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Draft Response to Public Comments on January 2014 Draft Groundwater 

Plans prepared by the Butte-Silver Bow City/County Government 

 

Section I.  Introduction 
 

On January 21, 2014, the Montana Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP) released the 

January 2014 Draft Groundwater Restoration Plan for Butte-Silver Bow City-County 

Government (Draft Plan) for public comment through February 20, 2014.  For outreach on this 

public comment period, the NRDP sent notices of this opportunity for public comment to over 

400 individual/entities on our mailing lists, placed two display ads in the Montana Standard, sent 

an additional notice for the Butte public hearing to over 160 individual/entities on the NRDP’s 

Butte mailing list, and held a public hearing in Butte on February 10, 2014.  The Upper Clark 

Fork River Basin (UCFRB) Remediation and Restoration Advisory Council also considered 

public comment on the Draft Plan at its meeting held in Deer Lodge on February 19, 2014. 

 

During the public comment period, three individuals provided oral comments at the February 10, 

2014 public hearing, one individual provided two comment letters, and two individuals provided 

comments at the February 19, 2014 meeting of the UCFRB Advisory Council.  See Attachment 

A for a list of commenters and Appendix 1 for copies of the comment letters and hearing 

testimony. 

 

This document further summarizes the comments provided on the Draft Plan and provides the 

NRDP’s draft responses.  These draft responses may be revised based on input from the Trustee 

Restoration Council and a final decision by the Governor. 
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Section II.  Comment Summary and Responses  
 

Category 1:   Comments in Support of the Draft Plan 
 

Matt Vincent, Chief Executive of Butte-Silver Bow (public hearing comment #1) and Fritz Daly 

of Butte (comment letters #4 and #5) commented in support of the Draft Plan and offered 

various reasons for their support. Mr. Daly’s comment letters also address several concerns he 

has with the remediation and restoration of the Butte area.  In addition, Butte-Silver Bow 

Planning Director, Jon Sesso, commented in support of the Draft Plan at the February 19, 2014 

Advisory Council meeting. 

 

Response:  The NRDP acknowledges the support of the Draft Plan and recommends it for 

funding approval by the Governor.  The other issues raised in Mr. Daly’s comment letters are 

outside the scope of and not affected by the Draft Plan. 

 

Category 2:  Concern about water quantity and effects on water rights in Basin Creek 

 

Carl Hafer of Butte (public hearing comment #2) expressed a concern about spring flooding and 

summer drought conditions on Basin Creek.  He requested completion of a hydrological study of 

Basin Creek from Silver Bow Creek to the Basin Creek reservoir or water treatment plant and 

that the Butte airport take corrective measures associated with its catch basin.  Mr. Hafer also 

expressed a concern at the February 19, 2014 Advisory Council that the proposed Basin Creek 

water treatment plant and Basin Creek to Colorado Hill Pump Station would negatively affect his 

downstream irrigation water rights on Basin Creek. 

 

Response:  The hydrological study and runoff problems are issues that are outside the scope of 

and not affected by the Draft Plan.  Based on the information provided by Mr. Hafer on his 

water rights and by Butte-Silver Bow, it does not appear that the proposed improvements will 

affect these water rights.  Butte-Silver Bow takes the water for its water rights, which are senior 

to Mr. Hafer’s water rights, from above the Basin Creek dam, not below it.  Butte-Silver Bow 

maintains that the flow conditions downstream of the dam will not change as a result of the 

proposed improvements.  Butte-Silver Bow will not be changing the point of use or point of 

diversion of its water rights to accomplish the proposed improvements.   

 

Category 3:  Concern about metering billing system 

 

Sister Mary Jo McDonald of Butte (public hearing comment #3) expressed a concern about the 

possibility that a poor or elderly resident might incur a large water bill that they could not pay, if 

a leak occurred under the full metering option proposed in the Draft Plan. 

 

Response:  Dave Schultz, Public Works Director of Butte-Silver Bow, confirmed the possibility 

that a leak on a metered account could result in a large water bill.    At present, Butte-Silver Bow 

does not have a policy in place to adjust such a bill under these circumstances, which perhaps it 

should consider. One benefit of having meters and the telemetry equipment for reading them is 

that increased usage can be detected and the customer alerted to a possible leak.  Meters are and 

will be read just once per month, and a considerable amount of water could be lost before a leak 

is detected and repaired.  However, if such a leak were on a flat rate account, it would go 
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undetected for an extended period, which could cause serious damage to the home and there 

would be a greater expense because a larger volume of water would have been lost, but that 

expense would be dispersed back to all the users of the system.  The NRDP is supportive of the 

full metering proposed in the Draft Plan given the proven effectiveness of full metering on water 

conservation and the greater funding opportunities full metering will provide to Butte-Silver 

Bow and believes that the potential billing problem can be adequately addressed at the local 

level.    
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ATTACHMENT A.  GUIDE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

 

List of Comment Letters Received 

 

 

Letter No. Organization Author Date Received 

PH-1 Butte-Silver Bow Matt Vincent 2/10/14 

PH-2  Carl Hafer 2/10/14 

PH-3  Sister Mary Jo McDonald 2/10/14 

4  Fritz Daily 2/16/14 

5  Fritz Daily 2/18/14 

 

 

Category No. Category Title Letter No. 

1 Comments in Support of the Draft Plan PH-1, 4, 5 

2 Concern about water quantity and effects on water rights in Basin Creek PH-2 

3 Concern about metering billing system PH-3 

 

 

Comments at the February 19, 2014 Advisory Council Meeting 

Jon Sesso Butte-Silver Bow Planning Director 

Carl Hafer Butte 

 

 



 

Appendix 1 
 

Public Comments Received 



 



PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD
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Held at:

Butte-Silver Bow Public Archives Building
17 West Quartz Street

2nd Floor Conference Room
Butte, Montana

Monday, February 10, 2014

6:00 p.m.

REPORTED BY:
Kimberly C. Carpenter
Butte-Silver Bow County Courthouse
155 West Granite Street
District Court, Department 2
Butte, MT 59701
(406) 497-6422
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Monday, February 10, 2014

* * * * *

P R O C E E D I N G S

-oOo-

PAT CUNNEEN: We'll start the public

comment period. If anybody would like to make an oral

comment about the plan, if you could, stand up, say your

name, spell your name, give us your address, and look at

Kim so she can hear you guys. And she'll record your

comments, and they will be part of the public record on

this plan.

MATT VINCENT: Matt Vincent, Chief

Executive of Butte-Silver Bow. I think it stands to

reason that I would support this plan moving forward.

CARL HAFER: A little louder, Matt.

MATT VINCENT: I'll turn this way. How's

that, Mr. Hafer?

Obviously, we encourage the Advisory

Council to support this change in our master plan. I

think we've -- you know, if you look at the first one

came out in 2008, and it was revised in 2012. And we've

taken another closer look at it. It's not just the

change in administration, it's the change in some

technical information and the abilities of our employees,

our superintendents, at the plants that were able to help

cj4869
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us realize some changes and some savings and building

some better things for the water customers on this

system, as Mr. Schultz has gone through.

We think that this new master plan and

revised budget allows us to provide a much better

deliverability of the water through higher efficiency, as

well as our assurance to be able to deliver the water to

our customers. It increases and improves the quality of

that water through some better pumping and treatment

capabilities at a couple of our existing plants. But,

also, it finally allows us to have all of our public

drinking water supplies treated with the construction of

the new one at Basin Creek.

And not to be -- I know it's last on that

list, but I think it's just as important as far as what

we're trying to achieve in the long run, is the

conservation piece, in that it's really going to add a

responsibility piece that is going to be able to keep the

demands as low as they possibly can be on our water

system and to allow for a long-term benefit of all of our

water sources that are going to supply our customers.

So I just wanted to go on the record as

encouraging the Advisory Council to all of the same

courses as our governing body, the Council of

Commissioners, when they approved these changes in
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October of 2013 as our Master Plan.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you, Matt.

Anybody else?

Carl.

CARL HAFER: I want there to be a record so

I can get that copy, you know, you said if you --

I would like -- my name's Carl Hafer. I

live at 6050 Porter Street. I would just like to have my

thought here, my comments, noted and in this thing so I

can get the copy of the -- after they go over it at this

meeting you said they're going to go over in Deer

Lodge --

THE FACILITATOR: Yes, sir.

MR. HAFER: -- or whatever, after the

comments are considered.

Yes, I would like to have it a matter of

record that I would like to see somewhere in the plan --

I'm not asking for what's going to happen -- but I would

like to see it say that it was asked that there is

consideration of finishing the hydrological study of

Basin Creek from Silver Bow Creek to, say, either the

reservoir or to the water treatment plant, whichever fits

better.

And I would like to see notice put in there

that I would like to see the airport live up to what they

cj4869
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said would happen, you know, after the flooding of this

creek and when they replaced the culvert -- or fixed the

culvert. But the catch basin, you might say, on the

north side of the culvert made a -- it's a big sump, and

the water has difficulty getting into the creek bed.

