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1.0 INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND

1.1 Introduction

In 2023, the court entered a Settlement Agreement between the State of Montana and W.R. Grace (Grace;
the Responsible Party) that resolved the remainder of the State’s claim in Grace’s bankruptcy. The
Settlement Agreement included $18.5 million in natural resource damages (NRD) to restore, rehabilitate,
replace, or acquire the equivalent of the State natural resources injured by the operations in or relating
to Operable Unit 3 of the Libby Asbestos Superfund Site. The $18.5 million will be paid to the State over
10 years and installments will be placed in the Libby Asbestos OU3 Restoration Fund, a State of Montana
special revenue fund created for the settlement.

Natural resource damages under the federal Superfund law Comprehensive Environmental Response,
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA; 42 U.S.C. §§ 9601 et seq.) and the Montana Superfund law
Comprehensive Environmental Cleanup and Responsibility Act (CECRA; MCA §§ 75-10-701 et seq.) are
designed to compensate the public for injuries to natural resources caused by the release of hazardous
substances. The Governor of the State of Montana is the Trustee for State natural resources. The Trustee
is entitled to recover “damages for injury to, destruction of, or loss of natural resources, including the
reasonable costs of assessing such injury, destruction, or loss resulting from” the release of a hazardous
substance (42 U.S.C. § 9607(a)(4)(C)). Natural resources include land, fish, wildlife, biota, air, water,
groundwater, drinking water supplies, and other such resources belonging to, managed by, held in trust
by, appertaining to, or otherwise controlled by the State (42 U.S.C § 9601(16)).

The Montana Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP), acting on behalf of the Governor as trustee, has
prepared this Draft Libby Asbestos Operable Unit 3 (OU3) Interim Restoration Plan (IRP) to describe how
the State of Montana will use natural resource damage funds from the Settlement Agreement before a
final Restoration Plan is developed.

1.2 Site Background

The Zonolite Mountain Mine, located near the town of Libby, Montana, was a vermiculite mine that
operated from the 1920s through 1990. Vermiculite from the mine was contaminated with a toxic and
highly friable form of asbestos. Mining operations caused asbestos and non-asbestos contamination at
the mine site and surrounding area, which led to its listing on the Superfund program National Priorities
List in 2002. The Libby Asbestos Superfund Site consists of eight operable units (OUs); all OUs except OU3
have been remediated, with operations and maintenance on-going.

OU3 is the former mine area and the surrounding property where contamination has come to be located.
The exact boundaries of OU3 are currently under development as Grace and Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) continue to develop the feasibility study and remedial design. Asbestos fibers were released
from the site through the mining and milling process. Non-asbestos contaminants are also present in OU3
from the mining and milling process, various chemical reagents used in processing, and a historic landfill.
Releases of hazardous substances injured natural resources in and around the mine site and limited the
services those resources provide.

Grace, with oversight from EPA, is currently developing the feasibility study that will be used to evaluate
a final remedy for OU3. The Record of Decision will describe the final remedy.



1.3 Summary of the Injury

The State did not conduct a formal natural resource damage assessment at the Site due to the nature of
the settlement agreement negotiations. Instead, existing data were used to evaluate the nature of
potential natural resource injuries and lost services. Exhibit E to the Settlement Agreement describes the
data used in this evaluation and is provided as Attachment A. A summary of the injuries and service losses
explained in Exhibit E is provided below.

Elevated concentrations of asbestos were found in the following site media:
e Surface water (Fleetwood Creek, Fleetwood Pond, Carney Creek, and Lower Rainy Creek);
e Seep water;
e Groundwater;
e Sediment pore water (Lower Rainy Creek);
e Sediment.

In addition, concentrations of non-asbestos contaminants exceeded screening levels and standards in
surface water, groundwater, and sediments. Non-asbestos contaminants were not analyzed in sediment
pore water. Non-asbestos contaminants mainly included metals (e.g., barium, lead, iron, chromium,
copper, manganese, and vanadium) and polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.

