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Members Present.............ccoeevnvneni Commissioner J.R. Iman, Commissioner Suzy
Foss, Commissioner Ron Stoltz and Commissioner Matt Kanenwisher

Date. .. March 23, 2011

» Minutes: Beth Perkins
» Commissioner Chilcott attended a MACo Legislative session in Helena for the day.

» The Board met to designate County Earmarked Alcohol Tax Money and Western
Montana Addiction Services update at 9:30 a.m. Present was Skip Rosenthal.
Commissioner Iman was not present for this meeting due to another scheduled matter.

Skip gave the Board an update of Western Montana Addiction Services. Commissioner
Foss made a motion to designate Western Montana Addiction Services for the
County Earmarked Alcohol Tax Money. Commissioner Kanenwisher seconded the
motion and all voted “aye”.

» The Board met with David Price regarding decision on application for personal

property tax refund/property was out of state at 10:00 a.m. Present was DOR Kimberly
Mills.

Kimberly gave a brief update of the personal property in question and stated at the time
of taxation, the equipment was out of state in Idaho. The amount totaled $1,146.88.

Commissioner Kanenwisher made a motion to approve the tax abatement for David
Price in the amount $1,146.88. Commissioner Foss seconded the motion and all
voted “aye”.



P The Board met for an update and discussion and decision regarding upcoming
floodplain map revisions at 10:30 a.m. Present were Civil Counsel Karen Mabhar,
Planning Director Tristan Riddell, Floodplain Administrator Eric Anderson and
Environmental Health Director Lea Guthrie.

Eric gave an update of the floodplain map revisions. He discussed FEMA funding to map
Eight Mile and Three Mile Creeks in detail as well as an overlay of existing maps. There
is an existing study for Nez Perce which will be reviewed in order to be included within
the floodplain. The Zone D areas are going to change into Zone A (regulatory) for the
maps. Eric discussed the history of DNRC and the Board of Commissioners conflict of
delineation in 1981 (See Attached). Anyone in the Zone D can chose to have flood
insurance but it would be extremely expensive due to high risk categorization. Eric
stated those not delineated are considered to be Zone D. The problem started in 1981
with the argument of designation of Zone D areas changed to Zone A areas without basis.
Now FEMA wants to change the Zone D areas to Zone A without any input from the
County. He further discussed the LiDAR project and how it came into effect. Karen
stated the only current detailed mapping is Mainstem adopted by FEMA. Eric stated the
only recognized detailed mapping by FEMA is Mainstem, Eight Mile and Three Mile
Creeks.

Karen Mahar reviewed past litigation regarding floodplain delineations. The County does
not want to use maps that cannot be defended legally. Discussion followed regarding the
maps. Eric would like these issues resolved prior to FEMA issuing the revisions and
requested the Board to issue a letter to FEMA to see if the issues can be resolved. After
discussion, the Board concurred to send a letter to FEMA. Commissioner Kanenwisher
made a motion to have Eric draft a letter to FEMA with legal review. Commissioner
Stoltz seconded the motion and all voted “aye”.

P Commissioner Foss visited RCEDA at 11:00 a.m.
» Commissioner Iman attended a Republican Women’s luncheon at 12:00 p.m.

» The Board met for the continuation of decision on gravel roads level of

services/priority for surface stabilization from March 17" at 1:45 p-m. Present were Road
& Bridge Supervisor David Ohnstad, Chris Hockman, Tonia Bloom and Ravalli Republic
Reporter Whitney Bermes. Commissioner Kanenwisher was not present for this meeting.

David presented the Board with a listing of gravel roads scheduled for surface
stabilization. (See Attached) He reviewed the schedule with the Board by Commissioner
District addressing length, proposed county contribution and priority. Commissioner
Iman stated traffic may go by a home but does not participate in the program. He
discussed changing North Kootenai Creek from 100% county contribution to 50% and
others if more people participated in the program. David agreed that the schedule was
created with the participation at the moment and can be modified as they get more
participation. Commissioner Iman further reviewed the schedule and suggested



modifications to other areas to reduce the cost to $50,000 from SRS funds. He requested
David to revise the schedule and return to the Board for approval.

»The Commissioners attended an Open Lands Bond Program Site Visit for Triple J Bar
Ranch at 3:00 p.m.
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WAMLTON, MONTANA 59840

November 24, 1383 ._)

Mr. Joha Hamtle

Floodaiain Buress

32 South Ewing :

Department of Hatural Resourtes 4
Conservation

Helena, MT = 59620

Dear Mr. Hasble:

Please accept this letter as one of ;rotesl comierming ihe receat pro-
posed floodplain maps.

Ravalli County will enforce any resscnosble floodplain delineations and
their corresponding restrictions. Even the main stem cross sectioms -
are 50 few a5 to sske the Bitterrcot a weak floodplain map often diffi-
cult to substantiate in the field. It §s our understanding that only.
five actual cross sections were used for the main stem mapping even
though estimated elevations were speciffed as 500 to 1500 yard intervals.

Even Mr. Porrini admitted the lack of accuracy within the safn $tem mip-
ping. This fact leads us to feel the tributary delineations mithout
elevations and cross sections &s less than useless.