That's it.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you, Carl.

CARL HAFER: Will that do? Thank you for

the opportunity.

THE FACILITATOR: Any other public

comments?

Mary Jo.

SISTER MARY JO McDONALD: I'm Sister Mary

Jo McDonald, 438 West Porphyry, Butte.

I guess my only comment would be that we

have astute people in charge of billing in our water

system company so that when senior citizens who are not

aware that things are dripping in their home, and if the

bill is escalating, hopefully somebody will catch that

before they get a horrendous bill that they can't afford.

And I think that's something we all need to

be conscious of, that, you know, we don't all recognize

that the toilet's dripping, the shower's dripping, and so

sometimes they're stuck with bills they really can't

afford. And I think it's just important to have an

cj4869
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awareness that we're conscious in the billing offices

that we maybe can catch some of that since they'll be on

meters.

THE FACILITATOR: Thank you, Sister.

Any more public comments? Going once,

going twice.

Okay. We will conclude the public comment

period right here tonight.

Again, though, if you have or would like to

make a comment, go ahead and fill out a form, take one

home with you. If you filled one out tonight, please put

it in my hand as you leave the door and grab a cookie.

Again, there will be -- you can go online

and look at the plan. You can take a hard copy home.

You can fax that form to the NRDP. The information's on

the sheet. Or you can simply tri-fold it and staple it

and put a stamp on it and mail it to them. Or you can

send them an e-mail.

Okay. With that, I believe we are finished

tonight. Thank you guys for coming out.

(Whereupon, the proceedings were concluded.)

******************************
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REPORTER'S CERTIFICATE

STATE OF MONTANA )
) ss.

County of Silver Bow )

I, KIMBERLY CARPENTER, an Official Court

Reporter and Notary Public in and for the State of

Montana, do hereby certify:

That said comments were taken down by me in

shorthand at the time and place therein named and

thereafter reduced to typewriting under my direction and

control.

I further certify that the foregoing,

consisting of Pages 1 through 8, contains a full, true,

and correct transcript of the proceedings had,

transcribed by me to the best of my knowledge and

ability.

DATED this the 4th Day of April 2007.

(Signature) ____________________________
Kimberly C. Carpenter
Notary Public for the State

(Seal) of Montana, residing at
Butte. My commission
expires: July 17, 2014.



 

Fritz Daily 
1901 Roosevelt Ave. 
Butte, MT   59701 

 

February 16, 2014 

Natural Resource Damage Program,  
P.O. Box 201425, Helena, MT 59620-1425, 
 
To Whom It May Concern, 
 
I would like to go on record as supporting the “Draft Groundwater Restoration Plan for the Butte-
Silver Bow Water System” as put forth by the Butte Silver Bow local government. The plan proposes to 
use $24.1 million from the Natural Resource Damage Lawsuit Settlement to construct the Basin Creek 
Water Treatment facility and improve Butte’s water system. I make this decision based on four primary 
factors. 
  
First, it is the right thing to do and it is a responsible use of the Natural Resource Damage Lawsuit 
Settlement. Second, it is a continuation of the Superfund cleanup and restoration of Butte by the 
Greenway Committee between Butte, Anaconda and the Warm Springs Ponds. Third, it completes 
another piece of the environmental cleanup and restoration to make Butte and environmentally safe place 
to live. Fourth, it allows the community to move forward on the other major environmental issues facing 
the community.   

As a former Butte Legislator who was involved in the process for the past thirty years I believe it is 
important to take this opportunity to review some of the history of the original $750+ million Natural 
Resource Damage Lawsuit in making this recommendation.  The purpose of the Natural Resource 
Damage Lawsuit is to compensate residents for environmental damage caused by past mining 
activity. Eighty Eight percent of the original lawsuit was for environmental damages that occurred in 
Butte, Anaconda and Silver Bow Creek. The lawsuit filed in 1983 in consultation with the Butte 
Legislative Delegation consisted of two main parts: Restoration Damages of 347.2 million or 45% of 
the original claim and Compensable Damages of $410.5 million or 55% of the original claim.  

Restoration Damages defined by the State as “Damages to return that area to productive use.” 
Compensable Damages defined by the state as “Damages to repay the State and its citizens for the lost use 
of the Natural Resources.” The loss of the Butte Drinking Water Aquifer was one of the three main 
criteria presented as the basis for the Compensable portion of the lawsuit. The Environmental 
Protection Agency has written off the Butte Aquifer as a total loss and thus Butte is unable to use 
its aquifer for drinking water purposes.  

I was a member of the board of Directors of the original Greenway Group. This is the group of local 
citizens organized by Don Peoples to promote a responsible cleanup and restoration of Butte and develop 
a Greenway concept between Butte, Anaconda and the Warm Springs ponds. The Greenway project is a 
positive use of the Natural Resource Dollars and is now in its final stages of completion slated for 2014. 
Thanks to Governor Brian Schweitzer and Mick Ringsac and Jim Kambich of the Upper Clark 
Fork Advisory Council, currently money is in place for the completion of this project.  

cj4869
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I believe the most important reason for supporting the construction of the Basin Creek Water 
Treatment Facility is it will allow this community to move forward with a successful completion of 
Superfund cleanup and restoration of the community. This includes completion of a Berkeley Pit 
Treatment Facility that includes innovative treatment and resource recovery methods. And a responsible 
cleanup and restoration of the Butte Hill along with Butte’s Silver Bow Creek and  removal of the Parrott, 
Diggings East and North Side Tailings. 

I strongly believe as I have expressed on numerous occasions that we as a community should never 
compromise or accept an inferior cleanup and restoration of our community, as I believe we have 
received to date from the Environmental Protection Agency and the State of Montana! This includes the 
Berkeley Pit, Butte's portion of Silver Bow Creek, the Butte Hill, removal of the Parrott and other 
Tailings, Yankee Doodle Tailing Pond, the Montana Pole Site, and properly restoring Butte’s drinking 
water system and sewer system.  

In closing, I would also like to thank Governor Schweinden , Governor Schweitzer, the Upper Clark Fork 
Advisory Council, the Greenway Service District and Joe Shoemaker, the Butte Natural Resource 
Damage Council, Nick Tucci of the Bureau of Mines, others too numerous to mention for their positive 
contributions to get us to this stage of the process. I sincerely hope that we will be able to add Governor 
Bullock at the completion of this and other necessary Butte projects to this list for cleaning and restoring 
Butte and the entire Clark Fork Basin to a safe and healthy environment.  

Sincerely,  
 
Fritz Daily 
 
CC Butte Press, Matt Vincent, Dave Schultz, Butte NRD Council and other interested Butte residents  
 

 

 

  



Note: This is a second comment from Fritz Daily.  Original emails are on file with NRDP. 
 
From: Fritz Daily [mailto:buttedaily@bresnan.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, February 18, 2014 3:29 PM 
To: Cunneen, Padraig 
Cc: Natural Resource Damage Program 
Subject: Re: Basin Creek Water Project  
 
Pat, 
Since Cindi Shaw, Chairwoman of the Butte Silver Bow Council of Commissioners, responded to my letter 
on the “Draft Groundwater Restoration Plan for the Butte-Silver Bow Water System” with an email and 
I in turn responded to her, would you please make my response email part of the official record as well.  
Thanks, 
Fritz 
 
From: Fritz Daily [mailto:buttedaily@bresnan.net]  
Sent: Thursday, February 20, 2014 6:49 AM 
To: Cunneen, Padraig 
Subject: Fw: Basin Creek Water  
 
Corrected Copy; 
Cindi, 
Thanks as well.  
Hopefully we can get this issue behind us and move on to getting a responsible cleanup of 
Butte's Silver Bow Creek and get the Parrott, Digging East and North Side Tailings removed.  
Most importantly however, the community and the Council can begin to deal with what Matt 
calls the "elephant in the room" the Berkeley Pit, that threatens the economic, social and 
environmental future of our community! 
Not sure if you know this, but I talked with Nick Tucci of the Bureau and in his most recent 
research, he has discovered that the Diggings East are way more contaminated than originally 
projected and there is way more copper in the Digging East than originally projected. It is 
unbelievable that the EPA and the State made the Record of decision on Butte Priority Soils and 
Butte's Silver Bow Creek without this valuable and necessary information.  
EPA now claims Butte Priority Soils that includes the Butte Hill and Butte's Silver Bow Creek is 
94% complete! 
As you know, from some of my earlier correspondence that the decision on Butte Priority Soils 
was also made without even knowing the volume of the tailings in the Parrott Tailings Area. In 
addition, not knowing that the groundwater in the area was more contaminated than Berkeley 
Pit water, that the water was flowing a much faster rate than projected and that a much larger 
volume of water was flowing to the Creek than originally projected. Keep in mind those tailings 
have been in place for over 100 years and the Record of Decision was made in 2006. 
Unbelievable! 
The current Berkeley Pit Lime Treatment Plant is also in need of acme major upgrades in order 
to currently treat Berkeley Pit water if that became necessary because of a catastrophe or 
discharge. I am told by the experts that if water from the Berkeley needed to be treated today 
and discharged it would turn the recently cleaned Silver Bow Creek from Butte to the Warm 
Springs Ponds white. That would result because of the excessive amount of lime needed to 