The State natural resources injured or potentially injured by this contamination include:
e Small, large, and aquatic-dependent mammals;
e Birds;
e Fish;
e Reptiles and amphibians;
e Agquatic invertebrates;
e Terrestrial invertebrates;
e Terrestrial and aquatic plants; and
e Wetland and upland habitats.
In addition, the following natural resource services were reduced:
e Habitat for biological resources;
e Fishing, particularly recreational fishing below the ordinary high-water mark;
e Drinking water supply;

e Non-consumptive uses such as wildlife viewing, photography, and outdoor recreation activities
below the ordinary high-water mark;

e Primary and secondary contact recreational activities (swimming and boating) below the ordinary
high-water mark; and

e Option and existence values.



The natural resource damages recovered in the Settlement must be used to restore, replace, rehabilitate,
or acquire the equivalent of these injured resources and the services they provide as outlined in the
Settlement Agreement.

1.4 Summary of the Settlement Agreement

Grace filed for Chapter 11 Bankruptcy in 2001. The Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)
filed a claim in the bankruptcy, which was partially settled in 2008 for all OUs except OU3. In March 2023,
the State of Montana and Grace reached a Settlement Agreement for OU3 that resolved the remainder
of the State’s claims in Grace’s bankruptcy, including $18.5 million in natural resource damages to be paid
to the State over ten years:

e The first installment (S5 million) was due within 180 days of the settlement agreement effective
date;

e The remaining balance is to be paid in nine annual installments of $1.5 million plus 4.19% interest
on the unpaid balance.

The Settlement Agreement includes the following provisions related to the use of natural resource
damages:

e Restoration projects within Lincoln County will be prioritized;
e Restoration projects within OU3 must meet the following requirements:

o Design and construction of restoration projects within OU3 may not begin until EPA has
certified completion of all remedial action construction in OU3 unless projects are
integrated with remedial action;

o May not hinder remedy or increase the cost of remedial action work, Kootenai
Development Impoundment Dam (KDID) Operations and Maintenance, KDID spillway, or
mine reclamation activities;

o May not hinder, interfere with, or adversely impact use and enjoyment of OU3 property.

o All restoration actions must be evaluated in accordance with the legal and policy criteria
contained within Exhibit E of the Settlement Agreement; these requirements are
discussed in greater detail in Section 2.1.

The requirements of the Settlement Agreement are consistent with the natural resource damage
provisions of CERCLA and associated regulations, which specify that any damages recovered from natural
resource damage lawsuits may only be used to restore, replace, rehabilitate, or acquire the equivalent of
the injured resources that were the subject of the settlement. This includes planning, design,
implementation, oversight, operations and maintenance, monitoring, permitting, administrative,
program, legal, technical, and all other related costs, and to reimburse the State for natural resource
damage assessment costs.

1.5 Purpose and Scope of this Document

Prior to spending NRD funds, the Trustee must complete a restoration plan and consider public input. The
restoration plan must specify how funds will be spent and include an evaluation of restoration
alternatives.

Restoration is the residual of the final remedy. Because the final remedy for OU3 is not yet identified
(refer to Section 1.2), primary restoration needs for OU3 are not yet fully known. NRDP has prepared this
IRP to describe how settlement funds will be used and managed prior to developing a final restoration
plan, and the process NRDP will use to develop a final restoration plan. This IRP was developed by NRDP,



acting on behalf of the Governor of Montana (Trustee), and is based on the NRD provisions in the state
and federal superfund law and the settlement agreement.

1.6 Use of NRD Funds Prior to the Final Restoration Plan

The following sections describe work that will be performed, utilizing NRD funds, prior to finalizing the
Restoration Plan. This includes:

e Early Restoration (Section 2)

e Coordination with OU3 Remedy (Section 3)
e Restoration Plan Development (Section 4)
e Public Participation (Section 5)

e Budgeting and Administration (Section 6)

2.0 EARLY RESTORATION ACTIONS

CERCLA provides that prior to spending NRD funds, trustees must prepare a comprehensive restoration
plan that provides for the expenditure of such funds on appropriate projects that would restore, replace,
rehabilitate, or acquire the equivalent of the injured or lost natural resources that were the subject of the
NRD claim. However, the final remedy for OU3 is not yet known, so the full extent of the residual injury
following response at OU3 is also currently unknown. NRDP will not develop the final Restoration Plan
until the final remedy is selected, at the earliest. Rather than implementing no restoration until that time,
though, this IRP includes a process for identifying and funding “early restoration” projects, or projects that
can be completed before the final Restoration Plan is developed. Early restoration projects must begin to
restore the injured State natural resources and services provided, thereby reducing the overall time and
extent of the injury, and/or compensate the public for the lost use of natural resources and the services
they provide.

