Vt, NW V», and NE % of the Section Easements have

been granted to the Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) for widening projects involving U.S.

Highway 93 and placement of a storm water retention pond. The placement of the BPA power lines

through Section 36 was a past action and has relevance today with regards to the validity of an

easement and payment for compensation. A lease has been issued to the City of Kalispell for

approximately 1 34 acres in the SE % for development of a sports field complex. This decision is not

affected by the proposed action but is considered in the impact analysis for future uses. DNRC was
also involved in an alignment proposal for the Highway 93 by-pass, which remains a "proposal" by MDT
(see Final EIS referenced in Section 1.4.2.7) but subject to future approval by the Board of Land

Commissioners. Other past actions, not part of this proposal, include the construction and operation of

the Kalispell Unit and Northwestern Land Offices on approximately 1 5 acres in the SE % of Section 36

and the past sale of 20 acres in the WVi W V2 to a pnvate party.

2.6.2 Present Actions

Present actions by DNRC include the ongoing management of leases to the City of Kalispell for the

Kalispell Youth Athletic Complex (sports fields) and with a farmer for agricultural use of lands within the

SW, NW, and NE 1/4s of Section 36. DNRC is still enjoined by court order from further state actions on

Section 36 pending resolution of the court case referenced in Section 1 .2.

2.6.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

All known future actions are being evaluated with this DEIS, including considerations for two proposed

school sites and a 60 acre business and technology park. Future actions that will require additional

consideration would be the purchase by MDT of an easement for the proposed Highway 93 by-pass

alignment, perfection of an easement and compensation to the School Trust for the BPA power corridor

through Section 36, and redesign of the BPA infrastructure to elevate the power lines.

2.7 Summary Comparison the Predicted Achievement of the Project

Objectives and the Predicted Environmental Affects of all

Alternatives

2.7.1 Summary Comparison of Predicted Achievement of Project Objectives

The project objectives will be satisfied by alternative actions B, C, D, and E. Alternative A will not

achieve objectives related to (1) highest and best use, (2) analysis of specific proposals including a

proposed business and technology park, (3) linkage relationships to local government decision-making

processes, and (4) guidance to the future use of the property relative to project review.
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2.7.2 Summary Comparison of Predicted Environmental Effects

The no-action alternative will have the least affect on the physical environment but achieves the least in

terms of overall benefit to the school trust and local economy. The other action alternatives have

positive effects to the local economy and to the school trust but have more direct and cumulative effects

relative to traffic generation and local water and sewer services. The effects analyses identify causal

relationships to help define appropriate mitigation strategies to address impacts related, in particular, to

roads, water, and sewer. Mitigation needs will be linked to specific project proposals based upon the

broader cumulative effects analysis accomplished by this EIS evaluation.

Alternative A is the no action alternative and proposes a status-quo plan for the future use of the

property. No new use proposals would be accepted for the property that would propose uses other

than agriculture.

Alternative B serves as the baseline for comparison of all alternatives. This alternative is the Section

36 Neighborhood Plan adopted in 1999 by the local city/county jurisdictions. The plan identifies 4 land

use pods linked to specific goals and policies for appropriate use and phasing of development. Zoning

regulations are proposed to implement the plan. The plan represents a reasonable approach to seek

higher returns to the school trust while seeking to acknowledge the interests of the adjoining land

owners and general community. This is accomplished by proposing substantial land use restrictions

related to use and location.

Alternative C would modify the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan by expanding the area available for

technology uses and reducing the area of the Mixed Professional POD. Another deviation from

Alternative B would be further limitation of acceptable retail uses within the Mixed Commercial POD.

This alternative would likely be positive in terms of new job creation, less possibility of job shifting, and

less traffic as compared to Alternative B.

Alternative D would modify the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan by allowing certain large campus uses,

such as schools and office complexes, to locate in the area of Stillwater Road during the initial phases

of development and seek to promote single-family dwellings in the SW % as opposed to high density

residential. This alternative would likely be positive in terms of traffic and neighborhood compatibility

but less positive relative to job creation.

Alternative E would modify the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan by applying traditional city zoning

classifications to the 4 land use pods. Application of existing city zoning classifications would have a

variety of benefits including consistency of zoning regulations throughout the jurisdiction. The trust

would probably benefit through increased development opportunities, especially within the Mixed

Commercial POD. This alternative would have negative effects related to new job creation, traffic, and

aesthetics.

A summary comparison of each alternative relative to the major effects indices is shown in Table 2.5.
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Table 2.5 Summary Alternatives Relative to the Major Effects Indices



association with other developed properties. The other important element of this alternative is the

desire to promote single-family dwellings in the SW % as opposed to high density residential. This

objective would seem to be consistent with public comments concerning compatibility with surrounding

properties. To achieve this objective, the DNRC will offer the SW %, less the elementary school site, as

an exchange property. Under private ownership, the SW V* will have a better opportunity to develop

single-family dwellings where title to the land can be conveyed to individual lot owners. Under DNRC
ownership, leasing lots for single-family dwellings is unlikely. All other provisions of the Section 36

Neighborhood Plan would remain unchanged.
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Chapter

Afliscted EhvioiHiiciil

3.1 Introduction

Section 36 is School Trust Land administered by DNRC to provide revenue for the "common schools"

of Montana. It is located on the north side of Kalispell, Montana. It is bounded on all sides by public

roads, including U.S. Highway 93 North on the east. West Reserve Drive borders the property on the

north. Approximately 20 acres of the original section of land had been previously sold. Other portions

of the property are encumbered by vanous easements associated with road or utility infrastructure. A
description of the existing trust property and environment follows.

3.2 Description of Relevant Effected Resources - Human
Environment

3.Z1 Land Use

3.2.1.1 Section 36

The existing land use within Section 36 consists of DNRC offices, a variety of infrastructure

associated with the Grosswiler Dairy located on a private tract of land, a stormwater detention

pond, and a city sports complex consisting of 10 baseball fields and seven soccer fields.

Approximately 3/4 of the land is used for agricultural purposes.

The DNRC facility is located along the eastern edge of the property in the southeast quarter of

the section and is accessed from Four Mile Drive. The DNRC offices accommodate about 35

employees. The dairy related property is located on 20 acres of private land in the western

portion of the section. The dairy leases land from the State of Montana for crop production

and grazing. The athletic fields are located in the southeast quarter of the section and are

accessed from Four Mile Drive. The storm water detention pond is located between Four Mile

Dnve and the DNRC offices along the east edge of the property.

Section 36 is also a corridor for Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) transmission lines. The
BRA transmission corridor has a general alignment that runs from southwest to northeast

across the property. Two circuits cross the property via two tower structures. Each circuit is

capable of carrying 230 KV of electncity. One circuit is generally described as "Hot

Spnngs/Flathead" and the other "Libby/ConKelley". The tower structures have an average

height of 70 feet with a span between towers of approximately 1225 feet. The average ground

clearance of the conductor at the sag is 27.5 feet. A height separation distance [between the

ground and conductor] of more than 40-50 feet is desirable. The National Electric Safety Code
(NESC) establishes clearance requirements for uses in proximity to the conductors. BPA
determines proximity allowances of uses. DNRC has no record of a perfected easement by

BPA for the transmission infrastnjcture located on Section 36 and the power lines are

considered to be in trespass.
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The Montana Department of Transportation has tentatively located the alignment of the west

side bypass of U.S. Highway 93 across the property. The proposed alignment begins at the

U.S. 93AA/est Reserve Drive intersection and cuts diagonally across the property towards the

southwest. This future road alignment generally parallels the BPA transmission lines through

the northeast quadrant of the Section and then shifts to a southern alignment passing under

the BPA transmission lines and exiting the Section along the southern boundary. Section

1.4.2.7 provides additional information on this subject.

3.2.1.2 Adjacent Land Uses

The general character of the surrounding lands is a mixture of land uses. To the immediate

north, residential uses predominate. Residential uses on the north side of West Reserve Drive

include Mountain Villa Apartments, condominiums, and single family dwellings and lots

associated with Country Estates and Stillwater View Estates. Agricultural land dominates to

the west of Section 36. To the south of the property adjacent to the SE % of Section 36, are 2

residential subdivisions, a large Worship Center, and a retail nursery. Rural residential and/or

agncultural uses are more predominant further west along Four Mile Drive. To the east of the

property is Flathead Valley Community College. The college has 1,200 students and operates

year-round. Just to the north of the Flathead Valley Community College is the NUPAC gravel

quany, which is the site of the proposed Crosswell Mountain View Plaza shopping center.

Several small retail businesses are located on the southeast corner of the U. S. 93AA/est

Reserve Street intersection. These businesses include a gas station/convenience store (Die's

Gas and Sub Stop), a hair salon (New Beginnings Hair Design), a scuba dive shop (Big Horn

Aquatics), and a drive-through Espresso shop. A significant employer in the vicinity is Semi
Tool, which employs approximately 700+ people.

3.2.1.3 Future Anticipated Uses

There are several committed developments occurring in the area. For the purpose of this

analysis it is assumed that these developments will all be constructed within the next four

years.

Expansion of the athletic fields in the southeast quadrant is anticipated. Currently there are 10

softball/baseball fields and seven soccer fields. According to Mike Baker of the City of Kalispell

Parks & Recreation Department, an additional seven baseball fields and seven soccer fields

will be built within the next four years. For the purposes of this analysis, it is anticipated that

four football fields will also be constructed during the next four years.

The Stillwater View Estates is a residential subdivision under construction north of West
Reserve Drive and west of Country Estates. This development will comprise 123 single-family

dwelling units. The first 50 of these units will be constructed in the summer of 2001 and the

rest of the units anticipated to be completed within the next four years.

The Crosswell Mountain View Plaza shopping center development will be located to the east

of Section 36 on property cun-ently used as the NUPAC gravel pit. For the purposes of

infrastructure analyses, it is assumed that this commercial development will be completed

within the next four years. This development will consist of a 515,000 square foot retail

shopping center. The development will include 3 large superstores and 5 smaller retail shops.

The NUPAC development will include the installation of an additional traffic signal on U.S.

Highway 93. A portion of the existing gravel quarry will likely remain in operation for the

foreseeable future.
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As part of the NUPAC development, the Montana Department of Highway's maintenance

storage site, located just north of the NUPAC office, will be relocated to a new site several

miles to the north on U.S. Highway 93.

Another development that will occur within the next four years is the Waterford retirement

community. It will be constnjcted just south of Four-Mile Drive to the west of the ball fields. This

development will include 200 units of various elderly housing types. The development will

include apartments, condominiums, assisted living units, and a dementia ward.

Another anticipated development is the Christian Center Assembly of God Church, which is

planning to add 20,000 square feet of additional space. The building addition will be accessed

from North Haven Drive and Summit Drive.

There are two other potential developments within the area that are in the conceptual stage at

this time and may eventually impact the site. Because there is no firm commitment for these

two possible developments at this time, they have not been included in any future year

analyses for traffic. They are only mentioned herein to document these possible future

developments. One is a possible expansion of the Flathead Valley Community College and

the other is the possible construction of a large 120-acre shopping center mall on the eastern

end of West Reserve Drive in the Evergreen area.

The constnjction of a western bypass around Kalispell is not anticipated to occur within the 20

year planning horizon of this analysis. MDT has indicated that they have no plans to construct

the bypass within the foreseeable future. However, for the purpose of this evaluation, it is

expected that the by-pass will be built after year 20.

3.2.1.4 Planning and Zoning

Section 36 is within the city-county planning jurisdiction of Kalispell. The Kalispell City-County

Master Plan has application to the City of Kalispell and for an area approximately 4.5 miles

outside the city limits. The most recent update to the plan is 1986. A city-county planning

board acts as an advisory board on most matters related to issues of planning, zoning, and

subdivisions. Recommendations from the city-county board follow a path to the city council if

the relevant action pertains to property within the city limits and to the county commissioners

for all matters outside the city limits.

The Flathead Regional Development Office (FRDO) initiated a process to update the Master

Plan in December 1996. That update has not been completed but remains pending before the

two governing bodies. However, during the update process, a neighborhood plan for Section

36 was approved in 1999 as an official amendment to the Kalispell City County Master Plan. A
court injunction is preventing implementation of the neighborhood plan at this time. A total of 5

neighborhood plans have application within the city-county planning jurisdiction. The proposed

growth policy for the planning jurisdiction anticipates a mix of njral and urban uses to the north,

east, and south of Section 36. Agriculture is still anticipated for the area west of Section 36.

Two zoning designations currently apply to Section 36. The SE1/4 was annexed into the city

limits in 1997 and zoned P-1 (Public). The remainder of the property has been zoned AG 80

(agriculture) since 1987. A Memorandum of Understanding between the city, county, and

DNRC establishes the framework for zoning and subdivision review by local jurisdictions. The

neighborhood plan is the basis to establish land use policy for the property and to assign

relevant zoning classifications. Zoning outside Section 36 includes various agriculture,

residential, and commercial districts. The location and descnption of these districts is available

from FRDO.
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3.2.1.5 Reclassification of State School Trust Lands

The Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC), under the direction of the

Board of Land Commissioners, is responsible for the multiple-use management concept of

State School Trust Lands. Trust lands are classified to reflect the principal resource

associated with each parcel. Periodic adjustments to the classifications are made to recognize

that some land should be reclassified for a higher and better use.

State lands are managed under a "Lease" for the primary purpose according to its

classification. DNRC also utilizes the resources in a harmonious and coordinated manner with

each other. When a parcel of state land in one class has other multiple uses or resource

values that are of such significance that they do not wan-ant classification for the value, the

land is managed to maintain or enhance the multiple-use values. These secondary uses are

authorized under a Land Use License.

All State School Trust Lands are classified as follow:

> Class 1 Lands which are principally valuable for grazing purposes;

> Class 2 Lands which are principally valuable for the timber that is on them or for the

growing of timber or for watershed protection;

> Class 3 Lands which are principally valuable for the production of crops;

> Class 4 Lands which are principally valuable for uses other than grazing, crop

production, timber production, or watershed production.

The classification or reclassification of state lands reflects the capability and principle value of

the land.

Reclassificafion of state lands requires an inventory of the soils capability, vegetation, wildlife

use, mineral characteristics, public use, aesthetic values, and planning information related to

the classification and reclassification. DNRC conducts this inventory. Reclassification may
occur at the time a lease would be issued.

The SE % of Section 36 is classified as Class 4 Lands. The remaining area of the Section is

presently classified as Class 3 Lands.

3.Z2 Transportation

Section 36 is bounded by U.S. Highway 93 to the east, which is a five lane principal arterial connecting

Kalispell with the community of Whitefish. West Reserve Drive is a two-lane State road (State Route

548) that runs along the north edge of the site. Stillwater Road is a two-lane paved road that njns along

the west edge of the property. The southern edge of the property is bounded by Four-Mile Drive. The

portion of Four-Mile Drive which intersects Highway 93 is paved and currently provides access to the

athletic fields within Section 36 and residential areas to the south. [Opposite Four Mile Drive on the east

side of Highway 93 is Grand View Drive.] To the west of the ball fields, Four-Mile Drive changes to

gravel and proceeds to the top of a hill where the road merges into a dirt surface before intersecting

with Stillwater Road. Several residences are accessed via the unimproved portion of Four-Mile Drive.

There are two significant intersections adjacent to the property. These two intersections are the U.S.

93AA/est Reserve intersection and the U.S. 93/Grand View Drive intersection.

The U.S. Highway 93AA/est Reserve Drive intersection is controlled by a fully actuated traffic signal.

The south approach on 93 consists of two through lanes with separate left and right turn lanes. The
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north approach on 93 has a single through lane, a through/nght turn lane and a left turn lane. The west

approach on West Reserve Drive consists of a through/left and a right-turn lane, while the east

approach has a through/right lane and a separate left-turn lane. The intersection is equipped with

street lighting, advance intersection warning signs and lane-use signs.

The U.S. Highway 93/Grand View Drive intersection is also signalized. U.S. Highway 93 at this

intersection consists of two through traffic lanes and designated right and left turn lanes Grand View

Drive consists of a single left/through/right lane on the east approach. The west approach on Four-Mile

Drive consists of a left/through lane and a nght-turn only lane. The signal is semi-actuated with loop

detectors located on the minor side-road approaches. The intersection is also equipped with street

lighting.

The US Highway 93 corridor consists of four travel lanes with a center double left-turn lane and 10 foot

wide paved shoulders. U.S. Highway 93 has a 45-mph speed limit at the Grand View intersection and

a 55-mph speed limit at the West Reserve intersection. The speed limit on U.S. Highway 93 increases

to 65 mph just north of the West Reserve Drive intersection. The corridor is equipped with concrete

curb and gutter on both sides of the road in the vicinity of the proposed development. There is a 1 2-

foot wide asphalt bicycle path located adjacent to the eastern side of the road. This bike path extends

from the south along Highway 93 and terminates at the West Reserve intersection. According to MDT
traffic count data for 1999, U.S. Highway 93 had an average daily traffic (ADT) volume of 18,510

vehicles per day (vpd) south of Grandview Dnve and 10,300 vpd north of the West Reserve

intersection.

West Reserve Drive, west of U.S. 93, consists of two 12-foof wide travel lanes with no paved shoulder

area. The road has a njral cross section with open drainage ditches on both sides of the road and no

curb, gutter, or sidewalks. West Reserve Drive, east of U.S. Highway 93 consists of two 12-foot travel

lanes with 10-foot wide paved shoulders. The road has curb and gutter on both sides and a four-foot

wide concrete sidewalk immediately behind the curb on the south side of the road. MDT traffic count

data for 1998 indicates that West Reserve Dnve had an ADT of 4,100 vpd west of 93 and 1 1 ,550 vpd

east of the 93 corridor. Counts collected by Robert Peccia & Associates (RPA) in March of 2001

indicated that West Reserve Drive has an ADT of 1 ,800 west of Stillwater Road.

The intersection of West Reserve Drive and Stillwater Road is a rural intersection located within an

open expanse of agnculture land. The intersection is controlled by STOP signs located on the north

and south approaches on Stillwater Road. Both roads are paved and approximately 24 feet wide.

Neither road has any defined shoulder area. Traffic counts collected by RPA in March of 2001

indicated that Stillwater Road has an average daily traffic volume of 530 vpd south of West Reserve

Dnve and 360 vpd north of West Reserve Drive.

Stillwater Road begins at an intersection with Three Mile Drive and proceeds north through the valley.

The road is paved. The LHC Construction office and gravel pit it located to the north of West Reserve

Drive on Stillwater Road. Truck traffic from LHC comprises much of the traffic on the road between the

gravel pit and West Reserve Drive. Trucks appear to be using Stillwater road as a way to bypass U.S.

Highway 93 and reach the western end of Kalispell. Most of the traffic on Stillwater road appeared to

be cut-through traffic as there are few residences or other destinations south of West Reserve.

Four-Mile Drive connects to Stillwater road half way between Three Mile Drive and West Reserve

Drive. Four-Mile Drive is gravel and has very little traffic. The ADT on Four-Mile Drive was estimated

to be between 20 and 30 vehicles per day.

There are cun-ently ten ball fields and seven soccer fields located in the SE Vi of Section 36. The fields

are in use from Apnl to October. The ball fields are used on weeknights starting at 5:30 for ball games.

Seven of the ten fields are typically used each evening. Tournaments occur only twice a year and are

held on Saturdays with only one-two fields in use at any one time.

40



Two or three soccer fields are used in the spring for select soccer practices between 3:30 and 5:30 on

weekdays. Two all day tournaments are held on Saturdays in the spnng using all of the fields. In the

fall, five to six fields are used nightly for practices with games on Saturdays. The use of the fields are

scheduled to spread out the activity throughout the year.

3.Z3 Water System

The DNRC office complex is currently being served by an individual well. An irrigation well is located in

the NW % of Section 36, which is used by the current agricultural lessee to irrigate crops. A third well

on Trust Land within Section 36 is located in the SE Vt and is used for irrigation of the ball field

complex.

The City of Kalispell's potable water system is divided into two separate and distinct pressure zones.

The lower pressure zone is supplied by three wells (Armory, Depot, and Buffalo Hills), the Noffsinger

Spring (Lawrence Park), and two partially buried ground-level storage tanks. The upper zone is

supplied by two wells (Grandview 1 and 2) and an elevated storage tank. Water is transferred from the

lower zone to the upper zone via two booster pumping stations. Booster Pumping Station No. 1 is only

used as a back-up. There is an irrigation well in the SE V* of Section 36. This well is not currently

connected to the potable water system.

Development proposed for Section 36, if served by the Kalispell water system, would be located in the

upper zone.

3.2.3.1 Water Production and Storage System

A tabulation of water production data is found in Table 3.1

Table 3.1 Water Source Data

Water
Source



and at Noffsinger Spring. Emergency generators are available for standby power at the

Buffalo Hills well, and the Grandview #1well.

Table 3.2 tabulates storage capacity for the Kalispell system.

Table 3.2 - Water Storage Data

Reservoir



The sewer collection system serving the City of Kalispell consists of a network of reinforced concrete

(RCP), vitrified clay (VCP), cast iron (CI), asbestos cement (AC), and PVC piping ranging in diameter

from 6-inch to 36-inch. Sixteen sewage lift stations are located around the perimeter of the City. The
original collection system was installed in 1942. Additions and improvements have taken place as

property has developed and growth has required extension of service. The City also accepts sewage

at the y\IWT^P from the Evergreen Sewer District via a long forcemain.

3.2.4.1 Gravity Collection System

The gravity sewer collection system serving the City of Kalispell is generally in good condition.

Most direct connections from the storm sewer system have been eliminated, however a

significant number of roof drains in the downtown area are still connected to the sewer system.

Rainfall and snowmelt entering the sanitary sewer system result in increased flows to the

Wastewater Treatment Plant. Manholes downstream of the Evergreen forcemain and Lift

Station No. 9 forcemain are experiencing considerable corrosion. The main tnjnk sewer line

tributary to the wastewater treatment plant was increased in size to a 36-inch pipe in 1972

increasing the overall capacity of the collection system. Main trunk sewers serving major

collection areas are listed in Table 3.4.

Table 3.4 - Main Trunk Sewers

Trunk Sewer



Lift

Station

No.



3.Z5 Population and Economy

There is no resident population on the school trust lands in Section 36. The DNRC offices in the SE Va

are the only permanent "business" structures on the property. The ball field complex in the SE !/4

attracts recreational use in the spring, summer, and fall months..

3.2.5.1 Population

The population of Flathead County rose from 59,218 in 1990 to 74,471 in 2000, an increase of

25.8 percent. This population growth was well above the statewide average of 12.9 percent,

and Flathead County ranked among the fastest growing counties in the state.

The number of persons in Flathead County grew faster in the first half of the 1990s than in the

latter portion of the decade. Flathead County's population increased 3.2 percent per year

between 1990 and 1995, and then decelerated to a 1 .4 percent per year growth from 1995 to

2000.

Net in-migration occurred into Flathead County throughout the decade, but it slowed toward

the end of the 1990s. Net in-migration totaled roughly 8,700 persons (or about 1 ,740 per year)

from 1990 to 1995, and approximately 3,200 (or about 640 per year), between 1995 and 2000.

A summary of this information is presented in Table 3.6.

Table 3.6 Population and Net Migration



This data also suggests that Flathead County economy is not disproportionately dependent on
retirees, or non-labor income sources. Retirement income is not explicitly identified in personal

income. But the major component of transfer payments is federal payments associated with

Social Security and Medicare. Transfer payments account for approximately 16.4 percent of

1998 Montana personal income, as compared to only 15.0 percent in Flathead County. In

addition, the approximately $153 million (1999 dollars) in Social Security and Medicare
payments received in Flathead County is less than twice the individual payments for Federal

Social Insurance (firms must contnbute an amount equal to individual's contribution), indicating

no net inflow of federal retirement dollars into the economy.

Dividends, interest and rent could include some retirement income to the extent that it is

denved from rental property or other equities (such as stocks) held for retirement purposes.

But, this category also includes the interest from savings account, rents from local business
property, and many other items not held for retirement purposes. In any case, as with transfer

payments, this income category for Flathead County is not dramatically different from the

statewide average. Dividends interest and rent accounted for 23.6 percent of Montana's
personal income as compared to 24.8 percent in Flathead County. A summary of this

information is presented in Table 3.7.

Table 3.7 Total Personal Income Components

Total Personal Income and Components
Montana and Flathead County

1990 and 1998

(In millions of 1999 dollars



statewide average during the 1990s. As with most areas in Montana, average incomes in

Flathead County are well below the U.S. figure.

Per capita income in Flathead County grew an average of 0.8 percent per year between 1990

and 1998, slightly less than the statewide increase of 0.9 percent per year. From 1995 to

1998, income growth accelerated for 3.5 percent per year, greater that the 2.4 percent per year

increase in Montana. (See Table 3.8)

Table 3.8 Per Capita Personal Income

Per Capita Personal Income

Montana and Flathead County

1990,1995, and 1998

(Constant 1999 Dollars)



exceeds the statewide average, it is usually interpreted as indicating sales to non-residents.

For example, the general merchandise category (NAICS 452) shows Flathead County sales of

9.3 cents per dollar of income, well above the statewide figure of 6.5 cents per dollar of

income. This is taken to mean that many nonresidents (perhaps from Lincoln and Lake
counties) come to Flathead County to shop.

In retail trade, general merchandise is the only category showing evidence of significant

numbers of non-local shoppers. The Flathead County figure for gasoline stations is roughly

equal to the statewide average, and this is somewhat surprising. The large nonresident travel

industry in the county apparently did not lead to above average gasoline sales.

The total receipts per dollar of income for professional, scientific, and technical firms were
much higher than their statewide counterpart. The figures for accounting and legal services

were close to the state averages, suggesting the differences are in the advertising,

architectural other categories.

The sales per dollar of income for accommodations and food services firm were well above the

Montana figure. This indicates the large nonresident travel industry in Flathead County.

Table 3.9 Sales/Receipts for Retail Trade and Services

Sales/Receipts for Retail Trade and Services

Flathead County and Montana, 1997



3.2.5.5 Employment by Retail Trade & Service industry

The recent trends in retail trade and service Industries are analyzed using employment data

because the appropriate information for sales and receipts Is not available. The fast and slow

growing sectors during the last decade may be indentlfied using the employment by industry

data published by the Montana Department of Labor and Industry.

The major population serving Industries In Flathead County all grew rapidly in the 1990s.

Employment in retail trade rose 44.5 percent between 1990 and 1999, while the corresponding

figures for the services and finance Insurance and real estate were 53.2 percent and 45.3

percent, respectively.

The service sector was the largest of the three major population-serving industries, with total

1999 employment of 8,698 workers. Between 1990 and 1999 the three largest service

Industries were business services, amusement and recreation services, and educational

services. Business services include advertising and other business services, which were

Identified in the pervious sections as having greater than expected receipts due perhaps to

customers from outside Flathead County. Amusement and recreation services include some
type of casinos, which have been a rapidly expanding sector in Montana during the 1990s.

Educational services Include private schools.

There were 7,309 retail trade employees In Flathead County during 1999. The fastest growing

category was general merchandise stores, where employment increased 82.6 percent. This

category Includes major retailers such as Wal-Mart, Shopko, and K-Mart. The second fastest

growing was building materials and garden stores, where the number of workers rose 70.6

percent. This category also includes large store retailers such as Big R Ranch and Home and

Western Building Centers. Furniture and home furnishings grew 59.1 percent, placing it in

third place in terms of growth. But it was only one-half to one-third the overall size of the two

fastest growing categories.

Deregulation and structural change within financial services has led to divergent trends in this

industry. The three fastest growing categories all more than doubled in the 1990s, but from

very small levels in 1990. The fastest growing was credit agencies that increased 376.5

percent, from 34 workers In 1990 to 162 workers in 1999. Similariy, security and commodity

brokers and Insurance carriers increased 172.2 percent and 156.0 percent, respectively, but

from 1990 levels of less than 100 workers. On the other hand, the more traditional, and larger

in terms of employment, categories of banks and real estate had much slower growth rates.

This information Is summarized in Table 3.10.

Table 3.10 Employment by Retail Trade and Service industry

Employment by Industry

Flathead County

1990 and 1999



Employment by Industry

Flathead County

1990 and 1999



Table 3.11 Employees, Payroll and Establishments

NAICS Sector



A statistical procedure called shift-share analysis provides a retrospective view of employment
growth due to macroeconomic factors. Table 3.12 allocates a sector's employment gain, or

loss, over the penod 1990-1999 according to three factors affecting employment; share, mix

and a competitive component. It Is the share, mix and competitive components that sum to the

total change in employment experienced by that respective SIC over the nine-year period of

analysis. Shift-share analysis permits an examination of the area's strengths and weaknesses,
as well as the economy's diversification.

The "share" component reflects a sector's growth attributable to statewide growth in general.

An examination of Table 3.12 reveals that retail trade employment growth was mostly

attributable to general statewide economic growth. Similarly for services, finance and
insurance and real estate. Hence, employment growrth is significantly dependent on a strong

statewide economy. The 'mix" component is one part of the "shift" parameter. It reflects

whether an area's employment growth is attributable to a disproportionate share of

employment that is in high growth or slow grovi/th sectors. For example, the finance sector

grew rapidly in the 1990's; hence if an area had a disproportionate share of employment in this

sector, it too would grow more rapidly than the state's growth in the same sector. Business

services in the Flathead had a significant mix component in the decade's employment growth.

Similarly for SIC 52, building materials and garden supplies, as well as SIC 53, general

merchandise, a large segment of employment growth in these sectors is attributable to a

disproportionate level of employment in a rapidly growing statewide sector.

The second component of the "shift" parameter is the competitive component. High

employment gains in this sector identifies where employment differentials exist due to the

nature of the local environment. Often, it is the competitive component that provides direction

into possible local economic development efforts since it reflects something in the economy's
structure that permits the sector to increase employment. Competitive components are evident

for SIC's 53, general merchandise, 54 food stores, 61 credit agencies, and SIC 80, health

services.

Table 3.12 Shift-Share Analysis off Flathead County Employment

SIC Sector



SIC Sector



Table 3.13 Kalispell, Flathead and Montana Comparisons



3.2.6.2 Natural Gas

Natural gas service is available along the U.S. Highway 93 corridor and along portions of West

Reserve Drive and Four Mile Drive. An 8-inch line extension is planned along the Four Mile

Drive alignment to link with the proposed by-pass highway corridor. Line extension policies of

Montana Power would apply to future developments within Section 36.

3.2.6.3 Telephone and Fiber Optics

Telephone sen/ice is available through CenturyTel along the perimeter of Section 36.

Telephone cable is buried on all sides with additional aerial cable along Four Mile Drive in the

area of North Haven Subdivision and along U.S. Highway 93. Buried fiber optic cable borders

the NE % of Section 36 along West Reserve Drive and Highway 93 North.

3.Z7 Aesthetics and Noise

The property does not exhibit any unusual or extraordinary aesthetic features uncommon to the general

area. Most of the property is farmed and lacks natural amenities such as highly variable topography,

surface water, and native vegetation. To some, the property exhibits open space qualities in close

proximity to a major urban area. Contributing to this perception is a substantial area along Highway 93

that is undeveloped. Confounding this perception is a 2-tower electrical transmission corridor that

bisects the property and a proposed highway by-pass that would also bisect the property.