mailto:buttedaily@bresnan.net
mailto:buttedaily@bresnan.net
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treat the water and in all probability would cause "fish kills" of the Cutthroat Trout now 
appearing in the lower reaches of the Creek. The time for action is now not after there is a 
catastrophe or in six years as the EPA is proposing! 
The landslides in the Pit are also a very serious issue! The current water level in the Pit is only 
196' from reaching the top of the Pit and only 76' away from reaching the Critical Water Level 
in the Anselmo Mine. 
The French Drain that Arco and the EPA claim is collecting all of the  
contaminated water must be cleaned on a regular basis because of a "chemical precipitate" 
that plugs the pipe. I am concerned that the rocks that incase the pipe will also eventfully 
become plugged and need to be removed sometime in the future.  
Also as you know, Butte Silver Bow is no longer allowed to water the ballfields in back of the 
Civic Center for fear of contaminated water percolating through the Parrott Tailings and 
contaminating the Creek. You are also no longer allowed to put snow removal in the area for 
the same reason. If the French Drain was working as efficiently as EPA and Arco would like us 
to believe, you should be able to dump the snow removal directly into the Creek and not 
worry about it.  
I only mention these couple of things because we as a community need to be prepared. There is 
absolutely no question that the most serious economic and environmental issues facing the 
community are a responsible cleanup of Butte's Silver Bow Creek and the Berkeley Pit. 
Update on Silver Bow Creek Headwaters Coalition vs. State of Montana  
lawsuit---It has been eleven months since the Summary Judgment Hearing on the case, that 
you attended, and over three years since we filed the  
lawsuit. I have no idea, nor does our attorney, as to why Judge Newman has not made a 
decision. A positive decision would aid tremendously in moving the issue of a cleaned Silver 
Bow Creek forward. Believe me it is one of the most frustrating issues I have dealt with in the 
past thirty years of politics. Hopefully we will get a positive decision in the near future.  
Thanks for your interest. Sorry for the long email, but I think it is important. 
Fritz 
 
From: "Shaw, Cindi" <cshaw@bsb.mt.gov> 
To: "Fritz Daily" <buttedaily@bresnan.net>; "Cunneen, Padraig" <PCunneen@mt.gov>; "Matthew 
Vincent" <mattvincent.butte@gmail.com>; <nrdp@mt.gov> 
Cc: Complete CC list is available from NRDP 
 
Sent: Monday, February 17, 2014 3:22 PM 
Subject: RE: Basin Creek Water Project 
 
Thanks, Fritz, for putting into words what so many of us have only dreamed 
about in the past decades.  To be able to see the fruits of our labors, 
especially in light of the urgency precipitated by the recent closure of the 
Basin Creek Reservoir, is encouraging and very exciting. I think it is a 
huge step forward for Butte residents and our future. 
 
Cindi 
 

mailto:cshaw@bsb.mt.gov
mailto:buttedaily@bresnan.net
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From: Fritz Daily [buttedaily@bresnan.net] 
Sent: Saturday, February 15, 2014 9:30 AM 
To: Cunneen, Padraig; Matthew Vincent; nrdp@mt.gov 
Cc: Complete CC list is available from NRDP 
 
Please find the attached letter of support titled Basin Creek Water Project 
for the “Draft Groundwater Restoration Plan for the Butte-Silver Bow Water 
System” as put forth by Matt Vincent and Dave Schultz of the Butte Silver 
Bow local government. 
Fritz Daily 

mailto:nrdp@mt.gov
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Upper Clark Fork River Basin Restoration Fund 
Quarterly Project and Fiscal Status Report 

Second Quarter Fiscal Year 2014 
February 2014 

 
Background 
 
This quarterly report prepared by the Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP) is specific to 
the Upper Clark Fork River Basin (UCFRB) Restoration Fund.  The State of Montana (State) 
established this fund in 1999 with the natural resource damages recovered from the State’s first 
of three settlements of its natural resource damage lawsuit against the Atlantic Richfield Co. for 
injuries to the State’s resources in the UCFRB, which extends from Butte to Milltown.  More 
background on this lawsuit and the three settlements is available from the NRDP website at: 
https://doj.mt.gov/lands/lawsuit-history-and-setttlements/. 
 
Between 2000 and 2011, NRDP administered an annual restoration grants process funded largely 
by the interest earnings of the UCFRB Restoration Fund.  The Governor approved 122 grant 
projects for funding totaling about $119.6 million.  In late 2011, the Governor approved a revised 
framework document for UCFRB Restoration Fund expenditures that allocated the remaining 
balance of the Fund as of July 1, 2012 (about $117.1 million) into separate accounts for 
groundwater, aquatic, and terrestrial resource restoration projects in priority resource areas of the 
UCFRB.  In 2012/13, the Governor approved three Restoration Plans1 that provide for funding 
of aquatic and terrestrial restoration and recreation projects in the UCFRB and for groundwater 
replacement projects that involve improvements to Butte and Anaconda’s drinking water 
systems.  In early January 2013, the Governor also approved the creation of a new Education 
Fund and an associated allocation of $4 million of interest revenues from UCFRB Restoration 
Fund ($2 million in FY14 and $2 million in FY15) to implement the Clark Fork Watershed 
Education Program, which is administered by Montana Tech. 
 
The attached quarterly fiscal report consists of four separate reports: 
 

 Fiscal Report #1 indicates the second quarter FY14 expenses and revenues for the 
UCFRB Restoration Fund and provides a summary of the expenses for the resource 
category accounts set up under the UCFRB Restoration Fund as a result of 2011/12 
program changes approved by the Governor.  It indicates the fund balance for the 
UCFRB Restoration Fund, as well as five other NRD restoration settlement funds and the 
newly created Education Fund. 
 

 Fiscal Report #2 indicates the second quarter FY14 expenses and revenues and 
cumulative expenses for aquatic, terrestrial, and groundwater priority accounts. 

                                                 
1 These restoration plans are available from the NRDP’s website at: https://doj.mt.gov/lands/ucfrb-restoration-plans/. 
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 Fiscal Reports #3 provides further details on the cumulative expenses and revenues 
specific to the resource priority accounts and associated project accounts. 
 

 Fiscal Report #4 indicates the status of and remaining funds for the approved UCFRB 
grant projects, organized by county. 

 
The following sections provide updates on the status of the projects being implemented pursuant 
to the county groundwater restoration plans, the aquatic and terrestrial resources restoration 
plans, and the recreational services enhancement plans that were approved by the Governor in 
2012/2013.  Also provided are updates on the grant projects approved by Governor prior to 2012 
that are still active. 
 
Status of County Groundwater Restoration Projects 
 
In October 2012, the Governor approved groundwater restoration plans covering improvements 
to the Butte and Anaconda drinking water systems to be funded through the Butte and Anaconda 
groundwater resource accounts that were established in July 2012.  These plans allocated funding 
for improvements to the Butte ($30.1 million) and Anaconda ($10 million) water systems, with 
plan implementation to occur over several years. 
 
Expenses in the Anaconda and Butte groundwater resource accounts cover three types of costs: 
1) NRDP staff time to review county groundwater plans, to develop contracts to implement those 
plans, and to review invoices and reports; 2) a proportionate share of NRDP general 
administration and the Clark Fork Watershed Education Program costs (27% to Butte 
groundwater account; 9% to Anaconda groundwater account)2; and 3) the Counties’ direct costs 
to implement the approved plans. 
 
Anaconda Deer-Lodge City-County (ADLC) began implementing their $10 million, 5 year 
groundwater restoration plan pursuant to a contract agreement finalized with the NRDP in March 
2013.  That agreement provided for reimbursement of the ADLC’s implementation costs 
incurred after the October 2012 plan approval date, and also for reimbursement of the ADLC’s 
costs to develop the restoration plans that were incurred after the Governor’s approval of the 
May 2012 Final UCFRB Interim Restoration Process Plan.  As of January 2014, ADLC had 
completed its Phase 1 East Cross Streets Water Main design and construction work and 
installation of some meters.  The next phase (Phase IV) of construction, which includes waterline 
replacement on West Park between Larch and Linden Streets, is currently under design and will 
occur in 2014, ahead of the Phase II and Phase III improvements in order to reduce costs by 
coordinating upgrade to waterlines with repaving projects. 
 