To solicit early restoration projects, NRDP coordinated with resource managers in Lincoln County and held
a public scoping period from October 18 to November 20, 2023. In addition to the projects identified by
resource managers, six early restoration project proposals were received from the public. Proposals were
evaluated according to legal and policy criteria, as required by the Settlement Agreement, as well as
supplemental criteria and eligible projects were selected for implementation.

2.1 Early Restoration Project Requirements

All early restoration projects must comply with the legal requirements for use of natural resource
damages. The use of NRD funds is restricted by State and Federal Superfund laws to restore, replace,
rehabilitate, or acquire the equivalent of the injured resources and their services and related
implementation costs. The 2023 Settlement Agreement also requires that natural resource damages from
the settlement must be used “solely to restore, replace, rehabilitate, or acquire the equivalent of injured
natural resources and services in or related to OU3 or the Lincoln County area, and support therefor,
including costs for State restoration plan development and implementation, and administrative, program,
legal, technical, and all other related costs, to the extent lawful under CERCLA or CECRA[.]” (2023
Settlement Agreement at 19).

The following sections describe eligibility requirements for early restoration projects and evaluation
criteria (legal criteria, policy criteria, and supplemental criteria). Project proposals that met eligibility
criteria were evaluated according to legal and policy criteria contained in Exhibit E of the Settlement
Agreement. These criteria are binding at this site due to their inclusion in the Settlement Agreement. The



source of the legal criteria in Exhibit E is 43 C.F.R. § 11.82(d); the policy criteria have been developed by
the State to promote State of Montana goals. In addition, the Trustee implemented supplemental criteria
for early restoration projects.

2.1.1 Eligibility Criteria

NRDP developed the following eligibility criteria based on legal requirements of CERCLA and CECRA as
well as the 2023 Settlement Agreement. In order to be considered for early NRD funding, projects must:

1) Restore, replace, rehabilitate, or acquire the equivalent of the injured resources and services in
or related to OU3;

2) Be located within Lincoln County;

3) Be time-critical, merit expedited funding, and capable of being implemented within 24 months of
Trustee approval of funding;

4) Not impact remedial actions within OU3 or have the potential to be impacted by future remedial
actions; and

5) Beableto be completed with the funding available, including any committed and already available
match funding.

All project proposals that met these criteria were evaluated according to evaluation criteria.

2.1.2 Legal Evaluation Criteria

Possible alternatives to return injured resources to their baseline are required to be considered and may
“reflect varying rates of recovery, combinations of management actions, and needs for resource
replacements|.]” (43 C.F.R. § 11.82(c)). NRD legal criteria pursuant to 43 C.F.R. § 11.82 are outlined in
Exhibit E and must be used when evaluating restoration options at OU3. In applying these criteria to
evaluate proposed restoration projects, the criteria are evaluated qualitatively rather than quantitatively.
The importance of each criterion as applied to individual alternatives will vary depending upon the nature
of the alternatives. The legal criteria are:

Technical Feasibility: This criterion evaluates the degree to which an early restoration action employs well-
known and accepted technologies and the likelihood that the action will achieve its objectives. (43 C.F.R.
§ 11.14(qq)). Actions that are technologically infeasible will be rejected. However, actions that are
innovative or that have some element of uncertainty as to their results may be approved. Different actions
will use different methodologies with varying degrees of feasibility. Accordingly, the application of this
criterion will focus on an evaluation of an action’s relative technological feasibility.

Relationship of Expected Costs to Expected Benefits: This criterion examines whether the costs of an
action to restore, rehabilitate, replace, and/or acquire equivalent resources are commensurate with the
benefits provided. In doing so, the costs associated with a restoration action, including costs other than
those needed simply to implement the action, and the benefits that would result from an action, will be
determined. Application of this criterion is not a straight cost-benefit analysis, nor does it establish a cost-
benefit ratio that is by definition unacceptable. Quantifying the benefits of a project will sometimes
require collection of additional data or information and additional analysis.

