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Section I. Introduction 

On June 6, 2018, the Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP) released the 2018 Update, 
Solicitation of New Restoration Action Concepts and Potential Revisions for the Final Upper 
Clark Fork River Basin (UCFRB) Aquatic and Terrestrial Resources Restoration Plans 
(hereafter referred to collectively as “Restoration Plans”) for public solicitation of additional 
conceptual restoration proposals specific to aquatic and terrestrial resource priority areas, 
projects with recreation components associated with aquatic and terrestrial Priority 1 and 2 areas 
or in the aquatic and terrestrial injured resource areas for which the State made restoration 
claims(with a focus on restored or remediated areas), and revisions to the Restoration Plans. The 
public solicitation and comment period ran through July 6, 2018. The NRDP sent notices of this 
opportunity to 446 individuals/entities on its mailing lists, issued a press release, and placed 
display ads in four basin-area newspapers. The NRDP also summarized this public solicitation 
for project abstracts/comment process at the June 19, 2018, and June 28, 2018, meetings of the 
UCFRB Remediation and Restoration Advisory Council (Advisory Council or AC) and the 
Trustee Restoration Council, respectively. 

The NRDP received a total of 23 project abstracts and two comment letters during the public 
solicitation/comment period proposing revisions to the Restoration Plans. See Appendix 1 for a 
list of conceptual restoration abstract proposals, identified by a specific number that serves as a 
reference to the comment throughout this document. This reference number (82 through 105) 
given to each conceptual restoration abstract proposal also identifies the project for reference 
within the Restoration Plans. Appendix 1 also provides copies of the conceptual restoration 
abstract proposals, which are also available on the NRDP website at: 
https://dojmt.gov/lands/notices-of-public-comment/. Appendix 2 provides copies of the two 
comment letters. 

This document further summarizes the conceptual restoration abstract proposals and comments 
received and provides the State’s responses. The State’s responses provide which conceptual 
restoration abstract proposals and revisions to the Restoration Plans are incorporated in the draft 
revision or why the conceptual restoration abstract proposals or suggested changes are not 
incorporated. Section IV of this document provides a summary of the State’s recommended 
updates and revisions to the Restoration Plans, which also includes the State’s recommended 
revisions to the Restoration Plans.  

The State’s draft 2018 Update to the Restoration Plan will be subject to public comment during a 
30-day public comment period in the fall of 2018, presented at the meeting of the Advisory 
Council and a meeting of the Trustee Restoration Council. Following consideration of public 
comment and the recommendations of these two councils, the Governor will make the final 
decision on the 2018 Update to the Restoration Plans. 
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Section II. Conceptual Restoration Proposals Submitted 

Watershed Project Abstracts 

Cottonwood Creek, Deer Lodge, Montana: enhance the ecological functions of Cottonwood 
Creek within the town of Deer Lodge, MT 

This project abstract (#82) proposes to improve riparian habitat and instream habitat, both of 
which are listed as priorities in the Restoration Plans, for Cottonwood Creek. The restoration 
concept being proposed is the development and implementation of riparian and instream habitat 
improvements in the lower mile of Cottonwood Creek. The specific project goals include: 
improve instream habitat diversity to support all native aquatic organisms, provide thermal 
refugia for aquatic organisms from the Clark Fork River, improve riparian habitat by increasing 
native vegetative cover, reduce noxious weeds and improve soil conditions, improve the natural 
aesthetics of the Cottonwood Creek corridor, provide educational opportunities for local students 
and residents of Deer Lodge, and maintain or improve flood conveyance. Total funding 
requested $500,000. 

Response: Cottonwood Creek is listed as a priority 2 stream in the Aquatic Resources 
Prioritization document1 and included in the 2012 Restoration Plans, section 3.2.2.5. The 
Process Plan2 states the State will focus restoration alternatives in the Priority 1 or 2 areas, 
consistent with the sequential approach to restoration work advocated in the prioritization plans, 
and in the aquatic and terrestrial injured resource areas for which the State made restoration 
claims. In 2012, the Restoration Plans did not include two project abstracts specific to this reach 
of Cottonwood Creek because these two projects were for flood control and mitigation purposes. 
Seven project abstracts (21, 22, 23, 24, 45, 46, and 60) were included in the Restoration Plans 
associated with reaches of Cottonwood Creek upstream and downstream of the Deer Lodge City 
reach, Section 3.2.2.5. These abstracts included in the Restoration Plans proposed restoration 
actions to improve priorities for Cottonwood Creek: riparian habitat, fish passage/fish 
entrainment, and instream habitat.  

The State proposes to include only the aspects of this abstract that will address the priority 
restoration actions listed for Cottonwood Creek project in the 2018 Update of the Restoration 
Plans, improve instream habitat diversity to support native aquatic organisms, provide thermal 
refugia for aquatic organisms from the Clark Fork River, and improve riparian habitat by 
increasing native vegetative cover. These restoration actions will be prioritized with the other 
restoration actions previously included in the Restoration Plans. The State proposes to not 
include the aspects of this proposal that pertain to flood control and mitigation. The Cottonwood 
Creek fund allocation of $1,700,000 will be used to implement these actions per the Restoration 
Plans.   