The primary source of noise within the existing environment for Section 36 is the roadside environment

of HWY 93 North, West Reserve Street, Stillwater Road, and Four-Mile Drive. The Sommers -

Whitefish Final EIS prepared for the expansion of Highway 93 examined the noise environment and

existing noise levels along the Highway 93 corridor. According to the FEIS, existing noise levels within

100 feet of the highway are approximately 64dBA. Reserve and Stillwater Drive receive considerable

traffic during peak hours with estimated noise levels of 47-52 dBA. The paved portion of Four Mile

Drive produces noise at peak traffic hours and the associated athletic events traffic.

The Kalispell Youth Athletic Complex has been in operation for five years. During the tenure of their

occupancy the DNRC has received no complaints regarding noise generated from youth athletic

events. Parking lots are located to eliminate spectator "horn honking".

Existing agricultural uses within the remainder of the section produce a minimal amount of noise.

3^8 Access to and Quality of Recreation

Trust lands are generally open for use by the public. This "right" of access requires permission by the

underiying lessee, if applicable, to help avoid conflicts of use. This is the situation with all but the SE %
of Section 36. Farming practices are under lease for the majority of Section 36 and unrestricted public

use of the property could adversely impact crop production, livestock containment, etc. However,

approximately 134 acres in the SE Va is available for general recreational use through a lease

an-angement with the City of Kalispell. A proposed Meridian bike path is expected to be built and

terminate at the ball field complex within the next year.
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3.3 Description of Relevant Effected Resources - Physical

Environment

3.3.1 Soils

Soils in the project area were surveyed by the Natural Resources Conservation Service in 1946. At

that time, a publication titled, Soil Survey-Upper Flathead Valley Area Montana, was published. Since

the original publication was printed, updated volumes have been distributed. The information for this

document is derived from volume 4, which was pnnted in 1960. Although the soils have not changed

since the onginal survey, the names of each individual soil series may have changed.

Soils within the project area. Section 36, T29N, R22W,
classifications: Kalispell, Blanchard, Tally, Prospect and Mires,

document.

have been divided into five series

A map of the soils is attached to this

3.3.1.1 Descriptions

Kalispell Series

The Kalispell series is the predominant soil found in the project area. In general, this series

consists of deep, medium-textured, well-drained soils that have developed on outwash fans

and glacial lake and stream ten-aces.

The majority of the northern half of the project area is in land capability class llle-2. This land

capability class is easily tilled and permeable to roots, air, and moisture. These soil types are

typically in areas of low rainfall and are slightly droughty. Due to the low moisture, these soils

are more suited for small grains.

Blanchard Series

The Blanchard series soils are found on the eastern portion of the project area. Characteristics

of these soils include fine to very fine soils with little structure. The depth of the soils range from

shallow to moderately deep. Due to the fine material that comprises the soil, it is particularly

vulnerable to wind erosion. The parent material is derived from argillite and quartzite containing

enough limestone to make the materials calcareous.

Tally Series

The Tally series is closely associated with the Blanchard series. Moderately deep, moderately

sandy soils over loose sand are characteristic of this series. These soils were developed in

glacial outwash and old stream deposits on terraces and alluvial fans.

Prospect Series

The Prospect series consists of deep, loamy soils developed from medium-textured,

calcareous, glacial till. The parent material was derived mainly from quartzite, argillite and

dolomitic limestone. The soils are well-drained and moderately permeable. This soil series is

found on the western half of the project area.
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Muck and Peat

These soils are located in a very small portion of the southeastern quarter of the project area,

associated with the DNRC office site. The map unit consists of the deposits of mosses,

rushes, grasses, sedges, cattails, trees and other woody plants in various stages of

composition. The depth of these deposits over mineral soil ranges from 1 to 4 feet. These

areas are moist or saturated most or all of the time unless drained artificially. Areas of muck

and peat not flooded consist mainly of organic material. Some areas can be drained enough

to allow plowing and seeding of grasses.

3.3.1.2 Interpretations

Land capability is a grouping used to show relative suitability of soils for tilled crops, hay,

pasture, forestry or wildlife and to show the difficulties or risks in using them. Table 3.14 below

exhibits the land capability class for each soil type in the project area. A completed description

of the rating process is attached.

The majority of the northern half of the project area is in land capability class llle. Soils in this

land capability class are suited for regularly cropping, easily tilled and permeable to roots, air,

and moisture. These soil types are typically in areas of low rainfall and are slightly droughty.

These lands are suited to irrigation which would likely result in increased yields.

The southeastern quarter of the project area has recently been leased for recreational use. An

ocular survey of this area shows that the soils are suited to the grass cover established, though

it must be noted that the recreation fields are irrigated.

Building site development interpretations are based upon the kind and degree of soil limitations

for a particular development type. Table 3.14 below shows the soil ratings and limitations for

shallow excavations, dwellings and small commercial buildings, roads and streets, and lawns

and landscaping for each soil type in the project area. A completed description of the rating

process is attached.

The majority of the section contains soil type Ke and closely associated soils. These soils

generally require special design features for shallow excavations due to caving. The caving

action is a result of the soil texture, rock content, and slope. Limitations for building

developments (other than shallow excavations) are slight, meaning that the conditions are

generally favorable for the uses listed on Table 3.14.

Construction Materials interpretations gives information regarding the soils as a source for

roadfill, sand, gravel, and topsoil. The ratings in Table 3.14 for construction materials are

good, fair to poor for roadfill and topsoil. The soils are rated as probable or improbable for use

as a source for sand and gravel. A completed description of the rating process is attached.

The soils found are in the project area mostly rated as 'good' for road fill and fair to poor' for

use as topsoil. Due to the percentage of silty fines found in the material, it is improbable that

the soils are suitable as a sand or gravel source. Small pockets of suitable material may be

found within the project area, but it is unlikely that large quantities of suitable material would be

found in a single area.
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3.3.2 Wildlife

Section 36 is intensively managed for agricultural purposes, primarily, and recreation, secondarily. The

DNRC office area is a third level of use and activity on the property. As a general description, the property

lacks habitat diversity and is relatively sterile for wildlife use. The farming practices offer no year-round

benefits to wildlife. Seasonal opportunities are primarily limited to food for migrating waterfowl, resident

Hunganan partndges, pheasants, and other small mammal and avian species. The sports field complex

offers some benefit to wildlife mostly with regard to drinking water available during periods of irrigation. The

storm detention pond offers a similar function when water is present. The most diverse habitat is offered in

association with the DNRC office area. Plantings of shrubs and trees around the building complex offer

some wildlife cover and food opportunities. Threatened bald eagles occasionally fly over this area. The

closest bald eagle nests are at Ashley and Talley Lakes and Section 36 is not within the home range of

these nest sites.

3.3.3 Vegetation

All but the SE 14 of Section 36 is intensively farmed for cereal crops, hay, and/or grazing. There is no known
native vegetation within the farmed areas. The SE V* is now being actively managed for developed sports

fields. Within that complex is a 300+ year old tree known as the Spring Prairie tree, which is recognized as

having historical significance. Please consult section 1 .4.2.6 for more information on this Ponderosa Pine.

The most diverse assemblage of tree, grass, and shrub vegetation is associated with the DNRC office

complex. Most of the shrubs and trees in this area were planted as landscaping. A low-lying area west of

the DNRC offices exhibits occasional wetland characteristics. The wet features of this site cannot be

sustained during dry years. Besides the sports field area and DNRC office area, other landscape features

can be obseived along Highway 93, which was planted with trees and natural grasses following

reconstruction of the highway to 5 lanes.

3.3.4 Aquifer

The upper Flathead River valley (Kalispell valley) is an intermontane valley north of Flathead Lake that is

bordered on the east by the Swan Range, on the north by the Whiteflsh Range, and on the west by the

Salish Mountains. The Flathead River and its major tributaries, the Stillwater and Whitefish Rivers, drain the

valley. Elevations range between 7,528 feet on the crest of the Swan Range to 2,892 feet, the summer pool

elevation of Flathead Lake. The geomorphology consists of a low-relief floodplain along the Flathead River

to rolling uplands that contain glacial landforms. The valley is home to approximately 71,000 people.

Outside of the suburban areas, the valley is rural residential and agricultural of various crops and introduced

and native grasses, and deciduous forests in low-lying areas and conifer forests in hilly and mountainous

areas.

3.3.4.1 Location Reference System

Geographic locations of wells referred to in this report have been assigned location and

identifications numbers. The location is based on the General Land Office System of land

subdivision and shows the location by township, range, section and tract. Letters (a, b, c or d)

specifying tract location within a section are assigned in a counter-clockwise direction, beginning

with "a" in the northeast quarter. The well number has been assigned by the Montana Bureau of

Mines and Geology (MBMG) as a reference number within the statewide groundwater information

center.

3.3.4.2 Identification of Wells In Study Area

A list of water wells that are located within the study area is presented in Appendix H. This table

provides information relative to well depth, completion, and type of use. Information contained on
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this table is used throughout this report. A corresponding map showing the well locations is

provided as Figure 3.

3.3.4.3 REGIONAL GEOLOGY

The Kalispell valley is a northwest trending intermontane basin forming the southern extension of

the Rocky Mountain Trench. The valley is bounded on the east by the Swan-Whitefish fault located

along the base of the Swan Range and on the west by the Kalispell fault at the base of the Salish

Mountains. The mountains rise abruptly 4,500 feet above the valley floor. The mountain ranges

consist mostly of slightly metamorphosed sedimentary rocks of the Belt Series.

Gravity data indicate the Cenozoic basin-fill in the central part of the valley may be as much as

3.000 feet thick (Noble and others, 1982). Although Tertiary rocks are not exposed, it is believed

that Miocene and Oligocene sediments rest unconformably on Precambrian bedrock. It is

estimated that 600 to 1 ,000 feet of Wisconsin-age Pleistocene glacial deposits overlie the Tertiary

sediments.

The upper Flathead River valley and the surrounding mountains were covered by glacial ice during

the latest Pleistocene time (15,000 to 25,000 years ago); ice thickness in the valley reached about

4,000 feet.

Glacial and alluvial deposits mantle the underlying Tertiary sediments. The glacial units were
deposited during and after the retreat of the last glacier from the valley. A surficial geologic map
shows that Section 36 is mapped as glacial outwash deposits (see Figure 4). These deposits

consist of light brownish gray and light to dark brown stratified gravel, sand, and silt. The average

thickness is approximately 50 feet.

3.3>t^ GROUNDWATER RESOURCES

Groundwater is one of the Flathead Valley's most important natural resources and is essential to the

local economy. Groundwater provides 95 percent of the valley's potable water supply requirements

and more than half of the imgation supply water. Economic growth in the Kalispell valley is directly

dependent on optimal development of the groundwater resources.

Deep Artesian Aquifer

The basic hydrogeologic framework and the occurrence and movement of groundwater in the

Kalispell valley was initially defined by Konizeski and his co-investigators in 1968. They broadly

classified two types of flow systems (1 ) artesian aquifers and (2) water table aquifers. The artesian

aquifers were further separated on the basis of well depth and pressure-head differences into a

Pleistocene deep artesian aquifer and a Pleistocene shallow artesian aquifer. The deep artesian

aquifer occurs in the upper part of the Kalispell valley, while the shallow artesian aquifer is present

in the lower valley near Creston, Montana. Konizeski's report (1968) was completed prior to

installation of most of the large irrigation wells (circa 1970's and 1980's) that are completed in the

deep artesian aquifer. Our understanding of the deep groundwater flow system has evolved

considerably since Konizeski's report was published and many of the eariy theories regarding the

deep artesian aqurfer have been refined. Recent work conducted in the central part of the Kalispell

valley indicates there are multiple water-bearing zones with depth but this package of sediments

responds as a single, confined aquifer demonstrating anisotropic characteristics (Shapley, undated;

Noble, 1998).

This nomenclature was recently modified in which the shallow, intermediate, and deep artesian

aquifers have been combined into a single unit referred to as the deep aquifer (Smith, 2000). The
deep aquifer refers to the laterally continuous sand and gravel deposits that are capable of

producing large volumes of water and is the valley's primary water source. The deep alluvium is

60



overlain by a confining layer that is composed of thick beds of compacted silty and clayey gravel

(i.e. glacial till) and laminated beds of silt and clay (i.e., lakebed deposits). Water levels in wells that

encounter the deep alluvium may rise 100 to 200 feet above the zone of water bearing strata from

the hydraulic pressure exerted by the confining layer. This type of aquifer is referred to as an

artesian aquifer.

A schematic cross-section showing the general subsurface conditions is presented in Figure 5.

This cross-section transects the valley in an east-west direction near the boundary of Township 29

North and 30 North (i.e., Kelly Road on the east side and Spring Prairie Road on the west side). As

shown, the deep alluvium (deep artesian aquifer) is overlain by 200 to 300 feet of relatively

impermeable strata (i.e., glacial till and lakebed deposits) and extends the entire width of the valley.

The deep artesian aquifer is the primary source of groundwater within the study area.

Extent, Depth, and Thickness

Hydrogeologic information indicates the deep artesian aquifer is present valley-wide, underlying an

area of approximately 300 square miles. According to Smith (2000), the deep aquifer is generally

found at depths greater than 100 feet below the ground surface (bgs). A map displaying the depth

to the deep aquifer within the study area is presented in Figure 6. As shown, the depth to the aquifer

in this area varies from approximately 1 50 to 200 feet bgs. The thickness of the aquifer has not yet

been defined. Well logs indicate the aquifer is at least 200 feet. The known deepest well in the

valley (No. 152969 - Section 18, Township 29 North, Range 21 West) is 766 feet and the thickness

of the deep aquifer is 360 feet.

Groundw/ater Flow

In general, groundwater in the deep artesian aquifer flows from the valley margins toward the center

and then southeasterly toward Flathead Lake. A potentiometric (i.e., hydraulic head) map for the

deep artesian aquifer within the study area is shown in Figure 6. The potentiometric contours

indicate the groundwater flow converges in this area with the predominant flow direction to the

southeast. The aquifer is primarily recharged from snowmelt infiltration in the sun^ounding mountain

ranges.

Water Level Fluctuations

Both long-term and short-term water-level fluctuations were evaluated as part of this analysis. The
longest water-level data that exists in the valley is for the Trinity Lutheran Cemetery well (well no.

131524) and is for approximately 40 years. A hydrograph presenting the historic water-level

fluctuations is presented in Figure 7. As shown, the data displays the period from 1 963 to 1973 was
a time of dynamic equilibrium during which time discharge equaled recharge. During the mid

1970's to mid 1980's, most of the large capacity irrigation wells and other new municipal wells were

constructed. Heavy pumping caused about a 5-foot decline in the potentiometric surface. This

drawdown was further exacerbated by draught conditions of the late 1980's, which resulted in an

additional 5-foot decrease. However, above normal precipitation between 1992 and 1997 provided

ample recharge to nearly return water levels to predevelopment stage. However, significantly below

normal precipitation, primarily in the form of snowpack, has resulted in a decline of the water levels

during the last 3 years. This information displays how resilient the aquifer is in responding to short-

term events.

A continuous water-level recorder at the Flathead Valley Community College (FVCC) (well no.

169098) also displays a similar pattern with respect to recent events (see Figure 8), The water-level

record begins in early 1996 and represents the later part of the recovery period. The data again

demonstrates that the wet cycle of the mid 1990's, particularly 1996 to 1997, resulted in significant

recharge back into the aquifer. In comparison, the subsequent dry years have resulted in

approximately a 5-foot per year decline in the potentiometric surface.
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The historic record indicates the maximum amount of decline has been about 12 feet. Considering

the aquifer is at least 360 feet thick, this would amount to approximately a reduction of 3 percent of

the groundwater in storage. However, the historic record also indicates the reduction was transitory

and that no net loss occurred after adequate precipitation recharged the aquifer.

3.3.5 Air Quality

Kalispell and its immediate surrounding area have been designated as a non-attainment area for particulate

matter 10 micrometers or smaller in size (PM-10). This designation is based on past violations of the

Federal Clean Air Act's national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) for PM-10 during winter months in

Kalispell. The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has designated the Kalispell area as a

"Moderate" PM-10 non-attainment area. The principal sources of PM-10 that contribute to the past air

quality violations were identified as dust from road sanding materials suspended in the air and particulates

generated by wood burning stoves for home heating. Measures like mandatory use of liquid deicers have
been successfully implemented and help reduce wintertime PM-10 levels in the community.

Section 36 is outside the designated non-attainment area. Two thirds of Section 36 is currently farmed using

conventional farming techniques including ground disturbance for seed bed preparation and harvesting.

These practices result in seasonal air quality impacts due to dust and windblown dirt. The remaining third of

Section 36 is dedicated to the youth athletic facility and the DNRC offices. The ballfields are treated with

dust abatement materials to minimize dust particulates. Parking areas are paved and trails will have

application of woods chips to further reduce dust emission.

3.4 Description of Relevant Non-Affected Resources - Physical

Environment

3A.i Geology

The property does not exhibit any unstable or fragile geologic characteristics. Refer to related discussions

under "Soils". There are no exposed rock outcroppings or excessive slopes. Seismic conditions are no

different that what is applicable to the broader planning jurisdiction.

3A2 Surfece Water

The property has no permanent surface water features, other than the artificial storm detention pond and
low-lying area associated with the DNRC office area. Refer to related discussions under "Hydrology"

(Section 3.3.4).

3.4.3 Unique, Endangered, or Fragile Environmental Resources

There are no known threatened or endangered species associated with the property. A variety of raptor

species may be observed on occasion during migratory periods but none or known to depend on the

property for critical habitat needs. Refer to document referenced in Section 1 .4.2.6.

ZAA Historical and Archaeological Sites

A historical landmark, the Spring Prairie Tree, is present within the SE1/4 of Section 36. This tree is

currently being protected as a historical feature through the lease agreement with the City of Kalispell for

operation of the sports fields. Refer to related EA as described in Section 1 .4.2.6. The Tobacco Plains Trail

passed near this historic ponderosa pine tree. The trail was used for hundreds of years by the Kootenai

Indians on their way to the eastern Montana plains by way of the Helgate Pass east of Missoula. The
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Montana Historical Society was contacted in order to identify any other cultural resources on Section 36 and

none were reported to exist.

3.5 Description of Areas Related to Cumulative Effects

The DNRC must consider cumulative impacts when conducting an environmental impact statement. The

pertinent administrative rule that defines the Department's obligation in respect to cumulative impacts is

listed below.

"Cumulative impact" means the collective impact on the human environment of the proposed action and

when considered in conjunction with other past and present actions related to the proposed action by

location or generic type. Related actions must also be considered when these actions are under concurrent

consideration by any state agency through pre-impact studies, separate impact statement evaluation, or

permit processing procedures.

Part 1 of this environmental impact statement does not authorize any specific land use to take place but

presents land development alternatives and considers effects on the human and social environment of these

alternatives including cumulative effects. Specific attention has been allocated to the past state actions

regarding development of the SE 1/4 of the property as a youth athletic complex, location of the BPA power

lines, MDT highway easement purchase, and MDT analysis of the highway 93 bypass. Past and present

private land development has been considered relative to the proposed development alternatives.

The development scenarios described in Chapter 4 help to describe the direct, secondary, and cumulative

effects of development. Areas of primary consideration include the following categories.

3.5.1 Human Environment

> Land Use: Conversion from ag-based use to urban uses

> Roads and Traffic: Increased traffic and internal road system

> Water Delivery and Supply: Extension and capacity of city water system

> Sewage Collection and Treatment: Extension and capacity of city sewage system

> Population and Economy: Relationship to jobs, taxes, and tnjst payments

> Other Utility Infrastructure: Availability of other utility infrastructure

> Aesthetics and Noise: Relationship of the rural environment to the built environment

> Access to and Quality of Recreation: Existing and anticipated changes to recreation/public access

3.5.2 Physical Environment

> Soils: Loss of topsoil from development of structures and roads

> Vegetation: Loss of farm land

> Aquifer: Relationship of water demand to aquifer water source

> Air quality: General relationship of air quality to use



Chapter

Attematives Inducing the PtoposedAction

4.1 Introduction

A neighborhood plan is a guide to the future use of property by defining a range of allowable uses or by
promoting a particular land use theme. It cannot, however, accurately predict the ultimate build-out of the

property in terms of specific uses, density, or timing of development. Neighborhood plans can be particularly

useful by offering some assurance of what will not be permitted for development. The range of possible

development scenarios on Section 36 is nearly infinite if an assumption is made that all options are available

for consideration. That assumption is not reasonable since the existing plan for the property already narrows

the scope of realistic alternatives. It would be of no value to consider a plan alternative that would be "dead

on arrival" based upon known public attitudes or other factors concerning the property. To help narrow the

range of possible alternatives and to start from a reasonable basis, the adopted Section 36 Neighborhood
Plan will serve as the baseline for comparison of alternatives.

The type and extent of effects to certain components of the human or physical environment with each land

use alternative can be clearly defined. For example, if agricultural land is converted to developed uses, it

can be assumed that the agricultural utility of the property will be lost. Similar associations can be drawn
relative to such resources as soils, wildlife, and vegetation It is understood that conversion of Section 36 to

more intensive uses will have gradual and lasting effects on these particular resources. However, it is clearly

evident that the relative effects on these resources may be minimal from both a local and regional

perspective.

The relationship of developing a plan over an anticipated 40 year period relative to other issues is less clear

for a number of reasons. The foremost reason is that a land use plan cannot adequately predict the timing

and type of development. As a consequence, any plan alternative could have an infinite number of

development combinations. An approach to help understand a range of possible effects associated with

development, four development scenarios were devised and analyzed for cause/effect relationships, as
described in Section 2.3.1 of this DEIS. These scenarios are representative of how Section 36 could

develop over a period of 20 years under differing assumptions of uses, density, location, and timing of

development. It should be noted that it would be unrealistic to consider what might happen over a longer

period of time since the cause/effect analyses must also attempt to consider development plans in the

sun-ounding area, which also cannot be predicted. So as a result, several of the scenarios tend to

compress an anticipated 40 year build-out scenario to 20 years, which would mimic a rapid and
perhaps unrealistic development schedule but the analysis remains useful for assessing
cause/affect relationships. Based upon the scope of identified public issues, the effects of development
were particularly focused on such variables as (1) traffic, (2) city utility services, (3) water, and (4)

economics.
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4.2 Predicted Attainment of the Project Objectives of all Alternatives

4.2.1 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "Develop Section 36 so that the lands

are placed to their highest and best use and thereby derive greater revenue for the

support of the common school trusts consistent with Section 77-1-601, MCA"

4.2.1.1 Alternative A: No Action

The revenue objective as stated above will not be achieved by this Alternative. The No Action

alternative assumes that agriculture will remain the primary use of the property. Under current

conditions, agricultural leasing is not likely to generate more than $40 per acre. Based upon a

commercial lease proposal already received by DNRC for property within Section 36, up to

$4,356.00 per acre [for unimproved lease property] may be a realistic estimate of the value of the

property if used for commercial purposes. Alternative A would not achieve this objective.

4.2.1.2 Altemath^e B: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

This alternative will achieve the revenue objectives for the school tnjst. Alternative B provides an

opportunity to capture a range of alternative development opportunities. Although it may not

represent the greatest potential to capture the maximum amount of revenue, it provides a

reasonable long-term development pattern that ensures future compatibility of uses and planned

extension of utilities and other infrastructure.

4.2.1.3 Alternative C: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Commercial

Revenue opportunities to the school tnjst will be achieved with this alternative. A change of

emphasis from "Retail" to High Tech" as proposed by this alternative should not significantly affect

the revenue stream from the property. There may be some delay in achieving a maximum revenue

stream compared to Alternative B if "High Tech" is less successful in getting established as

compared to retail opportunities.

4.2.1.4 Alternative D: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Professional &
Residential

Revenue opportunities to the school trust will be achieved with this alternative. Opportunity for a

more accelerated revenue stream may be possible with early phase construction of schools and an

office campus and increased opportunities for development of single family dwellings, if a timely

land exchange can be attained.

4.2.1.5 Altemathre E: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Traditional Zoning

Revenue opportunities to the school trust will be achieved with this alternative. Application of

traditional zoning to each of the identified land use PODS would permit a greater level of flexibility

relative to the range of permitted uses, design and density allowances. Excluded uses under the

provisions of the other alternatives but permitted by this alternative would represent additional

revenue opportunities and capture a market demand that may be absent under the other

alternatives.
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4.2J2! Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "Prepare a general MEPA review

of the adopted plan to identify and appropriately address related environmental

impacts"

4.2.2.1 Altemative A: No Action

This status quo alternative is useful for defining a reasonable alternative to the adopted Section 36
Neighborhood Plan and allows for a comparison of effects between alternatives.

4.2.2.2 Altemative B: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

This alternative is the baseline for comparison of alternatives. Cause/effect relationships of uses to

identified issues are appropriate mechanisms to evaluate the general concept of the plan.

4.2.2.3 Alternatives C, D and E:

Each of these alternatives is a product of the MEPA scoping process and will be evaluated by an
effects analysis.

4.Z3 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective 'To integrate into the broader

MEPA evaluation, whenever practical, more detailed analyses of specific proposals

for the property"

4.2.3.1 Altemative A: No Action

This objective is not met by the No Action Alternative.

4.2.3.2 Alternatives B, C, D and E

The development scenarios attempted to integrate into the impact analysis specific proposals

related to a Tech Park and public schools. Other development themes were created with a

combination of uses that may occur within the provisions of this alternative.

4.Z4 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "satisfy MEPA requirements for a

specific land use proposal involving a proposed lease that would permit development

of a business and technology park"

Except for the No Action Alternative (A), all proposed alternatives include a technical evaluation of a

business and technology park. Part B of this DEIS has specific reference to the Tech Park evaluation.

4.Z5 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "link proposed actions on Section

36 to a local government decision-making process"

Alternative A would have no relationship to this objective since no actions are proposed. Each of the other

alternatives assumes the City of Kalispell will have review authority relative to matters of annexation,

subdivision, and zoning.

4.Z6 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "simplify subsequent review of

projects"

This objective has no application to Alternative A. Under each of the other alternatives, each proposed

project would remain subject to a MEPA analysis. Subsequent project MEPA analyses can tier, whenever
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practical, to the findings, analysis, and conclusions of this DEIS to help narrow the range of analysis. It is the

intent of that this MEPA analysis of alternative land use scenarios will result in the selection of a range of

permissible land uses or the entire section This will simplify future MEPA alternative analysis of site-

specific project proposciis. Once a range of permissible land uses is defined through the alternative analysis

conducted in this MEPA document, the Department will rely upon it to define the scope of land uses

available for selection through a competitive bidding process. The Department will engage in the bidding

procedure established in 4,3.1.1 and select a project proposal. The Department would then conduct a

MEPA analysis of the project and the no-action alternative. An important role of the individual project MEPA
analyses is to identify applicable mitigation needs and to assign proportional responsibility [back to the

individual project] in the context of the overall build-out possibilities for the selected plan.

4.Z7 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "use the plan as a guide to the

future use of the property including creating the basis for implementation strategies

associated with zoning, annexation, subdivision review, plan amendments, and

extension of services"

Under Alternative A, the adopted Section 36 Plan would have no application. For each of the other

alternatives, decisions by DNRC and local governments concerning future development proposals on

Section 36 would be guided by the selected alternative.

4.3 Predicted Effects on Relevant Affected Resources of ail Alternatives

Development of Section 36 will trigger a variety of effects. The degree and scope of effects of development

can be influenced by such parameters as the type, location, and rate of development. An analysis was
performed to quantify a range of potential impacts related to effects on traffic, water supply, sewage
collection, hydrology, and economics. Since there is no way of accurately predicting how the property may
ultimately develop under any given plan alternative, the analysis focused on identifying events that would

trigger certain mitigation thresholds or alternatively, defining development strategies to avoid the triggering of

certain adverse effects.

4.3.1 Land Use

4.3.1.1 Effects Common to All Altematives

Regardless of the chosen alternative, several land use attributes will remain constant with Section

36. Each is discussed below.

Sport Fields Complex

The infill of the sport fields' complex with additional fields in the SE % is dependent on available

funding from various sports organizations and other sources. The current status of built fields is

shown in Section 2.3.1 . Also identified in the tables of Section 2.3.1 is a list of facilities that would

be constnjcted within the next 20 years. The build-out of the complex was previously evaluated

under a MEPA process and will not be affected by any of the action alternatives. If the lease is

terminated for any reason and the sports complex is abandoned, a subsequent planning process

involving an amendment to the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan will determine the appropriate use

for the affected area.

BPA Power Lines

When the Bonneville Power Administration constructed the power lines across the State of

Montana, notice was sent to the DNRC notifying them of the sections of state school trust lands that

would be encumbered. Research of past documents reflect acknowledgement of the lines.

However, the right-of-way was not perfected and the school trusts were not compensated.
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The BPA power corridor bisects Section 36 from the SE corner through the NE corner. The height

clearance [of the lines] prevents all but agricultural activities under the lines. BPA requires a 250'

easement width. DNRC has estimated the length of the corridor through Section 36 at 6,257'. The
estimated total acreage encumbered is 35.83 acres. The easement area bisects all three pods;

mixed commercial, mixed professional, and mixed residential. The land values vary within each

pod. Assuming a land value of $1.00 /sq. foot, the easement could cost BPA $1,524,600.00

Additionally, the height of the lines impacts the highest and best use of the underlying surface area.

BPA can avoid additional compensation for damages by raising the height of the lines at an
estimated cost of $800,000. The cost of the actual damages assessed would exceed mitigating

the damages by elevating the lines.

Highway 93 By-Pass

The future use of Section 36 is being significantly affected by a proposed highway alignment

through Section 36. All land use options for the property have "designed-around" the proposed
alignment. The Montana Department of Transportation (MDT) has not purchased an easement for

the alignment. DNRC will initiate a process with MDT to seek compensation for the proposed

alignment. MDT has identified the easement width of 1 10' and 7,684 feet in length for a total of 19.4

acres. Assuming an appraised value of $1 .00 per square foot, the easement could cost $845,000.

Concurrent with that process will be discussions concerning (1) the need to have an internal road

crossing of the by-pass to permit access to all divided quadrants of Section 36, (2) a below-ground

crossing of the by-pass for pedestrian and bicycle uses, and (3) inadequate height clearance of the

BPA power lines to accommodate the proposed crossing of the highway below the lines. MDT and
DNRC cooperatively exchange properties for easements. DNRC would entertain an option with

MDT to acquire the 20 acres within Section 36 that is privately owned for values associated with the

highway proposed easement needs within Section 36. For the purposes of this analysis, it is

expected that the by-pass will be constructed sometime after year 2020.

DNRC Offices

The offices of the Northwestern Land Office and Kalispell Unit of the DNRC are currently located on

a 15-acre site in the SE Va. DNRC discovered that only 4 acres of this site has been purchased as

an easement for this purpose. DNRC will need to evaluate options for pursuing rights to the

additional 1 1 acres and this could lead to discussions of whether the DNRC offices are the highest

and best use of the property and how DNRC can afford to compensate the trust for the added
acreage. The DNRC office area is located within the city limits of Kalispell and zoned Public P-1.