Making & floodplain delineation from a 40 to B0 foot contour map is

soaed . unreasonable. The county s requestad to adainister these floodplains
enforcing stringent rastrictions on fts use based on a tremendously in-
accurate delineation. g g

Ravall{ County 1s willing to manage the tributary floodplains if they
are established by on site scientific fact gathering but cartainly not

1ok b et _‘ - o :: A : [D-}l.:....._-&l M'JL——‘”E:':-I“i ek |
; : i bt Kooy = I S
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Kr. John Hamble
Page 2
lovesber 24, 1981

random undocumented guesswork, We feel that some tributaries do not

even require 2 100 year floodplain delineation.
Sincerely,
THE RAVALLI COUNTY BOARD OF HEALTH

(}1/;{4 PPt

Tarola knite, Chairman

27
rank ams, er
)‘.- /.'5. ,,J'm—.'n—'.‘,é-—wé
Trisz Tossberg, Hember &/

A

David Joneﬁ. Memper

o

Herald Cox, 3c.U.. er
sv

ce: ~Bob xistner, Federal Emergency rurugement ﬁgtncy
Max Baucas, U.S. Senator
John Melcher, U.S. Senator
pat Williams, Congressman
Ron Marlente, Congressman
Elmer Severson, State Senator
Robert Thoft. State Representative .
Xenneth Robbins, State Representative
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December 7, 1981

Jerome Olson, Director
Bazural & Technolocical Jiaz a;ns Division
FEMA Region VIII

i Denver Federal Center, Bldg. 710

! Denver, Colorado 80225

Dear Jerry:

I am reogquesting that all of the approximate delincations of
fluodplains for tributaries to the Bitterroot River be da-
leted from the Flood Insurance Rate Maps for Ravalll County.

i As you know the Ravalli County government has strongly oppos-

I ed thelr ipclusion in the Flood Insurance Study. It is a ‘ ¥
considerable burden to place upon landowners to prove that ,"f]
they are out of the floodplain when the delineations wera bk
done by approximata nwans.

Enclosed is a copy of an article that appcarcd in the Migsoulian
Newspapor that I thought might be of interest to you.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

i ; sincerel;. t/égjf

Vsomatne Hamill, Supervisor
Floodplain Management Section
Engineering Burocau

enczlosure

w i cc: Don Mullin

i
s ¥ ; 1 s g I
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; FELLA REGION Vil ¢
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HAMILTON, MONTANA 59840
December 7, 1381 :

Mr. John Hamel

Floadplain Burcavu

32 South Ewing

Dept. of Natural Resources
and Conservation

Helena, Montama 59601

Dear Mr. Hamal:

We are writing this letter to protest the proposed flood plain delineations
for the various tributarfes of the Bitterrgot River {n Ravalli County,
approximately 33 in nucber. i

While 1t is true that some of the tributaries are subject to flooding, there
are others we believe present no hazard. e

Our basic objections are two-fold: . ' et

1. To the best of our knowledse, no 'on-si"te inspections of the
tributaries were made by the parties preparing the flood plafn
maps, nor were any pertinent elevations established,

2. The arbitrary delineation of the flood plains without inspection
or elevations means that landowners are forced to defend their
property rights and prove that thefr ground is not in the flocd
plain. In turn, we as County Cosmissiopers are asked to enforce
2 flood platn that may have no basis fn fact, which is an unfair
burden for taxpayers in our county.

You should be aware that we would welcome a measured scient{fic approsch
to flood plain delineation since it would make our Job of administration
considerably less difficult. However, as proposed, we find ourselves in 2
virtually indefensible posfition. :
Sincerely,
BOARD OF COUNTY COMAISSIONERS
Ravalli County, ¥ontana . .
7 f o ]
}ﬁ’-ﬂ'#— é[&f{t}‘[“cﬁ' i ..
Hamy nlte), Chairman ;
: ‘:‘) / .-/!1 ,//::/..!_.,j-'r'.- 1ol o
cFamli uilllgus. fenber :
3 :’--{5- ',.ﬁ(\-i.i.[-f-' J(::\/’. ) i
F. B. lossberg, tember() Hitad
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INTERNOR

Mr. Bob Kistner

Emergency Management Specialist
Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VIII

penver Federal Center, Building 710
Denver, Colorado B0225

Dear Mr. Kistner:

I am writing to you on behalf of the Ravalli County
Sanitarian and Board of Mealth, who have contacted me cencerning
the proposed floodplain maps for the tributaries of the
Bitterroot River in Western Montana.

Ravalli County officials cppose the implementation of
these maps because no on-site studies were conducted, thereby
resulting in inaccurats delineations of the floodplain, They
have written to your office and to the Montana Departmant of
Natural Resources and Conservation regarding these problems.
1 urge you to carefully consider their comments before
£inalizing the floodplain maps.

Please keep me informed of your decision by writing to
409 Montana Building, 101 East Broadway, Missoula, Montana,
59802, Your attention in this macter is appreciated.
Best regards, ;
Sincerely,

o7 (A

Pat Williams |

THIB ITAT!IOEI.IY FRINTED GH PARCR MADE WITH RECYCLID FIBCRS

, _ . | . a0



Decender 22, 1981 HAMILTON, MONTANA 59840

Mr, Bob Kistner

Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VII1I

Denver Federal Center, Building 710
Denver, CO - 80225

Dear HMr. Kistoer:

In 1ight of the conditions under which the floodplain maps for the Bitterroot
River were made, Ravalii County would like to have those flood hazard areas.
that were determined by approximate means (by-in-large the tributaries) shown
as Zone D (areas of undetermined risk). The County governmant reslires there
can be flood hazards assoriated with the tributaries but feels the methods used
to determine the boundaries was not accurate enough to warrant i{mposing the
=ore stringent local regulations on property owners in these areas.