In winter 2012/13, Butte-Silver Bow City-County (BSB) and NRDP staff worked to develop a 
contract to implement BSB’s approved groundwater plan for $30.1 million.  This contract, 
however, was not finalized due to BSB’s reorganization of its water utility division in winter 
2013 and subsequent re-evaluation of the necessity/cost-effectiveness of the improvements 
covered in the 2012 groundwater plan.  In October 2013, NRDP and BSB finalized a contract for 
                                                 
2 This proportionate funding of the education program applies to FY13 costs only; starting in FY14, the education 
program will be funded through the new Education Fund (see explanation on p. 1). 
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completing one component of the approved plan, the Big Hole Transmission Line Replacement 
project for $6.0 million.  In October 2013, the BSB Commission approved a revised master plan 
for water system improvements.  In early 2014, BSB submitted a new groundwater restoration 
plan for other improvements to be funded with the remaining $24.1 million of its $30.1 million 
allocation.  This new plan is the subject of public comment through February 20, 2014,3 and will 
be considered by the Advisory Council and Trustee Restoration Council prior to the Governor’s 
approval decision. 
 
Status of Aquatic and Terrestrial Restoration and Recreation Projects 
 
Group 1 Aquatic Flow Projects 
 
The 2012 Restoration Plans identified nine potential flow augmentation projects as the highest 
priority for project development and due diligence work by the State and Project Sponsors in 
2013.  Work on these Group 1 projects to date has mainly involved water rights and flow 
assessment tasks and coordination tasks needed to determine the likely flow benefits and 
viability of the projects, and completing the needed contractual agreements with Project 
Sponsors for this project development work.  The NRDP has executed master contracts with the 
Clark Fork Coalition and Trout Unlimited that cover general flow project management and 
development tasks on five Group 1 projects: Pauley Ranch, Helen Johnson, Whalen/Westside 
Ditch, Clark Fork River above Deer Lodge, and Harvey Creek flow improvement projects.  The 
following descriptions provide updates specific to these five projects, all of which have 
proceeded with the involvement of NRDP.  No funding decisions will be made until after the 
projects have progressed through the DNRC process. 
 

Helen Johnson Ditch:  The Clark Fork Coalition completed the due diligence needed to 
proceed with the DNRC change authorization process.  The Coalition has met with 
DNRC in a pre-application meeting and is preparing to submit an application early in 
2014. 
 
Pauley Ranch:  The Clark Fork Coalition completed the due diligence needed to proceed 
with the DNRC change authorization process.  The Coalition will likely submit a change 
application in early 2014. 
 
West Side and Whalen Ditch:  NRDP’s contracted engineer has completed a Draft 
Preliminary Design Report for the project.  NRDP and Clark Fork Coalition will work 
with the water right owners on an alternative to assist with infrastructure improvements 
that will salvage water for instream flow purposes. 
 
Harvey Creek:  Trout Unlimited is evaluating a potential flow acquisition project that 
would involve the purchase of alternative irrigation equipment to reduce the need for the 
full water right.  Trout Unlimited would like to transfer the water rights to the State if 
acceptable to the State, and if an agreement can be reached between Trout Unlimited and 
the landowner.  Trout Unlimited will continue to develop this project with the landowner. 

                                                 
3 For copies of Butte’s January 2014 Draft Groundwater Restoration Plan and information about public comment 
opportunities on this plan, go to:  https://doj.mt.gov/lands/notices-of-public-comment/. 
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Clark Fork Above Deer Lodge:  The Clark Fork Coalition is conducting initial efforts 
to identify potential flow projects that would augment instream flow in the dewatered 
sections of the Upper Clark Fork River between Warm Springs and Deer Lodge. 

 
Work is also occurring to varying degrees on the four other Group 1 flow projects, as well as on 
basin flow monitoring efforts, as described below: 
 

 Silver Lake Water System:  Butte-Silver Bow is continuing its negotiation efforts with 
its industrial water users to determine what is available for potential instream flow, and to 
resolve some of the concerns the State raised regarding this potential water rights 
transaction that were summarized in the State’s response to comments document on the 
2012 Restoration Plans. 
 

 Clark Fork Meadows:  Title and appraisal work on this land acquisition project were 
completed in spring 2013.  Water rights would be transferred to the State, if the land 
acquisition is approved.  NRDP provided the appraisal to the property owner in June 
2013.  No further work will occur on this project unless the property owner indicates 
consent to the State’s appraised value. 
 

 Flint Creek and Racetrack Creek:  These two Group 1 flow projects are still at the 
conceptual, scoping stage. 
 
Racetrack Creek:  The Racetrack Water Users Group is evaluating whether it wants to 
pursue organizing into a legal entity, such as a water district or irrigation association, in 
order to be able to explore options with NRDP and Clark Fork Coalition of increasing 
stored water at numerous impoundments in the drainage for instream flow purposes.  A 
separate funded grant project is being implemented that involves a storage water right for 
Racetrack Lake (see page 11). 
 
Flint Creek:  The Clark Fork Coalition and NRDP will meet with the Flint Creek 
Watershed Group in early 2014 to determine what, if any, potential flow project 
prospects might be worth exploring in the near future. 

 
 Flow Monitoring:  In July 2013, NRDP executed a task order with the Clark Fork 

Coalition to conduct temperature and stream flow monitoring that will assist with 
evaluation and prioritization of the Group 1 projects. 

 
Aquatic Non-Flow Projects: 
 
Work on the non-flow aquatic projects in priority watershed areas has mainly involved 
evaluation of current riparian habitat conditions and fish passage/entrainment problems in the 
eight watersheds targeted for work in 2013/14 in the 2012 Restoration Plans.  These assessment 
efforts are leading to the development and implementation of projects that will protect/enhance 
riparian habitat, improve fish passage, reduce fish entrainment, and/or improve in-stream habitat.  
These assessment and project development efforts are, for the most part, being accomplished 
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through contracts and task orders between NRDP and two Project Sponsors, the Watershed 
Restoration Coalition and Trout Unlimited. 
 
Task orders with Trout Unlimited have been executed for project management, fish passage and 
entrainment assessments, and related prioritization tasks for restoration work is being considered 
in the Browns Gulch, Blacktail Creek, Little Blackfoot River, Warm Springs Creek, and Flint 
Creek watersheds. 
 
Task orders with the Watershed Restoration Coalition have been executed for project 
management, riparian and instream habitat assessments, and related prioritization tasks for 
restoration work is being considered in the Browns Gulch, Blacktail Creek, the Little Blackfoot 
River, and Flint Creek watersheds. 
 
Summaries of activities within each of the targeted watersheds are described below. 
 

 Browns Gulch:  Fish passage, entrainment, and riparian assessments and draft 
prioritization for fish passage and entrainment projects have been completed.  Riparian 
assessment prioritization for riparian habitat projects is pending.  Final prioritization of 
restoration actions is planned for winter 2014. 
 

 Blacktail Creek:  Fish passage and entrainment assessments and a draft prioritization for 
fish passage and entrainment projects have been completed.  Montana Tech has 
completed the riparian assessment.  Prioritization of riparian habitat projects is pending 
completion of the final assessment report.  Final prioritization of restoration actions is 
planned for winter 2014. 
 

 German Gulch:  DEQ’s 2013 remedial bid package for the last three miles of Silver 
Bow Creek along Durrant Canyon covers the removal of about 25,000 cubic yards of 
streamside tailings from lower German Gulch, which will be completed in early 2014.  
DEQ’s 2013 bid package also includes a concrete fish barrier to be constructed on Silver 
Bow Creek approximately one mile upstream of Fairmont Bridge.  The purpose of the 
barrier is to eliminate migration into upper Silver Bow Creek of both rainbow and brown 
trout to allow the native westslope cutthroat trout, coming primarily from German Gulch, 
to persist from the barrier to Butte in Silver Bow Creek without risks of hybridization and 
competition from the mentioned species, respectively.  Fish barrier construction and 
tailings removal are specific work components of the contract.  Construction will be 
completed by mid-October, 2014.  The 2012 Restoration Plans allocated aquatic priority 
funds for both the fish barrier and tailings removal work that will be implemented by 
DEQ. 
 

 Warm Springs Creek:  Fish passage and entrainment assessments and draft 
prioritization for fish passage and entrainment projects have been completed.  Based on 
review of existing information, a riparian assessment is not needed.  Prioritization of 
restoration actions is to be completed in winter 2014. 
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 Cottonwood Creek:  The Watershed Restoration Coalition and NRDP are working to 
hire an engineer to finalize the engineering design work for the Kohrs Manning Ditch in 
the Cottonwood watershed.  A solicitation for engineering services has been advertised. 
Project design is to be completed in 2014, with construction proposed for 2015. 
 

 Little Blackfoot River Watershed:  Fish passage and entrainment assessments and draft 
prioritization for fish passage and entrainment projects have been completed.  NRDP and 
the Watershed Restoration Coalition selected a contractor to complete riparian 
assessment by summer 2014.  Prioritization of restoration actions is to be completed by 
year end. 
 

 Flint Creek Watershed:  Fish passage and entrainment assessments and draft 
prioritization for fish passage and entrainment projects have been completed.  Selection 
of a contractor to complete the riparian assessment will occur in February 2014, with a 
completed riparian assessment by summer 2014.  Prioritization of restoration actions is to 
be completed by year end. 
 