This area would remain available for government office buildings, including expansion and routine

maintenance of the existing buildings. Any change of use for the property will be subject to a MEPA
analysis and City review if a zone change is recommended to accommodate any other type of use.

Reclassification of State School Trust Lands

Except for the leased tract and the SE Vi of Section 36, most of the property is classified for

production of crops, commonly refen-ed to as Class 3 Lands. Section 36 has been managed for

agricultural purposes since at least 1912. The location of the property adjacent to the City limits of

Kalispell, proximity to city services, expansion of development in the vicinity, and recent

development interests implies the property should be considered for other uses.

The existing agricultural lease contains special provisions to facilitate reclassification of portions of

the property to a Class 4 designation. This EIS will provide the necessary information required for

the completion of a capability inventory at the time of reclassification. Reclassification will occur as

land use conversion occurs.
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Selection of Specific Project Proposals

Selection and development of specific project proposals for Section 36 will follow a defined pattern

of review and evaluation. Under Alternatives B-E, annexation into the city of Kalispell will be

pursued. Tfie process to select a specific use for ttie property will be initiated by DNRC witfi ttie

issuance of a Special Lease Proposal (SLP) to seek competitive proposals. A series of review

mechanisms will determine whether a proposed use is acceptable. The language of the SLP will

establish criteria to test the financial feasibility and capabilities of a developer to perform. [Refer to

Part B of this DEIS for further discussion of the SLP process). The selected neighborhood plan

(Alternatives A-E) will establish the general allowances for the property. Zoning will be adopted to

implement the neighborhood plan and the proposed use must be consistent with adopted zoning. If

the use selected via the SLP process satisfies the tests of the plan and zoning, the next step will be

review of the proposed use through subdivision review (if the use will occupy a "new" lease lot).

Subdivision approval will stipulate conditions of approval for development of the property and

identify appropriate mitigation measures related to such issues as transportation and water and

sewer sen/ice. Following or concurrent with city review of the project, a MEPA analysis will be done

to further evaluate the proposal. This EIS will be used to help assign the share of appropriate on-

and off-site improvements to that particular project. The project selection process will be concluded

with tne signing of a lease agreement with the project proposer, which will include reiteration of city

conditions of approval and various provisions to secure the general interest of the State, including

performance bonding of the development.

4.3.1.2 General Land Use Themes by Attemative

Alternative A - No Action

Under this alternative, land use would not change substantially. DNRC would continue to seek

agricultural leasing on all but the SE Vi of Section 36. This action alternative would not preclude the

future construction of the Highway 93 By-Pass, continued in-fill of the Sport Fields complex, or use

of the DNRC office area. Resolution of the BPA easement and compensation issue would continue

to be pursued. Any opportunity to allow for a redesign of the power infrastnjcture would be

encouraged if it served to elevate the lines and combine the two circuits onto a single pole structure.

Alternative B - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

This alternative would permit a wide range of land use opportunities on Section 36. It would seek to

separate uses based on such factors as compatibility and geographic location. Over an extended

period of time, estimated to be 30 to 50 years, agriculture activities could be replaced in entirety by

developed urban uses. Retail commercial uses would be restricted to an area in the NE V* situated

between the proposed highway by-pass and Highway 93. This location would also be acceptable

for technology businesses. A professional office and school POD would develop south of West

Reserve Drive and north of the proposed highway by-pass. High density residential would develop

in an area primarily located in the SW !4 of Section 36. Phasing of development would occur to

minimize a scattered development pattern and to provide for the logical extension of services.

Zoning would be adopted to implement the goals and policies of the plan as per the proposed MP-1

zoning text included within the Section 36 Initial Proposal and Scoping document.

Alternative C - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Commercial

Development under this alternative would still result in the gradual but ultimate elimination of most

agricultural uses over an extended period of time. In contrast to Alternative B, this alternative would

promote technology uses over retail commercial uses. If technology development is successful,

any retail commercial uses would probably serve the interests of the local employment base as

opposed to the general retail needs of a regional economy. The proposed zoning text of Alternative

B would need to be modified accordingly.
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Alternative D - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified professional & Residential

Development of Section 36 under this alternative would modify alternative B by encouraging the

location of schools and office campus' near Stillwater Road in the early phases of development.

Secondly, this alternative would seek to promote single-family uses in the SW Va over high density

residential consisting primarily of apartments. These two objectives would require elimination of the

"Deferred Development" designation and participation in a land exchange for the SWVi. The

proposed zoning text of Alternative B would need to be modified accordingly.

Alternative E - Section 36 Neighbortnood Plan: Traditional Zoning

The four proposed land use pods of Alternative B can be implemented using existing zoning

classifications from the Kalispell Zoning Ordinance. The proposed zoning text of Alternative B

would not be utilized.

A B-5 Industrial-Commercial zoning designation for the Mixed Commercial POD would allow

substantially more land use opportunities than anticipated with the proposed zoning for Alternative

B. B-5 zoning would permit or conditionally permit 140 uses as compared to 19 uses as proposed

in Alternative B. This additional allowance of uses may improve opportunities for development in

the Mixed Commercial POD and accelerated build-out of the POD. Lost would be the various

phasing and performance standards of the proposed zoning.

An R-5 Residential/Professional Office zoning designation for the Mixed Professional POD would

eliminate some opportunities for neighborhood convenience retail but is similar to the proposed

zoning in other aspects of land use allowances. Lost would be the various phasing and

performance standards of the proposed zoning.

An RA-3 Residential Apartment zoning designation for the Mixed residential POD would expand the

use allowances within the POD as compared to the zoning proposed by Alternative B. Examples of

expanded uses would include banking and medical facilities. Density allowance would be similar

but lost would be the various phasing and performance standards of the proposed zoning.

4.3.2 Roads and Traffic

Development of Section 36 under Alternatives B, C, D, and E will require both on and off-site improvements

to mitigate traffic-related effects. All roads interior to the property will be phased in as development occurs.

Lessees will be responsible for construction of all the required road segments and DNRC will dedicate the

completed roads to the City of Kalispell. Offsite Improvements will be identified concurrent with individual

project proposals and the associated mitigation improvements will be borne by the lessee.

DNRC, as any other applicant for annexation or subdivision review, will be required to dedicate exterior and

interior roads to the appropnate city or county government. This will perfect easements for West Reserve

Drive, Stillwater Road, and Four Mile Drive, which currently exist without authorization from DNRC.

The following sections discuss the effects of development on "roads". The basis for the analysis is 3 distinct

land use scenarios plus a no action scenario. The listed scenarios are not alternatives, but development

scenarios to help define a range of possible effects from development of Section 36. The identified

cause/effect relationships help to bracket and define acceptable mitigation packages and offer choices for

the selection of alternatives.

The effects of construction of the highway by-pass was not considered in the 20 year build-out analysis. If

constnjcted now or in the future, it would have a significant influence on local traffic patterns and would

probably benefit the future development of Section 36. However, due to the current design considerations of

the by pass and its intersection with West Reserve Dnve and U.S. Highway 93, it is likely to force more traffic

to the interior of Section 36. It is likely that the portion of West Resen/e Street north of Section 36 would no

longer intersect Highway 93. The portion of West Reserve between Highway 93 and intersection #1 (see

Figure 18) would be modified to provide local access only to developments that are connected to this route.
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After the bypass is constructed traffic traveling east and west on West Reserve would be rerouted to the

south at intersection #1 to the bypass intersection between intersections #5 and #6. It is also likely that much
of this traffic would continue through Section 36 to intersect Highway 93 at intersection #3. Th» majority of

the eastbound traffic would turn south onto Highway 93 without creating any major capacity problems at

intersection #3. Traffic wishing to travel west on West Reserve would also have to travel through Section 36.

Northbound traffic on Highway 93 would likely turn left at intersection #2 or at the 93/Bypass intersection.

The vehicles that turn at intersection #2 will travel on the internal road system from intersection #2 to #6,

then cross the Bypass and proceed to West Reserve at intersection #1 . The traffic that turns west through

Section 36 using intersection #2 will travel to intersection #6, then turn north to intersection #1 . The resulting

increase in traffic volumes on these internal routes will tend to decrease the performance of the intersections

and make it more difficult to turn onto and off of these collector routes.

4.3.2.1 Level of Service Analysis

The quality of travel and function of urban and suburban roadways is typically controlled by the

operation of the major intersections. The accepted method of evaluating intersections is the Level of

Service analysis. A level of service (LOS) analysis of the existing conditions was conducted at the

two signalized intersections on U.S. Highway 93 at West Reserve and Grand View. LOS represents

the range of operating conditions for different types of facilities and is based on the ability to

accommodate varying amounts of traffic. These levels are given letter designations from A to F,

whereby LOS A represents the best operating conditions and LOS F the worst or saturated flow

conditions. LOS A through C are considered acceptable operation, LOS D is marginal but still

functional, and LOS E and F indicate system failure and are obviously undesirable. The LOS
analysis is intended to determine how well an intersection is functioning with respect to variables

such as traffic flow, intersection geometries, and other prevailing conditions. The LOS evaluation

was conducted according to the procedures outlined in the Transportation Research Board's

Highway Capacity IVIanual (HCM) - Special Report 209 and the Highway Capacity Software

(HCS) for signalized intersections.

The LOS analysis was performed using field data collected in August of 1999 for the West Reserve

Street/U.S. 93 intersection. Data for the Grand View/U.S. 93 and the West Reserve/Stillwater

intersections were collected in March of 2001 and factored to represent summer conditions when
the peak traffic demand occurs in the Flathead Valley. The data collected included turning

movement volumes, intersection geometries, roadside environment, and signal operation. The
results of this analysis indicate that the intersection of U.S. 93 and West Reserve Drive is currently

providing LOS B during the AM and PM peak hours. The U.S. 93/Grand View intersection is

currently providing a LOS of A during the AM and PM Peak hours.

Similar Studies were also performed for the unsignalized intersection of West Reserve

Drive/Stillwater Road. This was done using similar techniques to those used for the signalized

intersections. The unsignalized intersection analysis assumes that the through traffic flow on the

major road at the intersection is operating at LOS A. The focus of the unsignalized analysis is on

the turning movements that must deal with opposing traffic such as left turns, right turns and through

movements from the side road and left turns from the main road. The results of the analysis at West
Reserve and Stillwater indicated that the intersection is currently functioning at LOS B during the

AM and PM peak hours.

Using the existing traffic conditions and the likely traffic generation from the committed

developments in the area, a future year LOS analysis was performed for the intersections in the

area of Section 36. LOS was calculated for 2005, 2010, and 2020. Future year baseline traffic

volumes were estimated using historic traffic volume information obtained from MDT. The historic

growth trends in traffic volumes were used to estimate summer traffic volumes for the future year

analyses. The traffic generated from the committed developments was then added to these future

year projections to yield the existing plus committed (E+C) traffic volumes that were used in the

analysis. This information is shown in Table 4.1. Included in this LOS summary is an analysis of

the proposed signalized intersection at the main entrance to the Crosswell Mountain View Plaza

and Highway 93. (DNRC will share this intersection with development of the NE V* of Section 36.)
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Table 4.1 LOS Summary



Table 4.2 Scenario 2 - Trip Generation Rates

Project

Phase



Table 4.4 Scenario 4 - Trip Generation Rates

Project

Phase



FIGURE 9

Estimated Trip Distribution

Scenario 1 (Years 0-10)
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^ 1% West Reserve 15%^



FIGURE 11

Estimated Trip Distribution

Scenarios 2 & 3 (Years -5)

10%

^ 1% West Reserve 10%^



FIGURE 13

Estimated Trip Distribution

Scenario 4 (Years 0-5)

15%
1% West Reserve 15%^



FIGURE 15

Estimated Trip Distribution

Scenarios 2, 3 and 4 (Years 10-20)

15%
3% West Reserve 15% ^



Figure 16
Internal Road Network

Scenarios 2, 3 and 4 (Years 0-5)



Figure 18

Internal Road Network

Scenarios 2, 3 and 4 (Years 10-20)*





Scenario 2

Traffic volumes on the adjacent street network would increase in Scenario 2 as a result of the

development. The projected traffic volumes that would occur, as a result of Scenario 2, are shown in

Figure 20. The anticipated corridor traffic volume increases would not tDe great enough to require

the enlargement of any of the adjacent roads. Initially all of the internal roads will function

adequately as two-lane corridors. The traffic volume projections indicate that during the penod

between 2010 and 2020 several segments of the internal road system would have to be expanded

to three-lane roads in order to handle the anticipated traffic volumes and mid-block turning

movements. These road segments include the segments between intersection #3 and #6 and the

segment between # 1 and # 3.

FIGURE 20
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Scenario 3

Traffic volumes on the adjacent street network would Increase in Scenano 3 as a result of the

development. The projected traffic volumes that would occur, as a result of Scenario 3, are shown in

Figure 21. The anticipated corridor traffic volume increases would not be great enough to require

the enlargement of any of the adjacent roads. Initially all of the internal roads will function

adequately as two-lane corridors. The traffic volume projections indicate that during the period

between 2010 and 2020 several segments of the internal road system would have to be expanded

to three-lane roads in order to handle the anticipated traffic volumes and mid-block turning

movements. These road segments include the segments between intersection #3 and #6 and the

segment between # 1 and # 3.

FIGURE 21

Scenario 3 Traffic Volumes
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Scenario 4

Traffic volumes on the adjacent street network would increase in Scenario 4 as a result of the

development The projected traffic volumes that would occur, as a result of this scenario, are shown
in Figure 22. The anticipated corridor traffic volume increases between 2010 and 2020 would be
great enough to require the enlargement of West Reserve between 93 and Stillwater This road

segment would have to be enlarged to include an additional westbound traffic lane. All of the

internal roads would initially only have to be two-lane roads to handle the anticipated traffic volumes.
Dunng the period between 2005 and 2010 several road segments will have to be expanded to

three-lane corndors to handle the anticipated traffic. These road segments include the segments
between intersection #1 and #3 and the segment between # 2 and # 6. During the period between
2010 and 2020 it is likely that the road segment between #4 and #5 will also have to be expanded
to three-lanes.

FIGURE 22

Scenario 4 Traffic Volumes
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northbound traffic by the year 2020. With this one intersection modification all of the intersections

adjacent to Section 36 will provide an acceptable LOS C or better through the year 2020.

Scenario 2

The greatest traffic impacts would occur in the areas adjacent to the property. The likely traffic

demands for each intersection within and adjacent to the development were determined for the
A.M. and P.M. peak weekday conditions using the trip generation rates, and the estimated
approach and egress patterns.

Level of Service analyses were produced for the years 2005, 2010, and 2020. The calculations

indicate the traffic conditions at the end of each of these growth phases. These analyses take into

account the committed developments that are currently being proposed within the area, the impacts
of the scenario, and the general growth patterns within the greater Kalispell area.

Using the trip generation tables for the mid impact scenario, the anticipated trip distribution, and
probably intersection turning movements it was possible to determine probable peak hour turning

movement for the intersections around the development. Using projected turning movements for

the three development years, a LOS table was created to show the traffic impacts the development
would have. The analysis indicates that it will be necessary to modify the form of traffic control and
the intersection geometries in the future to ensure that the some intersections function optimally.

These alterations were applied by determining the minimum alterations necessary to keep a
desirable LOS. Alterations to the existing signal timings were made to improve the LOS where
possible. These modifications include signal timing and phasing changes, the addition of new
actuated phases, and the installation of new lanes when necessary. This analysis produced an
optimized LOS for each intersection. The LOS analysis for Scenario 2 is shown in Table 4.6.

Table 4.6 Scenario 2 LOS Analys



The LOS analysis indicates that the anticipated traffic volumes generated by this scenario will

impact the adjacent intersections. All of the intersection within and adjacent to the development will

function adequately (LOS C or better) through the year 2005. It is noted that improved performance

at the Grand View/93 intersection would occur if a new northbound left turn phase were added to

the current signal.

The second phase of the development, between 2005 and 2010, will generate enough additional

traffic that two intersections would fail. These intersections include West Reserve/93 and Grand
View/93. In order to enable these intersections to continue to provide an acceptable LOS it will be
necessary to make some intersection modifications. With these modifications all of the intersections

will function at LOS C or better. Based on the findings of this analysis these modifications are

hereby included as part of the proposed development. The required intersection modifications

include the following:

Intersection modifications required 2005-2010

West Reserve/93 - add an eastbound left turn lane, a westbound right turn lane,

and a new east/west left-turn phase

Grand View/93 - add a northbound left-turn phase

The third phase of the development will add more traffic to the road network causing six

intersections to fail. These intersections include West Reserve/93, Grand View/93, #2, #3, #5, and
#6. Based on the findings of this analysis these modifications are hereby included as part of the

proposed development. In order to continue to provide an acceptable LOS at these intersections the

modifications required from 2005-2010 must be in-place and the following additional modifications

must be implemented:

Intersection modifications required 2010-2020

West Reserve/93 -modify the northbound/southbound signal phasing

#2 - add a eastbound left-turn lane and modify signal phasing

#5 - Add left turn lanes to each leg of the intersection

#6 - Add left turn lanes to each leg of the intersection (LOS E) or signalize the

intersection (LOS B)

There will also be traffic impacts on other routes within the Kalispell area. The primary traffic impacts

discussed above describe the major impacts to the roads and intersections immediately adjacent to

Section 36. In addition to these primary impacts, other less severe traffic impacts will occur in other

parts of the community. The large majority of these other traffic impacts will occur between the

proposed development site and Downtown Kalispell. As mentioned in the trip generation analysis,

Scenario 2 will result in an additional 30,120 weekday vehicle trips on the community road network.

By the year 2020 it is estimated that 80% of these trips will be external trips to the site. This

translates into 3,570 additional trips during the weekday morning peak hour and 4,121 additional

trips during the weekday evening peak hour. This scenano will increase the average daily traffic on
Highway 93 south of the site by about 7,000 vpd. The anticipated distribution of these trips indicates

that this development, under Scenario 2 will result in traffic impacts at most major intersections

along Highway 93 between the West Reserve and the Central Business District. These
intersections along Highway 93 include Northridge, Meridian, Sunny View, Conway, Wyoming, and
Idaho.

It is anticipated that Section 36 development generated traffic will represent a notable percentage of

the total traffic using these intersections. The development traffic will cause traffic volume increases

on Highway 93 and therefore will consume some of the reserve capacity currently available at these

intersections. Increased traffic volumes generated by the proposed development will result in an
incremental decrease in intersection performance at all of the intersections along Highway 93
between the development site and the center of town. The traffic impacts will be in the form of

increased traffic congestion and vehicle delay. It is likely that the increased traffic would cause the

LOS at some of these intersections to degrade by at least one rating level. In most cases it is
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anticipated that modifications to the signal phasing will allow the intersection to perform at an

acceptable LOS. It may be necessary to provide additional turn lanes on the side road approaches

at Meridian/93 and Wyoming/93 to enable these intersections to perform adequately. Additional

traffic at the intersection of Highway 93 and Idaho is of special concern. It is estimated that by the

year 2020 traffic generated by the Section 36 development will amount to about 14% of all

approach traffic at this intersection under Scenario 2. It is estimated that by 2020, development-

generated traffic will represent about 5% of the traffic using Main Street through the Central

Business District of Kalispell.

The data indicates that the development-generated traffic under Scenario 2 will increase the daily

traffic volume on Highway 93 south of Grand View to approximately 42,000 vpd by the year 2020

(up from 35,000 vpd with no-action). This amount of traffic will create some traffic congestion and

safety problems for vehicles attempting to access or egress the 93 corridor at unsignalized

intersections. It is possible that this action would create the need to signalize several intersections

along 93 that are currently controlled by stop signs. It is also likely that this volume of traffic will

create the need for separate nght-turn lanes at most of the signalized intersections.

Traffic impacts will also occur on Stillwater and Meridian Roads. A portion of the traffic generated by

the proposed development will use this route to access Kalispell. The additional traffic will consume

some of the reserve capacity currently available at the intersections along this route. Increased

traffic volumes generated by the proposed development will result in a decrease in intersection

performance at all of the intersections along Stillwater and Meridian Roads. The traffic impacts will

result in increased traffic congestion and vehicle delay. It is possible that the increased traffic would

cause the LOS at some of these intersections to degrade by one LOS rating level. A current MDT
project is undenway to reconstruct Meridian Road from Idaho to Highway 93. This project will include

signalizing the intersections at Three-Mile and Two-Mile Drives as well as upgrading the

intersections at Idaho and Highway 93. The reconstruction of this corridor should minimize the

traffic impacts created by the proposed development. Additional traffic from the proposed

development will use the intersection of Meridian Road and Idaho Street. Additional traffic volumes

at this intersection will incrementally reduce the LOS of this intersection. It is estimated that by the

year 2020 traffic generated by the Section 36 development will amount to about 5% of all approach

traffic at this intersection under Scenario 2.

If the bypass were to be constnjcted during the next 20 years, it would likely shift between 25% and

30% of the traffic away from Highway 93 south of West Reserve and away from Stillwater. This shift

would have a beneficial impact on the Highway 93 intersections south of West Reserve and

similariy on Stillwater. The new bypass corridor through Section 36 would tend to have the greatest

impact on pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Special pedestrian and bicycle facilities need to be

considered at both bypass intersections within Section 36.

Scenario 3

The greatest traffic impacts would occur in the areas adjacent to the property. The likely traffic

demands for each intersection within and adjacent to the development were determined for the

A.M. and P.M. peak weekday conditions using the trip generation rates, and the estimated

approach and egress patterns.

Level of Service analyses were produced for the years 2005, 2010, and 2020. The calculations

indicate the traffic conditions at the end of each of these growth phases. These analyses take into

account the committed developments that are currently being proposed within the area, the impacts

of the scenario, and the general growth patterns within the greater Kalispell area.
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Using the trip generation tables for growth Scenario 3, the anticipated tnp distnbution, and probably

intersection turning movements it was possible to determine probable peak hour turning movement
for the intersections around the development. Using projected turning movements for the three

development years, a LOS table was created to show the traffic impacts the development would

have. The analysis indicates that it will be necessary to modify the form of traffic control and the

intersection geometries in the future to ensure that the some intersections function optimally. These
alterations were applied by determining the minimum alterations necessary to keep a desirable

LOS. Alterations to the existing signal timings were made to improve the LOS where possible.

These modifications include signal timing and phasing changes, the addition of new actuated

phases, and the installation of new lanes when necessary. This analysis produced an optimized

LOS for each intersection. The LOS analysis for Scenario 3 is shown in Table 4.7.

Table 4.7 Scenario 3 LOS Analysis



Intersection modifications recommended by 2005

Grand View/93 - add a northbound left-turn phase

Intersection modifications required 2005-2010

West Reserve/93 - add an eastbound left turn lane and a new east/west left-turn

phase

Grand View/93 - add a northbound left-turn phase
• #3 - add a right turn ramp and a southbound merge lane

The third phase of the development will add more traffic to the road network causing six

intersections to fail. These intersections include West Reserve/93, Grand View/93, #2, #3, #5, and

#6. Based on the findings of this analysis these modifications are hereby included as part of the

proposed development. In order to continue to provide an acceptable LOS at these intersections the

modifications required from 2005-2010 must be in-place and the following additional modifications

must be implemented:

Intersection modifications required 2010-2020

West Reserve/93 - add a new westbound right-turn lane and change the westbound

right/through lane into a through-only traffic lane and modify the

northbound/southbound signal phasing

Grand View/93 - add a westbound left-turn lane

#2 - add a eastbound left-turn lane and a westbound right-turn lane, and modify signal

phasing

#5 - signalize intersection

#6 - signalize intersection

There will also be traffic impacts on other routes within the Kaiispell area. The primary traffic impacts

discussed above describe the major impacts to the roads and intersections immediately adjacent to

Section 36. In addition to these primary impacts, other less severe traffic impacts will occur in other

parts of the community. The large majority of these other traffic impacts will occur between the

proposed development site and Downtown Kaiispell. As mentioned in the trip generation analysis.

Scenario 3 will result in an additional 45,451 weekday vehicle trips on the community road network.

By the year 2020 it is estimated that 80% of these trips will be external trips to the site. This

translates into 3,777 additional trips during the weekday morning peak hour and 3,945 additional

trips during the weekday evening peak hour. The anticipated distribution of these trips indicates that

this development, under Scenario 3 will increase the average daily traffic volumes on Highway 93

south of the site by about 12,000 vpd (from 35,000 vpd with no-action to 47,000 vpd in Scenario 3).

This increase will result in traffic impacts at most major intersections along Highway 93 between the

West Reserve and the Central Business District. These intersections along Highway 93 include

Northridge, Meridian, Sunny View, Conway, Wyoming, and Idaho.

It is anticipated that Section 36 development generated traffic will represent a notable percentage of

the total traffic using these intersections. The development traffic will cause traffic volume increases

on Highway 93 and therefore will consume most of the reserve capacity currently available at these

intersections. Increased traffic volumes generated by the proposed development will result in an

incremental decrease in intersection performance at all of the intersections along Highway 93

between the development site and the center of town. The traffic impacts will be in the form of

increased traffic congestion and vehicle delay. It is likely that the increased traffic would cause the

LOS at some of these intersections to degrade by at least one rating level. In most cases it is

anticipated that modifications to the signal phasing will allow the intersection to perform at an

acceptable LOS. It may be necessary to provide additional turn lanes on the side road approaches

at Meridian/93 and Wyoming/93 to enable these intersections to perform adequately. Additional

traffic at the intersection of Highway 93 and Idaho is of special concern. It is estimated that by the

year 2020 traffic generated by the Section 36 development will amount to about 18% of all

approach traffic at this intersection under Scenario 3. It is estimated that by 2020, development-

generated traffic will represent about 6% of the traffic using Main Street through the Central

Business District of Kaiispell.
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The data indicates that the development-generated traffic under Scenario 3 will increase the daily

traffic volume on Highway 93 south of Grand View to approximately 47,000 vpd (up from 35.000

vpd with no-action) by the year 2020. This amount of traffic will create traffic congestion and safety

problems for vehicles attempting to access or egress the 93 corridor at unsignalized intersections. It

Is likely that this action would create the need to signalize several intersections along 93 that are

currently controlled by stop signs. It is also very likely that this volume of traffic will create the need

for separate right-turn lanes at most of the signalized intersections. It is possible that that there will

be a need to expand some portions of the Highway 93 con-idor to a seven-lane facility in order to

adequately accommodate 47,000 vehicles per day.

Traffic impacts will also occur on Stillwater and Meridian Roads. A portion of the traffic generated by

the proposed development will use this route to access Kalispell. The additional traffic will consume
some of the reserve capacity currently available at the intersections along this route. Increased

traffic volumes generated by the proposed development will result in a decrease in intersection

performance at all of the intersections along Stillwater and Meridian Roads. The traffic impacts will

result in increased traffic congestion and vehicle delay. It is possible that the increased traffic would

cause the LOS at some of these intersections to degrade by one LOS rating level. An upcoming

MDT project will reconstnjct Meridian Road from Idaho to Highway 93. This project will include

expanding the road to three-lane and four-lane sections and upgrading the signalized intersections

at Three-Mile and Two-Mile Drives as well as upgrading the intersections at Idaho and Highway 93.

The reconstruction of this con^idor should minimize the traffic impacts created by the proposed

development. Additional traffic from the proposed development will use the intersection of Meridian

Road and Idaho Street. Additional traffic volumes at this intersection will incrementally reduce the

LOS of this intersection. It is estimated that by the year 2020 traffic generated by the Section 36

development will amount to about 6% of all approach traffic at this intersection under Scenario 3.

If the bypass were to be constructed during the next 20 years, it would likely shift between 25% and

30% of the traffic away from Highway 93 south of West Reserve and away from Stillwater. This shift

would have a beneficial impact on the Highway 93 intersections south of West Reserve and

similarly on Stillwater. The new bypass comdor through Section 36 would tend to have the greatest

impact on pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Special pedesthan and bicycle facilities need to be

considered at both bypass intersections within Section 36.

Scenario 4

A LOS analysis was performed on all of the intersections within and adjacent to the proposed

development using the traffic volumes that would likely result. A summary of this analysis is

presented in Table 4.8.
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Table 4.8 Scenario 4 LOS Analysis



The third phase of the development will add more traffic to the road network causing a total of eight

intersections to fail. In order to continue to provide an acceptable LOS at these intersections the

modifications required from 2005-2010 must be in-place and the following additional modifications

must be implemented:

Intersection modifications required 2010-2020

• West Reserve/93 - Add a second westbound traffic lane for westbound traffic on West
Reserve between 93 and Stillwater

• Grand View/93 - add an additional northbound left-turn lane and widen Four-Mile west

of 93 to include two westbound traffic lanes, and add a westbound left-turn lane

Four-Mile/Stillwater - convert to a 4-way STOP, and add a westbound left-turn lane

• #1 - add a northbound left-turn lane (this lane will already exist if the road segment

between #1 and #5 is already three-lanes wide)

• #2 - add a westbound right-turn lane, and modify signal phasing

#5 - Change intersection to Four-Way STOP Control

There will also be traffic impacts on other routes within the Kalispell area. In addition to the primary

traffic impacts discussed above, other less severe traffic impacts will occur in other parts of the

community. The majority of these other traffic impacts will occur between the proposed

development site and Downtown Kalispell. Scenario 4 will result in an additional 65,985 weekday
vehicle trips on the community road network. By the year 2020 it is estimated that 80% of these tnps

will be external trips to the site. This translates into 4,699 additional thps during the weekday
morning peak hour and 5,918 additional trips during the weekday evening peak hour. This scenario

will increase the average daily traffic on Highway 93 south of the site by about 20,000 vpd. Under

Scenario 4 traffic impacts will occur at most major intersections along Highway 93 between the

West Reserve and the Central Business District. These intersections along Highway 93 include

Northridge, Meridian, Sunny View, Conway, Wyoming, and Idaho.

It is anticipated that Section 36 development generated traffic will cause traffic volume increases on

Highway 93 and therefor will consume most of the reserve capacity currently available at these

intersections. Increased traffic volumes generated by the proposed development will result in an

incremental decrease in intersection performance at all of the intersections along Highway 93

between the development site and the center of town. It may be necessary to provide additional turn

lanes on the side road approaches at Meridian/93 and Wyoming/93 to enable the intersection to

perform adequately. Additional traffic at the intersection of Highway 93 and Idaho is of special

concern. It is estimated that by the year 2020 traffic generated by the Section 36 development will

amount to about 28% of all approach traffic at this intersection under Scenario 4. By 2020 it is

estimated that about 9% of the traffic on Main Street through the Central Business District will be the

result of the Section 36 development under Scenario 4.

The data indicates that the development-generated traffic under Scenario 4 will increase the daily

traffic volume on Highway 93 south of Grand View to approximately 55,000 vpd by the year 2020

(up from 35,000 vpd with no-action). This amount of traffic will create traffic congestion and safety

problems for vehicles attempting to access or egress the 93 corridor at unsignalized intersections. It

is likely that this action would create the need to signalize several intersections along 93 that are

currently controlled by stop signs. Separate right-turn lanes will need to be added at most of the

signalized intersections. It is very likely that major portions of the Highway 93 coridor between

Grand View and Idaho would have to be expanded to a seven-lane facility in order to adequately

accommodate 55,000 vehicles per day.