The County would 2sk that the aéps be printed as presented at the July 28, 1981,
meeting with the exception that the approximite study areas be shown with a
Zone D designation. : :

Although the County recognizes the maps resulting from the detailed study of the
main channel of the Bitterroot River is not in ftself entirely accurate, we would
accept it as presented in the July 28, 1981, meeting in Hami{lten with 1ts present-
1y designated zonmes. : AT 3

Tnank you for your cooperation. If there are any further problems we should know -
about please contact us. ? b

sinm-ex/y : i
b T:1aTd White, theﬁfmn _
:1 amk M ms, member :
i Ty e R it - FEMAREGION VI |
i 7.‘/6-, . JW i . IHSURANCE & MITIGATION ’.;
H Fritz Yossberg, menber TR £ i Sin
i DSWsey R :
)
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Federal Emergency Management Agency
Region VIl Denver Federal Center, Building 710 Denver, CO 80225

Decenber 22, 1981

Congresszan Pat Williams
409 Montana Bullding

101 Eas: Broadway
Mizsoula, Moatana 59802

Dear Congressman Williazms:

Thank you for advising me of the concerns of Ravalli County in regard to
the proposed flood plains mape for the tributaries of the Bitterroot River.

We have revievoed the tributary mapping and have arrived at a solution ‘that
is acceptadle to Nr. Don S, Mullin, Ravallf County Sanitarian, and the
Board of County Commiselooers of Ravalli County. We have inatructed our
technical contractors, Danes and Moore, to indicate zone "D on all wape
n.}au'e no on-site studies vere conducted. Zone D' indicates smome degree

{ hazard from flooding. This appears to be. ngreub}.e to Mr, Mullin and
thr kavalli County Cormipsioners as they wanted somg tool to centrol growth
in possible fload hazard arcas of Ravalld County. The changes in tho f.load
plain maps will be incorporated into "prooi mapa' uhin:h vill be seat to'
Favalli County in Janvary 1982.

Ve ﬁpprcclatu your interest {n the Nacional Tlood Insurance Program. If
we can be of assistance, please contact us.

Sincerely

1ton D. Cook
Regional Director



loveroer 23, 1981 'HAMILTON, MONTANA 59840

Hr, John Hamble

Flocdplain Bureau

32 South Ewing

Department of Matural Resources 1
Conservation .

Welena, MT 59620 ; s
g “TERA REGION VI
oear Jonn: " INSURAMCE & MITIGATON

I would like to make cooment Cn the proposed floodplein aaps of the Bitterrcot -
aiver and tributaries in Ravalli County. Montana. ; 33 : -
45 far as the main river channel 1s concerned the maps are a major improvement
over the existing official map now being used by Department of Hatural Rasources.
and Conservation (DHRC) and the county for floodplain administration. The de-
lineation of the tributary streams to the river is quite & different matter:
however. . . :

o study including any onme site measurements was done for any of the tributaries
10 calculate the boundaries of a predicted 100 year flood. On the streams I °
nave had tice to investigate (Sweeney and Willoughby Creeks) [ have found it dif-
ficult and often impossible to asscciate onsite physical features of the stredm
ané surrounding land forms with the floodplain delineation shown on the p_roposed
maps. : 0 ;

in terms of administration of & floodplain it {s difficult to locate the flood-
glain line on the ground in some cases but usually it is possible to locate 3
physical feature that corresponds with the floodplain map (i.e. banks, rises
inland, etc.). This has not been the case concerning the tributaries of the
river. Often 1 find 3 200 foot wide delincation of a floodplain on 2 two foot
wide stream bed. ;

In 1ight of the cost tu be imposed on the Jocal land owner in'tarms of loss of
ground to strict regulation and cost of having the proposed delineation changed |
ance it becomes acdopted as officfals 1 would protest +ne sanner in which the .
tributary floodplain 1ines were created. :

1f the population 15 not great enough 1o waerant the cost of a detailed study
on the tributaries then.it:would seem to me the population in this area s not
great enough to mply a significant amount of hazard associated with flooding
q)fthetrlwu_ﬂu.- 2 N e i
PR PRSI ED

AT 1 e




. John Hamble
Pagc e
Nambcr 23, 193}

! am very mch {n favor of proper rlnadplutn magmnt and would uekomz T

requlation of and management of a properly designated floodplain on tributaries -

of the Bitterroot River. 1 also welcome the new maps in so far as the’ rh-er :
_channe) ftself but 1 objest to the manner in which the tributaries of the ' = . =
~ Bisterrot River have been designated at 2 great saviags to the ftdera% and

state government. but at a great: expense tn I:he priuu uadwner

: 'Smcerely.
S //}'{/
Duns Hullin'

Ravalli County Sanitarian
rion:tp_!ai_n adminis_tratar FEAN
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APPENDIX D - RAVALLI COUNTY

SUMMARY OF PROJECT SCOPE

CONTACT INFORMATION

SCOPING MEETING NOTIFICATION

D-3

AGENDA

D-9

FACT SHEET: RAVALLI COUNTY

RAVALLI COUNTY SCOPING MEETING NOTES

RAVALLI COUNTY SCOPING MAP

RAVALLI COUNTY PRELIMINARY PANEL SCHEME

DATA COLLECTION WROKSHEET

EXISTING FEMA DATA

EXISTING GIS AND BASE MAP DATA

SCOPE COST ESTIMATE

MAPPING ACTIVITY STATEMENT

D-10
D-11
D-16
D-17
D-18
D-19
D-20
D-21

D-22



SUMMARY OF PROJECT SCOPE

The panelization scheme reveals an estimated 39 printed and 68 non-printed (107 total) panels in
the DFIRM as a result of the digital conversion, with a rough cost of about $180,000. Studies or

restudies could impact the number of panels for the DFIRM. There are no LOMRs to be
incorporated.

There are two XDSs to be incorporated as part of the digital conversion that require FEMA
approval. The flooding sources for which flood hazard data is available through these two XDSs

arc:

East Fork Bitterroot River — about 25 miles from the confluence with the main stem to the
Springer Memorial as studied by the NRCS,

West Fork Bitterroot River — about 21 miles from the confluence with the main stem to the
Painted Rocks Dam as studied by the NRCS, and

Nez Perce Creek —from just below the confluence with the Little West to the West Fork
Bitterroot River, about 3.4 miles, as studied by the USACE.