Cost-effectiveness: This criterion evaluates whether a particular restoration action accomplishes its goal
in the least costly way possible. As outlined in the natural resource damage regulations, cost-effectiveness
means that when two or more activities provide the same or a similar level of benefits, the least costly
activity providing that level of benefits will be selected (43 C.F.R. § 11.14(j)). To apply this criterion in a




meaningful fashion, all of the benefits a restoration action would produce must be considered, not just
cost; otherwise the focus would be too narrow. Take the example of a restoration action that would fully
restore a given resource in a short period of time compared to another restoration action that would
restore the same resource at less cost but over a longer period of time. Considering only that the second
action is less expensive than the first action ignores the benefits resulting from a relatively shorter
recovery period. In this example, since an accelerated recovery time is a benefit, it would need to be
factored into a determination of cost-effectiveness.

Results of Response Actions: This criterion would consider the results or anticipated results of CERCLA
response actions underway or planned in OU3 after selection of the final remedy by EPA. Evaluation of
this criterion requires assessment of response actions at an adequate level of detail in order to make
projections as to their effects on natural resources and services. For restoration alternatives within OU3,
this criterion will include consideration of what may be necessary in the way of restoration of resources
and services in light of the ongoing and planned response actions and the degree of consistency between
a restoration action and the response action(s).

Because the final remedy for OU3 has not yet been selected, NRDP will need to evaluate the location of
the proposed project in relation to EPA’s identified areas for potential future response actions.

Adverse Environmental Impacts: This criterion weighs whether, and to what degree, a restoration action
will result in adverse human or physical environmental impacts. Specifically, NRDP will evaluate significant
adverse impacts that could arise from the restoration action, short term or long term, direct or indirect,
including those that involve resources that are not the focus of the project. To do so, the dynamics of a
restoration action and how that action will interact with the environment must be understood.

Recovery Period and Potential for Natural Recovery: This criterion evaluates the merits of a restoration
action in light of whether the resource is able to recover naturally (i.e., without human intervention) and,
if a resource can recover naturally, how long that will take. Given that the final response action at OU3
has not been determined, NRDP will consider the recovery period following response actions to evaluate
potential restoration projects in OU3. (The term “recovery” refers to the time it will take an injured natural
resource to recover to its “baseline,” (i.e., pre-injury condition), as both of those terms are defined in 43
C.F.R.§11.14.)

Human Health and Safety: This criterion evaluates the potential for a restoration action to have adverse
effects on human health and safety. Such a review will be undertaken not only to judge a particular action
but also to determine if protective measures should be added to the restoration action to ensure safety.

Federal, State, and Tribal Policies, Rules, and Laws: This criterion considers the degree to which a
restoration action is consistent with applicable policies of the State of Montana and applicable policies of
the federal government and Tribes (to the extent the State is aware of those policies and believes them
to be applicable and meritorious). In addition, a restoration action must be implemented in compliance
with applicable laws and rules, including the Settlement Agreement.

2.1.3 Policy Evaluation Criteria

In addition to the legal criteria, the Settlement Agreement specified policy criteria to evaluate when
considering prospective restoration projects. NRDP also uses these criteria to evaluate restoration
projects throughout the state. Policy criteria identified in the settlement agreement are:

Normal government function: This criterion evaluates whether a restoration action involves activities for
which a governmental agency would normally be responsible or that would receive funding in the normal
course of events and would be implemented if recovered natural resource damages were not available.




Settlement funds may be used to augment funds available to government agencies, if such cost sharing
would result in the implementation of a restoration action that would not otherwise occur through normal
government function. Based strictly on this criterion, a project involving activities that would fall within
normal government responsibilities may be ranked lower than a restoration action that does not fall
within this category.

Price: NRDP will evaluate whether the land, easements, water rights, or other property interests proposed
to be acquired are being offered for sale at or below fair market value. Consideration of this criterion will
likely require NRDP to conduct its own appraisal of the property. If the appraisal process for an acquisition
was not subject to initial State review and approval, NRDP will, at a minimum, conduct a review appraisal
and may conduct a full appraisal.

Location: Restoration actions are generally geographically restricted. In this case, the State has agreed to
prioritize restoration actions within Lincoln County (in which OU3 is located), subject to NRDP’s required
administrative decision-making process.