Traffic impacts will also occur on Stillwater and Meridian Roads. The additional traffic will consume
some of the reserve capacity currently available at these intersections along this route. Increased

traffic volumes generated by the proposed development will result in an incremental decrease in

intersection performance, increased traffic congestion, and vehicle delay at all of the intersections

along Stillwater and Mendlan Roads. It is possible that the increased traffic would cause the LOS at

some of these intersections to degrade by one rating level. An upcoming MDT project is underway

that will reconstruct Meridian Road from Idaho to Highway 93. This project will include widening the

road to three-lane and four-lane road sections and upgrading the signalized intersections at Three-
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Mile and Two-Mile Drives as well as upgrading the intersections at Idaho and Highway 93. The
reconstruction of this corridor should minimize the traffic impacts created by the proposed

development. Additional traffic from the proposed development will use the intersection of Meridian

Road and Idaho Street. Additional traffic volumes at this intersection will incrementally reduce the

LOS of this intersection. It is estimated that by the year 2020 traffic generated by the Section 36

development will amount to about 9% of all approach traffic at this intersection under Scenario 4.

If the bypass were to be constmcted duhng the next 20 years, it would likely shift between 25% and

30% of the traffic away from Highway 93 south of West Reserve and away from Stillwater. This shift

would have a beneficial impact on the Highway 93 intersections south of West Reserve and

similarly on Stillwater. The new bypass corridor through Section 36 would tend to have the greatest

impact on pedesthan and bicycle traffic. Special pedestrian and bicycle facilities need to be

considered at both bypass intersections within Section 36.

4.3.2.8 Relationship to Alternatives

Traffic will be a component of review for all subsequent project proposals on Section 36 to assess

individual and cumulative responsibility for on and off-site mitigation measures.

Alternative A - No Action

This alternative will contribute the least amount of traffic from Section 36 as compared to the other

alternatives. There will be no need to constnjct an internal road network or participate in any

upgrades to the adjoining intersections.

Alternative B - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

Each of the development scenarios could represent a possible build-out scenario for this alternative.

Depending on the ultimate development strategy for Section 36, impacts to the adjoining

transportation system could be minimal to extensive. It is expected under all situations that the

internal collector road system will be developed as shown in Figures 16, 17, and 18. The timing and

completion of the road segments will depend on the rate and location of development. As

development increases in Section 36, improvements can be expected to the adjoining

transportation system. Under a rapid development scenario as represented by Development

Scenario 4, significant improvements would be necessary to the intersections of West Reserve

Drive and Grandview Drive plus intersection improvements interior to Section 36.

Alternative C - Section 36 Neighbortiood Plan: Modified Commercial

Many of the traffic assumptions of Alternative B are common to Alternative C. The internal collector

road system will be similar and the extent of traffic impacts will depend on the rate of development.

However, this Alternative has the potential for significantly reduced traffic impacts if "business park"

uses in the Mixed Commercial POD predominate over commercial retail uses. As an example, the

ratio of trips per day (per 1 ,000 sq ft of building) for a business park versus a discount store is more

than 4:1. Under this Alternative, business and technology uses are prioritized over retail uses for a

given period of time.

Alternative D—Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Professional and Residential

The expected traffic effects of Alternative D are very similar to Alternative 0. The rate and density of

development will determine the extent of traffic effects. As with Alternatives B & C, the proposed

phasing and completion of the internal collector roads will be similar. However, the generation of

trips from the SW V* of Section 36 could be significantly reduced over what might occur in

Alternatives B, C & E. As proposed under this Alternative, single family dwellings would be a

prioritized use as opposed to the high density anticipations of the other 3 action alternatives. The

lower density development associated with single family dwellings would significantly reduce traffic

generation from that Va section.
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Alternative E - Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Traditional Zoning

This alternative would have greater land use flexibility as compared to the other action alternatives.

This would be especially apparent in the Mixed Commercial POD, where there would be
substantially more retail commercial opportunities. Trip generation from the NW % from the

commercial uses could be significantly higher under this alternative.

4.3.3 Water Supply

Development drives the demand for water delivery to Section 36. Except for the No Action Alternative, all

alternatives anticipate the need for a community water supply system linked to the city of Kalispell. To help

define the effects of development on water demand, 3 development scenarios (plus a status quo scenario)

were used to help define the cause/effect relationships of development to water demand See Section 2.3.1 ).

The development scenarios are not plan alternatives - just mechanisms to help identify and bracket the

effects of development on water demand. The results of the analysis will help to define the possible effects

of a particular plan alternative.

4.3.3.1 Water Demand Analysis

In order to develop projections for Section 36 water demand, existing water usage and population

data must be analyzed to create per capita water demand values. These values can then be used

to evaluate future demands.

Demand Assignment

The system-wide demands were estimated based on historical production data provided by the City

of Kalispell as reported in the draft Kalispell Facility Plan 2000 document. Combining production

data with existing population and employment results in the demand assignment parameters found

in Table 4.9

Table 4.9 Summary of Water Demand Assignment Parameters
Residential demand factor (gpd/capita)



Evaluation Criteria



Table 4.13 Section 36 Scenario 3 Water Demand Projections



A four-hour duration fire in the upper zone dunng the maximum day demand period would

require a water volume of 1,296,000 gallons. The required equalization volume is 504,000

gallons. The current storage volume in the upper zone is 100,000 gallons and the firm

production capacity with the largest booster pump out of service is 3,800 gpm. If the upper

zone storage tank were full when a fire starts, it would be drained in 62 minutes under

maximum day demand conditions with a 4,000 gpm fire flow requirement. Additional

storage, production capacity, booster pumping, or a combination of each, would be needed

to meet the requirements for equalization and a 4-hour, 4,000 gpm fire.

Emergency storage capacity is another important factor in determining the adequacy of the

water system. The system was analyzed to determine its ability to provide service rf an

extended power outage were to occur. Facilities that currently have back-up power include

the Buffalo Hills Well, the Grandview Well, and one booster station pump. The systems

production capacity during a power outage is summarized in Table 4.16.

Table 4.16 Emergency Production Capacity
Pressure

Zone



Scenario 1 Impact Evaluation

The factors for fire demand and maximum daily demand are summarized in Table 4.18.

Table 4.18 Water Demand Conditions - Scenario 1

Phase



Table 4.21 summarizes existing storage and production capacity, required storage and
production capacity, and deficiencies under Scenario 2 if connected to the City of Kalispell

water system.

Table 4.21 Scenario 2 Storage and Production Capacity Deficiencies

Upper

Zone



Table 4,23 summarizes existing storage and production capacity, required storage and
production capacity, and deficiencies under the Scenario 3 conditions.

Table 4.23 Scenario 3 Storage and Production Capacity Deficiencies

Upper Zone



1 Emergency production capacity

2 Storage volume required to meet a 4 -hour fire flow of 4000 gpm and equalization equal to 25% of the max day

demand adjusted for emergency production capacity.

3 Increasing the production capacity of the system would reduce the amount of storage capacity required

Upper Pressure Zone Total 2020 Growth Impact Evaluation

Data presented in Tables 4.11, 4.12, 4.13, and 4.14 does not take into consideration

impacts of growth in the upper pressure zone outside of Section 36. These impacts must

be identified to adequately size expansion of the Kalispell water system and to evaluate the

contribution to total system impact of Section 36.

The Kalispell Facility Plan 2000 estimates an additional 2020 residential population of

7,750 and an additional 2020 commercial population of 6,026 in the upper pressure zone

outside of Section 36. Tables 4.26, 4.27, 4.28 and 4.29 summarize total population and

employment, and water demand data for the upper pressure zone under 2020 conditions

including Section 36 growth scenarios 1 , 2, 3, and 4 combined with estimated growth in the

upper zone outside of Section 36.

Table 4.26 Upper Pressure Zone Scenario 1 Water Demand Projections

Scenario 1



Table 4.28 Upper Pressure Zone Scenario 3 Water Demand Projections
Scenario 3 Phase

10-20 Years
Residential Population 9,310

Residential Demand Factor (gpd per capita) 131

Calculated Residential Demand (gpd)

Commercial Population

1,219,610

13,019

Commercial Demand Factor (gpd per capita) 60
Calculated Commercial Demand (gpd) 781,140

Total Average Day Demand (gpd) 2,000,750

Maximum Day Demand (gpd) 5,402,025

Peak Hour Demand (gpd) 8,003,000

Commercial population includes employment, recreation, student and motel

Table 4.29 Upper Pressure Zone Scenario 4 Water Demand Projections

Scenario 4



Table 4.31 Scenario 1 Storage and Production Capacity



Table 4.33 Scenario 3 Storage and Production Capacity Deficiencies • 2020

Upper Zone

Storage

Capacity

(gallons)



Development of a water system for Section 36 would, at a minimum, need to meet the requirements

of Circular DEQ 1 - Standards for Water Works. For purposes of evaluation we will assume that

the source of supply will be groundwater wells and that the system will be designed to meet a 4000

gpm, 4-hour fire for the proposed High School under Scenarios 2, 3, and 4. DEQ 1 requires that the

capacity of the source of supply, if groundwater, be sized to exceed the maximum day demand and

equal or exceed the design average day demand with the largest producing well out of service. A
minimum of two sources of groundwater must be provided. If power failure will result in cessation of

minimum essential service, sufficient standby power must be provided to meet average day

demand. Storage facilities must have sufficient capacity, as determined from engineering studies,

to meet domestic demands, and where fire protection is provided, fire flow demands. Table 4,36

outlines the requirements for storage and supply for Scenarios 2, 3, and 4.

Table 4.36 Section 36 Water System Storage and Supply Requirements

Scenario



Table 4.37 Scenario 2 Alternatives

Alternative Description



Table 4.38 Scenario 3 Alternatives

Alternative Description



Table 4.39 Scenario 4 Alternatives

Alternative Description



will be required to meet the demands. Table 4.40 outlines the alternatives for upgrading

the system to meet the 2020 buildnsut Scenano 1 conditions.

Table 4.40 2020 Build-out Scenario 1 Alternatives

Alternative Description



Table 4.41 2020 Build-out Scenario 2 Alternatives



Table 4.42 2020 Build-out Scenario 3 Alternatives

Alternative Description



Table 4.43 2020 Build-out Scenario 4 Alternatives

Alternative DescnpUon



Table 4.44 Scenario 2 Alternatives

Alternative 1



Table 4.45 Scenario 3 Alternatives

Alternative 1



Table 4.46 Scenario 4 Alternatives

Alternative 1



4.3^ Sewer Collection System

To help define the effects of development on sewage treatment and collection, 3 development scenarios

(plus a status quo scenario) were used to help define the cause/effect relationships of development to

sewage generation, delivery, and treatment. The development scenarios are not plan alternatives - just

mechanisms to help identify and bracket the effects of development on sewer services. The results of the

analysis will help to define the possible effects of a particular plan alternative.

4.3.4.1 Sewer Flow Analysis

In order to develop a sewer collection system plan, the existing wastewater flows and population

data must be assessed to create per capita wastewater flow values. These values can then be
used to estimate future wastewater flow rates for Section 36.

Flow Assignment

In order to develop a collection system plan, wastewater flows must be assigned to the system.

System-wide flows have been estimated based on historical flow measurements at the Kalispell

wastewater treatment plant and are reported in the draft Kalispell Facility Plan 2000 document.

Table 4 47 summarizes recommended factors for modeling infiltration in the Kalispell wastewater

collection system.

Table 4.47 infiltration Flow Factors
Wastewater Collection System Condition



The calculated unit flow factors and wet weather flow factors are summarized in Table 4.49. These

factors were used to calculate wastewater flows for existing and future development.

Table 4.49 Summary off Wastewater Flow Assignment Parameters
Residential sanitary flow factor (gpd/capita)



Table 4.51 Total Projected Sewer Flows
SCENARIO!



Table 4.53 Gravity Interceptor Alternatives

Alternative Description



4.3.5 Population and Economy

Under action alternatives B, C, D, & E, buildings will be built, taxes will be paid, people will be employed, and

lease payments will be returned to the school trust fund This section attempts to describe the economic

relationships to development of Section 36. Development scenarios 2, 3, and 4, as described in Section

2.3.1, form the basis for predicting economic relationships to development. Also included in this section is a

fourth alternative that reflects a scenano based upon a job market analysis. The development scenarios are

not plan alternatives - just mechanisms to help identify and bracket the effects of development on economic

variables. The results of the analysis will help to define the possible effects of a particular plan alternative. In

addition, a survey was conducted to help define the "downtown" perspective on new development in Section

36.

4.3.5.1 Assumptions and Limitations

The economic evaluation of "hypothetical" growth scenarios is a complicated endeavor for a variety

of reasons. Assumptions would need to be made on the (1) type of use, (2) size of buildings, (3)

number of related employees, (4) size of lease lot, (5) value of structure, (6) value of land, (7)

location of use, (8) timing of development, and other considerations. Some of the assumptions of

study are listed below.

Construction-Related Economic Impacts

The direct and indirect employment and payroll impacts of initial construction for the various build

out scenarios are not modeled in this study. Construction related impacts are a one-time impact,

and highly dependent on the quantity of local labor temporarily employed for the duration of the

project.

Employment Projections for 2010, 2020

Employment projections, by Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code, are projected based on

analyses of past employment trends and projected population growth in the Flathead economy.

Montana Department of Labor and Industry data are reported annually for employment by industry,

by county. Employment trends are analyzed for the period 1990-1999. Population projections are

based on Bureau of Business and Economic Research, University of Montana data for the

benchmark years 2010 and 2020.

Employment Growth due to Section 36 Development

Employment grovirth due to the various build out scenarios is estimated using average square

footage/employee, by SIC sector, obtained from a national consultant's study, and modified

according to local parameters. Representative businesses were polled in the Flathead valley to

adjust square footage/employee data. Build out options, specifying square footage, are used to

apply square footage/employee ratios to project potential employee grovAh. Data include full and

part time employees.

When necessary, employee allocation among multiple SIC sectors is accomplished using the

relative proportion of each sector's 1999 employment to total employment

Benchmark Wages (Labor income)

Wages by SIC sector are derived from published data from the Montana Department of Labor and

Industry. The latest available year is used in this study, 1 999. Wages are assigned to sector activity

in the model according to 2-digit SIC codes.
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Wage Growth

Wage growth is projected over the 20 year planning horizon using historical trend analysis on real

(inflation adjusted) wage growth for Flathead county, 1990-1999. Using the geometric mean method

for averaging annual wage growth, and for all SIC sectors, wages increase in real terms by .16

percent, per year. Real wage growth represents increases above and beyond the rate of inflation.

Real wage growth = (actual wage growth - inflation rate).

Discounting to Present Value

The planning horizon in this study is for the period 2001 to 2021 . Since even modest inflation rates

can distort data over longer periods of time, real interest is used to discount to present value (2001

)

dollars. Returns to U.S. Treasury bills (t-bills) were analyzed for the penod 1990-1999, and adjusted

for inflation as reflected in the Consumer Price Index (CPI-U) for the same period. Treasury bills are

used for the interest to discount since these bills are generally thought to represent an inflation free

investment risk. Discounting in real interest terms is also warranted since the growth in wages is in

real terms. Present Value represents the sum of dollars today that, if invested in risk-free U.S.

government bills, restores the future stream of income, whether that income be of wage derived

sources, lease payments, land taxes, or taxes on structure.

Employment for the high school and elementary school build outs represents only the employment

above and beyond the personnel that would relocate with the addition of a new school.

Employment for the Worship Center, recreational, personal care facilities, nursing homes, and

agricultural build outs are obtained from the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS)

reported in County Business Patterns. Using this data, employment is calculated according to the

average number of employees per establishment.

Housing (apartments) are projected according to U.S. Census ratios in 1990 of occupied and

unoccupied rental housing per capita. These ratios are extrapolated to 2000, 2010 and 2020.

Projections are checked for margin of en-or using published data from Applied Geographical

Solutions, Inc. for the benchmark year 2010. The margin of error between the study's estimates and

that of Applied Geographical Solutions is less than 4 percent.

Wage and Employnnent Multipliers

Multipliers for wage and employment projections are obtained from an Input-Output (10) model,

IMPLAN, which uses national coefficients scaled to the county level to depict inter-industry

relationships. Input-output multipliers are well established in the regional literature for impact

analysis. Multipliers represent the successive rounds of economic activity resulting from an initial

stimulus, and thus, are generally thought to represent a realistic measure of economy-wide impacts.

Development Pods

Four development pods are modeled; commercial, professional, residential, and agricultural, as

specified in the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation document. Section 36 Initial

Proposal and Scoping Document.

Development Time Frame

Build outs are modeled over the time period 2001-2021. Four periods are used, 2001, 2006, 2011,

and 2021 . Development per pod is assumed to occur in one of the four development time frames.

Taxes on Structure

Taxes on stmctures are determined according to tax assessments per square foot of building and

the anticipated square footage of the development proposal. The real, effective tax rate is assumed
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to be 2% of the market valuation. Taxes are static, and do not increase over the planning period.

Taxes exclude special improvement assessments, increases due to improvements outside the

structure, and personal property taxes (currently being phased out). Taxes do not escalate over the

planning period due to the uncertainties surrounding future mill levies, city budgetary needs, taxable

valuations, and the impact of special taxation treatment for industnal uses.

Taxes on Land

Taxes on land are based on $4/square foot for commercial, $3/square foot for professional, and
$1/square foot for residential. Again, a real, effective tax rate of 2% is used. No taxes accrue to

unimproved land.

The cost of providing city services to Section 36 is not considered in the scope of this study, nor are

the indirect revenue streams associated with increased employment in the economy.

Lease Payments

Annual leases are 10% of sliding scale assessments for commercial, professional, and residential

uses. For mixed commercial, lease payments to the State are assumed to be $1/square foot for the

first planning year, $4/square foot for years 6-10, $6/square foot for years 11-20. Non-lot areas are

leased at agricultural rates for the first ten years, and $1/square foot thereafter. For professional,

leases are 10% of $0.40/square foot of lot for years 0-5, $1.50/square foot for years 6-10, and

S4/square foot for the planning years 11-20. Non-lot areas are also assumed to lease at the

agricultural rate for the first ten years, $0.40/square foot thereafter. For residential, leases are 10%
of S0.20/square foot of lot area for years 0-5, $0.50/square foot for years 6-10, and Si/square foot

thereafter. Non-lot areas are leased at agricultural rates, for the first 10 years, $0.20/square foot

thereafter.

City leases for the ball field complex are assumed to be $37,955 per year, escalating at 1.5% per

year thereafter. In year 19, the lease is renegotiated at $46,751

.

The high school and elementary school purchase the land, and avoid lease payments.

Leasing for agricultural uses is to remain at historical levels, or $40/acre.

Square Footage Specifications, by Build out

The following square footage allowances are used for build out options by sector;

Motel 600 sq ft per room
Retirement center 650 sq ft per room

Nursing home room 600 sq ft per room

Apartments 900 sq ft per unit

Private school 54,000 sq ft for a student body of 300

Other Considerations

Historical trend analysis largely drives the model. Certainly other exogenous factors could

conceivably influence the study's findings, such as the uncertainty sun-ounding the energy market.

Columbia Falls Aluminum Company is temporary idled due to high energy costs, and consumers'

budgets will be taxed as energy costs may escalate further. Development other than that on Section

36 is certain to occur as well over the planning period. Geographical proximity of similar businesses

and the ability of the economy to accommodate the added sales and employment is also

considered, but not directly modeled since uncertainties exist here as well.
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4.3.5.2 Scenario 2

Table 4.56 summarizes the employment, by use, for this scenario. Only a few sectors appear to

push the employment threshold levels whereby added employment in Section 36 may jeopardize

employment elsewhere. Employment accommodation within the economy may be at risk in sector

59, miscellaneous retail, which includes business activity such as drug stores, jewelry stores, news

dealers and newsstands, and gift, novelty and souvenir shops, to name but a few. Data suggest that

delaying development until later in the planning period may be warranted in Sector 59. Sector 81,

legal services, is also above the threshold level for both the 2010 and 2020 planning benchmarks.

Engineering services, sector 87, may also warrant development later in the planning penod to best

accommodate growth within the regional economy.

Table 4.57 depicts the direct employment associated with full build out of the prefen-ed development

scenario. Over 1,100 jobs would be associated with this development. Using county employment

multipliers for each sector, total employment could conceivably reach over 1,670 positions.

Employment attributable to the technology park, and its subsequent additions, is excluded from

these estimates.

Tables 4.58 through 4.60 present the projected revenues associated with structure taxes, land

taxes and lease payments, again based on full build out of the scenario 2. Taxes and lease

payments are presented by build out period, and by commercial, professional and residential

development pods.

Table 4.56 Scenario 2

Sector



Sector



Table 4,57

Direct, Indirect and Induced Employment
Scenario 2

Sector



Table 4.60
Present Value (2001 $) of Lease Payments

Scenario 2

Year of

Build Out



Table 4.61 Development Scenario 3

Proposed Build Out



indirect and induced employment resulting from inter-industry county-wide linkages result in an

employment gain of 3,593 for the economy. Average wages are depicted, in 2001 dollars, by major

SIC category also in Table 4.62. Using a weighted average, wages are estimated at $24,158 per

employee, per year. The three SIC's contnbuting most to employment include the health services

sector, engineering services, and business services.

It should be noted that the modeling methodology and existing data provides only broad feasibility

analyses at individual and specific industry (SIC) levels. Obviously, market and financial feasibility

would need to be studied further according to the specific size, location, and timing of individual-firm

specific build out proposals. Limitations of the modeling methodology are most evident due to the

absence of sound histoncal data and industry specific trends for some of the firms specified in the

proposed Section 36 build outs. Specifically, the car wash, equestrian center, worship centers,

retirement centers and nursing homes, and the fire substation are difficult to model from a

methodology using projected employment. Data only provides rough guidelines for considering

these impacts.

Table 4.62 Total Direct, indirect and induced Employment
Sector



TABLE 4.63 IMPLAN Base Employment and Income Multipliers By IMPLAN Sector

Flathead County
Sector



TABLE 4.64 Present Value: Projected Taxes on Land Scenario 3 2001 Dollars

Build Out Year



4.3.5.4 Case Study Example

Using the same methodological approach for the full build out of Scenario 3, the economic impact

on the regional economy of a hypothetical build out phase in is assessed. The case study

represents but one plausible build out option whereby the timing of build out and threshold levels of

employment are consistent with the economy's ability to accommodate additional retail employment

and sales growth.

Table 4.67 presents the employment and payroll impacts for a phased in build out illustration. Using

this approach, whereby employment thresholds are held to within the 88% of total sector projected

demand for 2010 and 2020, 17 build out options are modeled. As per the study's findings presented

earlier in this report, most build out occurs later in the planning period. Employment is reduced

substantially, from 2,338 jobs to 1,126. Note also that the latter estimate now includes the

technology park. Payroll is estimated at $254.6 million in present value dollars, for direct, indirect

and induced effects. Including the indirect and induced impacts for employment, total employment is

reduced from 3,593 to 1 ,695.

The impact on taxes and lease payments is also considerable. Table 4.68 indicates that total lease

payments, again in present value (2001 dollars) terms, would amount to $6.9 million, and taxes on

structure and land $3.4 million and $.4 million respectively.

Comparing the revenue streams associated with the full build out and phased in build out modeled

in the case study, lease payments are reduced by $11.2 million, from $18.1 million to $6.9 million.

Similarly, taxes for staicture are reduced from $9.5 million to $3.3 million, while taxes on land

decrease from $2.1 million to $.4 million.

Other build out options are possible, but all suffer from the uncertainties surrounding retail and

service sector growth elsewhere in the valley over the next 20 years and the limitations of reliable

and timely data at the industry specific level.

Table 4.67 Representative Build Out
Growth in Present Values

Options Accommodated by Regional

to 2001

Build Out Option



Drive-Thru





Table 4.70 Total Direct, indirect and Induced Employment- Scenario 4

Sector



Table 4.73 Present Value (2001 $) of Lease Payments Scenario 4

Year of Build Out



4.3.5.7 Downtown Merchants Survey

During the month of April, over 100 downtown Kalispell businesses, including Kalispell Center Mall

tenants, were personally interviewed to solicit their perspectives on development in Section 36.

Twenty-five different sectors were recorded. For the past 5 years, nearly all businesses report their

employment base was stable to increasing. Businesses were also asked to assess the potential,

and perceived impact, that development in Section 36 would have on their businesses. Business

owners were given a wide array of potential business sectors, and asked to respond whether the

perceived impact on their business would be adverse, no impact, positive, or uncertain. Results are

presented in Appendix I, by SIC sector. Responses overwhelmingly suggest that for most
businesses, development in Section 36 would in the worst-case scenario have no impact, and best-

case scenario, positive impacts on their respective businesses.

Business owners were then asked if a business did locate in Section 36 that was in direct

competition with their business, would the impact be significantly adverse, moderately adverse or

modest, if any. Surprisingly, a majonty of the businesses felt that the impact would be modest to

moderately adverse, should a direct competitor locate a few miles away in Section 36.

Also appended are comments and business owners' perceptions as to who their direct competition

is in the economy.

4.3.5.8 Relationship to Attematives

Alternative A

Under this alternative, no additional employment or taxes will be generated from the property.

Annual lease payments to the School Tnjst will reflect agricultural payments, which are not likely to

exceed more than S40 per acre on an annual basis.

Alternative B

Any of the 4 development scenarios (2, 3, 4, & case study) could be examples of development

scenanos within this Alternative. The one-time easement payment for the school sites could be
delayed under this alternative due to the "deferred" phasing schedule near Stillwater Road.

Depending on how rapid development occurs in accordance to this alternative plan, revenue to the

tnjst on an annual basis after 20 years could range between 7-16 million dollars. Tax payments

could range between 10 and 20 million dollars per year. Total direct employment could be more
than 4,000 by year 20.

Alternative C

The employment, lease payments, and taxes would be similar to alternative B, again depending

upon the rate of development. Under this alternative, there would be less job shifting due to fewer

retail/service job opportunities and increased "new" jobs created from a stronger emphasis for tech-

related jobs. The rate of development is expected to be less under this alternative since the tech

sector in the State is not well established and this is likely to influence the rate of tech development

(and jobs) in Kalispell. The expected income stream to the trust and associated payment of taxes

would likely be "delayed" or slower compared to Alternative B, which offers a broader range of

business opportunities.
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Alternative D

The employment opportunities under this alternative could be less than Alternative B. Payments to

the School Trust would be affected by loss of revenue from exchange of the SW Vi to a private

entity that would develop residential dwellings. (It is assumed, however, that the State would

receive equal value for the land received in exchange.) "Privatization" of the SW V* would benefit

local tax revenue but some decrease in employment could result with loss of employment

opportunities in the SW Vt.

Alternative E

Any of the development scenarios could have application to this Alternative. However, it is likely

that rapid development of commercial uses in the NE % could create greater chances for job

shifting as suggested by Scenario 4. Under this alternative, there is greater flexibility in land use

choice. Tax and lease payments would be similar to Alternative B but the revenue stream could be

more accelerated than Alternatives B, C, and D.

4.3.6 Other Utility infrastructure

Public utility services related to water and sewer have been previously discussed. Other utility needs include

electricity, telephone, natural gas, and fiber optics. Design and engineering for these particular services are

normally accomplished concurrent with subdivision review of specific project proposals. Each of these

services is available to the property but demand for each is unknown pending project review. No additional

demand for these services is expected under the No Action Alternative. Development proposals under each

of the remaining action alternatives will be subject to standard utility extension contracts with the respective

utility provider, which normally requires extension costs and improvements to be borne by the land

owner/developer. DNRC will assign all related costs to the lessee.

4.3.7 Aesthetics and Noise

The current aesthetic and noise qualities of Section 36 will be affected under all alternatives with the

possible exception of the No Action Alternative, which would seek to maintain the cun-ent land use pattern

for the property.

4.3.7.1 Alternative A: No Action

The aesthetic qualities of Section 36 would remain relatively unchanged. Most of the property

would retain open space in the form of agricultural fields and developed sports fields. Noise would

increase only in proportion to increased development activities, including road noise, from adjacent

properties. With operation of the highway 93 by-pass through the property, noise will increase

substantially, possibly in the range of 72 dB. The noise level of a typical mral environment is 42 dB.

4.3.7.2 Alternative B: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

Under this alternative, the open space character of Section 36 will gradually evolve into an

urban/suburban landscape. The built environment will exhibit other aesthetic qualities. Under the

provisions of this alternative, the development philosophies will recognize the character of adjoining

properties and seek to minimize conflicts. Proposed building and landscape requirements are

intended to exclude objectionable uses and promote a pleasing built environment. Orderly

development under the direction of a master plan and within the city limits of Kalispell is preferred

over a scattered development pattern often characteristic of lands outside the city limits. Infill

opportunities for development on Section 36 may reduce the occurrence of strip commercial

development elsewhere along the area roads and highways.

Noise will increase in all land use pods with development. The mixed commercial pod will be
influenced by the traffic of Highway 93 and increased vehicular traffic associated with commercial
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uses. The noise level of a typical commercial district during the day is 62 dB but may range up to

72 dB if the land use pod is eventually bounded by both Highway 93 and the highway by-pass.

Less noise should be associated with the Mixed Professional POD, where distance from Highway

93 increases and land use density decreases. Typical professional office districts generate sound

levels of approximately 57-62 dB. The SW % should reflect the characteristic noise levels of a

residential district, which is likely to be approximately 47 dB.

4.3.7.3 Alternative C: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Commercial

The aesthetic qualities of this alternative would be similar to Alternative B. To some, the aesthetic

perception of the Mixed Commercial POD may be more desirable under this alternative since large

retail stores would be discouraged. Alternatively, the Mixed Commercial POD would have increase

technology-related buildings, which often times retain large structure appearances. Landscaping

and other performance standards remain the same as Alternative B. The inability to locate large

retail stores under this alternative could result in large stores locating in less desirable locations in

the community, creating additional strip commercial appearances along other highway corridors.

Noise distinctions between Alternative B and C are not well defined. It could be argued that less

retail commercial traffic would translate to less noise but the close proximity of Highway 93 and the

by-pass would probably negate any perceived benefit.

4.3.7.4 Alternative D: Section 36 Neighborhood Plan: Modified Professional and

Residential

The aesthetic qualities of this alternative would have some perceived differences in the Mixed

Professional and Mixed Residential land use pods, as compared to Alternative B. In the former

pod, large campus settings associated with schools and resource management agencies may be a

desirable objective from an aesthetic perspective. Similarly, some might prefer the single-family

residential character in the SW V* as opposed to high density residential uses.

Noise levels associated with each of the land use pods are not likely to be much different from the

conditions of Alternative B, although some phasing differences may introduce higher noise levels

sooner to the western portion of Section 36.

4.3.7.5 AKemative E: Section 36 Neighbortiood Plan: Traditional Zoning

From an aesthetic perspective, this alternative is the least desirable. Many of the uses excluded by

Alternatives B, C, and D would be permitted, allowing strip commercial uses within the Mixed

Commercial POD. Based upon previous comments from the public, this is not a desirable objective

from an aesthetic point of view.