Two other XDS for Burnt Fork and Skalkaho Creek are being reviewed by the DNRC and
considered for incorporation.

The County identified many areas for restudy; the top priorities are:

About 715 miles of about 80 flooding sources covering almost the entire FIRM of

delineated Zone D areas that are requested to be relabeled (or restudied if necessary) as
Zone A areas,

Detail study on Eightmile Creek from the confluence with Bitterroot River to the USFS
Boundary, about 8 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D),

Detail study on Three Mile Creek from the confluence with Bitterroot River to the USES
Boundary, about 14 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D),

Detail study on Ambrose Creek from the confluence with Three Mile Creek to the USFS
Boundary, about 9 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D),

Detail study on Dry Gulch Creek from the confluence with the Bitterroot River to the
USFS Boundary, about 8 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D), and

Detail study on Willow Creek from the confluence with the Bitterroot River to the USFS
Boundary, about 10 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D).

All XDSs and restudy needs are listed on the Data Collection Worksheet.

The project as listed above is estimated at about $1,101,000.
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SCOPING MEETING NOTIFICATION

From: Karen Price <highstarconsulting@mac.com>
Date: May 5, 2006 2:25:01 PM MDT

To: kmiller@ravallicounty.mt.gov, bldginsp@cityofhamilton.net, darbymontana@usa.net,
Laura Hendrix <lhendrix@ravallicounty.mt.gov>

Cc: Dan March <DEMarch@pbsj.com>, Millicent Bowman <mbowman@mt.gov>, Terry
Voeller <tvoeller@mt.gov>, Marijo Camrud <marjio.camrud@dhs.gov>,
cbhiginbotham@pbsj.com

Subject: Ravalli County DFIRM
Good afternoon,

The Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC), in
coordination with the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA), is interested in
updating the Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) for Ravalli County. Under FEMA's Map
Modernization Program, the first step in this process is to meet with local Floodplain
Administrators and GIS Specialists from National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP)
communities. One of our goals at this Scoping Meeting is to provide information to
community and county representatives about the Map Mod Program and the resulting
GIS-based Digital FIRM (DFIRM).

In support of the DNRC and FEMA, PBS&J and High Star Consulting will be facilitating
this scoping effort, including the upcoming meeting. We would most appreciate if you
could attend. The meeting will be held in Hamilton on Tuesday, May 23rd, from 1:30 to
3:30 p.m. at the Ravalli County Administrative Center, 215 South 4th Street, in the
Commissioner's Meeting Room on the 3rd floor.

In addition to providing you with information about the program, the DFIRM process, and
the map products, we would like to gather some information from you. Specifically, we
are interested in learning of local base map data that could be used for the DFIRM to help
tailor the maps for local planning department's use. A document is attached for GIS
professionals describing the type of base map data FEMA is interested in for the DFIRM.
We would also like to learn of those flood hazard areas that may need study or restudy.
A spreadsheet is attached for Floodplain Administrators showing the data we have so far
of the "mapping needs" in your county. Feel free to edit the existing data or add new
information before the meeting (don't worry if you can't fill in all the fields); if you know of
existing studies that could be reflected on the new DFIRMs, please add that information
as well. We will bring a large map to use for discussions about restudies - at the end of
the meeting we will try to prioritize these restudy needs for use in determining the project
scope.
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| have been working in the NFIP for several years and managed DFIRM efforts in other
States. | would love to talk with you before the meeting by phone to answer any
questions you have, provide some background, or learn of restudies you are interested
in. Give me a call anytime at 303.345.4728. Please RSVP about the meeting by
responding to this email, including names of any other local representatives who may be
interested in attending.

Thank you very much - | look forward to talking with you!
Karen Price

High Star Consulting, Inc.

highstarconsulting@mac.com

303.345.4728

3321 Brushwood Drive
Castle Rock, CO 80109

Attachments



Countywide DFIRM Base Map Data .

This document is intended to serve as a guide to gathering, evaluating, and submitting datasets for inclusion ina
countywide Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map (DFIRM), including an explanation of base mapping data needs,
standards, and the delivery deadline.

Overview

In the beginning phases of a DFIRM project, data is gathered and compiled by the contractor into countywide GIS layers
for use in FEMA DFIRM hard-copy map production. This data is also converted to the FEMA Standard DFIRM
Database format that will be distributed to the communities with the hard-copy flood insurance maps and the Flood
Insurance Study (FIS). The gathered and compiled data will form the base map for the project. FEMA has set forth GIS
and mapping standards adopted from the National Standards for Spatial Data Accuracy (NSSDA) and published in
FEMA'’s document: Guidelines and Specifications for Flood Hazard Mapping Partners, Appendix A
(hup:/fwww.fema.gov/pdf/fhm/frm_gsaa.pdf). FEMA feels that the best data is local data and ultimately prefers to use
community datasets that meet or exceed their specifications rather than using National-level datasets.

Certification

For FEMA to use the data, certification and permission must be provided with the data. The certification is a written
statement from the contributing organization that the data meets FEMA’s minimum standards and specifications. The
permission is a written statement that FEMA may use the data for their digital base map, and that FEMA may use and
distribute hardcopy and digital products using the digital base map with no monetary charge.

Submittal Deadline

A FEMA-approved base map is one of the first steps in developing a DFIRM for each county. The base map must be submitted
to FEMA early in the process; therefore, it is essential that contractors receive all locally-developed data that the communities
would like to see in their maps by the deadline (no deadline has been set for this project at this time).