 Harvey Creek:  Task orders executed with Trout Unlimited for the Harvey Creek 
watershed involve installation of riparian fencing (completed October 2013) and the 
design/installation of a fish screen (preliminary design completed).  Fish screen 
installation is planned for spring of 2014. 

 
NRDP developed monitoring and maintenance task orders for work at the Milltown site, 
including vegetation monitoring and annual maintenance, minor channel maintenance, and 
completion of the Federal Emergency Management Agency floodplain mapping that involves a 
50% cost-share with the Environmental Protection Agency.  A vegetation pilot test was started in 
the summer 2013 to evaluate treatments to enhance vegetation establishment on a section of the 
restored floodplain. 
 
NRDP has developed a task order with GEUM Environmental Consulting for the development of 
a Watershed and Basin Monitoring and Maintenance Plan.  This plan is being coordinated with 
project implementers, as well as resource managers, to guide maintenance and monitoring of 
aquatic resources at the project, watershed, and basin level.  This monitoring will gauge the 
effectiveness of funded activities in meeting the aquatic restoration goals set forth in the 2012 
Restoration Plans. 
 
Terrestrial Projects 
 
Work in FY13 has involved land transaction due diligence steps, such as title work and appraisal 
work, on four potential acquisition projects that would be funded either entirely with terrestrial 
priority funds or through a combination of terrestrial and aquatic priority funds: 
 

1) Confluence property:  This project involves the State’s contribution of partial funding 
for acquisition of a 202 acre property located near the confluence of Rock Creek and the 
Clark Fork River.  In June 2013, NRDP issued its funding recommendation document on 
this project for public comment.  Following public comment and a favorable funding 
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recommendation from the Advisory Council and Trustee Restoration Council, the 
Governor approved the project for funding in November 2013, subject to several funding 
conditions.  NRDP is working with the Five Valleys Land Trust to finalize a funding and 
management agreement. 
 

2) Garrity Mountain Addition property near Anaconda:  NRDP, in coordination with 
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) and The Conservation Fund, 
have reviewed the title and appraisal work for this 640 property located east of and 
adjacent to the Garrity Mountain Wildlife Management area.  The Conservation Fund is 
continuing its negotiation efforts with the property owner for a purchase price at or below 
the State’s appraised value. 
 

3) Clark Fork Meadows property near Galen:  See update on p. 4 under flow projects. 
 

4) Harris Property near Milltown:  In 2013, NRDP completed needed title work and 
appraisal work on this 160 acre property located east of and adjacent to the Milltown 
properties conveyed by NorthWestern Corporation to the State in 2010.  The appraisal 
was reviewed by the landowner.  The entity holding a first right of refusal option to 
purchase the property has decided to execute their option and is now in negotiations with 
the landowner.  This entity has indicated its willingness to work with the State of 
Montana to protect the restoration investment made at Milltown. 

 
NRDP is also working with Five Valleys Land Trust and FWP on other potential land acquisition 
prospects included in the 2012 Restoration Plans, although this work is more at the conceptual 
planning stage and has not involved any due diligence tasks, such as title and appraisal work.  
NRDP and FWP are also beginning to plan to address the terrestrial land abstracts/projects 
included for funding consideration in the 2012 Restoration Plans for which work has yet to be 
initiated. 
 
Three terrestrial monitoring projects that were covered in the 2012 Restoration Plans are 
underway or in the planning stages: 
 

1) Bird Monitoring:  The Avian Science Center completed its report on results bird 
monitoring at several FWP Wildlife Management Areas in the UCFRB conducted during 
spring 2013.  This effort focused on the Spotted Dog Wildlife Management Area, where a 
baseline of bird utilization was established before FWP began managing grazing 
intensity. 
 

2) Beaver Habitat Mapping:  In July 2013, the NRDP executed a contract with a 
consulting ecologist to develop a watershed-scale analysis of beaver habitat suitability 
and identify passive restoration and non-lethal beaver management opportunities to 
facilitate stream restoration in the UCFRB.  Results are expected in spring 2014. 
 

3) Flint Creek Mercury Study:  NRDP worked with the Granite Headwaters Watershed 
Group to develop a scope of work and budget for the coordination of a study on the 
nature, extent, and impacts of mercury contamination in Flint Creek.  The Watershed 
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Group’s watershed coordinator will compile available information first before further 
planning this study.  In consultation with the Watershed Group, the NRDP contracted 
with the University of Montana for some limited sediment sampling and mercury 
analyses in the Flint Creek Watershed that was conducted in December 2013. 
 

Recreation Projects 
 
NRDP has been working with Project Sponsors on needed project development and due 
diligence tasks on the six recreation projects included in the 2012 Restoration Plans.  These 
projects are funded with the proportionate allocations of aquatic and terrestrial priority funds 
identified in the 2012 Restoration Plans. 
 

1) Drummond Kiwanis Riverside Park:  Following public comment and a favorable 
funding recommendation from the Advisory Council and Trustee Restoration Council, 
the Governor approved the project for funding in November 2013, subject to several 
funding conditions.  The Drummond Kiwanis is working to obtain a needed access 
easement with NorthWestern Corporation.  Subsequently, the NRDP will work with the 
Drummond Kiwanis to finalize funding, land use, and management agreements. 
 

2) Deer Lodge Trestle Park:  Additional conceptual design work for the Deer Lodge 
Trestle Park is being conducted by the consultant for Powell County.  NRDP and Powell 
County are finalizing a phased contract that will enable the County to conduct some 
initial outreach and design tasks that will not conflict with the remedial investigation 
work being conducted by DEQ. 

 
3) Washoe/Hafner Dam Parks:  NRDP and ADLC executed a contract in December 2013 

for the 2nd phase of work that mainly entails project management, engineering and design 
work for recreational improvements based on Phase I 2013 LIDAR results.  ADLC has 
procured an engineer/architect to conduct design work in winter 2014. 
 

4) Milltown State Park:  FWP and NRDP signed a memorandum of agreement for the 
Milltown State Park project work covered under the 2012 Restoration Plans.  Most of the 
recreational trail and access feature development work at the Park conducted in 2013 is 
being done pursuant to the 2009 Milltown State Park grant (see update on p. 10).  FWP 
produced an Environmental Assessment for the development of the Gateway and 
Confluence Areas of the Milltown State Park, which will enable FWP to proceed with 
construction in 2014.  FWP and Missoula County are working together to gain the needed 
access to the Confluence Area.  This access is needed to develop all the amenities 
planned for the Park. 

 
5) Bonner Dam Removal:  NRDP set up an interagency agreement with the Department of 

Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC) to remove the remains of the Stimson Dam 
on the Blackfoot River in fall 2013 and spring 2014.  DNRC combined the Stimson Dam 
removal work with the remaining funds from the 2009 grant project to remove bridge 
piers, logs, and debris that are creating a hazard to river recreationalists along the 
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Blackfoot River between the Weigh Station Fish Access Site and the Pedestrian Bridge 
(see p. 10).  This work was completed in January 2014. 
 

6) Clark Fork River Fishing Access Sites:  Starting in early 2014, FWP will begin the 
scoping process on certain Upper Clark Fork River department-owned properties, which 
are currently undeveloped fishing access sites, to determine the feasibility of developing 
the fishing access sites to include improvements, such as boat launches, latrines, and 
designated parking.  Additionally, in 2014 FWP plans on contacting other government 
agencies to explore partnering in developing fishing access sites on several county and 
federal properties located on the Upper Clark Fork River.  Other state agencies owning 
key river parcels will also be contacted to inquire of their interest in partnering.  One or 
two private owners may also be contacted to see if they are interested in selling small 
parcels to FWP to develop into fishing access sites. 
 

Status of Encumbered Grant Projects as of 2nd Quarter FY14 
 
Of the 122 grant projects approved for funding totaling about $119.6 million between 2000 and 
2010, 16 remain to be completed.  Fiscal report #4 indicates the general status and amount 
remaining to be spent for each of these active projects.  The total remaining to be spent for all 
grant projects is about $13.4 million.  Final reports on the completed grant projects are available 
from NRDP upon request. 
 
Active Grant Projects Pending Final Invoicing/Reporting 
 
Work on the following two projects has been completed.  The projects will be closed out once 
final invoicing, reporting, and project close-out documentation is completed. 
 
Thompson Park Improvement (2007 grant):  A final invoice/report was submitted in January 
2014.  NRDP review, invoice approval, and close out is pending. 
 
Warm Springs Ponds Improvements (2009 grant):  A final report is pending. 
 
Active Grant Projects in Operation and Maintenance Phase 
 
The following five projects have been completed, except for operation and maintenance 
activities that have been approved for multiple years following project completion. 
 