A greater range of commercial and industrial activities would be permitted under this alternative

within the Mixed Commercial POD. This could increase noise levels to a range of 67-72 dB.

4.3.8 Access to and Quality of Recreation

Under all alternatives, almost 25% of the land area is dedicated in the long term for developed recreation

under a lease arangement with the City of Kalispell. Under Alternative A, no additional access

opportunities, beyond existing situations, is anticipated. Under Alternatives B, C, D, and E, all internal road

systems will be built and dedicated to the city of Kalispell for general public access. In addition, bike paths

linkages will be made along the interior collector roads, including a proposal to build a below-ground

pedestnan and bicycle path to gain access across the proposed highway by-pass. Parks and other green

areas will be developed as appropriate to maintain aesthetic qualities and to comply with general subdivision

requirements.
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4.3.9 Aquifer

4.3.9.1 Analysis of Groundwater Availability

In addition to a no action alternative, three other scenarios for the future developnnent have been

proposed that include: B; C; and D. Population and employment growth for each scenario are

phased in over three different periods: (1 ) to 5 years; (2) 5 to 10 years; and (3) 10 to 20 years.

Future water demands for each growth scenario were conducted as part of the water system

analysis (see Water and Sewer Section). Specific water system demands were quantified for each

of the three phase for both C and D development scenarios and summarized in Table 4.75.

Table 4.75 Water Systems Demands
Water System Demands |



Table 4.76 Predicted Drawdown (feet)



The initial criterion is based on well construction details. If the perforated interval or well screen is

greater than 100 feet bgs than the susceptibility ranking is rated as low. In this case, all of the wells

drilled and constructed in Section 36 have the intake at a depth greater than 100 feet; the

shallowest well is 162 feet deep. A summary of well construction specifics for all of the wells in the

study area is presented in Table 4.77.

Table 4.77 Well Construction Data

Well Construction Data
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The final criterion is management of potential contaminant sources. The master plan for this area

includes connecting to City of Kalispell sanitary sewer and stormwater services. These connections

will eliminate the presence of onsite septic systems and onsite stormwater runoff disposal By
eliminating these contaminant sources, the potential for groundwater contamination is highly

diminished and is rated low with respect to this factor.

Therefore, the overall susceptibility rating for potential groundwater contamination to occur as a
result of the proposed development is rated as low.

4.3.9.3 Aquifer - Summary and Conclusions

The deep artesian aquifer is the predominant source of water in the Kalispell valley. Groundwater

obtained from the aquifer supplies municipal, domestic, and agricultural needs. Hydrogeologic

information indicates the deep artesian aquifer is present valley-wide, underlying an area of

approximately 300 square miles. The aquifer consists of an accumulation of interbedded sand and
gravel layers that are at least 350 feet thick.

The deep aquifer within Section 36 varies from approximately 1 50 to 200 feet bgs. The aquifer is

overlain by a confining layer composed of thick beds of compacted glacial till (i.e., siity and clayey

gravel) and lakebed deposits (i.e., laminated beds of silt and clay). This confining layer serves as a

barrier to the downward vertical movement of surficial contaminants.

Groundwater flow is from the valley margins toward the center and then southeasterly toward

Flathead Lake. Recharge to the groundwater flow system primarily occurs from valley-margin

inflow from the bedrock aquifer of the surrounding mountain ranges.

Specific water system demands were quantified for each of the three phases for each of the

development scenarios. The use of groundwater to meet maximum supply demands was
evaluated for the various pumping scenanos and for a one-time maximum fire flow requirement of

4,000 gallons per minute (gpm) for a 4-hour period assuming the Kalispell Youth Soccer Complex
would serve as the supply well.

Nine different aquifer response simulations were modeled to evaluate the affects of the nine

pumping rates for development scenarios 1 , 2, and 3. The simulations were evaluated to determine

what impact they would have on the surrounding potentiometric surface and adjacent wells. In the

case of the preferred alternative (the maximum pumping rate of 1 ,008 gpm), the cone of drawdown
extending from the pumping well, the predicted drawdowns at Vi-mile, 1-mile, and IVi-mile are 5.72,

4.81, and 4.29 feet, respectively. The drawdown analysis was also completed for fire flow

requirements (i.e., 4,000 gpm for a duration of 4 hours) and showed there would be 3.20, 0.95, and

0.30 feet of drawdown at 0.5, 1.0, and 1.5 miles from the wellhead, respectively. However, not all

fire flow requirements could be derived from a single well because of pump size limitations.

Therefore, at least two wells or additional storage would be needed. In reality, these predictions are

very conservative and actual drawdowns would be much less for two reasons: (1) the pump would

not run continuously allowing the water levels time to recover; and (2) the transmissivity value used

in the calculations is approximately 25 percent of the value calculated for the Kids Sports complex

well.

The aquifer thickness of Kalispell Youth Soccer Complex well is at least 250 feet. Therefore,

although the additional pumping will lower the potentiometric surface, the predicted maximum
amount of drawdown would be minimal with respect to the amount of water in storage. The DNRC
Water Rights Bureau has previously determined that a lowenng of the water level in a prior

appropriators well does not constitute an adverse affect if the well can be deepened to supply the

permitted allocation.
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Based on the aquifer characteristics determined from the pumping tests and the results of the

analytical modeling, our analysis also indicates there is sufficient groundwater in the deep artesian

aquifer underlying Section 36 to supply the proposed development requirements on a sustainable

basis without causing an adverse affect to prior appropriators. This analysis demonstrates there

is sufTicient water within the aquifer for future appropriation under all plan alternatives.

The susceptibility of the deep artesian aquifer to contamination from the proposed development was
evaluated as part of this analysis. The four factors that were used in the analysis included: (1)

well/intake integrity; (2) sensitivity of natural setting to contaminant transport; (3) actual contaminant

presence in source water; and (4) nature and management of potential contaminant source. The
overall susceptibility rating for potential groundwater contamination to occur as a result of the

anticipated development is rated as low.
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Chapter

AHemath/es Inducing the Pioposed Action

PURPOSE AND NEED
The purpose of this Part of the DEIS is to describe and evaluate alternatives to a proposal by

Hampstead Partners to lease 60 acres of land in the NE % of Section 36 to construct a business and
technology park. The general location of the proposed use is shown in Figure 11-1

.

1.1 Proposed Action

in response to a Special Lease Proposal (SLP) issued by DNRC on June 7, 2000, DNRC selected a

proposal submitted by Hampstead Partners of La Jolla California to build a 60 acre business and
technology park (hereinafter referred to as "tech park") in the NE Vt of Section 36. This specific

proposal is subject to a MEPA analysis. Figure 11-2 is a graphical representation of the proposed layout

of the tech park.

1.2 Need for the Action

The proposal to lease property on school trust lands in Section 36 for the purpose of constructing a

tech park is a proposed action by the DNRC and subject to MEPA. The process to initiate and
complete this required analysis has been affected by a court-ordered injunction that requires an initial

MEPA analysis of Plan alternatives as described previously in Part I of this document.

1 .3 Objectives of the Action

1 .3.1 List of specific objectives

Several of the objectives listed in Part I of this document have application to the review of the tech park

proposal including:

Develop Section 36 so that the lands are placed to their highest and best use and thereby

derive greater revenue for the support of the common school trusts consistent with Section 77-1-601,

MCA;

To satisfy MEPA requirements for a specific land use proposal involving a proposed lease that

would permit development of a business and technology park; and

To link proposed actions on Section 36 to a local government decision-making process.
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1 .4 Scope of this Environmental Analysis

The scope of environmental analysis would be limited to alternatives and environmental effects of a

proposal from Hampstead Partners to develop a business and technology park on 60 acres within the

NE Vi of Section 36. Part I analyses help to place the tech park proposal in context to the expanded

development possibilities of the entire section.

1 .4.1 History of the Planning and Scoping Process

This subject has been previously discussed in Part I of this document. Provisions of the Special Lease

Proposal released in June 1999 restricted the range of allowable uses to those consistent with the

adopted Section 36 Neighborhood Plan. Although this would have permitted a wide range of use

possibilities, only one proposal was received by DNRC - the tech park. The formal review process of

the tech park proposal under MEPA was begun concurrent with the release of the Initial Proposal and

Scoping Document on February 15, 2001. The multidisciplinary team of technical experts identified in

Part I shared in the specific evaluation of the tech park proposal. Sections 1 .4.2 - 1 .4.4 of Part I have

application to this analysis.

1.5 Decisions That Must Be Made

DNRC would use the MEPA process to select a preferred alternative to the proposal by Hampstead
Partners to build a tech park. The Area Manager of the Northwestern Land Office will be the decision-

maker for the tech park proposal.

1.6 Applicable Legal and Regulatory Requirements and Coordination

The description of legal, regulatory and coordination requirements identified in Part I have application to

this Part of the document. The recent signing of SB 376 by the Governor will limit redundancy of MEPA
analysis for subsequent city actions involving annexation, zoning, and subdivision review involving

lands within Section 36. Annexation, zoning, and subdivision review will be subject to City of Kalispeil

review and approval.



[Chapter

Anematives Induding the Proposed Action

2.1 Introduction

Chapter 2 describes the alternatives developed In response to issues identified by interested individuals

and agencies. The written correspondence would seem to support the consideration of alternatives

that are either supportive of the tech park proposal or wish to maintain the status quo. Accordingly, two

alternatives are considered. Alternative A is the No Action alternative, where the agricultural status quo

of the property in the NE % would persist. Alternative B is the Hampstead proposal received in

response to the issued SLP.

2.2 History and Process Used to Formulate the Alternatives

The overall planning process narrowed the range of alternative considerations for Section 36 as

previously described in Part I. A competitive proposal process further narrowed options where the only

response to an advertised SLP was the tech park proposal by Hampstead Partners (Alternative B).

Alternative A was formulated from issues identified in response to the scoping process initiated in

February 2001

.

2.3 Alternative Design, Evaluation, and Selection Criteria

2.3.1 Technical Design Requirements

The area subject to the 60 acre lease is located within the NE % of Section 36. The Alternative Plans

presented in Part I, except for alternative plan A, would permit a tech park. Access to the tech park

under the various plan alternatives (Part I) would be from Highway 93. Internal roads to serve the

property would be designed and built by the lessee in accordance to City of Kalispell design standards.

Water supply would be provided by the City of Kalispell. Sewage collection and treatment would be

from the City of Kalispell waste water treatment system. Both of these services would be provided by

extension of the water lines and sewer mains to the property at the responsibility of the lessee. The

public infrastructure improvements consisting of roads, water, and sewer would be granted to the City

of Kalispell upon completion. At buildout, approximately 600,000 sq ft of buildings will be associated

with the 60 acres. The tech park would be built in phases, with at least one anchor tenant constnjcted

in the initial phase. A technology park could accommodate a wide range of business uses. These

might include, but not limited to, software development, telecommunications companies (both involved

with development or service delivery) high tech manufactunng and assembly operations, professional

services such as accounting, legal, copying, technical support, engineering, and ancillary services such

as food vendors. A tech park could include a "wired hotel" for business travelers. There would be a

need for warehousing and shipping facilities for products used or delivered from the park and studio

space for photography and video production. Tecnology companies could conceivably need clean or

wet lab space. Allowable uses within the tech park would include professional offices but retail

commercial uses intended to serve the general public would be precluded.



The technical evaluation of a 600,000 sq ft tech park would consider the direct, indirect, and cumulative

effects associated with the development of a tech park in the NE Vt of Section 36. The effects analysis

is guided by establishing cause/effect relationships related in particular to (1) transportation, (2) City

utility services, and (3) economics. These three components of the man-made environment were
identified as key issues dunng the scoping process.

Under Alternative A, no additional development is proposed so detailed evaluation of utility service

extensions is not necessary. Alternative B is explored in detail relative to transportation, utility

extensions, and economics based upon a phased building schedule.

2.Z2. Outcome Requirements

The purpose of the evaluation is to determine whether the proposed alternatives satisfy the project

objectives set forth in Part I, Sectionl.3.1. The outcome of the analyses will help identify effects and
related mitigation measures associated with each alternative and serve as the basis for selecting a

preferred alternative.

2.3.3 Environmental Protection Requirements

The project proposal would be evaluated against local, state, and national laws related to water quality,

air quality, threatened and endangered species, and cultural/historical features.

2.4 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Detailed Study

There are no proposed uses for Section 36 other than the tech park proposal by Hampstead Partners.

Alternative uses for Section 36, including within the Mixed Commercial POD, have been evaluated in

Part I. The proposed tech park would not be in conflict with any of the proposed action alternatives in

Part I. Considerations to locate the tech park elsewhere in Section 36 were dismissed - the highway

frontage between U.S. Highway 93 and the proposed Highway 93 by-pass is considered to be

appropriate to a quasi-industrial use and premature to other land areas in Section 36 where
infrastructure and highway access is less convenient. All future considerations for the use of the

property would be subject to a SLP proposal consistent with the alternative plan selected through the

current MEPA process and as described in Part I of this document.

2.5 Description of Proposed Alternatives

Alternative A would seek to maintain the agricultural status quo of the property. Alternatives B would

permit development of a proposed business and technology park in the NE % of Section 36. Common
to Alternatives B is (1) annexation to the City of Kalispell, (2) zoning by the City of Kalispell (see Part I

discussion for Alternative B), (3) extension of City utility services to the tech park by Lessee of the

property, (4) subdivision review of the tech park by the City of Kalispell, and (5) payment of land and

improvement taxes by the lessee.

2.5.1 Alternative A - No Action

This alternative would seek to maintain an agricultural theme for the NE % of Section 36 by prohibiting

the selection of any non-agncultural use for the property. Decisions consistent with this alternative

would include the following:

Seek continued leasing of the NE V^ for ag-related uses;



> Maintain the property outside the city limits of Kallspell;

> Maintain the existing AG-80 zoning classification;

> Minimize extension of utility services and easements through the property;

> Discourage future construction of the west side by-pass to U.S. Highway 93; and

> Continue to seek resolution to the BPA issues related to easement rights and compensation to

the trust.

2.5.2 Alternative B - Hampstead Proposal

Narrative sections of the Hampstead Proposal are Included in Appendix F of Part I. Graphical displays

(building elevations) of a typical building design are shown in Figures 11-3 & IM. In general, the

proposal Is to build in an area of approximately 60 acres In the NE Va of Section 36 as extending along

U.S. Highway 93 between the DNRC offices on the south and West Reserve Drive on the north. The

proposal references a net area of 53.8 acres due to the area associated with the proposed highway by-

pass and BPA power corndor, where use by Hampstead would be severely restricted. A two- phase

plan of development is proposed in anticipation that a majority of the tech park would be subleased

within a 3-5 year period. This proposal would not exclude and, in fact, would encourage an extended

phasing schedule of 10 or more years. A more flexible development schedule would recognize market

demands and provide a gradual phase-in of lease payments to coordinate with start-up (development)

of subsequent phases and this would reduce financial risk to both DNRC and to the lessee by

minimizing the chance of overbuilding In an uncertain market. Alternative B would also allow for

redesign of the onginal tech park layout to recognize the severe limitations of the BPA power corridor,

which were not fully known at time of the SLP. Figure 11-5 Is a lease lot configuration that recognizes

the specific limitations of the BPA and by-pass corridors, the Intersection alignment needs with the

commercial development on the east side of the Highway, and a logical extension of a collector road

system beyond the tech park boundaries. Subdivision review by the City of Kallspell will determine the

final subdivision design and location of the tech park within the NE Vt of Section 36. The proposal

indicates responsibility by Hampstead for all Infrastructure Improvements, Including extension of all

utility services to the site and constnjction of the internal roads. The proposal also recognizes

obligations for landscaping along the highway comdor and around all developed properties as set forth

by the Section 36 Neighborhood Plan.

Description of Relevant Past, Present, and Reasonably

Foreseeable Future Actions Not Part of the Proposed Action

Z6.1 Past Actions

The relevant past actions on Section 36 have been previously discussed in Part I, Section 2.6.1.

Relevant to the NE Vt of Section 36 are the Issues specific to the BPA power line corridor and proposed

alignment of the U.S. Highway 93 by-pass.

2.6.2 Present Actions

Past actions have been discussed previously in Part I, Section 2.6.2. Present actions by DNRC include

the ongoing management of leases with a farmer for agricultural use of lands within the NE 1/4 of

Section 36.
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2.6.3 Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions

All known future actions are being evaluated with this DEIS as discussed in Part I of this document.

The only foreseeable future actions in the NE % of Section 36, excepting agricultural use, include

considerations for a proposed business and technology park and compensation for a perfected

easement associated with the BPA corridor. A future action that will require additional consideration

would be the purchase by MDT of an easement for the proposed Highway 93 by-pass alignment.
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Summary Comparison the Predicted Achievement of the Project

Objectives and the Predicted Environmental Affects of all

Alternatives

2.7.1 Summary Comparison of Predicted Achievement of Project Objectives

The project objectives will be satisfied by alternative action B. Alternative A will not achieve objectives

related to (1) highest and best use, (2) analysis of specific proposals including a proposed business

and technology park, and (3) linkage relationships to local government decision-making processes

2.7.2 Summary Comparison of Predicted Environmental Effects

The no-action alternative would have the least affect on the physical environment but achieves the

least in terms of overall benefit to the school trust and local economy. Alternative B would have positive

effects to the local economy and to the school tnjst but have more direct and cumulative effects relative

to traffic generation and local water and sewer services. The tech park proposal anticipates an initial

annual payment to the school trust of approximately $4,356.00 per year per acre as compared to an
agricultural lease rate of approximately $40 per year per acre. The employment associated with the

tech park would be considered "new" jobs to the local economy. Water and sewer services to serve

the tech park would be adjacent to the property concurrent with development activities occurhng on the

east side of Highway 93, opposite the NE % of Section 36. The effects analyses identify causal

relationships to help define appropriate mitigation strategies to address impacts related, in particular, to

roads, water, and sewer. Mitigation needs and/or service requirements are specific to Alternative B.

2.7.3 Identification of the Preferred Altemative

Alternative B is the preferred alternative. This alternative achieves the project objectives, including

realization of new job creation, benefit to the local economic mix of the Kalispell area, and substantially

increased revenue to the school trust. The tech park would have favorable location at a major highway

intersection and be in close proximity to Flathead Valley Community College, which is pursuing

complementary training, support, and development in the technology sector. This alternative

recognizes the intrinsic values of the property for attracting higher income land use opportunities for the

school tnjst, as compared to income potential from agncultural-related uses. The tech park would be

annexed into the City of Kalispell and be served with city services. The lessee would be responsible for

extending city utility services to the tech park and the taxes associated with the development are

expected to compensate for the provision of other city services, such as police and fire protection.
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Chapter

Afffected EiTVMUimciit

3.1 Introduction

Section 36 is Scliool Trust Land administered by DNRC for the "common schools" of Montana. For

the purposes of describing the affected environment, please refer to the discussions presented in Part I

of this document. Whenever, appropriate, the scope of discussion is nan-owed to those aspects of

Section 36 having a direct relationship to the NE Vi where the tech park is being proposed.

3.2 Description of Relevant Effected Resources - Human
Environment

3.Z1 Land Use

The current land use within the NE % is agriculture. The description of land use set forth in Part I,

Section 3.2.1 is adequate to describe Section 36 and the NE % of Section 36 and is incorporated

herein by reference.

3.Z2 Transportation

There are no internal roads at this time in the NE Va. The proposed west side by-pass to U.S. Highway

93 north is proposed through the NE % as depicted in Certificate of Survey 13423, Records of Flathead

County, Montana. The description of roads and traffic set forth in Part I, Section 3.2.2 is adequate to

describe Section 36 and the NE % of Section 36 and is incorporated herein by reference.

3.Z3 Water System

There is no water system currently available to the HEVt. However, a city water line is expected to be

extended to the east line of the NE Vt in conjunction with the development of the Crosswell Mountain

View Plaza. The descnption of the existing water system set forth in Part I, Section 3.2.3 is adequate

to describe Section 36 and the NE Va of Section 36 and is incorporated herein by reference.

3.2.4 Sewage Collection System

There is no public sewer system currently available to the NE Vt of Section 36. The description of the

existing sewage collection system set forth in Part I, Section 3.2.4 is adequate to describe Section 36

and the NE Vt of Section 36 and is incorporated herein by reference.

3.2.5 Population and Economy

Current revenues for agricultural leasing in the NE 14 averages less than S40.00 per acre. The

description of the existing population and economic conditions of the area as set forth in Part I, Section
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3.2.5 is adequate to describe Section 36 and the NE % of Section 36 and is incorporated herein by

reference.

3.Z6 Other Infrastructure

The description of the existing utility infrastructure associated with electricity, telephone, natural gas,

and fiber optics is set forth in Part I, Section 3.2.6 is adequate to describe Section 36 and the NE % of

Section 36 and is incorporated herein by reference. All of the aforementioned services are currently

available to the NE V*.

3.Z7 Aesthetics and Noise

The NE % of Section 36 is bounded on the east by U.S. Highway 93 North and on the north by West
Reserve Drive. Interior to the NE % is a two-tower electrical transmission corridor and farm land

consisting primarily of grain crops. The open space (crop land) aesthetics of the site is negatively

affected by the power lines and associated towers. Noise levels are elevated beyond a typical rural

situation due to the heavy traffic associated with the adjoining arterials (see noise discussion in

document referenced in Part I, Section 1 .4.2.7).

3.Z8 Access to and Quality of Recreation

There is no public access to the NE % of Section 36 due to the existing farming practices and imposed

restrictions for hunting due to the proximity of residential stnjctures and the BPA power lines.

3.3 Description of Relevant Effected Resources - Physical

Environment

3.3.1 Soils

The description of soils presented in Part I, Section 3.3.1 is adequate to describe the general soil

characteristics for the NE % of section 36 and is herein incorporated by reference.

3.3.2 Wildlife

The NE Vi of Section 36 offers no suitable habitat for wildlife with the possible exception of winter and

spring feeding of agricultural cereal grains by resident and migratory birds. The property is heavily

cultivated, lacks habitat diversity, and is frequently disturbed by a variety of farming activities. The
disturbance factor is high due to the close proximity of the arterial road systems.

3.3.3 Vegetation

The NE Vi is absent of all native and natural vegetation. The site is extensively farmed for cereal crops

and is grazed following harvest. However, the site has utility for farm crops.

3.3^ Aquifer

The description of the aquifer presented in Part I, Section 3.3.4 is adequate to describe the general

aquifer characteristics for the NE Vi of Section 36 and is herein incorporated by reference.
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3.3.5 Air Quality

The description of air quality presented in Part I, Section 3.3.5 is adequate to describe the general air

quality characteristics for the NE % of section 36 and is herein incorporated by reference. The air

quality of the NE Vt would be particularly influenced from farming practices, car emissions from the

busy intersection of West Reserve Drive and U.S. Highway 93 North, and by the asphalt and gravel

operations associated with the MDT and NuPac operations to the east of the NE %.

3.4 Description of Relevant Non-Affected Resources - Physical

Environment

The description of the relevant but non-affected resources described in Part I, Section 3.4 has

application to this part and is hereby incorporated by reference.

3.5 Description of Areas Related to Cumulative Effects

Part I of this document is adequate to describe the relevant aspects of the human and physical

environment that might be affected by future state actions on Section 36 by describing the effects that

might be associated with development of five (5) plan alternatives.
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Chapter

AlteniativGS Inckicfiiig the Pipposeci Action

4.1 Introduction

The environmental consequences of 2 alternatives are evaluated in this chapter of the EIS. Although

the evaluations are specific to an anticipated use, some of the effects analysis of Chapter 4 in Part I

have application as well. Part I serves as a detailed cumulative effects analysis of how
subsequent development in Section 36 might interrelate with the development of a tech park in

the NE 74 of Section 36. Based upon the scope of identrfied public issues, the effects of development

are particularly focused on such variables as (1) transportation, (2) city utility services, and (3)

economics.

4.2 Predicted Attainment of tiie Project Objectives of all

Alternatives

4.Z1 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "Develop Section 36 so that

the lands are placed to their highest and best use and thereby derive greater

revenue for the support of the common school trusts consistent with Section 77-

1-601, MCA"

4.2.1.1 Alternative A: No Action

The revenue objective as stated above will not be achieved by this Alternative. The No Action

alternative assumes that agriculture will remain the primary use of the property. Under current

conditions, agncultural leasing is not likely to generate more than $40 per acre. Based upon a

commercial lease proposal already received by DNRC for property within Section 36, up to $4,

356 per acre [for unimproved property] can be expected for a commercial lease within the NE
Va of Section 36.

4.2.1.2 Alternatives B

This alternative would achieve the revenue objectives for the school trust. Each phase of

development would need to compensate the Trust in accordance to the terms of the lease,

which is expected to require a per acre lease rate of $4,356.00. This is substantially higher

than the $40.00 per acre that would be expected with an agncultural lease. A 60 acre lease to

the tech park could generate approximately $261 ,000 per year as compared to $2,400 for the

equivalent agncultural acreage.
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4.Z2 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "satisfy MEPA requirements

for a specific land use proposal involving a proposed lease that would pemiit

development of a business and technology park"

The Hampstead Proposal for a business and technology park is being evaluated under the MEPA
process so Alternative B satisfies this objective. No specific proposals would be evaluated if Alternative

A were selected.

4.Z3 Predicted Attainment of Project Objective to "link proposed actions on

Section 36 to a local govemment decision-making process"

Alternative A would have no relationship to this objective since no actions are proposed. Land use

proposals under Alternative B would be subject to City of Kalispell review authority relative to matters of

annexation, plan amendments, subdivision, and zoning.

4.3 Predicted Effects on Relevant Affected Resources of all

Alternatives

4.3.1 Land Use

The discussions in Section 4.3.1.1 of Part I relative to the (1) BPA Power Lines, (2) Highway 93 by-

pass, (3) Reclassification of State School Tnjst Lands, and (4) Selection of Specific Project Proposals

have application to this section of analysis. The reader is encouraged to consult the Special Lease

Proposal referenced in Part I, Section 1.4.2.12 for information concerning the specific stipulations

required for proposals responding to the Section 36 SLP. The SLP is carefully crafted to protect the

interests of the trust by secunng the best possible return to the trust, assigning all improvement costs to

the lessee, securing the project with bonds or other forms of security, and verifying the financial

capability of the proposer, among others. A DNRC property manager will provide quality control

relative to lease administration, building and infrastructure improvements, and adherence to local

zoning and subdivision regulations.

Under Alternative A, the existing agricultural use of the land would not be affected. Under Alternative B,

approximately 60 acres in the NE % would eventually be converted to developed facilities, causing the

associated loss of farmable land.

4.3.2 Transportation

No impacts to "transportation" would occur under the No Action alternative unless the highway by-pass

is constnjcted. The analysis presented below has application to Alternative B.

The proposed road network would access all of the lots and two other roads that would access onto

Highway 93. The southern access would line up with the existing driveway located near the mid

section line. The northern access would be opposite the entrance to Crosswell Mountain View Plaza.

These would be the only two accesses to the site from Highway 93. No buildings, parking areas or

roads would be constructed under the B.P.A. Transmission Easement until the lines are either raised or

relocated.

Table 4.1 shows the proposed phasing assumptions for development of the tech park.
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TABLE 4.1

Proposed Land-use

Phase



FIGURE 11-6
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It was assumed that traffic approaching the development would egress the area using the

same route used to arrive. A minor percentage of the traffic would travel to the large Crosswell

Mountain View Plaza retail development. However, drivers would likely continue away from

the site in the same proportions and have the same overall effects on the road network.

4.3.2.3 Internal Road Network

The internal road of the tech park as shown in Figure 11-2 and related intersections is

summarized in Figure 11-7. Please note that the road configuration is somewhat different than

the layout shown in Figure 11-5 but the analysis remains applicable under either configuration.

Figure 11-7
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The anticipated form of traffic control has been estimated based on anticipated traffic demand.

A summary of the anticipated form of traffic control for each intersection within the study area is

presented in Table 4.3.

Table 4.3

Anticipated Form of Intersection Traffic Control

Intersection*



FIGURE ll-8-Anticipated Traffic Volumes-2005/201 0/2020



from the collector road design depicted in Figure 11-5 by providing a more direct outlet of traffic

from locations of future development.

TABLE 4.4

LOS Analysis



4.3.2.6 Highway 93 By-Pass

If the bypass were to be constructed during the next 20 years, it would likely shift between 25%
and 30% of the traffic away from Highway 93 south of West Reserve. This shift would have a

beneficial impact on the Highway 93 intersections south of West Reserve. The construction of

the bypass would have a significant impact on the West Reserve/Highway 93 intersection.

West Reserve would no longer intersect 93 from the west. It is also likely that the portion of

West Reserve east of 93 would likely have to be widened to at lease four travel lanes.

The construction of the bypass through Section 36 will not impact the internal operation of the

development. The net result of having the bypass in place would be a positive impact making it

easier to access and egress the site from Highway 93.

4.3.3 Water System

The water demand and sewer flows for the proposed Technology Park were analyzed independently of

other development possibilities presented in Part I of this document. This Section discusses the effects

of the Technology Park to the existing Kalispell water system. No water system requirements for

domestic purposes are necessary under Alternative A.

4.3.3.1 Water System Analysis

The water supply and distribution system was analyzed with respect to providing service to the

proposed Technology Park alone. Impact on existing infrastructure, as well as, requirements

for future supply and storage were examined. The employment and water demand data for

the Technology Park are summarized in Table 4.5.

Table 4.5 Technology Park Water Demand Projections



Table 4.7. Technology Park Storage and Production Capacity Deficiencies
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labor. How successful an area will be in attracting high technology jobs depends on a region's ability to

successfully compete for the amenities high tech companies desire.

The Technology Administration's Office of Technology Policy (OTP) has developed a set of metrics that

assess a state's climate for technology based economic growth. The nation's most successful high tech

communities demonstrate that science and technology-based businesses exhibit a tendency to cluster

in areas with strong technology assets and infrastructure.

Thirty-seven metrics, by five major categories are profiled for all fifty states. Montana, although not

known for its high tech based communities, Bozeman excluded, ranks in the middle of the pack. Below

are brief explanations of the metrics used and Montana's national rank accordingly.