214 Supplemental Evaluation Criteria

Additional evaluation criteria may be utilized at the Trustee’s discretion. For Libby Asbestos OU3 early
restoration, NRDP also evaluated the following criteria:

Match funding: This criterion evaluates whether other entities have committed match funding for the
proposed project. Match could be cash, in-kind, supplying materials, etc. Projects that can bring match
funding may be ranked higher than projects that cannot.

Operations _and maintenance: Any recreational project that requires long-term operations and
maintenance must have another entity responsible for funding and implementing that work. Operations
and maintenance for non-recreational projects will be evaluated on a project basis as part of the total cost
of the project using the legal and policy criteria outlined above.

2.2 Early Restoration Alternatives

Before expending natural resource damages, a Restoration Plan must be developed that evaluates a range
of alternatives for restoration, including the “no action” alternative, which is also consistent with the “no
action” alternative evaluated under the Montana Environmental Policy Act. (MEPA; § 75-11-101 et seq.).
The State received eight project proposals: six from the public and two from Montana Fish, Wildlife, and
Parks (FWP). All of these proposals met eligibility criteria and were considered for early restoration. All of
these proposals could be funded with the available natural resource damages, so each proposal was
evaluated against the “no action” alternative according to the evaluation criteria to select which projects
to implement.

Each project is summarized in the sections below and the proposals are provided in Attachment B.
Evaluation of these projects against the “no action” alternatives are provided in Attachment C and
summarized in Section 2.3.

2.2.1 Libby Creek Restoration Feasibility Study

Project Type: Restoration Aquatic/Riparian Habitat
Funding Requested: $315,000 (revised from $700,000)

Project Sponsor: Member of the Public



The goal of this project is to restore the riparian corridor of Libby Creek, which has been simplified and
straightened resulting in loss and degradation of habitat for aquatic and terrestrial species. The project
would restore aquatic/riparian habitat in Lincoln County. The land adjacent to Libby Creek was historically
used for a lumber and plywood mill and the creek is now within two Superfund sites: Libby Asbestos
Superfund Site (Operable Units 4 and 5) and Libby Ground Water Superfund Site. Restoration of Libby
Creek would need to consider potential soil and sediment contamination from these two Superfund sites.

The proposed project outlines a phased approach to restoring Libby Creek, with the first phase being a
feasibility study to determine if reconnecting Libby Creek to its historic floodplain is possible given the
potential contamination and on-going actions at Libby Ground Water. If the results of the feasibility study
show restoration potential for Libby Creek, the project could move to Phase 2 (design) and then Phase 3
(construction). Funding is only allocated for Phase 1 at this time.

Considering the uncertainty in this project related to coordination with other stakeholders and agencies
as well as potential contamination, NRDP suggested a revision to the project scope to the project sponsor.
The revised project proposal is to conduct a preliminary investigation prior to a feasibility study. This
approach would include:

e Coordinating with stakeholders and agencies, including EPA, DEQ, Lincoln County, International
Paper, Lincoln County Port Authority, US Fish and Wildlife Service, tribes, and any landowners
adjacent to Libby Creek.

e Reviewing existing data from the Libby Asbestos Superfund Site and Libby Ground Water
Superfund Site to better understand potential contamination at the site and any potential
hydraulic connection between Libby Creek and the contaminated groundwater currently being
addressed by the Libby Ground Water Superfund Site.

It is possible that there is not enough existing information to adequately characterize the site conditions.
In that case, additional data collection may be needed such as groundwater and surface water elevation,
groundwater modeling, and water and sediment sampling. The revised proposal allocates $315,000,
which is expected to cover coordination with stakeholders and review of existing data, as well as
additional data collection and modeling if needed. If this work shows that restoration of Libby Creek is
feasible, additional funding would likely be needed in the future to conduct an engineering feasibility
study and design and implement the restoration actions, possibly from future early restoration funding.

2.2.2 Balsam Street Pedestrian Pathway

Project Type: Replacement Recreational
Funding Requested: $650,000
Project Sponsor: Libby Park District

This proposal requested funding to construct a sidewalk, curb, and gutter along 1,300 feet of Balsam
Street (between Cabinet Avenue and Gallatin Street). This road provides access to recreational areas
within and near Libby, including Ski Dale Park, US Forest Service trails, and connection to the Norgard
Trailhead and Flower Creek Recreation area. This project would replace lost or injured recreational
resources and services in Lincoln County.