Big Butte Acquisition (2005 grant):  Butte-Silver Bow has completed all acquisition activities, 
resulting in the addition of 305 acres to the county-owned Big Butte Open Space Park.  Some 
limited fencing repairs and trail user amenities remain to be completed.  Pursuant to a 
modification approved by the Governor in July 2013, the remaining budget will go towards 
operation and maintenance activities. 
 
Duhame Acquisition (2005 grant):  FWP acquired this 1,745 acre property in 2006 and 
manages it as a state wildlife management area.  FWP plans to use the remaining grant funds on 
weed control activities in 2014. 
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Blue Eye Nellie Moore acquisition (2009 grant):  FWP acquired this 30 acre property in 2010 
and now manages it as part of a state wildlife management area.  Limited weed control activities 
remain to be completed; close out to occur in 2014. 
 
Paracini Pond acquisition (2009 grant):  Acquisition of the 272 acre Paracini property 
occurred in 2011.  The grant, which also involved some limited site cleanup activities, was 
closed out in July 2013.  Remaining grant funds will be used to conduct routine site cleanup 
through an independent contractor until remediation and restoration work begin on the property. 
 
Spotted Dog acquisition (2010 grant):  FWP acquired this 27,497 acre property in 2010 and 
now manages it as a state wildlife management area.  FWP will continue its operation and 
maintenance and fencing activities approved for grant funding through December 2016. 
 
Active Grant Projects with Work Remaining 
 
Work remains to be completed on the following 11 projects. 
 
German Gulch Watershed (2005 grant):  George Grant Chapter of Trout Unlimited (GGTU) 
has completed the stream restoration, recreational trail, fish passage, instream flow 
augmentation, and acquisition tasks aimed at improving the fish and wildlife habitat and 
associated recreational opportunities in German Gulch.  The fish barrier and tailings removal 
tasks of this grant will be covered by aquatic and terrestrial priority funds allocated in the 2012 
Restoration Plans and implemented by DEQ in conjunction with Silver Bow Creek remediation 
activities.  DEQ started removing tailings in German Gulch in winter 2013/14, and plans to 
complete construction of the fish barrier in fall 2014.  GGTU plans to complete the remaining 
monitoring, weed control, and signage tasks in 2013/14, with project close-out expected by the 
end of 2014. 
 
Milltown Bridge Pier and Log Removal (2009 grant):  Remaining grant funds are being used 
to remove hazard logs and debris along the Blackfoot River (see Stimson Dam Removal above). 
 
Milltown/Two Rivers Recreational Facilities and Access (2009 grant):  (See Milltown State 
Park above.) FWP is continuing to work on Park access and development of the design for the 
Confluence and Gateway portions of the Milltown State Park.  The Governor approved a grant 
modification in July 2013 to allow FWP to evaluate alternative access routes into the Confluence 
area, as well as to continue with negotiations with International Paper on access through their 
property to the Confluence area. 
 
Restoring Fish in East Fork Rock Creek (2009 grant):2 DNRC is managing this grant for the 
design and installation of a fish screen on the East Fork of Rock Creek.  DNRC contractors 
developed a design for the fish screen that also includes a diversion, funded by others.  This 
project was delayed while DNRC negotiated with the US Forest Service for a permit 
modification to allow them to install the structure.  Construction started in fall 2013, with most 
of the concrete placement completed.  The structural steel support and fish screen panels will be 
installed in winter 2014.  Final cleanup and site revegetation will be completed in spring 2014. 
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Cottonwood Creek Habitat Enhancement (2010 grant):  The Watershed Restoration Coalition 
is implementing several projects aimed at improving instream flows, aquatic habitat, and fish 
passage through irrigation efficiency improvements, stock watering and grazing management, 
and culvert and diversion design.  All goals are essentially complete except the two water right 
change applications, which will be completed soon and then submitted to DNRC. 
 
Development Acid/Heavy Metal Tolerant Releases (2010 grant):  The Deer Lodge Valley 
Conservation District and the Natural Resources Conservation Service Bridger Plant Materials 
Center are continuing previous grant efforts to develop a seed supply of native plant species that 
are best adapted to the climatic and acidic/heavy metal soil conditions of the UCFRB.  This third 
grant did not start until summer of 2013 due to staff changes.  A new project leader was hired in 
August 2013, and work will extend through 2016. 
 
Butte Waterline Year 10 (2010 grant):  Butte-Silver Bow completed all waterline replacement 
activities in 2011/12, replacing 14,444 feet total of lines.  Remaining funds will be used to install 
additional meters, with a contract expiration date of December 2014. 
 
Butte Children’s Fishing Pond (2010 grant):  Butte-Silver Bow is developing a children’s 
fishing pond and a recreational trail system in the Hillcrest area of Butte.  Construction is 
completed, with the park opening expected in spring 2014. 
 
Maud S Canyon Trail/Open Space (2010 grant):  The East Ridge Foundation, in cooperation 
with the Forest Service, is improving and expanding the trail system at Maud S Canyon east of 
Butte.  Construction is complete and the trail is open for public use.  Final invoicing and 
reporting remain to be completed, with project close-out to occur in 2014. 
 
Racetrack Creek Flow Restoration (2010 grant):  The State partially funded the Clark Fork 
Coalition’s acquisition of a Racetrack Lake water right in late 2011.  The Clark Fork Coalition is 
pursuing a change of use process through DNRC so that this water right can be dedicated to 
instream flow.  In July 2013, DNRC issued a draft preliminary determination to deny the 
Coalition’s change application for both this right and a Racetrack Creek direct flow right.  The 
Coalition is continuing its efforts to obtain a change of use authorization from DNRC and a 
change in the period of use and diversion from the Water Court. 
 
Silver Bow Creek Greenway (multiple years grant):  In FY14, July-December, Greenway 
Service District (GSD): 
 

 Solicited bids and awarded the construction of pedestrian facilities along 1.4 miles of 
Silver Bow Creek, from Fairmont to Crackerville Road (Reach P of SSTOU).  The 
contractor has completed the construction of 95% of the trail base course and abutments 
for one of two pedestrian bridges.  Work continues on the second set of bridge abutments.  
Trail bridge construction has been completed.  GSD is coordinating with Montana 
Department of Transportation for completion of the pedestrian tunnel tied to the removal 
and replacement of the Silver Bow Creek bridge on Crackerville Road. 
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 Commenced design, engineering, and completion of bid documents for construction of 
the Reach R spur trail connecting the Highway 1 rest area to the tailings demonstration 
area.  GSD is securing all permits and easements for this work that will be bid and 
constructed in 2014. 
 

 Directed final design engineering and permitting for the Silver Bow Creek Station. 
 

 Updated the railroad underpass design in Reach F; review by BNSF is underway. 
 

 Coordinated a consultant evaluation of opportunities for additional restoration work in 
both the lower and upper reaches of SBC. 

 
Greenway Service District plans to complete the Golden Technologies Land Exchange involving 
a 131 acre parcel near Crackerville in 2014. 
 
Status of Other Encumbered Projects 
 
Milltown Restoration:  Work covered by the $9.6 million allocation has been completed and 
final invoice payments occurred in the 2nd quarter of FY14. 
 
DOI Riparian Areas/Wetlands:  The State was unable to reach an agreement with ARCO 
regarding Dutchman wetlands transfer that would be in the public’s interest.  For more 
background, refer to the State’s response document on the 2012 Restoration Plans, available at: 
https://doj.mt.gov/lands/ucfrb-restoration-plans/. 
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2nd Quarter FY 14

2/10/2014
By Resource - Cummulative Total  Report 3

41100 Department of Justice

Revenue/Expenditure Comparison by Org, Account
Data Selected for Month/FY:    01 (Jul)/2000 through 06 (Dec)/2014

Business Unit (All)

Program Year (All)

Month (All)

Subclass (All)

Source of Auth (All)

OBPP Program (All)

Fund (All)

Fund Type (All)

Account (All)

Acct Lvl 0 (All)

Acct Lvl 2 (All) Return to Menu

Account Type (All)

Ledger (All)

Org Fiscal YearProject Acct Lvl 1 Revenues Expenditures Rev less Exp

10300 Groundwater-Butte 114.80 283,845.26 (283,730.46)

2013 114.80 232,366.66 (232,251.86)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 107,116.92 (107,116.92)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 107,116.92 (107,116.92)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 114.80 65,672.28 (65,557.48)

520000 Charges For Services 114.80 0.00 114.80

61000 Personal Services 0.00 30,212.75 (30,212.75)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 35,459.53 (35,459.53)

(blank) 0.00 59,577.46 (59,577.46)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 57,864.58 (57,864.58)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 1,712.88 (1,712.88)

2014 0.00 51,478.60 (51,478.60)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 2,661.99 (2,661.99)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 2,661.99 (2,661.99)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 0.00 33,010.93 (33,010.93)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 16,677.08 (16,677.08)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 16,333.85 (16,333.85)

(blank) 0.00 15,805.68 (15,805.68)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 15,496.07 (15,496.07)