Metric Montana Rank

( 1= best; 50 = worst)

Total R&D expenditures per $1 ,000 of state gross product 36

Industry performed R&D per gross state product (GSP) 39

Federally performed R&D per $1 ,000 GSP 10

University performed R&D per $1 ,000 GSP 8

Federal obligations to R&D per GSP 25

Federal laboratory campus funding per $1 ,000 GSP 27

Small Business Innovation Research (SBIR) program awards

per 10,000 business establishments 27

Average annual dollar award to SBIR program grants per

$1,000 of GSP 21

Number of Small Business Technology transfer awards per

10,000 business establishments 7

Average annual dollar award of Small Business Technology

transfer grants per $1 ,000 GSP 4

National Assessment of Educational progress test scores 2

High school completion rates 8
Associate degrees conferred (18-24 years old) 42

Bachelor degrees conferred 17

Science and engineering bachelor's degrees as % of

total bachelor's degrees awarded 2

Science and engineering graduate students 28

Recent science and engineering bachelor's degrees in

the workforce 27

Masters degree graduates in science and engineering 24

Ph.D.'s in science and engineehng 31

Venture capital funds per $1 ,000 of GSP 47

Average annual Small Business Investment Company funds

disbursed 37

Initial public offerings per $1 ,000 GSP 40

Business incubator availability 48

Patent attorneys and agents per 10,000 businesses 43

Technology intensive establishments 41

State employment in technology intensive industries 44

Percent of technology intensive payroll 44

Technology establishment births 39

Net technology intensive business formations 22

Average number of U.S. patents 39

Inc. 500 companies 44

Technology fast 500 companies 33

Average annual pay (Montana $21 ,947) 49
Population living above federal poverty level 44
State per capita personal income 47
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Labor force participation rate 24

Work force employment 42

Source: Office of Technology Policy. Technology Adnfiinistration, U.S. Department of Commerce, June 2000

Comparing Flathead County to national norms with respect to percent of the workforce in Bureau of

Labor Statistics defined high technology industries; Flathead County has 6.2% of its workforce in high

technology industnes. This compares to 8% nationally.

Flathead Valley Community College has also been relatively responsive to local industry needs for

training and workforce and development initiatives. First Interstate Bank recently funded a workforce-

training laboratory, and plans are underway to secure funding for a comprehensive business incubation

center geared toward high technology firms. This venture is a joint partnership between Jobs Now and

Flathead Valley Community College.

The proposed technology park for Section 36 is independent of any locally or regionally dnven

development option, since demand for its services is of a national and global nature. As such, its

employment base would not occur at the expense of employment elsewhere in the economy.

Modeling the employment and revenue stream associated with payroll, lease and tax payments, a high

technology park could conceivably add payroll of over $96 million (present value to 2001 ) over the 20-

year planning period. Direct payroll over the 20-year period amounts to a conservatively estimated

$67.5 million (present value to 2001). Employment, assuming 200 employees in year 2002, would

generate an additional 54 jobs in the total economy. Lease payments in present value terms equal $2.8

million, taxes on land and stnjcture equal $.7 million and $1 .3 million respectively. Additional technology

related employment, associated with the tech park additions, depends on the degree of agglomeration

economies facilitated by the onginal anchor tenant.

4.3.6 Other Infrastructure

The utility services associated with electricity, natural gas, telephone, and fiber optics can be

adequately sized and extended to the tech park as necessary according to local purveyors of those

services. None of these services would be appropriate to Alternative A.

4.3.7 Aesthetics and Noise

Alternative B will affect aesthetics and noise. Under this alternative, the open space character of the

farmed land (Alternative A) will be displaced with urban-type uses. The built environment of the tech

park can be softened through architecture requirements and landscaping as anticipated by the Section

36 Neighborhood Plan. Noise will increase from introduction of additional vehicles to the NE %. Due to

the close proximity of West Reserve Drive and U.S. Highway 93, it is uncertain whether the increased

noise levels will be appreciably noticed by adjoining properties. Expected ambient noise levels in the

NE % of Section 36 would be in the range of 62-72 dBA, where the lower range probably reflects

current values according to the US Highway 93-Somers to Whitefish West Final Environmental Impact

Statement.

4.3.8 Access to and Quality of Recreation

As indicated in Part 1 of this document, recreation opportunities and access to Section 36 is likely to

increase with development as compared to Alternative A. The internal roads will be city streets and

bicycle routes are proposed along all collector roads. Under Alternative B, landscaped areas will be

provided along U.S. Highway 93 and adjacent to all built structures. Subdivision review will help define

other open space features. Lease obligations for use of the property and other legal concerns may not

offer broad use of common facilities to the general public.
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4.3.9 Soils

The soils analysis presented in Part I indicates that the soils of the NE Vi are suitable for crops and

suitable for development. Under Alternative A, soil will continue to be farmed. Under Alternative B,

provisions will be made to stock pile all top soil during construction for later use as a medium for

landscaping around developed structures.

4.3.10 Wildlife

Use of the NE Va by wildlife will not be significantly affected under either of the 2 alternatives since use

[by wildlife] is extremely limited under the current management practices.

4.3.11 Vegetation

Farming practices can be maintained under Alternative A. Under alternative B, approximately 60 acres

of farmable land will be displaced by development. No native or naturally occurring plants or plant

communities will be compromised with development of the property.

4.3.12 Aquifer

The aquifer will not be adversely affected by agriculture or development of the tech park or any

cumulative development scenahos for the greater area of Section 36 as described in Part I, Section

4.3.9 of this document.

4.3.13 Air Quality

Air quality is not likely to significantly degrade under Alternative B. Particulate matter is expected to

decrease with reduction in wind-blown dust from farming activities.
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Sixty copies of this document were publistiod at an approximate cost of $1 5.00

per copy and $3.50 for mailing.
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NORTHWESTERN LAND OFFICE
2250 HIGHWAY 93 NORTH
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406 751.2240

Persons with aisabilities who need an alternative, accessible format of this

document should contact DNRC at the aadress or phone number shown above.
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Appendix A - Section 36 EIS

Section 36 Planning Process

Chronology of Events - Major milestones are as follows:

December '96

May '98

May-August '98

June '98

Fall/winter '98

April '99

May '99

June '99

September '99

January '00

January 11, '00

March 20, '00

April 17, '00

April 19, '00

May 15, '00

Request by NWLO to participate in pending city master plan

update process

DNRC contracted with a certified land use planner to help

coordinate planning efforts for Section 36

Attendance and participation at master plan update drafting

committee meetings and master plan consensus committee

meetings

Preapplication conference with the Flathead Regional

Development Office

DNRC public informational meetings

Resolution by Kalsipell City County Planning Board to

approve Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

Passage by the Board of County Commissioners a

resolution to adopt Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

Passage by the Kalispell City Council a resolution to adopt

Section 36 Neighborhood Plan

Land Board meeting decision to require MOU process

before proceeding with other local review requirements

Initiated preparation of MOU

Hampstead Partners initiates active discussions for a

Higli Tech Park on Section 36

MOU process defined by Land Board

MOU approved by City Council

MOU approved by County Commissioners

MOU approved by Land Board





June 7, '00

June 27, '00

August ,'00

October 1 7, "00

DNRC issues request for proposals for portion of Section 36

MEIC/ Citizens For A Better Flathead file suit against DNRC
based upon a MEPA process argument

Receive proposal from Hampstead Partners to build high

tech park

DNRC selects proposal from Hampstead for further

evaluation via the MEPA process

November 28, '00 Summary judgement hearing by court

December 11 ,
'00 Preliminary injunction prevents annexation of Section 36

January 5, '01 Judge orders DNRC to prepare "appropriate MEPA
review" on neighborhood plan

Chronology of Public Involvement -

May-August '98 All public meetings held by master plan update and
consensus meetings sponsored by the Kalispell City-County

Planning Board

August 19, '98 DNRC sponsored public meeting at the Summit

August 31 ,
'99 DNRC presentation to Country Estates Homeowners

Association Board

September '98 Direct contact meetings with DOT, Kalispell Chamber of

Commerce, Don Spivey (Citizens For a Better Flathead), Dan
Heskett of North Haven

September 24, '98 DNRC meeting with Country Estates Homeowners
Association

September 30, '98 DNRC sponsored public meeting at the Summit

October 14, '98 DNRC presentation at Kiwanis

October 22, '98 DNRC presentation at the Buffalo Head Homeowner's
Association

November 17, '98 DNRC sponsored public meeting at the Summit

December 14, '98 DNRC sponsored public meeting at the Summit





January 4, '99 Information update with County Commissioners

January 12, '99 DNRC work session with the Kalispell City-County planning

Board

February 24, '99

March 9, '99

April 13, '99

April 20, '99

May 20, '99

June 7, '99

Sept 20, '99

March 20, '00

April 17, '00

April 19, '00

May 15, '00

DNRC meets with Citizens For A Better Flathead and other

parties

Public hearing by the Kalispell City-County Planning Board

Public hearing by the Kalispell City-County Planning Board

Public hearing by the Kalispell City-County Planning Board

Public hearing by the Flathead County Commissioners

Public hearing by the Kalispell City Council

Public comments at Land Board on Section 36 process

Public comments at Land Board on Section 36 process

Public hearing by City Council on MOD

Public hearing by County Commissioners on MOU

Public comment on MOU prior to adoption by Land Board
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INTRODUCTION

This document is a land use plan to guide the future use and development of School Trust Land generally

described as being located within Section 36, Township 29N, Range 22W, P.M.M. The Montana

Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) is a state agency responsible, in part, for the

management of School Trust Lands. Section 36 is located adjacent to the northerly city limits of Kalispell.

The DNRC has prepared this plan in consideration of 2 primary objectives: (I) co achieve a public mandate

to generate revenue for the state school system and (2) consider issues of neighborhood compatibility and

relationships to local land use plans and regulations.

It is the intent of this planning process to integrate with the Kalispell City County Master Plan. This will be

accomplished by incorporatmg the plan for Section 36 into the Kalispell Master Plan via the master planning

process identified under Section 76 -I -601 et seq, MCA. This will involve public heanngs and approval by

the Flathead Board ol County Commissioners and the City Council of Kalispell. A "state" planning process

involving school trust lands that seeks to integrate into the local planning process is a new concept. Under

Montana statutes, the DNRC is mandated to .... "seek the highest development of state-owned lands in order

that they might be placed to their highest and best use and thereby derive greater revenue for the support of

the common schools, the university system, and other institutions benefitting therefrom, and that in so doing

the economy of the local community as well as the state is benefitted as a result of the impact of such

development," Section 77-I-60I, MCA. Other Montana codes essentially exempt state properties firom being

subject to most zoning (76-2-402, MCA) and subdivision (Section 76-3-205, MCA) provisions. Despite

the apparent advantage that some of these exemptions may offer, this Plan is proposing that all development

proposals in Section 36 adhere to local planning and zoning regulations. By following this plan, the long term

objectives to generate revenue for the school trust fund and promotion of neighborhood compatibility can be

achieved.

The DNRC considered, in the development of section 36, the sale of all or a portion of the section in order

to provide revenue for the trust beneficiaries. Procedures established for the sale of state land can be found

in the Montana Code Annotated, Chapter 77, Part 2.. The current Board has adopted a pohcy of not

entertaining any new land sale proposals. This policy was adopted, in part, because of the rapid increase in

land values in Montana and the Board's perception that the sale of any portion of the core trust asset (land

base) IS not in the best long term interest of the beneficianes. Also, the policy was adopted due to the

contentious nature of state land sales and the cumbersome process established in statute for these sales.

Therefore, this plan was developed with a pnmarv' emphasis on long term lease arrangements rather than land

sales. However, future Boards are not bound by the current Board's policy and may elect to sell all or a portion

of the subject sute land. This plan seeks to provide direction for any fliture land use decisions that are made

through either lease arrangements or sale.

A "state" neighborhood plan also differs in other respects from other neighborhood plans. Not only does the

plan involve lands in state ownership but the plan also anticipates a long term development scenano. Based

on a number of considerations and circumstances, this plan is likely to have application over a penod of

decades as opposed to a traditional time penod of less than 10 years. Integral components of the plan include

identification of land use pods, phasing of development, and performance standards for development.
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Plan Development Process

Justification

Section 36 is located on the north side of Kalispell. The SE1/4 of the Section is within the

city limits of Kalispell. All but approximately 20 acres of Section 36 is state-owned and

managed as school trust land. The property is within the northerly growth pattern of the

City. Consideration of this property for future development and expansion of the city limits

is essential for a variety of reasons, among which is to minimize leap frog development

beyond this property to less desirable locations.

The DNRC has long recognized the need for a land use plan for the property. The north

side of Kalispell is experiencing rapid change and development pressures. In the absence

of a comprehensive land use plan for the property, decisions on use proposals can be

made without understanding the cumulative affects of incremental decision-making relative

to such fundamental considerations as transportation, extension of services, and

compatibility of uses. Had a plan been in place several years ago, more informed

decisions may have been possible concerning such proposals as the city sports complex

and routing of the west side bypass, which now greatly influence how the remaining

property can be effectively utilized.

In an effort to wisely plan for future growth in Section 36, the DNRC decided to undertake

a neighborhood planning process. Although this process was not formerly underway until

the spring of 1 998, an initial proposal to "master plan" the property was made by the DNRC
in 1991 and a formal request for funding was made in 1997 when the West Valley

Neighborhood planning process was underway.

As suggested in the "Introduction" section of this Plan, the development of a neighborhood

plan on state-owned lands is unique. Why subject state property to specific land use goals

and policies when it is exempt form most planning regulations? Section 36 is somewhat
unique among state-owned lands. Factors favoring the development of a plan for this

particular section include the following:

Portion of the property (25%) is already inside the city limits;

One mile of frontage (east side) along U.S. Highway 93;

Bisection of the property by the proposed West Side Bypass;

One mile of frontage (north side) along West Reserve Drive, a minor arterial;

One mile of frontage (south side) along Four Mile Drive;

One mile of frontage (west side) along Stillwater Road;

Industrial and neighborhood commercial uses on the east side of U.S. Highway 93;

Moderate to dense residential development to the north of property;

Urban scale development to the south of property;

Community college on the east side of U.S. Highway 93; and

City utility services available for extension to property.

1
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Based upon these and other characteristics, the property can no longer be labeled as

"fringe" lands. The property is best described as "urban-interface" and should be planned

accordingly. The difficulty with this label is public perception. State-owned lands are

perceived by many as being held in perpetuity as forest or agricultural lands, when in fact,

school trust lands, such as Section 36, were granted by the federal government to

Montana for the sole purpose of generating revenue for the Montana school system.

Section 36 retains an aghcultural "appearance" but revenue from the lease of land for

agricultural purposes is modest compared to other revenue options so the transition to non-

ag uses can and should be expected in the near future. How that transition occurs will be

guided by this plan.

Process

The Kalispell DNRC Office hired a consultant in May 1998 to initiate a planning process

for Section 36. The role of the consultant also included representing the interests of the

DNRC in the ongoing process by the Kalispell City County Planning Board to update the

Kalispell City-County Master Plan.

A Neighborhood Planning process was selected as the preferred strategy for preparing a

land use plan for Section 36. This process encourages an active participation by the

public, especially those owning property in the immediate vicinity. The planning effort was

not constrained or otherwise affected by any preconceived or preferred outcome by DNRC
nor was the planning effort spearheaded by any pending actions or proposals on the land.

An overall guiding premise was to seek neighborhood compatibility of uses within the

constraints of the DNRC's role as a land manager responsible for generating the largest

legitimate return of revenue from the leasing of school trust lands. Other underlying

premises of the planning effort were that (1) no lands would be sold or conveyed as

separate lots, and (2) the DNRC would not directly participate in the development of the

land. In other words, all proposed uses would be developed on leased lots and the DNRC
would not participate in the development of any structures, roads, infrastructure, or any

other improvements.

Public Involvement

Public involvement was encouraged via several avenues. Initially, a list of potentially

interested parties was prepared by the consultant and DNRC personnel, including names
of adjoining landowners and/or homeowner associations and public officials. This initial

list was used to announce the first in a series of 4 general public meetings. The mailing

list was expanded to include all meeting attendees and others showing an interest in the

process. Another effort to gain public exposure and input into the process was to attend

various homeowner association meetings, meet individually with interested parties, and

speak at various club meetings. All public meetings held by the DNRC concerning the
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planning process were held at the Summit in Kalispell. The scope of each public meeting

is briefly outlined below.

Meeting 1. This meeting was held on August 19, 1998. The purpose of this initial meeting

was to introduce the planning concept to the public and seek public involvement in the

process. A base map of the property and surrounding area was presented.

Meeting 2. This meeting was held on September 30, 1998. The purpose of this meeting

was to present a draft land use map that depicted 4 land use pods. A list of land uses

associated with each POD was handed out to the audience and discussed. Attendees

were asked to send any comments or suggestions to the consultant. The participants

discouraged such uses as the fairgrounds, strip commercial, and casinos.

Meeting 3. This meeting was held on November 17, 1998. The purpose of this meeting

was tc present the goals and policies of the plan and the draft transportation plan.

Overheads were used to discuss the goals and policies. All attendees received copies of

the land use map, transportation map, and goals and policies.

Meeting 4. This meeting was held on December 14, 1998. The purpose of this meeting

was to address all the issues raised by the public since the start of the process. This was
facilitated by handing out an issue/response form. The format of the meeting was
question/response. A time schedule for adoption of the plan was also presented.

As noted previously, various agency officials were also invited to participate in the process.

Among those was the chair of the Kalispell City-County Planning Board, City Manager and

Mayor of Kalispell, and Flathead County Board of Commissioners. In an effort to more
adequately inform these governing bodies of the process and progress, work sessions

were held with the Commissioners and with the Planning Board in January 1999.
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State School Section 36

Kaiispell, Montana

PLANNING STATEMENT: It is in the best interest and to the great

advantage of the state of Montana to seek the

highest development of state-owned lands in

order that they might be placed to their highest

and best use and thereby derive greater revenue

for the support of the common schools, the

university system, and other institutions

benefitting therefrom, and that in so doing the

economy of the local community as well as the

state is benefitted as a result of the impact of

such development {77-^-60^, M.C.A.).

NEIGHBORHOOD GOALS: (DTo establish a framework for the review of land

use options and proposals

©To provide for a systematic and logical

development pattern by considering phasing and

priority of development between land use pods and

within land use pods

(DTo recognize the preference of the State of

Montana to "lease" rather than to "sell" land
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®To maintain a pleasing highway corridor entrance

to the city of Kalispell

(DTo consider issues related to the proposed west

side bypass alignment and power line corridor that

bisect the property

©To seek a compatible mix of land uses within the

property and with that of the surrounding area

©To identify an integrated internal transportation

system that serves to link land use pods and

minimize approaches onto public roads

®To seek a "level of services" consistent with the

rate, amount, type, and location of development

@To identify acceptable criteria for development

The land use plan for Section 36 is guided by these general Neighborhood goals and

by the goals and policies of four (4) distinct land use PODS. The land use pods

were identified based on a variety of parameters including scale, type, and density

of nearby land uses; associated transportation network; compatibility of uses; and

other considerations, such as public comment. For example, the mixed residential

pod is located away from the highway, abuts other residential areas, and is more
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"remote" in terms of access. The mixed professional pod is bounded by the

alternate route for U.S. Highway 93 (bypass) on the south and by West Reserve

Drive on the north, a minor arterial. Most types of retail commercial uses in this area

were contrary to neighborhood opinion. The proposed uses in the professional pod

provide an excellent transition of uses between the proposed highway uses and the

"suburban" area located on the north side of West Reserve Drive. The identification

of the mixed commercial pod adjacent to the highway is appropriate given the

highway and bypass influences. Phasing policies of this plan establish additional

safeguards to the logical development pattern of the property. Refer to the Land

Use Map (MAP Exhibit A) for the locations of the PODS. Uses appropriate to each

POD are listed in Text Exhibit A.
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MIXED COMMERCIAL

The Mixed Commercial POD is located on the west side of U.S. Highway 93. The

development strategy for this POD is to provide a suitable location for commercial

uses at an urban scale density without creating a strip commercial appearance.

Certain commercial uses are restricted and highway adjacent landscaping is

required. This area is expected to be annexed and provided with a full range of city

services. Development of this POD has priority over the development of the other

land use PODS.

GOALS: ®To identify the appropriate location for commercial

uses

©To minimize the appearance of highway strip

development

(3)To identify appropriate commercial uses

®To identify appropriate development standards

Policies:

12. Retail commercial development should have convenient access onto U.S.

Highway 93 via no more than 2 controlled access intersections;

13. Individual commercial uses should not have direct access onto the highway

but should be served by a secondary internal road system;

14. Uses should not have a highway orientation and lease lot boundaries should
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be setback from the highway right-of-way to provide for a continuous and

commonly held highway landscape corridor;

15. City services, including water and sewer, are expected to be extended to the

commercial pod as soon as practical based upon considerations of demand,

type of use, and land use density.

16. Use allowances should allow for a mix of commercial and professional office

opportunities but "strip-type" uses characterized by substantial outdoor

storage and display of products, such as car lots and trailer sales should be

avoided;

17. Taverns and gaming/gambling uses are inappropriate;

18. A village or cluster concept of development is encouraged versus a linear

orientation of uses;

19. A common landscape philosophy should include street trees and plantings

associated with parking lots and buildings;

20. Exterior lighting should be low profile and direct light inward and downward;

21. Signage should be low profile by permitting only ground and wall signs.

Freestanding (pole) signs should not be permitted;

22. Exterior appearance of walls and/or roofs of commercial buildings visible from

the Highway should contain architectural elements found on the "front"

portions of the buildings. Walls and surface planes should be broken up in

such a manner as to create a visual interest, avoiding monotony. Applied

finishes of buildings should be predominantly earth tones.

23. Buildings having a footprint size greater than 60,000 sq ft shall be located a

minimum of 300 feet from the highway right of way; and

24. All portions of the lot area lying outside the building footprints and parking

lot(s) shall be landscaped and irrigated.
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MIXED PROFESSIONAL

The Mixed Professional POD is generally located between the alternate route for

U.S. Highway 93 (bypass) and West Reserve Drive. The land use theme is more

"office" rather than retail commercial. Development priority and intensity of use is

from east to west to provide a gradual transition into the more rural landscape to the

west. Development is expected to be at a "suburban" density. The need for city

services and annexation will be evaluated as development interests become more

apparent. This POD is identified for Phase II development priority.

GOALS: ©To identify an area suitable for transitional

commercial uses, such as offices and other similar

and compatible uses

©To establish use priorities and phasing of

development

(DTo seek neighborhood compatibility via

establishment of performance criteria for all new

development

Policies:

1. Offices are preferred uses. Retail commercial uses should be discouraged

except for small convenience retail as normally permitted in a neighborhood

business zoning classification;

2. Restrict development of non-agricultural uses to less than 20% of the pod until
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at least 50% of the Mixed Commercial pod is leased for development. This

20% allowance shall not permit freestanding retail or convenience commercial

uses. This limitation would not apply to school or equestrian facilities.

3. The development pattern of nonagricultural uses will be from east to west to

(1 ) encourage the maximum amount of infill via clustering of uses, (2) prevent

scattered development patterns within the pod, and (3) maximize the amount

of continuous area available for agricultural practices at any given time.

4. Promote a generous green space requirement around all structures, including

the provision of common pedestrian trails;

5. City services, including water and sewer, are expected to be extended to the

mixed professional pod as soon as practical based upon considerations of

demand, type of use, and land use density.

6. Structures should not exceed 35 feet in height and should have natural earth

tones as the primary exterior color;

7. Uses should have an inward orientation with no direct frontage onto any public

road;

8. Agricultural uses and activities are acceptable;

9. Exterior lighting should be low profile and direct light inward and downward;

10. Signage should be low profile by specifically excluding freestanding signs

other than ground signs; and

11. Landscaping adjacent to roadways and parking lots will be encouraged. All

portions of lots lying outside the building footprints or paved surfaces shall be

landscaped and irrigated.

10





DNRC Neighborhood Plan

04/20/99

MIXED RESIDENTIAL

The Mixed Residential POD is generally described as being located in the SW1/4 of

Section 36. The transportation plan suggests a realignment of Four Mile Drive to

improve traffic circulation in the area. The primary land use theme is "residential" but

other compatible uses are also permitted. This POD is identified as Phase III in

terms of development priority. The development priority and intensity will be from

east to west and south to north, with the lowest priority of development on the west

side of the proposed by pass alignment. The need for city services will depend on

the type and intensity of uses that develop within the POD. Apartments, dormitories,

or a large office complex are examples of uses that would benefit from city services.

GOALS: ®To identify an area for transitional residential uses

that may include a mix of residential, quasi-

residential, and office uses

©To recognize roadway access limitations from

Four Mile Drive

(DTo seek neighborhood compatibility through

establishment of performance criteria, development

priorities, and phasing

Policies:

1 . Restrict development of non-residential and non-agricultural uses to less than

11
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20% of the pod until at least 50% of the Mixed professional pod is leased for

development or 50% of this pod is occupied by residential uses, whichever

comes first. This limitation would not apply to public facilities.

2. Promote a generous green space requirement around all structures, including

the provision of common pedestrian trails;

3. The development pattern of nonagricultural uses will be from east to west or

south to north to (1) encourage the maximum amount of infill via clustering of

uses, (2) prevent scattered development patterns within the pod, and (3)

maximize the amount of continuous area available for agricultural practices

at any given time.

4. City services, including water and sewer, are expected to be extended to the

mixed residential pod as soon as practical based upon considerations of

demand, type of use, and land use density.

5. Structures should not exceed 35 feet in height and should have natural earth

tones as the primary exterior color;

6. Uses should have an inward orientation with no direct frontage onto any public

road;

7. Agricultural uses are acceptable;

8. Exterior lighting should be low profile and direct light inward and downward;

9. Signage should be low profile by specifically excluding freestanding signs

other than ground signs; and

10. Landscaping adjacent to roadways and parking lots will be encouraged. All

portions of lots lying outside the building footprints or paved surfaces shall be

landscaped and irrigated.

12
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SPORT FIELDS

The City of Kalispell has entered into a 40 year lease with the DNRC for most of the

SE1/4 of Section 36. The property is being developed as a sport field complex. This

plan recognizes this existing lease and does not intend to modify any provisions of

that existing lease. Any change to the lease agreement that would anticipate

alternative land uses or mode of operation would be subject to an amendment to the

Kalispell City County Master Plan.

GOALS: ®To recognize an existing lease arrangement with

the City of Kalispell for a sports field complex

©To provide linkages to the sports fields from other

land use pods

©To consider appropriate land uses adjacent to the

sport fields

Policies:

1. Consider opportunities to provide pedestrian pathway and roadway

connections between the sports fields and other land use pods;

2. Provide a land use transition buffer, if appropriate, between the sports

complex and other land use pods; and

3. Encourage the development of support services for tourists and visitors to the

sports fields, primarily in the adjoining Mixed Commercial pod.

13
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TRANSPORTATION

The State school trust section is approximately 1 mile square. The property is

bordered on the east by U.S. Highway 93, on the north by West Reserve Drive, on

the west by Stillwater Road, and on the south by Four Mile Drive. The proposed

alternate route (bypass) of U.S. Highway 93 bisects much of the property. It is the

intent of this plan to minimize the number of new approaches onto these existing

transportation corridors. Map Exhibit A identifies a primary internal transportation

system for the property. The map is meant to depict the general locations of these

collector roads. The exact locations and alignments will be determined upon further

review by regulatory agencies, engineering evaluations, and land development

considerations. Not shown are the secondary roads that would provide more

immediate access to individual developed lease sites.

GOALS: ®To minimize the number of approaches onto the

existing public transportation system

©To identify the general alignment of the internal

collector roads

(DTo recognize the proposed alignment of the

alternate U.S. Highway 93 (bypass) through he

property

Policies:

1 . Attempt to limit the number of approaches onto the county roads as shown on

14
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the Land Use Map or to a spacing of no less than 1 ,300 feet;

2. Prohibit direct access of any individual use onto any of the perimeter public

roads;

3. Attempt to coordinate approach alignments, whenever possible, with those on

opposite sides of the highway/county roads;

4. Consider the realignment [and related abandonment] of Four Mile Drive as

shown on the Land Use Map;

5. Provide for an internal connection between land use pods including a crossing

of the highway bypass near the center of the Section and as shown on the

Land Use Map;

6. Coordinate the development of the road system with phasing of development;

7. Attempt to identify opportunities for a coordinated system of pedestrian trails

in conjunction with development proposals;

8. Provide landscaping adjacent to all developed roads;

9. Clearly define lessee responsibility for roadway improvements and

proportionate share of maintenance; and

10. Minimize the intrusion of structural facilities within the proposed highway

bypass alignment.

15
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IMPLEMENTATION

The DNRC agrees to voluntarily adhere to the provisions of this plan and to any

zoning regulations adopted pursuant to this plan. As such, the DNRC and lease

proposals will be subject to the same level of plan and zoning review as any other

non-government entity. Amendments to this Plan and subsequent zoning requests

will follow the procedures set forth by state statutes as applicable to the private

sector. The purpose of this self regulation is to enhance public confidence in this

plan and to promote a well planned community entrance to Kalispell.

GOALS: (DTo use this plan by the DNRC and land use

regulatory agencies as a "blueprint" for the wise use

and development of the State School Trust land

©To seek adoption of this Plan as an official

amendment to the Kalispell City-County Master

Plan

@To identify responsibilities for development of

common elements by individual lease holders

®To adhere to local zoning regulations adopted

pursuant to the provisions of this plan

Policies:

1. Individual lease holders shall be responsible for the development of all the

16





DNRC Neighborhood Plan

04/20/99

infrastucture, including roads, water supply, sewage treatment, electricity,

telephone, and landscaping necessary to serve the use;

2. All utility extensions shall be underground;

3. Encourage orderly development by promoting a primarily east to west infill

pattern in the Mixed Professional and Mixed Residential land use pods. The

Land Use Map indicates a "Green" buffer on the west side of the Section that

is not intended to be developed for any non agricultural use until at least the

year 2010;

4. Common or shared service and landscape elements will be subject to special

assessments for the care and maintenance of those elements;

5. Lease agreements with individual lease holders should include reference to

the adopted plan and identify individual responsibilities of development,

including consideration of architecture, open space, landscaping, travel ways,

and extension of services;

6. The proposed west side highway bypass alignment may be considered for

non-structural uses pending actual securement of the right-of-way by the

appropriate federal/state authorities;

7. The DNRC should adhere to the provisions of this plan when particular uses

or activities are proposed for the property;

8. A Montana Environmental Policy Act (MEPA) review and analysis will be

prepared for each proposed lease consistent with state law;

9. Seek a cooperative process between the DNRC and the Flathead Regional

Development Office (FRDO) to check compliance with the goals and policies

of this plan whenever a particular use is proposed; and

10. Attempt to adopt zoning regulations as a mechanism to assist in the

17
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implementation of this plan, especially relative to such aspects as the type

and location of uses. A Memorandum of Agreement shall be sought with the

affected governing bodies to ensure state compliance with the adopted zoning

regulations.