DATA STANDARDS

This section outlines the mapping data standards set forth by FEMA for data to be included in any DFIRM project. All
data submitted for this project must conform to these standards to be included in the final DFIRM hard-copy and
Database products. These specifications are published in the Guidelines and Specification for Flood Hazard Mapping
Partners and are available from FEMA's web site.

File Format

FEMA specifies many acceptable formats, and a full listing can be found in Appendix L of the Guidelines and
Specifications for Flood Hazard Mapping Partners. The vector mapping files will be submitted to FEMA in an ESRI
format and production work will take place in either an ESRI coverage format or an ESRI geodatabase format for vector
datasets. Data to be included in the County DFIRM should be submitted in these formats or shapefile if possible. A
Microstation CAD format is also acceptable as an alternative if the data is not available in a GIS format.

Imagery may be submitted in many formats including: .jpg, .tif, .sid, or .ecw. Topographic information can be accepted

in grid, DEM, TIN, or TVC formats. If you have data to be submitted in a format other than those listed, please contact

us and we can work with you toward a solution. Please include the coordinate system, datum, and projection

information with the imagery as well as referenced world files if applicable. ww)
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Quality

Topological fidelity must be maintained on all vector layers submitted for inclusion in the County DFIRM. If shapefiles
or CAD files for both polyline and polygon are submitted for a single layer (i.e. Floodplain delineation polygons and
line work are submitted in two separate files), those boundaries must be mathematically coincident. Overshoots,
undershoots, dangles, psuedonodes, and slivers must be eliminated from the submitted datasets prior to submission.

Scale and Accuracy
FEMA relies on National Map Accuracy Standards for dataset accuracy. These standards are located in Guidelines and
Specifications for Flood Hazard Mapping Partners, Appendix A and L. These standards for base mapping layers (aerial
photography, centerlines, etc.) are:

* scale of 1:20,000 or better;

* raster resolution of 1M or better;

* radial-RMSE (rRMSE) of 38 feet at the 95% confidence level.

Coordinate System and Projection ‘
The final data layers for this project may be submitted to FEMA and published in UTM (meters), NAVDS8, NADS3,
feet. Check with the project GIS manager about submittals in State Plane Coordinate System. Data may generally be
submitted for inclusion to the DFIRM in any coordinate system, projection, horizontal or vertical datum so long as it is
common, recognizable, documented, and easily converted to the project system.

Distribution

FEMA must be able to distribute an unlimited number of hardcopy maps produced from these data, and they must be
able to freely distribute the datasets used to create the maps. The data must also be available at zero cost to FEMA.
Data distribution and use agreements can be signed by FEMA to limit data distribution in some cases and are dealt with
on a case-by-case basis. FEMA also allows high quality data used in production of hard copy mapping products to be
distributed in a reduced quality format. For example, 1-foot pixel aerial photography used to create DFIRM maps may
be resampled to the 1-meter minimum resolution for distribution. Additionally, sensitive vector data, on special
occasion, may be rasterized for distribution.

Currency

Data to be included in the countywide DFIRM must have been created or reviewed for currency within the past seven
(7) years.

Coverage

FEMA requires complete county coverage in either a raster or vector format. The base map data for the county must
ultimately cover the entirety of the County and Incorporated Communities in a vector dataset. Although a vector dataset
will be used as the countywide base map, submission of ortho-rectified aerial imagery will assist the project by
providing a source for georeferencing hard copy scans as well as assisting with feature verification. Data may come
from multiple sources but all sources must meet the requirements stated above.

Metadata

All datasets delivered from the community to DNRC for use in the DFIRM project must be accompanied by descriptive
metadata files. FGDC compliant metadata will be delivered to FEMA with preliminary and final maps and data. This
format is also the preferred format for community submittal of data to DNRC for inclusion to the DFIRM. If the FGDC
format does not exist for the datasets and/or is not attainable, an alternate format is acceptable. A data dictionary and
detailed description of the datasets are required at a minimum.

Summary

If the above FEMA standards: scale of 1:20,000; resolution of | meter; currency of 7 years; freely distributable;
accuracy of 38 feet rRMSE; complete coverage, and accompanying metadata can not be met or exceeded with existing
community datasets for inclusion into the DFIRM and submittal to FEMA for the countywide DFIRM, then FEMA will
necessitate the use of USGS quarter quadrangle aerial photography collected through the National Aerial Photography
Program as the default base map for the project.



No data is being requested at this time — only a list of data that meets FEMA specifications and is likely to be available
for use in the DFIRM project.

DATA LAYERS FOR USE IN BUILDING A DFIRM

FEMA and the DNRC are requesting that the following data layers from your area be submitted for inclusion into the
DFIRM if they are available from your area. If your community has data meeting the above-described data standards
and formats, and your community is willing to certify and allow this data for FEMA’s use, please let us know which
layers you can contribute, and send them in.

We are looking for:

* Transportation

o Street and Highway Centerlines

o Railroads

o Airport Runways

o Feature names. Should be included in a database or linked table
* Flooding Sources

o Stream centerlines

o Lakes

o Ponds

o Ditches, canals, laterals, and other sources contributing to the floodplain delineations included in the

DFIRM study.

* Flood Hazard Features

o 1% annual chance flood hazard areas (100 year flood hazard), including shallow flooding areas
o 0.2% annual chance flood hazard areas (500 year flood hazard)

o Floodway ‘

o Flood structures: dams, levees, bridges, culverts, etc.

o Cross Sections

o Base Flood Elevation Lines
%* Corporate Limits
o Corporate Boundaries
Annexations
Extra Territorial Jurisdictions
State or National Parks and Forests
Airports
o Any other accurate boundary file defining jurisdictional limits
% Public Land Survey System
o Township, Range, and Section boundaries
* Survey Benchmarks
o Exact coordinates and identification of any locally used benchmarks that are desired to be placed on the
DFIRM.
* Topographic Data
o Detailed contours suitable for floodplain delineation — preferably in a digital format
o Digital topographic surface (DEM, TIN, or other) suitable for floodplain delineation
* Aerial Orthophotography
o Most recent ortho-rectified aerial imagery referenced to a common coordinate system and projection

O 000

We are not looking for:

* Utilities

%* Building footprints

* Parcels

% Right-of-way or easements
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MAP MODERNIZATION 2006

PBS] &
High Ster

Consulting, Ine.