68000 Transfers-out 0.00 309.61 (309.61)

10301 Groundwater-Anaconda 38.27 1,531,378.34 (1,531,340.07)

2013 38.27 256,041.62 (256,003.35)

ANACONDA GROUND Anaconda Groundwateer 0.00 (283.43) 283.43

61000 Personal Services 0.00 (283.43) 283.43

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 0.00 0.00

BUTTE GROUND Butte Groundwater 0.00 (5.36) 5.36

61000 Personal Services 0.00 (5.36) 5.36

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 0.00 0.00

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 35,705.65 (35,705.65)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 35,705.65 (35,705.65)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 38.27 21,830.15 (21,791.88)

520000 Charges For Services 38.27 0.00 38.27

61000 Personal Services 0.00 10,010.29 (10,010.29)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 11,819.86 (11,819.86)

(blank) 0.00 198,794.61 (198,794.61)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 16,565.22 (16,565.22)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 182,229.39 (182,229.39)

2014 0.00 1,275,336.72 (1,275,336.72)

ANACONDA GROUND Anaconda Groundwateer 0.00 902.03 (902.03)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 902.03 (902.03)

BUTTE GROUND Butte Groundwater 0.00 10,459.57 (10,459.57)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 10,459.57 (10,459.57)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 887.33 (887.33)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 887.33 (887.33)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 0.00 11,003.17 (11,003.17)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 5,558.53 (5,558.53)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 5,444.64 (5,444.64)

(blank) 0.00 1,252,084.62 (1,252,084.62)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 5,085.90 (5,085.90)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 1,246,895.52 (1,246,895.52)

68000 Transfers-out 0.00 103.20 (103.20)

10302 Aquatics 165.83 936,005.19 (935,839.36)

2013 165.83 667,242.58 (667,076.75)

CFR MEADOWS NRD CFR Meadows 0.00 3,505.58 (3,505.58)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 3,505.58 (3,505.58)

DRUMMOND PARK NRD Drummond Park/Riverside Pk 0.00 3,282.55 (3,282.55)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 3,282.55 (3,282.55)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 154,724.39 (154,724.39)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 154,724.39 (154,724.39)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 165.83 94,024.02 (93,858.19)

520000 Charges For Services 165.83 0.00 165.83

61000 Personal Services 0.00 42,805.57 (42,805.57)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 51,218.45 (51,218.45)

MILLTOWN 72/25 Aquatic/Terr Project Mil 0.00 78,850.07 (78,850.07)

Refresh 

Education 
expenses will be 
transferred to 
the Education 
Fund by 3rd 
Quarter. 

These expenses 
will be 
corrected by 
3rd Quarter. 

Prepared by Kathy Coleman 2/10/2014
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2nd Quarter FY 14

2/10/2014
By Resource - Cummulative Total  Report 3

10302 Aquatics 2013 MILLTOWN 72/25 Aquatic/Terr Project Mil61000 Personal Services 0.00 27,556.08 (27,556.08)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 51,293.99 (51,293.99)

MILLTOWN MONTOR NRD Milltown Monitoring 0.00 5,904.57 (5,904.57)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 5,904.57 (5,904.57)

WASHOE HAF DAM NRD Washoe Hafner Dam Parks 0.00 14,999.99 (14,999.99)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 14,999.99 (14,999.99)

(blank) 0.00 311,951.41 (311,951.41)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 184,908.73 (184,908.73)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 112,846.68 (112,846.68)

63000 Equipment & Intangible Assets 0.00 14,196.00 (14,196.00)

2014 0.00 268,762.61 (268,762.61)

ACQUATIC FLOW NRD Acquatic Flow 0.00 19,882.58 (19,882.58)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 19,882.58 (19,882.58)

AQTC MTR/MAINT NRD Aquatic Monitoring/ Maint 0.00 1,238.95 (1,238.95)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 1,238.95 (1,238.95)

BLACKTAIL CREEK NRD Blacktail Creek 0.00 21,247.44 (21,247.44)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 21,247.44 (21,247.44)

BROWNS GULCH NRD Browns Gulch 0.00 17,211.73 (17,211.73)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 17,211.73 (17,211.73)

CONFLUENCE PROJ NRD Confluence Project 0.00 172.32 (172.32)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 172.32 (172.32)

COTTONWOOD CRK NRD Cottonwood Creek 0.00 97.50 (97.50)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 97.50 (97.50)

DRUMMOND PARK NRD Drummond Park/Riverside Pk 0.00 2,988.25 (2,988.25)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 2,988.25 (2,988.25)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 3,845.15 (3,845.15)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 3,845.15 (3,845.15)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 0.00 47,682.79 (47,682.79)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 24,089.68 (24,089.68)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 23,593.11 (23,593.11)

HARVEY CREEK NRD Harvey Creek 0.00 635.49 (635.49)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 635.49 (635.49)

L BLCKFOOT RVR NRD Little Blackfoot River 0.00 2,674.25 (2,674.25)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 2,674.25 (2,674.25)

MILLTOWN 72/25 Aquatic/Terr Project Mil 0.00 21,809.05 (21,809.05)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 15,678.19 (15,678.19)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 6,130.86 (6,130.86)

MILLTOWN MONTOR NRD Milltown Monitoring 0.00 33,922.85 (33,922.85)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 33,922.85 (33,922.85)

WASHOE HAF DAM NRD Washoe Hafner Dam Parks 0.00 (15,000.00) 15,000.00

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 (15,000.00) 15,000.00

(blank) 0.00 110,354.26 (110,354.26)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 89,651.76 (89,651.76)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 20,255.27 (20,255.27)

68000 Transfers-out 0.00 447.23 (447.23)

10303 Terrestrial 106.30 473,353.14 (473,246.84)

2013 106.30 336,062.85 (335,956.55)

CFR MAINSTEM TE NRD CFR Mainstem Terrestrial 0.00 250.00 (250.00)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 250.00 (250.00)

CFR MEADOWS NRD CFR Meadows 0.00 3,505.59 (3,505.59)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 3,505.59 (3,505.59)

DRUMMOND PARK NRD Drummond Park/Riverside Pk 0.00 3,282.56 (3,282.56)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 3,282.56 (3,282.56)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 99,182.33 (99,182.33)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 99,182.33 (99,182.33)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 106.30 60,272.19 (60,165.89)

520000 Charges For Services 106.30 0.00 106.30

61000 Personal Services 0.00 27,439.33 (27,439.33)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 32,832.86 (32,832.86)

MILLTOWN 72/25 Aquatic/Terr Project Mil 0.00 26,093.20 (26,093.20)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 8,995.22 (8,995.22)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 17,097.98 (17,097.98)

MILLTOWN MONTOR NRD Milltown Monitoring 0.00 1,968.19 (1,968.19)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 1,968.19 (1,968.19)

WASHOE HAF DAM NRD Washoe Hafner Dam Parks 0.00 15,000.01 (15,000.01)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 15,000.01 (15,000.01)

(blank) 0.00 126,508.78 (126,508.78)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 106,038.94 (106,038.94)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 6,273.84 (6,273.84)

63000 Equipment & Intangible Assets 0.00 14,196.00 (14,196.00)

2014 0.00 137,290.29 (137,290.29)

ANACONDA AREA NRD Anaconda Area 0.00 4,500.00 (4,500.00)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 4,500.00 (4,500.00)

CFR MAINSTEM TE NRD CFR Mainstem Terrestrial 0.00 6,900.00 (6,900.00)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 6,900.00 (6,900.00)

CONFLUENCE PROJ NRD Confluence Project 0.00 689.28 (689.28)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 689.28 (689.28)
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2nd Quarter FY 14

2/10/2014
By Resource - Cummulative Total  Report 3

10303 Terrestrial 2014

DRUMMOND PARK NRD Drummond Park/Riverside Pk 0.00 2,988.28 (2,988.28)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 2,988.28 (2,988.28)

EDUCATION EDUCATION 0.00 2,464.82 (2,464.82)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 2,464.82 (2,464.82)

GENERAL ADMIN General Administration 0.00 30,566.70 (30,566.70)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 15,442.64 (15,442.64)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 15,124.06 (15,124.06)

HAB ENHANCE WMA NRD Terr Hab Enhance WMA Monit 0.00 30,743.18 (30,743.18)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 30,743.18 (30,743.18)

MILLTOWN 72/25 Aquatic/Terr Project Mil 0.00 9,287.27 (9,287.27)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 5,085.64 (5,085.64)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 4,201.63 (4,201.63)

MILLTOWN MONTOR NRD Milltown Monitoring 0.00 11,307.63 (11,307.63)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 11,307.63 (11,307.63)

WASHOE HAF DAM NRD Washoe Hafner Dam Parks 0.00 (15,000.00) 15,000.00

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 (15,000.00) 15,000.00

(blank) 0.00 52,843.13 (52,843.13)

61000 Personal Services 0.00 51,129.23 (51,129.23)

62000 Operating Expenses 0.00 1,427.22 (1,427.22)

68000 Transfers-out 0.00 286.68 (286.68)

Grand Total 425.20 3,224,581.93 (3,224,156.73)

Prepared by Kathy Coleman 2/10/2014
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Fact Sheet 2013/2014 

 

Upper Clark Fork River Basin Aquatic and Terrestrial Resources Restoration Plans 

 

The December 2012 Final Upper Clark Fork River Basin Aquatic and Terrestrial Resources 

Restoration Plans (2012 Restoration Plans) describe the State of Montana’s restoration actions for 

aquatic and terrestrial resources of the Upper Clark Fork River Basin (UCFRB) that are funded 

through the Montana Department of Justice Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP).  The State 

obtained these funds through settlement of its natural resource damage lawsuit against ARCO for 

injuries to natural resources in the UCFRB caused by The Anaconda Company’s historic mining and 

mineral processing activities in the Butte and Anaconda areas.  This fact sheet summarizes the three 

major parts of the 2012 Restoration Plans – the Aquatic Resources Restoration Plan, the Terrestrial 

Resources Restoration Plan, and Recreational 

Services Enhancement Plan. 