18





TEXT EXHIBIT A

MIXED COMMERCIAL

Assembly halls, coliseums, stadiums

Beverage shops, coffee or wine

Car wash

Churches

Community meeting halls

Convenience stores

Convention center

Cultural facilities (museums, theaters, libraries, etc)

Day care homes or centers

Delicatessens

Educational facilities (private and public schools , colleges, and universities; trade schools,

music, dance, theater lessons)

Equestrian facilities

Farming of crops

Financial services and institutions

Food stores

Gardens and horticultural facilities including nurseries

Gas stations

Health clubs

Light Industrial (No outside storage or outside assembly, no stack emissions)

Medical and dental facilities

Motels

Offices, private or public

Parks, private or public

Personal care facilities (massage, barber/beauty, tanning)

Public or quasi public buildings (fire stations, chamber of commerce facilities, etc)

Radio or television broadcast stations

Recreational facilities, outdoor or indoor (tennis courts, bowling alley, golf course, ice skating

arenas, swimming pool, etc)

Recreational theme parks (zoos, aquariums)

Recreational vehicle parks

Retail facilities (e.g., baked goods, clothing, gifts, drug, pharmacies, furniture, hobby, flowers,

art, music, shoes, antiques, candy, sporting goods)

Restaurants (no liquor sales - beer and wine only)

Travel agencies

Exhibit A -1





Veterinary services and facilities

Warehouse retail

MIXED PROFESSIONAL

Beverage shops, coffee or wine

Car wash

Churches

Community meeting halls

Convenience stores

Cultural facilities (museums, theaters, libraries, etc)

Day care homes or centers

Delicatessens

Educational facilities (private and public schools , colleges, and universities; trade schools,

music, dance, theater lessons)

Equestrian facilities

Farming of crops

Financial services and institutions

Gardens and horticultural facilities including nurseries

Health clubs

Medical (including nursing homes and elder care) and dental facilities

Offices, private or public

Parks, private or public

Personal care facilities (massage, barber/beauty, tanning)

Public or quasi public buildings (fire stations, chamber of commerce facilities, etc)

Recreational facilities, outdoor or indoor (tennis courts, bowling alley, golf course, ice skating

arenas, swimming pool, etc)

Recreational theme parks (zoos, aquariums)

Residential care facilities (nursing, assisted living, retirement)

Travel agencies

Veterinary services and facilities

MIXED RESIDENTIAL

Churches

Community meeting halls

Day care homes or centers
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Dormitories (college)

Dwellings, single or multifamily

Educational facilities (private and public schools , colleges, and universities; trade schools,

music, dance, theater lessons)

Equestrian facilities

Farming of crops

Gardens and horticultural facilities including nurseries

Manufactured home park (class "A" only)

Nursing homes and elder care

Offices, professional

Parks, private or public

Public or quasi public buildings (fire stations, chamber of commerce facilities, etc)

Recreational facilities, outdoor or indoor (tennis courts, golf course, ice skating arenas,

swimming pool, etc)

Residential care facilities (nursing, assisted care, independent, retirement)

SPORTS FIELDS

Ball fields (e.g. soccer, football, baseball, softball, tennis, volleyball)

Skating rink (public only)

Concession stands (accessory only)

Exhibit A -3
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING

This Memorandum of Understanding is entered into this / / day of
(Xi>T^<-^ 2000 by and between the Montana Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (hereinafter DNRC) , Flathead County and
the City of Kalispell.

WHEREAS, Section 36, Township 29N, Range 22W, PMM, Flathead
County, Montana was deeded to the State of Montana and is held in
trust as School Trust Land and is administered by DNRC;

WHEREAS, DNRC may, in the future, permit development of all but
tract 2 of Section 36 (hereinafter Section 36) ;

WHEREAS, DNRC prepared a neighborhood plan for Section 36 which
was adopted as an Amendment to the Kalispell City-County Master Plan
by the Board of Commissioners of Flathead County on May 20, 1999 by
Resolution 790-O and the City Council of Kalispell on June 7, .1999 by
Resolution 4480;

WHEREAS, DNRC desires to seek adoption of zoning regulations
that would help implement the adopted neighborhood plan;

WHEREAS, DNRC seeks to permit development of the property in

accordance to the adopted plan and associated zoning;

WHEREAS, DNRC will be subject to local subdivision regulations;

WHEREAS, DNRC is also subject to the provisions of the Montana
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)

;

WHEREAS, DNRC is obligated under the Enabling Act and the

Montana State Constitution to acquire the full appraised value or
fair market value of lands to the school trusts;

WHEREAS, the costs of providing government services to the

subject property will be evaluated concurrent with annexation
procedures that require an extension of services plan and all other
City regulations pertaining to development;

WHEREAS, the City of Kalispell is in no way compelled to annex
property should the estimated revenue from taxes or other sources

generated from development of the property be insufficient to pay for

the required public services;

WHEREAS, DNRC was directed on September 20, 1999 by the Board of

Land Commissioners to prepare an MOU addressing the issues of

planning, zoning, subdivision review and MEPA.
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NOW, THEREFORE IT IS HEREBY AGREED THAT:

(1) any proposed lease on Section 36 involving a change
of use or division of land shall be subject to review under
local planning, zoning, and subdivision regulations; and

(2) any proposed lease on Section 36 involving a change
of use or division of land shall be subject to the
appropriate MEPA review and analysis, in conjunction with
the local application and review process: and

(3) DNRC will require any lessee of any property on
Section 36 to agree to pay as due all real and personal
property taxes including beneficial use taxes assessed
against the lease property and lessee's personal property
and equipment installed and located upon the leased
property, in addition to any special assessments that might
be apportioned to the property. DNRC, understands and
acknowledges, as owner of the said Section 36, that private
use of said property is subject to a "beneficial use" tax
and provided in Section 15-24-1201, et sec; and

(4) DNRC will require any municipal utilities extended
to, and any infrastructure improvements installed within,
said Section 36 to be designed and installed in compliance
with the City of Kalispell Standards for Design and
Construction.

Dated this II day of Hy^-l^-^ 2000

Robert W. Watne
Chairman
Board of Commissioners
Flathead County

By: Um.E.BQWsVl
Wm. E. Boharski
Mayor
City of Kalispell

By:

Arthur "BusK'ciinch
Director. Department of
Natural Resources and
Conservation
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Master Plan District 1 (MP-1)

Definition:

A district to promote orderly growth and development via the application of zoning

regulations on state school trust lands consistent with the provisions of the Section 36
Neighborhood Plan adopted jointly by the Board of County Commissioners and Kalispell

City Council. These zoning regulations identify three distinct land use "sub"-districts with

associated permitted uses and general performance standards that have application

district-wide. The provision of Section 27.22.120, City of Kalispell Zoning Ordinance shall

apply.

MP - Mixed Commercial: A highway influenced district where a variety of commercial
industries are appropriate and where community design [to minimize the appearance of

strip commercial development] is desirable. Strip-type uses characterized by substantial

outdoor storage and display of products, such as car lots and equipment and trailer sales

are specifically excluded. Also specifically excluded as permitted uses are

gaming/gambling establishments of any kind, including casinos. The range of permitted

uses are intended to permit a variety of uses associated with the retail, professional

services, or technology industries but does not necessarily limit or restrict opportunities for

continued agricultural operations or practices.

Permitted Uses. Examples of appropriate land use categories and uses follow. Listed

examples of uses or uses within categories are not intended to be exhaustive but are

included to demonstrate intent.

1. Agriculture (farming, livestock, riding academies, stables, horticulture, nursery,

etc)

2. Automobile service (fuel, wash, mechanical repair, tires, etc)

3. Barber & beauty services, massage parlor, etc

4. Cultural facilities (museums, theaters, libraries, etc)

5. Educational facilities (private and public schools , colleges, universities, trade

schools, music, dance, theater lessons, educational research or incubator

facilities, etc)

6. Financial services and institutions (banks, credit unions, mortgage companies,
savings & loans, etc)

7. Healthcare (medical offices/clinics, dental/orthodontic, in-patient/outpatient

facilities, pharmacies, diagnostic services and treatment, etc)

8. Office, professional/governmental

9. Park, private or public (may include open space, trails, passive or developed
facilities, etc)

10. Public assembly buildings (assembly halls, coliseums, stadiums, convention

center, etc)

11. Public or quasi public buildings/structures (fire/law enforcement stations,

community /homeowner facilities, water tower, electrical distribution/stations

lines, telephone relay equipment, etc)

12. Radio/television broadcast stations, internet companies, etc

13. Recreational facilities, outdoor/indoor, private/public or quasi-public.

Master Plan District 1 (MP-1)





commercial/non-commercial (tennis courts, bowling alley, golf course, ice

skating arenas, ball fields, swimming pool, zoo, amusement park, community
center gym, health/fitness club, driving range, etc)

14. Research, technical, or business parks (may include indoor assembly of parts,

limited outdoor storage, product distribution)

15. Restaurant (deli, bakery, fast food, sit-down, beverage shop, drive-through, etc)

16. Retail facilities/enterprises (clothing, convenience, food, sporting, book, office

products, drug, computer, phone, hardware, tire, plumbing, electrical, furniture,

art, household, gifts, mall, warehouse discount, etc)

17. Tourist accommodations (motels, hotels, bed & breakfast, campground,
recreational vehicle park, etc)

18. Veterinary services and facilities

19. Worship buildings (churches, synagogues, etc)

Property development standards for (1) minimum lot area, (2) minimum lot width, (3)

minimum yards, (4) maximum building height, (5) permitted lot coverage, (6) off-street

parking, and (7) maximum fence height shall be consistent with Section 27. 1 7.040, City

of Kalispell Zoning Ordinance unless otherwise specified herein or by language within

the adopted neighborhood plan (see Section 27.22.132).

MP - Mixed Professional Office: A district providing opportunities for development of

offices, office parks, and compatible uses in a fashion that promotes clustering of uses and
architectural control.

Permitted Uses. Examples of appropriate land use categories and uses follow. Listed

examples of uses or uses within categories are not intended to be exhaustive but are

included to demonstrate intent.

1. Agriculture (farming, livestock, riding academies, stables, horticulture, nursery,

etc)

2. Automobile convenience (fuel, wash, & convenience retail, only, i.e. no
mechanical service)

3. Barber & beauty services, massage parlor, etc

4. Cultural facilities (museums, theaters, libraries, etc)

5. Educational facilities (private and public schools, colleges, universities, trade

schools, music, dance, theater lessons, educational research or incubator

facilities, etc)

6. Financial services and institutions (banks, credit unions, mortgage companies,
savings & loans, etc)

7. Food/grocery store

8. Healthcare (medical offices/clinics, dental/orthodontic, in-patient/outpatient

facilities, pharmacies, diagnostic services and treatment, etc)

9. Office, professional/governmental

10. Park, private or public (may include open space, trails, passive or developed
facilities, etc)

11. Public or quasi public buildings/structures (fire/law enforcement stations,

community /homeowner facilities, water tower, electrical distribution/stations

lines, telephone relay equipment, etc)
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12. Radio/television broadcast stations, internet companies, etc

13. Recreational facilities, outdoor/indoor, private/public or quasi-public,

commercial/non-commercial (tennis courts, bowling alley, golf course, ice

skating arenas, ball fields, swimming pool, zoo, amusement park, community
center gym, health/fitness club, driving range, etc)

14. Restaurant (excludes food drive-up service but permits drive-up beverage
service and take and bake establishiments and sit-down facilities)

15. Retail enterprises less than 3000 square feet in gross floor area(excludes

tavern, gaming, or casino facilities/operations)

16. Veterinary services and facilities

17. Worship buildings (churches, synagogues, etc)

Property development standards for (1) minimum lot area, (2) minimum lot width, (3)

minimum yards, (4) maximum building height, (5) permitted lot coverage, (6) off-street

parking, and (7) maximum fence height shall be consistent with Section 27.08.040, City

of Kalispell Zoning Ordinance unless otherwise specified herein or by language within

the adopted neighborhood plan (see Section 27.22.132).

MP - Mixed Residential: A district providing opportunities for development of residential

uses, offices, and other compatible uses in a fashion that promotes clustering of uses and
architectural control.

Permitted Uses. Examples of appropriate land use categories and uses follow. Listed

examples of uses or uses within categories are not intended to be exhaustive but are

included to demonstrate intent.

1. Agriculture (farming, livestock, riding academies, stables, horticulture, nursery,

etc)

2. Educational facilities (services/facilities for pre-K or K-12 only)

3. Office, professional/governmental

4. Park, private or public (may include open space, trails, passive or developed
facilities, etc)

5. Public or quasi public buildings/structures (fire/law enforcement stations,

community /homeowner facilities, water tower, electrical distribution/stations

lines, telephone relay equipment, etc)

6. Recreational facilities (limited to non-commercial facilities)

7. Residential (day care or day care centers; dormitories or fraternities (college);

dwellings: single family; duplex; or multi-family; manufactured home park (class

'A' only); Nursing homes and elder care; retirement home, etc)

8. Worship buildings (churches, synagogues, etc)

Property development standards for (1) minimum lot area, (2) minimum lot width, (3)

minimum yards, (4) maximum building height, (5) permitted lot coverage, (6) off-street

parking, and (7) maximum fence height shall be consistent with Section 27.07.040, City

of Kalispell Zoning Ordinance for residential uses unless otherwise specified herein or

by language within the adopted neighborhood plan (see Section 27.22.132).

Performance Standards :
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1. Transportation and Parking

a. General access to this district from U.S. Highway 93 shall be limited to no
more than 2 approaches. New approaches onto Reserve Drive, Stillwater

Road, and Four Mile Drive shall generally be limited to a minimum spacing

distance of 1 ,300 feet or as othenwise authorized by the access permitting

agency;

b. All uses shall have direct access from the internal road system. No direct

access to a particular use shall be permitted from the Highway or the other

perimeter public roads as listed in la, above;

c. The collector road system shall be as generally shown by the map included

within the adopted neighborhood plan and as more precisely aligned by
subsequent engineering analysis, use patterns, and subdivision review;

d. All roadway improvements shall be built in accordance with city of Kalispell

road design standards;

e. Roadway design shall include provisions for landscape boulevards and
sidewalks;

f. Lighting shall be shielded and directed downward; and

g. Parking space requirements and general parking lot design shall be guided

by the parking and loading provisions of the City of Kalispell Zoning
Regulations. Parking landscape requirements (see 27.26.030(6) may be
satisfied by common area landscaping adjoining any parking area. Front and
side yard parking shall be permitted in the Mixed Professional Office and
Mixed Commercial sub-districts of the MP-1 zoning district as described in

Section 27.26.030(2)(e)1) and 27.26.030(2)(e)2), respectively.

2. Landscaping

a. Landscaping, to include lawn, shrubs, trees, and/or rock gardens, shall

comprise all open spaces within the boundaries of the parent lease lot.

Parking lots may extend to within 5 feet of any lot/lease lot boundary.

b. Buildings shall be set back a minimum of 20 feet from the side, front, and
rear of the parent lot/lease lines.

c. Parking lots serving multiple businesses where the area for parking spaces
exceeds a lineal length or width of 270 feet shall include internal landscape
Islands having minimum dimensions of 9 feet by 18 feet at a ratio of 1 Island

for every 15 continuous parking spaces when such spaces are located

Internal to the parking lot (not abutting the perimeter boundary to the parking

lot or store front);

d. A landscape boulevard having a minimum width of 4 feet shall parallel both

sides of the collector roads shown on the neighborhood plan map. Street

trees acceptable to the City of Kalispell shall be planted at 40 to 50 foot

Intervals as appropriate.

e. Sidewalks or pathways shall connect developed properties to the roadside

sidewalks (see 1e, above);

f. All landscaped areas shall be irrigated and routinely maintained; and

g. An irrigated landscape corridor of at least 20 feet in width shall parallel the

right of way of U.S. Highway 93 adjacent to the commercial POD. The
corridor should include undulating topography and have a mix of tree

plantings with a ground cover of predominately lawn.
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3. Building and [lease] Lot Parameters

a. Buildings should not exceed 35 feet above natural grade. Architectural

enhancements of building facades extending above 35 feet are not

necessarily excluded but are subject to review and approval by the City of

Kalispell Site Development Review Committee;

b. Applied finishes of buildings shall be predominately earth tone;

c. Buildings shall have an orientation towards the internal road system;

d. Ground and wall signs may be used to identify a single use lease lot or

multiple uses within a common lot/lease area. Ground signs shall have

natural earth tones and not contain any exterior plastic, plexiglass, or similar

components. The ground sign shall not have internal lighting or sign-

mounted external lighting. Shielded lighting may be provided from ground-

mounted fixtures directed towards the sign face. Ground signs may have a

concrete or similar mounting base but in no situation shall the total height of

the sign exceed 8 feet. Total ground sign area shall not exceed 160 sq ft.

Wall signs may have internal lighting and shall not exceed a sign face area

of 80 sq ft.;

e. in situations involving a commercial or office town home, condominium or

sublet design, only the parent lot is eligible for a common ground sign.

Individual uses are eligible for a wall sign if the use has outside frontage. A
common wall sign may be appropriate to identify a building having multiple

tenants. A common signage plan that involves other types of building

signage, such as canopy signage, may be permitted subject to the review

and approval of the City of Kalispell Site Development Review Committee.

Residential uses shall be permitted signage as otherwise permitted by the

City of Kalispell zoning regulations. All other provisions of the Kalispell sign

regulations shall apply when consistent with the restrictions set forth herein;

f. The exterior appearance of commercial buildings with "backs" facing,

adjacent, and visible from Highway 93 shall contain architectural elements

found on the "front" portions of the buildings. Walls and surface planes

should be broken up in such a manner as to create a visual interest, avoiding

monotony;

g. Lease lots with single or multiple buildings shall have sufficient area to

accommodate the size of the proposed building(s) and required on-site

parking plus sufficient area for landscaping exterior to the building and

parking lot ( see 2a & 2b, above);

h. A single lease lot may contain buildings with multiple tenants and/or uses or

be comprised of multiple attached or detached buildings. In such situations,

landscaping, parking, and internal access shall be common to all buildings

within the lease lot; and

i. Commercial buildings or combination of buildings on a single lease lot

exceeding 60,000 sq ft total gross floor area (where no sublets have been

established) shall be set back a minimum distance of 300 feet from U.S.

Highway 93.

4. Extension of Services

a. All required services shall be underground; and
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b. Annexation and provision of city services shall be subject to the approval of

the city of Kalispell.

5. Growth Management
a. Development of property shall conform to the general provisions of the

neighborhood plan consistent with Section 27.22.120 of these regulations.

b. Phase I is the Mixed Commercial Pod.

i. Clustering of uses is preferred to encourage sharing of roads, parking,

utilities, and common design. However, separation of uses, such as
"large" from "small" or "commercial" from "industrial" may be
appropriate within the Commercial POD.

ii. Development design is intended to avoid a "strip" commercial
appearance with specific exclusion of certain uses.

c. Phase II is the Mixed Professional POD.
i. Clustering of uses is preferred to encourage sharing of roads, parking,

utilities, common design, and to prevent a scattered development
pattern within the POD.

ii. Infill of developed uses, with some exceptions, such as schools,

agricultural facilities, and equestrian facilities, shall be from east to

west. The "Section 36 Neighborhood Plan Map" also designates an
area along Stillwater Road that is excluded from non-agricultural

development until the year 2010.

iii. Development of non-agricultural uses shall be restricted to no more
than 20% of this POD until at least 50% of the Mixed Commercial
POD is leased for development. This 20% allowance shall not permit

freestanding retail or convenience commercial uses. School and
equestrian facilities may be permitted at any time and are not subject

to the 20% calculation.

d. Phase III is the Mixed Residential POD.
i. Clustering of uses is preferred to encourage sharing of roads, parking,

utilities, common design, and to prevent a scattered development
pattern within the POD.

ii. Infill of developed uses, with some exceptions, such as schools,

agricultural facilities, and equestrian facilities, shall be from south to

north or from east to west. The "Section 36 Neighborhood Plan Map"
also designates an area along Stillwater Road that is excluded from

non-agricultural development until the year 2010.

iii. Development of non-residential and non-agricultural uses shall be
restricted to no more than 20% of this POD until at least 50% of the

Mixed Professional POD is leased for development or 50% of this

POD is occupied by residential uses, whichever comes first. This

limitation does not apply to public facilities.

6. Supplementary Regulations

a. Accessory uses shall be permitted as appropriate to a particular use and as

generally set forth in Section 27.22.020 et seq. Subsections 2a and 2b shall

generally apply to residential uses within any of the sub-districts of the MP-1
zoning district. Subsections 2d and 2e would apply as appropriate to non-
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residential uses in any of the sub-districts of the MP-1 zoning district.

b. The greenbelt provisions of Section 27.22.050 shall be interpreted and
applied concurrent with subdivision review.

c. The principal structure provisions of Section 27.22.060 as applicable to "B",

"P", and "I" districts shall apply to the Mixed Commercial and Mixed
Professional Office sub-districts of the MP-1 zoning district so as to permit

multiple structures within a single lot or lease lot.

d. The creation of sublots (for leasing purposes) may be appropriate in

situations involving residential, commercial, office, and industrial uses.

Section 27.22. 1 30 is hereby amended to permit the creation of sublots in the

Mixed Commercial, Mixed Professional Office, and Mixed Residential sub-

districts of the MP-1 zoning district.

e. All other provisions of the Chapter 27.22 of the City of Kalispell Zoning
Regulations shall apply as appropriate.
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Kalispell Business and Technology Park

Special Lease Proposal

State School Trust Land

Kalispell, Montana

Section 36, T29N, R22W
August 2000

HAMPSTEAD PARTNERS, INC.

1205 Prospect Street, Suite 450

La Jolla. California 92037

858-456-6500





Hampstead Partners, Inc.

Investment Division Voice (858) 456-6500

Fax (858) 456-9590

August 4, 2000

Chris Foster

Direct (858) 551-5302

Ms. Jeanne Fairbanks

Montana Department of Natural Resources & Conservtion

2705 Spurgin Rd.

Missoula, MT 59804

RE: Response To Special Lease Proposal

60-Acre Portion Section 36, State Lands

Dear Ms. Fairbanks:

We have attached our response to the State's Request for Special Lease Proposal dated August 6,

2000. Please also find these additional attachments:

1. Bid Deposit in the form of a Cashiers check in the amount of $35,153. If our proposal is

accepted, the DNRC may use up to $20,000 of the Bid Deposit toward the cost of an

environmental review under MEPA.
2. Non-refundable application fee in the amount of $50

Please contact me with any questions or requests for farther clarification or additional materials.

We look forward to working with you.

Sincerely,

Ha/hpstead Partners, Inc.

Chris Foster

President

\\Ham_pdc\users\HPanncr5X)cv Projis\KaIispell IndustVLand Lease Proposal\Respcov!if DOC

1205 Prospect Street, Suite 450, La Jolla, California 92037





RESPONSE TO REQUEST FOR SPECIAL LEASE PROPOSAL
SECTION 36, STATE LANDS

This memorandum sets forth the basic terms under which Hampstead Partners, Inc. and

McComic Consolidated, Inc. are prepared to enter into a lease with the State of Montana
to lease a 60 acre portion of a parcel known as Section 36 of the State Lands. It is our

understanding that the State is to select a prospective master lessee with whom to work
out more specific terms to be contained in a formal lease agreement.

4.

1

This proposal has been prepared in accordance with the provisions contained within the

Request For Special Lease Proposal (RFSLP) dated August 6, 2000. The reader may
assume that unless otherwise so stated that all provisions of our response are to be

consistent with the RFSLP. The DNRC has the right to accept this proposal within 90

days of completion of the MEPA process.

Proposed Construction and Operation (Statement of Intent and Need)

^— Business and Technology Park. If successful in gaining the right to develop the site,

the proposer plans to construct a 53.8-acre (gross usable) business and technology park

to be known as the Kalispell Business and Technology Park on what now is a 60-acre

parcel inclusive of a future highway right of way. Net rentable land area under the plan

would be approximately 46 acres. We have no current plans to develop the remainder

of the 60 acres covered by the contemplated highway right of way. Although we plan to

facilitate the construction of various buildings on site, including approximately 40,000

square feet offlexible tech and office space for our joint venture partner in the park.

Venue Tech Systems, the scope of this proposal primarily relates to land improvements

and leasehold operations associated with the improved land itself.

4.5 Land Improvements. The proposer plans to construct land improvements within the

confines of the 53.8 acres which shall include roads, street lighting and underground

utilities, as well as significant landscaping and monuments at entrances to the park. We
have attached a preliminary site plan outlining the proposed placement of such land

improvements and the layout of the various lots. The proposer reserves the right to

modify the site plan as may be appropriate after additional study and engineering.

The proposer would construct the land improvements in 2 phases over a 3-year period

(see phasing plan on preliminary site plan). Total hard onsite construction costs related

to land and infrastructure improvements are estimated to be 3,235,000. Hard offsite

improvement costs are estimated to be 753,000. For a more detailed summary of

contemplated improvements please see the attached site plan in conjunction with the

proforma.

HP is to be responsible for facilitating the expenditures necessary to improve the park

and is to receive any and all revenues generated there from over the holding period.





4.7 Conformance With Neighborhood Plan. All improvements, landscaping and

improvements are to comply with the Neighborhood Plan unless otherwise approved.

1

.

Neighborhood Plan Policies are complied with as follows:

a) Only two controlled access intersections are proposed to existing U.S. Highway
93.

b) Individual uses do not have direct access onto the highway and are served by a

secondary internal road system.

c) A commonly held landscape corridor/open space buffer is provided along

Highway 93 and uses are oriented to the internal road system not to Highway
93.

d) City services, including water and sewer, will be extended to the site as soon as

practical based upon considerations of demand, type of use, and land density.

e) Uses will include a mix of commercial and professional office. "Strip" type

development characterized by substantial outdoor storage and display of

products will be limited. Outside storage will be limited to areas behind

buildings and be shielded form view from Highway 93 and the internal roads by

buildings, fencing and landscaping.

f) Taverns and gaming/gambling uses will not be allowed.

g) A cluster concept of development is proposed with common open space

amenities including a park and landscaped pedestrian linkage to adjacent

commercial development.

h) Landscaping will have a common philosophy to include paving, street trees and

plantings associated with parking lots and buildings.

i) Exterior lighting will be low profile and direct light inward and downward.

j) Signage will be low profile ground and wall mounted only. No pole-mounted

signage will be permitted.

k) The exterior appearance of walls and roofs of buildings visible from Highway
93 will contain elements found on the "fronf portions of the buildings. Walls

and surface planes will be broken-up in such a manner to create visual interest

and avoid monotony. Applied finishes of buildings should be predominantly

"earth tones."

1) Buildings having a footprint size of greater than 60,000 square feet will be

located a minimum of 300 feet from the Highway 93 right-of-way.

m) All portions of the individual lots lying outside the building footprints and

parking lots will be landscaped and irrigated.





2. Adequate access, drainage and storm water run-off retention/detention shall

conform to any jurisdictional authority's requirements will be provided. Design of these

facilities will be done at the time of preparation of subdivision documents and when
building permit applications are submitted for individual buildings.

3. Proof of acceptance of plans prior to beginning any construction will be

provided at the appropriate time in the process of development of the project and when
building permit applications are submitted for individual buildings.

4.5 Leasehold Operations. This proposal pertains to the operation of a business and

technology park on a sublease basis related to land improvements. Building

improvements are to be considered separately and are to be the sole responsibility of the

proposer and subleasees (subject to the restrictions to be contained in the CC&Rs and

Neighborhood Plan). Buildings would be constructed under three scenarios:

1. Leasehold Sale. Under this scenario users would obtain a leasehold interest

in lots developed from the proposer and construct their own building

improvements on site (in accordance with strict CC&Rs governing the use

of the park to insure compliance with environmental regulations and to

maintain value of both the 60 acres under consideration as well as

surrounding lands).

2. Build-to-Suit. Under this scenario the proposer would construct buildings

for various users and either sell them to the user on a turnkey basis or enter

into a lease arrangement with such user (as is planed for VTS).

3

.

Speculative Construction. The proposer (or perhaps outside developers

who might purchase a leasehold interest in one of the various lots within the

park from us) might construct a speculative building on site for either single

or multiple users. Again, strict CC&Rs would govern such uses.

Operations. The proposer would operate the park in such a manner as to attract

business tenants desiring a clean, very well thought out and designed business

environment within the Flathead Valley. The park would be marketed both locally and

on a national basis. We believe that the presence of our master tenant, Venue Tech

Systems, will assist our team in attracting such tenancy, to include high-profile

technology companies looking to expand to markets with strong labor pools. Venue

Tech will be fmancially incentivised to bring in such users. Companies seeking to meet

the outside contracting needs of VTS would also be likely future tenants within the park.

The proposer has already entered into discussions with officials at Flathead Community

College aimed at furthering the goals of providing incubator space, training and a source

of skilled labor for such users should our proposal be accepted. We have also been

exploring means by which we can provide a menu of financial incentives from local,

state and federal sources such a low interest rate loans, training, etc. for potential users.





4.2 Market Need. The proposer will commit considerable resources to marketing the park.

Part and parcel to our marketing efforts will be the creation of a professionally designed

web page profiling the Flathead Valley and the advantages associated therewith as well

as nationally distributed marketing brochures and other materials.

We have commissioned an extensive market study related to the park and have received

a draft copy of the report. As indicated within the report, to some extent, the very need

for a park such as that proposed is demonstrated by the fact that our JV partner, VTS,
desires to move and expand from its location in a nearby lesser improved park in

Evergreen. Secondly, there is no such master planed park located within the Valley.

Need is further demonstrated by the comments that we have received from the director

of the Flathead Valley Port Commission, Myrt Web, indicating that he has had several

inquires from companies desiring to locate in the Valley if they could find suitable

quarters. HP also intends to be a bidder to construct a new State office building on site.

Benefit To Surrounding Communities, Lands and Neighborhoods. Many participants at

a recent technology conference held in Great Falls on the 25"' and 26* of June

highlighted the importance to the State's economy of expanding the opportunities for

and attraction of high technology users to the state. Hampstead has made presentations

related to the park before the Kalispell City Council and has received support for its

proposed plans from the Counsel and from the City Manager, Chris Kukulski (see

attached letters of support). It is expected that the proposed development will house

businesses creating as many as 2,500 or more jobs.

A clean, well designed and operated business and technology park such as that proposed

will be of significant benefit to the School Trust not only in terms of income derived

directly from master lease payments related to Section 36 paid to the State, but also in

terms of the value that such a park and the infrastructure associated therewith brings to

the area and surrounding neighborhoods in terms of property values and real wages to

residents. This benefit has already been demonstrated by the increase in real estate

values since Stream International has moved into the Kalispell area.

A side benefit of the proposed development is the facilitation of infrastructure

improvements along highway 93. Adequate City water service now stops at the

Flathead Community College and there is no sewer service to the site or to the

neighborhoods to the north of the subject property. Parties have raised the specter of

future ground water contamination if additional septic systems are placed in the vicinity.

Because the City of Kalispell is so much in support of the proposed park, it has

allocated municipal monies to study infrastructure and engineering issues and to apply

for State and Federal assistance pertaining thereto in an effort to assist in facilitating

development of the park.

4.1
Proposer

Hampstead Partners, Inc. and McComic Consolidated, Inc. are to joint venture the

development and operate the proposed business and technology park and would form a

single purpose entity or LLC for the purposes of entering into a lease with the State.

The mailing address and primary contact for the venture is:





Chris Foster or Jay Wentz

Hampstead Partners. Inc.

1205 Prospect St., Ste. 450

LaJolla, CA 92037

Phone #: (858)551-5300

Fax#: (858)456-9590

Email: chris(5)hampstead.com

iav(S)hampstead.com

Venue Tech Systems (VTS) is to have a limited profit participation interest in the

venture and is to serve as anchor tenant for the proposed business and technology park

to be constructed on the site (as described below).

Because the proposer is to form a new single purpose entity for the purpose of

constructing and operating the park, no financial statements are available related to the

entity itself For additional information contact Chris Foster at (858) 551-5302.