AGENDA

Ravalli County DFIRM Scoping Meeting
Ravalli County Administrative Center, 215 S. $th St., Commissioner’s Mtg Room, 3™ Flr.
Tuesday, May 23, 2006, 1:30 p.m.

Welcome and Introductions — 5 min.
Montana DNRC
FEMA
PBS&J and High Star Consulting
Ravalli County
City of Hamilton
Town of Darby

Meeting Goals — 5 min.

Local Goals
Project Goals

Presentation: Map Mod Overview and DFIRM Project Process — 20 min.

Timeline and Budget — 5 min.
Timeline
Budget: FEMA, MT DNRC, Local

Panelization — 5 min.
USGS Quad-based

Discussion: Floodplain Restudy Prioritization
Review of Highest Priority Restudy Needs
Next Steps
Wait ©
County Selection
Project Contracting
Project Kickoff, Data Collection
Close
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MAP MODERNIZATION 2006

FACT SHEET: RAVALLI COUNTY

COUNTY AND COMMUNITY CONTACTS

Ravalli County — Laura Hendrix, FPA; Ken Miller, GIS
City of Hamilton — Land Hansen, FPA

Town of Darby — Rick Scheele, FPA

EFFECTIVE FIRMS AND FIS TEXTS

Ravalli County: FIS, FIRM last update September 1998
City of Hamilton: last update September 1998

Town of Darby: original FIRM from September 1998

KNOWN NON-FEMA STUDIES (XDS)
E&W Fork Bitterroot River, NRCS
NezPierce Creek, USACE

Burnt Fork ?

Skalkaho Creek ?

LOCALLY - IDENTIFIED MAPPING NEEDS
Eightmile Creek, 5 miles

Three Mile Creek, 5 miles

Ambrose Creek, 5 miles

Willow Creek, 5 miles

PREVIOUSLY - IDENTIFIED MNUSS NEEDS
East Fork Bitterroot River (2005), 40 miles: new study
West Fork Bitterroot River (2005), 100 miles: new study

PES] A\
High Star

Censulting, [ne.

Bitterroot River (2005), 2 miles: bridge rebuilt near Victor at Bell Crossin g that has altered the

flow of the river

LOMRs TO BE INCORPORATED
None

IDENTIFIED BASE MAP AND TOPO DATA
Road and Railroad Centerlines, U.S. Census TIGER
Stream Centerlines, U.S.G.S. National Hydrography
LiDAR mapping through grant (proposed)
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RAVALLI COUNTY SCOPING MEETING NOTES

Ravalli County Administrative Center, 215 S. $th St., Commissioner’s Mtg Room, 3" Fr,
Tuesday, May 23, 2006, 1:30 p.m.

Attendees

MT DNRC - Millie Bowman, Karl Christians, Larry Schock
PBS&J — Dan March, Carrie Higinbotham

High Star Consulting — Karen Price

Ravalli County — Laura Hendrix, Ken Miller, Greg Chilcott, James McCubbin, Karen Hughes
Local Media — Antony Quirihi

Overview

The meeting was opened by Dan March, and then turned over to Karen Price. All attendees
introduced themselves. Karen noted that some of the meeting goals were to provide information to
the attendees about Map Modernization and to learn from them about desired changes to their local
maps. Backed by a presentation, Karen and the project team discussed:

e Map Modernization from a Federal, State, and local level,
e Montana's ongoing DFIRM projects

e The DFIRM process, how communities could be involved, and local base map data
contributions,

e Applications and uses of the DFIRM,
e Project timeline, and
e Project budget and local and State funding expectations.

Following the presentation, all attendees gathered around a panelization map to view the
anticipated panel scheme for the DFIRM. Finally, the group documented all mapping needs using
the scoping map and some markers, particularly those areas needing study or restudy, and
prioritized them.

During the meeting, community representatives talked about issues unique to their FIRM panels
and/or county and potential obstacles to the DFIRM development. These were recorded and are
noted below. Once it was explained to the community representatives that they would be
contacted again once the start date for the project was determined, the meeting was closed.
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Potential Obstacles and Unique Issues

Ravalli County has several important issues to consider when determining the project scope,
budget, and timing. There are extensive Zone D areas throughout the county that need conversion
to a defined SFHA and the county is attempting to develop quality topographic data on a
countywide basis.

The Zone D areas are seen on the majority of the panels, and provide a total of 770 miles of
“undefined” flood hazard areas. These Zone D areas are very unusual in that they actually do
define an area around the flooding sources and seem very similar to a typical Zone A delineation,
but they are labeled as Zone D. There is considerable development along these flooding sources
and it is the county’s top priority that these Zone D areas be converted to Zone A. It is roughly
estimated that if these Zone D areas were treated as a standard Zone A study, it would cost over
$IM to map. Itis suggested that the Zone D areas be simply relabeled as Zone As for the new
map, with ample time for local review and comment on the delineations, Changes could be made
to the delineations as appropriate by the study contractor based on recommendations by the
community, and the cost to provide these approximate zones could be minimized. It would be
important to support the communities and county with a strong outreach program designed to
educate homeowners and developers who would be affected by the Zone D to Zone A changes.