The proposed project has been designed and additional funds are needed for construction.

2.2.3 Lincoln County Park Manager

Project Type: Replacement Recreational



Funding Requested: $240,000 (revised from $380,000)
Project Sponsor: Libby Park District

The original proposal requested funding to hire a full-time Park Manager for the Libby Park District and
fund the position for four years (595,000 per year). The proposal stated the Park Manager would be a
county employee, but in conversations with the project sponsor they clarified that the Park Manager
would be a contracted employee for the Libby Park District. The Park Manager would operate and manage
recreational assets and programs in the greater Libby area. This would include driving the continued
development of 10 miles of non-motorized trail, finalizing the creation of a local swim pond, furthering
the development of 200 acres of recreation property in the Libby Port Area, and operating and managing
other new and existing recreation projects and facilities in the Libby Park District. The Park Manager would
work on county parks, trails, arenas, stadiums, river access points, and aquatic facilities.

Because not all of this work is eligible for natural resource damage funding (e.g., arenas, stadiums, and
aquatic facilities), the proposal was revised to request $60,000 per year for four years, with the intention
of using natural resource damage funding to cover only the portion of the position related to recreation
in Lincoln County, which are eligible NRD projects. The Park Manager is expected to spend approximately
2/3 of their time on recreational assets and 1/3 of their time on facilities maintenance. This project would
replace lost or injured recreational resources and services in Lincoln County.

Long-term funding for the position will be available from the Community Recreation restricted fund, but
this will not mature and provide dividends until 2029. This proposal would partially fund the position for
four years, when permanent funding is anticipated to be available.

2.2.4 Flower Creek Waste Gravel Pile Removal

Project Type: Replacement Recreational
Funding Requested: $250,000
Project Sponsor: Libby Park District

This proposal requested funding to remove a gravel pile and install a parking area. The gravel pile was
created during reconstruction of the Flower Creek dam. The area is near a Nordic ski facility, biathlon
shooting range, and the Norgard trail and would improve access to these recreational areas. This project
would replace lost or injured recreational resources and services in Lincoln County.

2.2.5 Improve Norgard Trailhead

Project Type: Replacement Recreational
Funding Requested: $110,000
Project Sponsor: Libby Park District

This project would improve the Norgard Trailhead and connect the trailhead to property owned by the
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation (DNRC). The work would provide a direct
connection from the city of Libby to the historic Snowshoe trail system, which runs through the Cabinet
Wilderness to the Leigh Lake trailhead. The project would involve constructing:

o A 40-foot by 80-foot paved parking lot at the Norgard Trailhead, along with a headgate and vault
toilet;

e A trail from the trailhead to the adjacent DNRC property boundary. The trail would run through
private property on a Lincoln County trail easement; and



e A headgate at the junction with DNRC property to prevent unauthorized motorized traffic.
This project would replace lost or injured recreational resources and services in Lincoln County.

The Lincoln County Road Department would lead the project. Progress has already been made on this
project, including clearing necessary trees for the parking lot and connector trail. The vault toilet has been
engineered and the vault has been set. The Lincoln County Road Department can also provide in-kind
contributions in the form of machinery, gravel, and personnel. The Libby Park District would be
responsible for long-term operations and maintenance of the project.

2.2.6 Kootenai River Recreation Management Plan

Project Type: Replacement Recreational
Funding Requested: $250,040
Project Sponsor: Lincoln County

This proposal requested funding for the Kootenai River Recreation Project, led by Lincoln County with
multiple partners and stakeholders. The objectives of the project are to develop a sustainable Kootenai
River Recreation Management Plan and designate a route along the Kootenai River as a nationally
recognized water trail. The project intends to strengthen the capacity to manage river use and create
recreation opportunities for local communities in order to improve equitable river access, foster a long-
term conservation stewardship program, increase safety, and promote community connectivity. The
Kootenai River Recreation Management Plan would assess the current state of access sites and serve as
an action plan to implement improved river access, including restoring adjacent riverbanks and developing
uniform signage to strengthen public education. This project would replace lost or injured recreational
resources and services in Lincoln County.