4.3 Development Team Qualifications (See Attached Resumes and Materials')

Hampstead Partners. Hampstead Partners, Inc. (HP) is to act as managing partner. HP
and its principals have extensive experience with community development activities,

both inside and outside the state of Montana. Our most recent community development

projects in the state are recipients of a HUD Best Practice Award this year.

HP is well capitalized and partly owned by Sol Price (see biographical information

attached). This association not only provides the firm with an excellent source of

capital, it also affords us the opportunity to benefit from the extensive development and

business experience of Price Entities and its former REIT. Jack McGrory, former San

Diego City Manager heads the Price real estate division.

McComic Consolidated. McComic Consolidated (McComic) and its president, Barry

McComic, is very well qualified to develop the subject property, having developed

several million square feet of industrial and office properties nationally, including

master-planning the Rancho Bernardo Industrial Park, the largest such park in San

Diego. McComic also has development experience in the Flathead Valley where it was

involved in the development of the 300-acre golf course, marina, hotel and time share

development, Harbor Village in Big Fork.

Venue Tech. Venue Tech Systems (VTS), a cutting edge technology company, is a

local firm currently located in Evergreen. The firm is undergoing significant growth.

VTS currently has 50 employees and has plans to expand to over 200 within the coming

2 years. It is contracting with some of the most high profile technology companies in

the nation, including Microsoft and Cymbal Technologies for the use of its point of

service operating systems.

VTS has entered into a contract with HP to own a 10% share of the proposed park

should our team be selected. It plans to contract with HP and McComic to construct a





40,000 s.f. build-to-suit corporate facility on 4 to 5 acres within the park this coming

winter. It is contemplated that the facility would house as many as 200 employees over

the coming 2-3 years.

Venue Tech's participation in the park will be beneficial in 3 (or perhaps more) ways:

1

.

VTS will be an anchor tenant helping to insure the financial viability of the park

from day one.

2. Given its expansion plans and the addition of a considerable number of new
employees, the firm's participation will assist the development team and the

City of Kalispell to attract State and Federal monies to construct infrastructure

needed for the park (and surrounding areas).

3. Its location within the park will be a draw to other high technology users and

outside contractors.

^ A Financial Ability

The team has extensive financial resources and access to equity/financing. This will be

important not only pertaining to improvement and operation of the land itself, but also

for the purposes of operating and developing out the park for users (constructing their

facilities, etc.)

The financial viability of our proposal is further enhanced by the fact that we have

already secured an anchor tenant (VTS). The anchor's plans to expand its operations

will further our efforts to secure State and Federal resources with which to construct

improvements, etc.

While the market related to business park development is to some degree untested in

Northwest Montana, we believe that the attached proforma is further indication of the

financial viability of the project and the cash flows expected to be associated therewith.

Projected breakeven occupancy in terms of land lease tenants is approximately 75%.

The manner in which our lease payments are structured and our ability to attract low

interest rate financing as well as the preleasing activities having taken place to date

should be of benefit to sustaining such viability and to insuring that the park will come

to fruition.

4 6 Minimum Annual Rent

Annual rent is to calculated as follows:

Flat rent: The flat rent to be paid to the State is $. 1 per square foot ($ 1 1 7, 1 27 on

phase one and $234,253 per year on the entire parcel). This is to be phased in over the

first 3 years starting with no rent in the first year, a minimum of 50% of the applicable

rent in the second year and 100% in year 3 going forward (please see attached

proforma). The flat rent is to be paid quarterly.

In year 20, the minimum State Fiat Rent is to be adjusted based on the improved value

of the land, including site and infrastructure costs, less a minimum return equal to 20%)

of gross rental receipts to the proposer.





Contingent Rent/Income Participation: Starting in year six, the projected time that

the proposed park is estimated to reach stabilized occupancy, the State is to receive a

10% share in any years gross income less debt service and the flat rent listed above,

non-cumulative.

Phasing/Lease Option. Development of the park would be phased in accordance with

the attached site plan. Proposer is to have up to five years to exercise their option to

lease the lands related to phase II. Option payments of $13,068 per year are applicable.

Total Projected Rents. Based on the attached proforma, the cumu\ati\e projected

income (rent plus option payments) for the State is expected to be $439,560in the first 5

years and $705,918 in years 1 through 6 (stabilization) and a total of $8,375,297 in years

1 through 40. Projections notwithstanding, the proposer cannot guarantee that they will

exercise the option for phase II and are asking that the option be open for the first five

years. It is also impossible to predict with any accuracy what changes in the State rent

might be applicable at the 20 year anniversary date going forward (for the purposes of

our projections we are assuming that the total rent, including contingent rent, will be

enough to satisfy the requirement that on the 20"" yr. the rent be based on an improved

value.

4.5 Lease Term

The initial proposed lease period is to be 40 years with an option to renew for an

additional 20 years. The renewal rent is to be set at a level not to exceed 10% of the

appraised value of the land at the time of renewal (including site and infrastructure

improvements) less a minimum return equal to 20% of gross rental receipts to the

proposer.

Lots and buildings within the park would be leased at terms commensurate and

consistent with the expiration and other terms of the master lease with the DNRC.





Proposed Construction and Operation (Statement of Intent and Need)

Business and Technology Park. If successful in gaining the right to develop the site, the proposer plans

to construct a 53.8-acre (gross usable) business and technology park to be known as the Kalispell

Business and Technology Park on what now is a 60-acre parcel inclusive of a future highway right of

way. Net rentable land area under the plan would be approximately 46 acres. We have no current plans

to develop the remainder of the 60 acres covered by the contemplated highway right of way. Although

we plan to facilitate the construction of various buildings on site, including approximately 40,000 square

feet offlexible tech and office space for our joint venture partner in the park. Venue Tech Systems, the

scope of this proposal primarily relates to land improvements and leasehold operations associated with the

improved land itself.

Market Need. The proposer will commit considerable resources to marketing the park. Part and parcel

to our marketing efforts will be the creation of a professionally designed web page profiling the Flathead

Valley and the advantages associated therewith as well as nationally distributed marketing brochures and

other materials.

We have commissioned an extensive market study related to the park and have received a draft copy of

the report. As indicated within the report, to some extent, the very need for a park such as that proposed

is demonstrated by the fact that our JV partner, VTS, desires to move and expand from its location in a

nearby lesser improved park in Evergreen. Secondly, there is no such master planed park located within

the Valley. Need is further demonstrated by the comments that we have received from the director of the

Flathead Valley Port Commission, Myrt Web, indicating that he has had several inquires from companies

desiring to locate in the Valley if they could find suitable quarters. HP also intends to be a bidder to

construct a new State office building on site.

Benefit To Surrounding Communities, Lands and Neighborhoods. Many participants at a recent

technology conference held in Great Falls on the 25* and 26* of June highlighted the importance to the

State's economy of expanding the opportunities for and attraction of high technology users to the state.

Hampstead has made presentations related to the park before the Kalispell City Council and has received

support for its proposed plans from the Counsel and from the City Manager, Chris Kukulski (see attached

letters of support). It is expected that the proposed development will house businesses creating as many
as 2,500 or more jobs.

A clean, well designed and operated business and technology park such as that proposed will be of

significant benefit to the School Trust not only in terms of income derived directly from master lease

payments related to Section 36 paid to the State, but also in terms of the value that such a park and the

infrastructure associated therewith brings to the area and surrounding neighborhoods in terms of property

values and real wages to residents. This benefit has already been demonstrated by the increase in real

estate values since Stream International has moved into the Kalispell area.

A side benefit of the proposed development is the facilitation of infrastructure improvements along

highway 93. Adequate City water service now stops at the Flathead Community College and there is no

sewer service to the site or to the neighborhoods to the north of the subject property. Parties have raised

the specter of future ground water contamination if additional septic systems are placed in the vicinity.

Because the City of Kalispell is so much in support of the proposed park, it has allocated municipal

monies to study infrastructure and engineering issues and to apply for State and Federal assistance

pertaining thereto in an effort to assist in facilitating development of the park.
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SECTION 36 EIS





Issue Statements for Section 36

ECONOMICS:
• Phasing development needs to be considered to ensure financial stability

for the project.

The plan should maximize revenue for the school trust

Sale or trade of all or portions of section 36 should be considered

The plan needs to be in harmony with the long and short term growth

patterns of the City of Kalispell

How will the plan maximize High Paying, stable job opportunities for the

Flathead Valley?

How will the plan benefit the local economy as required under MCA 77-1-

601?

The analysis should contain a study to determine what the need for

commercial growth is in Kalispell. The plan should be consistent with the

results of the study.

What will the effect of this proposal be on local business? Specifically,

what will the effect of warehouse retail stores be on the downtown and

local business of Kalispell and Evergreen?

What is the available labor pool for high tech industry? Is it consistent

with the plan?

Will the ball field lease rate be affected by the commercial development of

this site?

Concern was expressed that the plan provide a place for companies to

grow their business to contribute to the diversification of our economy.

What will be the impacts of business failures on State leased land? Who
will be responsible for reclamation or building removal? Will standards be

set to ensure the viability of re-leasing of structures?

Economic criteria that address salary scale and whether an industry is

"clean" need to be developed for evaluating proposals for development.

How will phasing guidelines be tied to market needs analysis and local

statutory zoning?

What will trigger the development of additional pods? Will existing pods

be required to be developed to a certain extent prior to opening another

pod?

PROJECT FINANCIAL VIABILITY:

Waivers or adjustment of lease rates need to be analyzed to ensure that the

project is in compliance with mandates for full market compensation.

Concern was expressed that rules or procedures be established to review

the financial soundness of proposals such as Hampstead Partners'. The

analysis of financial viability needs to address both market conditions and





the ability of the project to generate revenue for the State, including the

10% of current fair market value of the land.

• How will the possibility of developer bankruptcy during construction be

addressed?

• Concern was expressed that sources of funding for proposed projects be

disclosed. Cnteria should be developed that discourages use of public

money in funding development.

• Analysis needs to be conducted to assess the long term plus and minus of

commercial vs. high tech development with regard to return to the Trust.

• How will this development impact local tax base?

• Analysis should show that tax revenue generated from development meets

or exceeds costs of public services required. Assessment of ad valorum

taxes should be considered in the lease document.

• How will appraisals be conducted?

• Care should be taken to structure lease rates to ensure a fair market return

to the trust. Flat rates for 20 years may not be acceptable.

QUALITY OF LIFE/ PROPERTY VALUES:

• Concern was expressed that the plan will affect the values of adjacent

residential properties.

• Concern was expressed that additional traffic and congestion will

negatively affect the quality of life around the area of development.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED:

• Concern was expressed that a wide range of alternatives be considered in

the MEPA process. These should range from no action to the most

intensive development possible while considering everything in between

that anyone could ever possibly think of, then the answers to all of our

questions for now and forever would be included in this EIS!

• Impacts of development of surrounding areas need to be addressed in

analysis of alternatives considered on section 36.

• Rate of development should be considered in the analysis.

ADMINISTRATIVE, REGULATORY AND COMPLIANCE ISSUES:

• Air quality and compliance with federal air quality standards must be

reviewed in the analysis of alternatives

• How will further MEPA review be triggered by activities proposed as a

result of this plan?

• Disclosure of the lease process needs to be included in the MEPA review.

Procedures for review of applications and presentation to the land board

need to be set.





• What provisions will be made to ensure adequate lease administration and

property management? Where will the expertise come from and how will

it be funded?

• What are the impacts of converting agricultural land to commercial uses?

• What are the impacts of increased traffic?

• What are the visual impacts of the proposed plan?

• Consideration should be given to the difficulties of leasing residential lots

when proposing activities.

• How will the State abide by local government zoning and subdivision

decisions? Especially if they are not consistent with the state's intent?

LAND USE PLANNING AND ZONING ISSUES:

How will the plan relate to pending zoning issues?

Cumulative effects analysis should include use of "hard numbers"

Uses that are conceptually not permitted, such as a Fair Grounds or truck

stop should be explicitly excluded rather than merely omitted from a list of

permitted uses.

Impacts of the proposed plan on fire, police and medical response to the

existing community as well as the proposed developments need to be

analyzed.

How will amendments, modifications or variances to the terms of an

approved plan be handled?

Infrastructure needs of various "pods" of land use need to be analyzed and

defined.

Health and safety risks associated with the presence of the BPA high

voltage power lines need to be incorporated into the analysis.

How will State and local planning processes interact? Which will take

precedence? How will conflicts be handled?

High tech development should be given preference over commercial

development.

Traffic planning should be designed in conjunction with potential

development of surrounding lands.

Residential development needs to be analyzed to prevent a repeat of the

"Billings situation"

Concern was expressed over potential conflict between residential

development and surrounding agncultural activities.

PROJECT DESIGN:

• Pedestrian and Bike paths need to be incorporated into plan design.

• Green space requirements need to be incorporated into plan design.

• Landscape design and setback requirements need to be incorporated as

mitigations for visual impacts.





• Aesthetic impacts with respect to the surrounding community need to be

analyzed.

• Buffers need to be designed to separate pods of differing uses.

• BPA power lines, easements, HWY 93 bypass need to be incorporated

into project design.

• Requirements for energy efficiency and prudent irrigation use should be

incorporated into plan.

• The development should provide for a visually attractive entrance for the

north end of Kalispell.

• Cluster development should be required by DNRC.

WATER SEWER AND DRAINAGE ISSUES:

• Impacts to ground water levels need to be analyzed.

• Impacts to the public water supply need to be analyzed.

• Storm water runoff and how the infrastructure to collect it will interface

with the city collection system needs to be analyzed.

• Details on extension of public water and sewer systems need to be

analyzed in the EIS

• Prohibition of septic systems should be incorporated into the plan.

• Impacts on water quality need to be fully analyzed.

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF NOISE TRAFFIC VISUAL CHARACTER AND
AIR QUALITY:

• Cumulative impacts on air quality and noise levels, including specific

mitigation measures need to be analyzed. Compliance with federal air

quality and noise abatement standards should be mandatory.

• Cumulative impacts on traffic congestion levels, including specific

mitigation measures need to be analyzed. Consultation of the 1994 EIS for

the Highway 93 bypass is recommended. .

CITY SERVICES AND ANNEXATION ISSUES:

• Concern was expressed that the annexation of section 36 should not result

in the annexation of other properties without the consent of the residents

of the other properties.

• The status of Kalispell's Treasure State Endowment Program grant

application for extension of sewer and water should be included in the

analysis of infrastructure needs for this project.

• Additional funding scenarios for development of infrastructure should be

considered in the event that State or local funding is not available.

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT:

• Impacts on wildlife and habitat need to be analyzed.





Impacts on plants and their habitat need to be analyzed.

Water bodies, both permanent and ephemeral need to be identified and
analyzed.
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Appendix H

Well Table

Section 36

Flathead County^ Montana
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Appendix I

Downtown Merchants Survey

Spring, 2001





Dear Downtown Kalispell Merchant,

As you are probably aware, the Department of Natural Resources and Conservation is

conducting an environmental and economic study of Section 36, located on the comer of

Reserve and Highway 93. Gregg Davis, of Flathead Valley Community College, is

leading the economic assessment for this study. The proposal calls for a 1-20 year build

out of hypothetical businesses that might locate in Section 36. We are asking downtown

business merchants to help us in our analysis since this development would be somewhat

contiguous to the downtown district.

As part of our analysis, please take a few minutes to respond to some queries, which will

be read to you by one of the College's economic students who is enrolled in a research

methodology class at FVCC.

The results of this study will be reported without identifying specific businesses. Should

you have any questions, please feel free to contact Gregg Davis at 756-3870.

Thank you for your time.





Business Name

1. What are your principal product(s) and/or services sold?

2. Has employment within your business been relatively stable, declining or growing over

the past five years?

Stable Declining Growing

3. For the generally defined businesses below, please indicate which businesses you feel

would have a high probability of. . . (a) directly competing and adversely affecting your

business, (b) insignificant or no expected impact, (c) positively affecting your business,

or. impact is uncertain:

Hypothetical Business Adverse No Positive Uncertain

Impact Impact Impact Impact

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic





Adverse No Positive Uncertain
Impact Impact Impact Impact

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash

Equestrian Center

4. Suppose a business did locate on Section 36 at the comer of Reserve and Highway 93
withm the next 5-10 years that was in direct competition with your business. Would you
anticipate the impact on your business as?

significantly adverse moderately adverse modest, if any.

5. Who do you view as your most direct, present competition for business?





S/C Industrw

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flqthcad CounQ

3500 Industrial and Commercial Machinery and Computer Equipment

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

0% 0% 100%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

H\T?othetical Business Adverse

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Con\ enience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

None Positive Uncertain

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
100%

100%

100%
100%
100%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

100%

n=l





Poll Response hy SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Indusirx'. 4700 Transportation Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

0% 0% 100%

50%

Percieved Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse Mode
100%

None Po sitive Uncertain

100%

50%





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry^: 4800 Communications

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing
0% 0% 100%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Busmess Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental Medical Clmic

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

None Positive Uncertain

100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

100%

100%
100%
100%

100%
100%
100%

100%

100%

100%

Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

1 00%

Direct Competition:

Anyone Nationally who offers telecommunications ser\'ices

n = ]





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead Conn t>

SIC Indusln-: 5200 Building Materials

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100%70 0% 0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse 100%

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental 'Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocerv' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestnan Center

None Positive Uncertain

100%

100%,

100%o

100%
100%

100%
100%

100%
100%

100%
100%
100%.

100%

100%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

100%

n = l





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry. 5400 Food Stores

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

0% 0% 100%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse 66%
Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery Store 66%
Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores 66%
Car Wash

Equestrian Center

None Positive Uncertain

66%
100%
66%
66%

100%
100%
100%

100%
33%
33%
100%

66%
33%

33%

33%
33%

66%

33%
66%

33%

33%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

33% 66%

n=3





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry. 5500 Gas Service Stations

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

0% 0% 100%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business





SIC Industn 'i

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

5600 Apparel and Accessory Stores

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

50.0% 1 7.0°/^ 33.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse None Positive Uncertain

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocerv' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

8.0%

8.0%

61.0%

8.0%

63.6%

38.4%

69.0%

69.2%

61.0%

15.0%

61.0%

85.0%

84.6%

92.0%

58.0%

75.0%

61.5%

83.3%

58.3%

38.4%

23.0%

15.3%

23.0%

8.0%

23.0%

7.7%

8.0%

16.0%

16.6%

16.7%

18.2%

25.0%

23.2%

15.3%

8.0%

15.0%

8.0%

15.0%

7.7%

25.0%

8.3%

16.7%

18.2%

16.6%

16.6%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

18.2%

Moderately Adverse

72.7%

Modest, if any

9.1 70

n = 12





SIC Industrw

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

5700 Home Furniture. Furnishings, and Equipment Stores

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

36.4% 9.1% 54.5%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse 46.2%

Restaurant

Small Office Complex 7.7%

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocen,' Store 23.1%

Barber and Beauty Shop 7.7%

Specialty Retail Stores 30.8%

Car Wash 7.7%

Equestrian Center

None Positive Uncertain

23.1%

69.2%

46.2%

23.1%

23.1%

46.2%

38.5%

76.9%

66.6%

30.8%

46.1%

69.2%

23.1%

76.9%

69.2%

30.8%

53.8%

61.5%

23.1%

46.2%

53.8%

23.1%

33.3%

53.8%

23.1%

15.4%

15.4%

7.7%

92.3%

7.7%

15.4%

7.7%

7.7%

15.4%

7.7%

7.7%

30.8%

7.7%

7.7%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

33.3%

Moderately Adverse

33.3%

Modest, if any

33.3%

n^I3





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead Count>

SIC Industry: 5800 Eating and Drinking Places

* Responses in Percentages

Emplo> mcnt Levels

Stable Declining Growing

75.0% 8.3% 16.7%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry: 5900 Micellaneous Retail

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

54.5% 9.1% 3645.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse None Positive Uncertain

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash

Equestrian Center

4.3%

9.10%

39.1%

4.3%

13.0%

8.7%

4.30%,

21.7%

4.3%

47.8%

4.3%

39.1%

69.6%

52.2%

36.4%

39.1%

65.2%

43.5%

65.2%

47.8%,

39.1%

6095.0%

69.6%

1 7.4%

78.3%

73.9%,

52.2%

21.7%

34.8%)

50.0%

8.7%

26.1%

43.5%

17.4%

34.8%

52.2%

13.0%

21.7%

1 7.4%

1 7.4%

21.7%,

8.7%

8.7%

8.70%,

4.5%

13.0%

8.7%

8.7%

4.3%

8.7%

4.3%,

4.3%

4.3%,

17.4%,

4.3%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

28.6%

Moderately Adverse

47.6%

Modest, if any

23.8%

n=23





SIC Industry^

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

6000 Finance, Insurance, and Real Estate

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

16.7% 16.7% 66.6%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse None Positive Uncertain

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

100.0%

100.0%

16.7%

16.7%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

16.7%





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industrw 6300 Insurance Carriers

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

50.0% 50.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business





SIC Industry:

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

6400 Insurance Agents. Brokers, and Service

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

None Positive Uncertain

50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%

50.0%

50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0%

50.0%

50.0%

50.0%

Moderately Adverse

50.0%

Modest, if any

50.0%

n=2





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industn-. 6500 Real Estate

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business





SIC Industry:

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

6700 Holding and Other Investmest Offices

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

None Positive Uncertain

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

1 00.0"^

Moderately Adverse

100.0%

Modest, if any

n = I





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industn: 7000 Hotels, Rooming Houses, Camps, and other Lodging Places

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industn ': 7200 Personal Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining GrQwing
33.3% 11.1% 55.6%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex 11.1%

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocer\' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop 66.7%

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

None Positive Uncertain

44.4%

66.7%

33.3%

33.3%

55.6%

66.7%

33.3%

88.8%

77.8%

37.5%

55.6%

22.2%

44.4%

80.0%

66.6%

55.6%

33.3%

44.4%

55.6%

22.2%

33.3%

33.3%

11.1%

62.5%

33.3%

33.3%

10.0%

11.1%

22.2%

11.1%

22.2%

22.2%

11.1%

11.10%

11.1%

11.1%)

22.2%
10.0%'

22.2%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

12.5%

Moderately Adverse

37.5%

Modest, if any

50.0%

n=9





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry: 7300 Business Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

66.7% 33.3%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse 66.7%

Restaurant

Small Office Complex 33.3%

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocerv' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores 33.3%

Car Wash

Equestrian Center

None Positive Uncertain

33.3%

66.7%

66.7%

66.7%

66.7%

33.3%

100.0%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

100.0%

33.3%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

100.0%

66.7%

66.7%

33.3%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

33.3%

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

33.3% 33.3% 33.3%

n=3





SIC Industry-:

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

7500 Automotive Repair, Services, and Parking

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing
100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

H\T)othetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

None Positive Uncertain

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0% 50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0% 50.0%

Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

100.0%

n=2





SIC Industry .

Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

7600 Miscellaneous Repair Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic

Apartments

Grocer)' Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

50.0%

None Positive Uncertain

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

100.0%

1 00.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0%

100.0%

100.0%

50.0%

Moderately Adverse

50.0%

Modest, if any

50.0%

i=->





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry: 7900 Amusement and Recreation Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry: 8000 Health Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

66.7% 33.3%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business Adverse

High Technology Firms

Bank

Professional Office Building

Motel

Retail Warehouse

Restaurant

Small Office Complex

Gas and Convenience Store

Dental/Medical Clinic 33.3%

Apartments

Grocery Store

Barber and Beauty Shop

Specialty Retail Stores

Car Wash
Equestrian Center

None Positive Uncertain

Impact of Business at Proposed Location

Significantly Adverse

66.7%

33.3%

33.3%

66.7%

66.7%

66.7%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

33.3%

100.0%

66.7%

100.0%

100.0%

33.3%

33.3%

33.3%

33.3%

33.3%

66.7%

66.7%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

66.7%

33.3%

66.70%

Moderately Adverse Modest, if any

100.0%

«=i





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry 8 1 00 Legal Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry: 8300 Social Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hvpothetical Business





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industrw 8400 Museums, Art Galleries, and Botanical and Zoological Gardens

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declin ing Growing

75.0% 25.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hypothetical Business





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

SIC Industry: 8700 Engineering, Accounting, Research, Management, Related Services

* Responses in Percentages

Employment Levels

Stable Declining Growing

100.0%

Perceived Impact of New Businesses

Hvpothetical Business





Poll Response by SIC Industry

Flathead County

Number of Polls filled out: 115

Number of Businesses Represented: 114

Number of Industries Covered by Poll: 25

Bv Industry: Viewed as Direct Competition, and Comments

Direct Competition:

Dell

Compact

42m.
Direct Competition:

Internet

Other Travel Agencies

4M£L
Direct Competition:

Any telecommunications provider in the nation

Comments:

Regarding question #4:

I really take exception to the fact that the competitive nature of business

which might locate on this property will be used in determining whether

this property is developed. I find it very upsetting that just because a

new business might be competitive with existing businesses that the new

business would be denied the right to exist solely because it might injure

someone already here.

In my mind, this has nothing to do in determining if a new business

should be allowed to develop.

I happen to be in favor of allowing the state to proceed with the

development of this property. Be it commercial, warehouse, industrial,

residential, professional office, retail business, or any combinafion of

these.

A longfime Kalispell businessman.

52Q(L

Direct Competition:

Other Paint Stores





5400

Direct Competition:

Other Food Stores

Mail order

Internet

5500

Direct Competition:

Other Service stations

5600

Direct Competition:

Bridal-Dress. Tux Retail or Rental stores

Clothing Stores

Mall Stores

Wal-Mart

K-Mart

Screen Printers

T-shirt stores

Some Sporting Goods stores

"Box" Stores

Athletic clothing stores

Comments:

Too much retail.

We are all competing for the same limited S$$

5700

Direct Competition:

Wal-Mart

Internet

Toll Free Numbers

Pirating

"Warehouse" stores

Electronics Stores

Shopco

Music Stores

Mail-order

Internet

Kitchen Stores

Staples

Furniture Stores





Comments:

We need change

5800

Direct Competition:

Restaurants

Coffee Shops

Specialty Food Shops

Bars

Certain Hotels

Fast Food places

Any Food Store

Comments:

Good reliable help is in decline.

5900

Direct Competition:

Gift Item Stores

"Box" Stores

Chain Stores

Jewelry Stores

Specialty Stores

Book Stores

Embroidery Businesses

Antique Stores*

Gift Stores

Internet

Pharmacies

Sporting Goods Stores

General Stores

Ranching Stores

Floral Shops

Tobacco Accessories Stores

Golf Stores

Comments:

I think all Downtown Businesses & even the Kalispell Mall Businesse;

would be extremely adversely affected if a big Shopping mall Complex

were to go in on the comer of Reserve and Hwy 93.

* However I feel they enhance my business as they attract more antiques

to town.

1 believe there are only X number of dollars in the Valley. The more

retail there is, the smaller the pieces of the pie for all. I realize the

population is growing and maybe we get shoppers fi-om outside the





valley to some degree. We all have the added "retail" to deal with on the

internet.

Not in favor of Home Depot Development or Target.

MKKL
Direcl Competition:

Banks

Loan Businesses

Credit Unions

Financial Service companies

Insurance companies

Mortgage companies

other Financial Institutions

§mL
Direct Competition:

Insurance Companies

outside sales

6500

Direct Competition:

City

6700

Direct Competition:

Full Service Brokerage Firms

7000

Direct Competition:

Hotels

Certain Food Places

7200

Direct Competition:

Barber Shops

Salons

Tattoo Shops

Comments:

Anything that happens will be positive.





7300

Direct Competition:

Office Supply Stores

Copy Shops

Printers

Direct Competition:

Automobile Service places

Quick Lube places

Comments:

All of these businesses would have a positive impact from the

standpoint that business attracts more business and more jobs, meaning

more people who could possibly use my services. The positive impact

would be much greater if the development was closer to my business.

Direct Competition:

Specialty Repair places

7900

Direct Competition:

Athletic Clubs

Casinos

moo.
Direct Competition:

Chiropractors

Hearing places

Dentists

8100

Direct Competition:

Lawyers

Law Firms

8300

Direct Competition:

Government Expansion in the Field of Social Services

S4QD.

Direct Competition:

Artists

Art Galleries





Framers

"Box" Stores

Comments:

There is the threat of lack of business.

We don't need any more development.

8700

Direct Competition:

Accountants

Tax Preparers
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Appendix J

Part I, Section 1.4.2 of the Section 36 DEIS provides a list of relevant planning
documents. In addition to those listed in that section of the EIS, additional

references include those listed below.

References for Aquifer Study

Environmental Simulations, Inc., 2000. AquiferWin32 v. 1.31.

Grimestad, Garry, July 1999, Results of Stepped and Constant Rate Pumping Tests

Conducted at a NuPack Corporation Pumped Well and Nearby Observation

Wells at Kalispell, Montana, prepared for Jackola Engineering, Inc., 6p.

Konizeski, R.L., A. Brietkrietz, and R.G. McMurtrey, 1968, Geology and Ground Water

Resources of the Kalispell Valley, Northwestern Montana: Montana Bureau of Mines

and Geology Bulletin 68, 42 p.

Noble, R.A., R.N. Bergantino, T.W. Patton, B.C. Sholes, F. Daniel, and J. Schofield, 1982,

Occurrence and Characteristics of Ground Water in Montana: Montana Bureau of Mines

and Geology Open-File Report 99, vol. 2, 132 p.

Noble, R.A., 1998, Groundwater Resources of the Upper Flathead Basin, Interpreting the

Landscape Through Science Symposium, Flathead Valley Community College, pp 1 1-

14.

Smith, L.N., 2000, Surficial Geologic Map of the upper Flathead River valley (Kalispell

Valley) Area, Flathead County, Northwestern Montana, Groundwater Assessment Atlas

No. 2, Part B, Map 6.

Theis, C.V., 1935, Tlte relationship between the lowering of the piezometric surface and the

rate and duration of a well using groundwater storage. Trans. Amer. Geophysical

Union, vol. 16, pp. 519-524.

United States Environmental Protection Agency Region VIll, 1999, Source Water

Assessment Training Manual, 145

References for Economics

IMPLAN, Minnesota Implan Group, Inc., June, 2000, Stillwater, Minnesota.

"The Dynamics of Technology-Based Economic Development," Office of Technology
Policy, Department of Commerce, June, 2000.

13





Montana Department of Labor and Industry, Office of Research Analysis, Helena,

MT.

U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis

U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics

Federal Reserve System Board of Governors

Standard and Poor's Register of Corporations, Directors, and Executives, McGraw-
Hill Companies, Inc. 2000.

U.S. Census Bureau, 1997 Economic Census, June 22, 1999.

U.S. Census Bureau, County Business Patterns, 1998 and 1999.

References for Transportation

Transportation Researcfi Board's Highway Capacity IVIanual (MOM) - Special

Report 209 and the Highwway Capacity Software (HCS), 2000 version.

Institute of Transportation Engineer's Trip Generation, 6'*^ Edition.

References for Soils

USDA Soil Conservation Service, 1960, Soil Survey of Upper Flathead Valley,

Montana, 67 pp.. Volume 4.

14
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