A second key issue for the county is their interest and action toward developing 1 ft contour data.
Through a grant with MT DNRC, they hope to develop LiDAR data for the northern half of the
county beginning in the summer of 2007. If funding continues to be approved, the southern half of
the county would be flown in 2008. The data would likely be ready for use by the early winter of
2008. It is suggested that Ravalli County be considered for project start in 2008, so this data can
be used for the project.

General Scope

The panelization scheme reveals an estimated 39 printed and 68 non-printed (107 total) panels in
the DFIRM as a result of the digital conversion, with a rough cost of about $180,000. Studies or
restudies could impact the number of panels for the DFIRM. There are no LOMRS to be
incorporated.

There are two XDSs to be incorporated as part of the digital conversion that require FEMA
approval. The flooding sources for which flood hazard data is available through these two XDSs
are:

* East Fork Bitterroot River — about 25 miles from the confluence with the main stem to the
Springer Memorial as studied by the NRCS,

® West Fork Bitterroot River — about 21 miles from the confluence with the main stem to the
Painted Rocks Dam as studied by the NRCS, and

* Nez Perce Creek —from just below the confluence with the Little West to the West Fork
Bitterroot River, about 3.4 miles, as studied by the USACE.



Two other XDS$ for Burnt Fork and Skalkaho Creek are being reviewed by the DNRC and
considered for incorporation. Two additional undisclosed XDS have been included in the cost
estimate. Assumptions used for the cost estimate include:

number of DFIRM panels 39

number of DFIRM index 1

number of floodprone communities 4

DOQ or Vector Mapping? , DOQ

Miles of existing approximate A zone lto redelineate O ' 0
Miles of existing detailed AE Zone to redelineate 0

Miles of existing detailed withBFEs - -~~~ 65

number of effective profiles S 15

number of effective Floodway Data Tables =~ = 5

number of LOMRs to incorporate = - 4
number of effective FIS - 1

number of effective FIRM panels _ 16

number of FIS pages S 45

estimated cost/panel DFIRM Conversion (prelim) $ 3,264.95

estimated cost/panel DFIRM Conversion (post-
prelim) §$ 1,238.75
Total estimated DFIRM Conversion cost $ 180,148.10

The County identified many areas for restudy; the top priorities are:

e About 715 miles of about 80 flooding sources covering almost the entire FIRM of
delineated Zone D areas that are requested to be relabeled (or restudied if necessary) as
Zone A areas. If these areas require restudy, estimated cost is $262,100 ($367/mile).
Assumptions for the cost estimate include:

o Hydraulic model to be used;

o Existing topographic data is adequate;

o Bridges will not be analyzed; and

o USGS gaging data or regression equations will be used.

¢ Detail study on Eightmile Creek from the confluence with Bitterroot River to the USFS
Boundary, about 8 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D). Estimated cost is
$107,300 ($13,410/mile). Assumptions for the cost estimate include:

o New hydraulic model from scratch;

o Existing topographic data is adequate and will be supplemented with 10 newly
surveyed cross sections per mile;

o Seven bridges will be analyzed;

o USGS gaging data or regression equations will be used;

o Modeling floodway for 100-year return event (only).

e Detail study on Three Mile Creek from the confluence with Bitterroot River to the USFS
Boundary, about 14 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D). Estimated cost is
$185,500 ($13,2500/mile). Assumptions for the cost estimate include:
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o New hydraulic model from scratch;

o Existing topographic data is adequate and will be supplemented with 10 newly
surveyed cross sections per mile;

o Sixteen bridges will be analyzed,;

o USGS gaging data or regression equations will be used;

o Modeling floodway for 100-year return event (only).

Detail study on Ambrose Creek from the confluence with Three Mile Creek to the USFS
Boundary, about 9 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D). Estimated cost is
$117,300 ($13,030/mile). Assumptions for the cost estimate include:

o New hydraulic model from scratch; .

o Existing topographic data is adequate and will be supplemented with 10 newly
surveyed cross sections per mile;

o Seven bridges will be analyzed,;

o USGS gaging data or regression equations will be used;

o Modeling floodway for 100-year return event (only).

Detail study on Dry Gulch Creek from the confluence with the Bitterroot River to the
USFS Boundary, about 8 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D). Estimated cost
is $109,300 ($13,660/mile). Assumptions for the cost estimate include:

o New hydraulic model from scratch;

o Existing topographic data is adequate and will be supplemented with 10 newly
surveyed cross sections per mile;

o Eight bridges will be analyzed;

o USGS gaging data or regression equations will be used;

o Modeling floodway for 100-year return event (only).

Detail study on Willow Creek from the confluence with the Bitterroot River to the USFS
Boundary, about 10 miles (currently shown as a delineated Zone D). Estimated cost is
$139,300 ($13,930/mile). Assumptions for the cost estimate include:

o New hydraulic model from scratch;

o Existing topographic data is adequate and will be supplemented with 10 newly
surveyed cross sections per mile;

o Thirteen bridges will be analyzed;

o USGS gaging data or regression equations will be used;

o Modeling floodway for 100-year return event (only).

A complete list of the Zone D areas was provided at the scoping meeting and was added to the
existing data submittal (see Existing FEMA Data). Additional restudy needs are listed on the Data
Collection Worksheet.

A DFIRM project including these needs is estimated at approximately: $1,101,000.