There are three phases of the proposed project:

e Phase 1 - Project Planning: partner and public outreach and engagement, website development,
Recreation Management Plan development, data collection and monitoring, creation of river
stewardship position, river mapping, access site monitoring, and collection of river use data;

e Phase 2 - Project Implementation: access site improvements, placement of signage, and
development of economic opportunities and education/interpretation opportunities;

e Phase 3 — Long-term Management: maintain stewardship position to coordinate sustainable
management and stewardship program.

This proposal requested funding for Phase 1 ($172,040) and one Phase 2 project (578,000). The Phase 2
project would involve improvements to the Kootenai Vista Boat Ramp, a gravel boat ramp and parking
area that provides an exit point for boaters who do not want to navigate more difficult portions of the
river downstream. Funds are requested to install a vault toilet, which has already been scoped and
budgeted.

Partial initial funding for this project has been secured through a grant from the Lincoln County
Community Foundation, as well as in-kind contributions from Lincoln County, FWP, and Kootenai River
Network. Lincoln County would lead this project. Lincoln County currently manages the Kootenai Vista
Boat Ramp and would maintain any improvements made as part of this project. Numerous opportunities
have been identified for potential to provide matching funds or in-kind contributions for this project.

2.2.7 Redband Trout Broodstock Development

Project Type: Replacement Aquatic
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Funding Requested: $750,000
Project Sponsor: FWP

This project was proposed by FWP and would establish infrastructure for native redband trout broodstock
development and management for production of fish for recreational fishing opportunities and
conservation and restoration actions. This project would replace lost or injured aquatic resources within
Lincoln County.

Columbia River redband trout (redband trout) are a subspecies of rainbow trout native to the Kootenai
River drainage in northwest Montana. FWP estimates that redband trout that are introgressed <10%
currently occupy 20.6% of their historically occupied habitat in Montana and non-hybridized populations
only remain in portions of three drainages. The management goals for Columbia River redband trout
include maintaining the existing distribution and genetic diversity of remaining populations and
developing conservation plans and projects that ensure the long-term, self-sustaining persistence of this
subspecies in Montana. Currently, collaborative management efforts include assessing and monitoring
remaining populations, protecting important habitats, and developing long-term conservation strategies,
such as reintroduction and the removal of, and isolation from, non-native trout. Alternatives for
reintroduction of redband trout may include wild fish transfers or hatchery production where appropriate
to the specific waterbodies.

FWP plans to develop a broodstock of redband trout that can be used as a source population for
conservation efforts and production fish. Genetically pure wild redband trout collected from three
Kootenai drainage tributaries are currently housed at the Libby Field Station in two raceways. The intent
is to use these fish to start a brood stock for redbands. However, raceway space and isolation capability
at the Libby Field Station is insufficient to develop and manage a brood stock of appropriate size to be
viable and usable into the future.

The proposed project would expand the capacity and organizational capabilities of the Libby Field Station
raceways through installation of additional raceways. It is FWP’s policy not to transfer live fish to
hatcheries because of the possibility of spreading diseases, but eggs can be treated and transferred to
hatcheries without the risk of disease. The raceways would be isolated from the hatchery system and
allow FWP to receive redband trout from the wild that are grown and spawned on site. The fertilized eggs
could be taken to a different hatchery to supplement broodfish that will be used to grow live fish for
conservation and recreation stocking in area water bodies.

The additional raceways would allow for maintenance of several age classes of brood fish sufficient to
produce redband trout for conservation and recreation plantings to local waterbodies. Recreational
angling opportunities for the Columbia River redband trout are currently limited outside of small streams.
The development of a Columbia River redband trout broodstock would provide future opportunities to
establish recreational fisheries in streams and lakes in the Kootenai River drainage.

2.2.8 Parmenter Creek Fish Screen and Ditch Efficiency Evaluation

Project Type: Restoration Aquatic/Aquatic Habitat
Funding Requested: $75,000
Project Sponsor: FWP

This proposal was submitted by FWP and would reduce fish entrainment on Parmenter Creek by installing
a fish screen on an existing diversion. In addition, actions would be taken to improve ditch efficiency to
increase summer base flows within the creek and increase usable habitat within Parmenter Creek.
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Parmenter Creek is a tributary to the Kootenai River and provides habitat for Columbia River redband
trout and westslope cutthroat trout. The lower approximately 0.7 miles of Parmenter Creek is dry during
most summers. Numerous existing water rights are held on Parmenter Creek, but there is a single
diversion that draws water vi