 

Aquatic Resources Restoration Plan:  (Section 3 of 

2012 Restoration Plans) 

 

The Aquatic Resources Restoration Plan allocates 

$40.1 million for restoring, improving, and 

preserving aquatic resources of the UCFRB.  The 

primary goal for the Silver Bow Creek and Clark 

Fork River mainstem fisheries is to restore the trout 

populations and associated angling opportunities to 

levels similar to other non-injured areas.  Associated 

goals of the Aquatic Resources Restoration Plan are 

to: 

 

 Restore the mainstem trout fishery by improving recruitment of fish from tributaries; 

 Replace lost trout angling in the mainstem by improving trout populations in tributaries; and 

 Maintain or improve native trout populations in the UCFRB to preserve rare and diverse gene 

pools and improve the diversity and resiliency of the trout fishery. 

 

Flow Restoration Projects:  (Section 3.2.1 of 2012 Restoration Plans) 

 

This section describes the process the State will follow to address the important need to augment 

instream flows in the dewatered areas in the UCFRB to benefit aquatic resources.  To accomplish this: 

 

 $20.5 million is allocated to supplying instream flow to improve the aquatic health; 

 $500,000 is allocated for monitoring and oversight, including a water commissioner; 

 All flow projects require due diligence to determine flow quantity, protectability, and cost; 

Figure 1: Harvey Creek eroding bank near corral 
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 Flow projects are grouped based on greatest 

flow needs in the UCFRB, with projects that 

will provide water to the dewatered sections of 

the Clark Fork River between Deer Lodge and 

Flint Creek to be developed and evaluated 

first; and 

 Review by the UCFRB Advisory Council and 

Trustee Restoration Council, public comment, 

and approval by the Governor is required on 

all flow acquisitions. 

 

Watershed Restoration Projects:  (Section 3.2.2 of 

2012 Restoration Plans) 

 

The aquatic priority area specific plans provided in 

this section describe the actions, other than augmenting flows, that will achieve the goals of the 

Aquatic Resources Restoration Plan, in concert with other actions funded through other State 

remediation and restoration plans.  Via these area specific plans, $20.4 million is allocated to restore 

the fishery of the Silver Bow Creek and Clark Fork River through actions on the two mainstems and in 

twelve designated priority tributary watersheds to the mainstems. 

 

Actions that will improve riparian habitat, fish passage, instream habitat, as well as those that reduce 

fish entrainment, will be the focus of restoration work in these watershed areas.  The fourteen 

watershed areas where actions will be conducted and the funds available are listed in Table 1 and 

shown on Figure 6. 

 

Table 1.  Aquatic Watershed Areas and Available Funds 

Silver Bow Creek:        $250,000 Mill and Willow Creeks*:   $662,730 

Clark Fork River:         $1,500,000 Dempsey Creek*:                $716,550 

Blacktail Creek:           $957,245 Racetrack Creek*:                $770,860 

Browns Gulch:             $773,403 Little Blackfoot River:         $2,707,029 

German Gulch:             $429,242 Cottonwood Creek:              $1,686,636 

Warm Springs: Creek   $1,611,366 Harvey Creek:                      $286,902 

Lost Creek*:                 $770,860 Flint Creek:                          $2,280,750 
*Flow issues need to be addressed prior to implementation of restoration. 

 

In 2013 and 2014 evaluations of each watershed’s 

targeted resources will be completed to prioritize 

restoration actions in the most cost-effective manner that 

will be implemented in subsequent years. 

 

Of the $20.4 million to be spent to improve aquatic 

resources in these priority watershed areas, $1.5 million 

is allocated to monitoring and maintenance of the actions 

implemented and $1.7 million is for contingency. 

 

  

Figure 2: Harvey Creek fencing of healthy riparian 

corridor with cooperation of landowners. 

Figure 3: Fish screen to decrease loss of fish down 

irrigation ditches and channels. 
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Terrestrial Resources Restoration Plan:  (Section 4.0 of 2012 Restoration Plan) 

 

The Terrestrial Resources Restoration Plan 

allocates $18 million for restoring, improving, 

and preserving terrestrial resources of the 

UCFRB.  Restoration actions within nine 

priority landscape areas involve wildlife habitat 

protection and enhancement activities.  The 

goals of the restoration actions within these 

landscape areas are: 

 

 Restore the injured terrestrial resources 

and associated ecological and 

recreational services. 

 Replace injured terrestrial wildlife 

resources by protecting and enhancing 

grasslands, shrub-steppe, riparian, wetland, and conifer forest habitats similar to those injured. 

 Replace hunting, wildlife viewing, bird watching, and other wildlife-related outdoor 

recreational opportunities by enhancing wildlife habitat and, consequently, wildlife 

populations, and ensuring public access to these wildlife resources. 

 

The nine landscape areas and allocated budgets are listed in Table 2 and shown on Figure 6. 

 

Table 2.  Terrestrial Landscape Areas and Available Funds 

Philipsburg West: 137,90 acres      $3.2 million Lower Flint Creek: 85,660 acres  $1.4 million 

Garnets: 126,735 acres                   $2.2 million Avon North:  62,384 acres            $1.4 million 

Deer Lodge North:  84,263 acres   $1.2 million Deer Lodge South:  59,123 acres  $1.4 million 

East Flints:  71,752 acres               $1.4 million Anaconda: 43,592 acres                $1.0 million 

Clark Fork River Mainstem: 22,381 acres  $2.5 M  
*These budgets may change as terrestrial projects are developed. 

 

The Terrestrial budget allocates $16 million total for these nine landscape areas, $2 million for habitat 

protection and enhancement for existing FWP Wildlife Management Areas, and $360,000 for 

monitoring the terrestrial plan.  The type of projects that will be developed and implemented in these 

areas mainly involve protection of priority wildlife habitat through perpetual conservation easements 

or public acquisitions and enhancement of riparian 

wetland, and grassland, shrub-grassland and forest 

habitats for wildlife benefits.  Review by the UCFRB 

Advisory Council and Trustee Restoration Council, 

public comment, and approval by the Governor is 

required on all land acquisitions projects. 

 

Recreational Services Enhancement Plan (Section 5.0 of 

2012 Restoration Plan) 

 

The Recreational Services Enhancement Plan allocates 

$6.5 million for six recreational projects in the UCFRB, 

as listed below in Table 3 and shown on Figure 6.  These 

projects will enhance the public’s use and enjoyment of 

Figure 4: Spotted Dog WMA, high quality native grasslands 

Figure 5: Stimson Dam near the confluence of the 

Clark Fork and Blackfoot rivers. 
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natural resources by improving fishing, floating, hiking, hunting, and wildlife viewing opportunities 

for the public in a resource-protective manner. 

 

Table 3.  Recreation Projects and Available Funds 

Milltown State Park: $2.45 million Fishing Access Sites Construction and Upgrade: 

$1.0 million 

Deer Lodge Trestle Community Park: $1.4 million Drummond Riverside Park:  $100,000 

Hafner Dam and Washoe Park: $1.5 million Bonner Dam Removal: $50,000 

 

Funding of recreational projects will come from either the Aquatic or Terrestrial Priority Funds based 

on the proportion of the project costs attributable to aquatic or terrestrial restoration. 

 

Who is doing the restoration work?  (Section 6 of the 2012 Restoration Plans) 

 

The NRDP is contracting with various entities who submitted project concepts that lead to the 

inclusion of those projects in the 2012 Restoration Plans.  All assessment, design, and construction 

work will be procured following State of Montana regulations. 

 

For more information about the NRDP or to obtain a hard copy of the 2012 Restoration Plans visit the 

NRDP website at https://doj.mt.gov/lands/ucfrb-restoration-plans/ or contact the NRDP at 444-0205. 

https://doj.mt.gov/lands/ucfrb-restoration-plans/
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Figure 6. 
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