Funding

The county was not able to indicate at this time how much, if any, funding they could contribute
toward the DFIRM project.
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below
confluence West Fork
with Little Bitlerroot
XDS West River ~ 34mi X 1t USACE 600, 625
see list Defined
1 allached - 750 mi X : Zone D 1ft: i all
Confl w/
Bitterroot Defined
2 River USFS Bdry 8mi _ X ~ ZoneD s ] x* ; X X 55,75 X X
Confl w/
Bitterroot | Defined :
3 River USFS Bdry 14 mi _ L X - ZoneD T i o x* X X 45 X X
Confl w/ -
Three Mile USFS Defined i
4 Creek ~ Bdry Im | X ZoneD  1ft* | SooxXr X X 45,75 X X
Confl w/ '
Bitterroot USFS - Defined i -
5 River ~ Bdry 8 mi | X ZoneD  11t* ; x|l x| X 45 X X
Conll w/ Defined -
6 Main Stem  USFS Bdry 10 mi L X ' ZoneD | e x* X X 185, 195 X X
485, 480,
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290, 279,
277,189,
! 190, 180,
Northern Confl w/ 120, 110,
7 _ countyline  E&WFork  65mi o ] X B L _ x* - X 45,35 X
Approx' i : ; EXI 0 h § { |
Initial ' Reach ' Zone Limited Detail w/ SUNG i oud g e L Other. Topo/ . Cin i .Gl
Priority Startiiz ks End Length = A? : Detail? ' floodway? FEN.IA - topo | topo Ensgmggrlng . Survey fydroZeHycmulz;Panels Hydraul Hyd
(mi) : - ! studies | ; tudies | :
AO
XDS - Burnt Fork Bitterroot Alluvial i |
hold** Dam River 85mi  Fan - i | _ DNRC to locate 150
XDS -

hold ** 1ft* DNRC to locate | ! 279, 300




EXISTING FEMA DATA

A request was sent to the FEMA Library on April 20, 2006, for the following:
¢ Flood Insurance Study Data
¢ Topographic Mapping
¢ Flood Insurance Study Survey Notes
¢ Digital Line Graph or Digital Flood Insurance Rate Map Files
¢ Flood Insurance Study Text in a Digital, Editable Format

¢ Future Files in a Digital Format

On May 15, 2006, the following email was received in response.

From: Carleen Woo <Carleen.Woo@mapmodteam.com>
Date: May 15, 2006 10:40:45 AM MDT
To: highstarconsulting@mac.com

Subject: FEMA Requsst B0608079

Karen, @) .

All the information for Ravalli County, MT has been bumed onto a cd, and will be mailed today. There is modeling for Bitterroot
River, which was from a LOMR: 99-08-179P. Data for Bitterroot River verifies for cross sections A-DL, and data for Left Branch of
Bitterroot River verifies for cross sections A-D. Survey notes were found on microfiche, and scanned into a pdf file. The blowbacks
of the survey notes will also be sent. Workmaps were also scanned into both pdf and tiff files. If you have any questions regarding
this case, you can email me at this address.

Carleen Woo

Analyst

FEMA Flood Data Library
Alexandria, VA

The modeling was received for the Bitterroot River and the LOMR. Survey notes and workmaps
were also received for the county.

On May 25, 2006, another email from the FEMA Library reported that Future Files had been
located for Ravalli County, but none had been found for Darby, Hamilton, Pinesdale, or
Stevensville.

It was noted that contractors could obtain copies of the FIS text and FIRM panels through
download from the Map Service Center.

All data herein described (and a copy of Zone D areas from the county) was forwarded to Millie
Bowman at the MT DNRC under separate cover.
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Ravalli County

c

EXISTING GIS AND BASE MAP DATA

Ken Miller
5/23/2006
Meets
FEMA
Data Type Available? | How created? Updated? Scale spec? Metadata?
25t
Roads & collected using GPS and digilized horizontal
Transportation Railroads yes from DOQQs frequently accuracy yes no
rectified and digitized using DOQQ or
2004 imagery, goal is to get data to
Flooding Sources Streams yes meet TIGER specifications occasionally n/a no _yes
scanned the workmaps used to
produce the effective FIRMS, then
georefernced them to aerial photos
(workmaps have an aerial photo base
map, so registration/rectification was
very accurate). Only floocdplains (not
cross sections or structures) were methodology
Scanned Flood digitized, but georeferenced maps are would need to
Flood Hazard Workmaps yes available no variable possibly | be wrilten up
Community
Corporate Boundaries | boundaries yes n/a occasionally n‘a no no
GCDB is very accurate in the North
part of County (where most of the
population is) Accuracy decrease in
PLSS GCDB yes southern part of County. occasionally n/a no yes
Survey/Benchmarks none
Topography USGS DEMs yes USGS DEMs no 1:24000 no yes
1m pixel
Ortho/Aerial 2005 State NAIP 38t
Photography Imagery yes flown by NAIP no RMSE yes yes
Notes:

D-20




SCOPE COST ESTIMATE

Approx.
Flooding Initial Reach Zone | Limited | Detail w/ Topo/ Draft Cost
Camil Source Priority | Length A? Detail? | floodway? | Survey Hydro, |- Hydraul Estimate
(mi.) :
W Fork

RAVALLI Bitterroot River

co XDS XDS 21 mi X S0
RAVALLI Nez Perce

co Creek X0S 3.4 mi X $0
RAVALLI  E Fork Bitterroot

co River XDS 25 mi X S0
RAVALLI

co 80 sources * 1 750 mi X 50
RAVALLI

CO  Eightmile Creek 2 8mi X b X X $107,300
RAVALLI Three Mile
€O |  Creek 3 14 mi X X X X $185,500
RAVALLI

Cco Ambrose Creek 4 ami X x X X $117,300
RAVALLI

co Dry Gulch Creek 5 8 mi X X X X $109,300
BAVALLI

CO  Willow Creek 6 10 mi | X X X X $139,300
RAVALLI ;

€O | MainStem™ | 7 65 mi = X X X §715,000
TOTAL s1.35|‘000J

* Costs based on relabeling all Zone Ds as Zone As

** Costs based on doing complete restudy, option to do a canversion from existing WixPro to HEC-RAS