                                                 
1 UCFRB Prioritization of Areas in the UCFRB for Fishery Enhancement, jointly prepared by FWP and NRDP, 
Final (dated January 2018) are available from the NRDP website at: https://media.dojmt.gov/wp-
content/uploads/Aquatic-Prioritization-Plan-2018-FINAL.pdf. 
2 Final UCFRB Interim Restoration Process Plan, prepared by NRDP (dated May 2012). Available from the NRDP 
website at: https://media.dojmt.gov/wp-content/uploads/2012/05/051512-Final-Complete-Process-Plan.pdf.  
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Clark Fork River Mainstem, Garrison, Anaconda/Deer Lodge, and Powell Counties, 
Montana 

This project abstract (#83) proposes to reduce the impacts of multiple diversion dams on aquatic 
resources and recreational users including, but not limited to fisheries habitat fragmentation, fish 
entrainment in irrigation ditches, stream flow reduction, boat passage impairment, and risk to 
floater/wader safety. Preliminary assessments of the diversion dams were completed as part of 
the development of flow related projects. Total funding requested $2,000,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding from the Restoration 
Plans, aquatic plan, Restoration Plans sections 3.2.1 and 3.2.2.1. The State will work with 
project partners to fully evaluate this project. The State proposes to incorporate fish passage and 
boat passage improvements associated with this proposal when working on flow projects or 
during Clark Fork River remediation/restoration work being implemented by the State.  

Gold Creek Fish Passage and Habitat, Powell County Montana 

This project abstract (#84) will address what are believed to be the primary limiting factors in 
Gold Creek’s fishery, a Priority 2 stream: a) entrainment and mortality of juvenile and adult 
salmonids, b) fragmentation of habitat connectivity by irrigation diversions and localized 
dewatering, and c) stream corridor habitat degradation. Assessments completed in 2010 
document stream conditions and 6 major diversions where restoration actions (habitat 
enhancement, fish passage and entrainment) will reduce impacts on the fishery of Gold Creek 
and improve recruitment to the Clark Fork River mainstem. Project sponsors have developed 
landowner contacts and matching funds to contribute to these projects. Total funding requested 
$500,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding and is proposed as a new 
Priority Tributary Watershed in section 3.2.2.2. The State will work with project partners to fully 
evaluate this project. To the extent possible the State proposes funding this project from re-
allocation of aquatic projects and the aquatic interest. 

Flint Creek Watershed Fish Passage and Habitat, Granite County, Montana 

Three project abstracts (#85, 90, 91) proposing additional fish passage and riparian habitat 
projects throughout the Flint Creek watershed were submitted. These projects are in addition to 
the proposals submitted in 2012. The implementation of restoration actions since 2012 has 
developed additional projects to enhance fish populations (fish passage/entrainment), enhance 
aquatic and riparian habitat, and enhance public access. These abstracts propose to implement 
restoration actions to further address the needs in the Flint Creek watershed. Total funding 
requested $2,070,000. 

Response: These projects meets the criteria to be considered for funding and are included the 
Restoration Plans, section 3.2.2.7. The State will work with project partners to fully evaluate this 
project. To the extent possible the State proposes funding these projects from re-allocation of 
aquatic projects and the aquatic interest.  
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O’Neill Creek, Powell County, Montana 

The project abstract (#86) will address what are believed to be the primary limiting factors to 
O’Neill Creek’s fishery, a Priority 2 stream, by reducing fish entrainment, enhancing fish 
passage, spawning and rearing habitat. The Project should provide important fisheries benefits to 
the public, as O’Neill Creek was identified is a significant source of westslope cutthroat trout 
recruitment to the Upper Clark Fork. Project sponsors proposed $10,500 in matching funds. 
Total funding request $101,600. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding and is proposed as a new 
Priority Tributary Watershed in section 3.2.2.2. The State will work with project partners to fully 
evaluate this project. To the extent possible the State proposes funding this project from re-
allocation of aquatic projects and the aquatic interest. 

Rock Creek Fish Passage, Entrainment, and Riparian Habitat, Missoula County, Montana 

Two project abstracts (#87 and 88), propose to address what are believed to be the primary 
limiting factors to Rock Creek fishery, a Priority 2 stream, by reducing fish entrainment, 
enhancing fish passage and riparian habitat. The project goals include protecting intact, high-
quality riparian and wetland habitat, enhancing riparian areas for fish and wildlife, replacing 
recreational angling opportunities and protecting public access to recreational opportunities, 
increasing recruitment of trout to the Clark Fork River, reducing fish entrainment, improving 
upstream fish passage for trout and improving irrigation infrastructure and reduce maintenance to 
landowners. Project sponsors proposed $527,500 in matching funds. Total funding request 
$1,305,000. 

Response: These projects meets the criteria to be considered for funding is proposed as a new 
Priority Tributary Watershed in section 3.2.2.2. The State will work with project partners to fully 
evaluate this project. To the extent possible the State proposes funding this project from re-
allocation of aquatic projects and the aquatic interest. 

Harvey Creek, Granite County, Montana 

Project abstract (#89) proposes to improve aquatic and riparian habitat of over a mile of Harvey 
Creek upstream of recent restoration action implementations and to reduce fish entrainment 
associated with an irrigation diversion downstream of recent restoration actions. These actions 
would increase recruitment to the reach of the Clark Fork River with the lowest fish densities. 
Project sponsor proposed $50,000 in matching funds. Total funding request $271,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding and is included in 
Restoration Plans, section 3.2.2.9. The State proposes funding only the highest priority project, 
fish entrainment downstream of restoration actions from re-allocation of aquatic projects and the 
aquatic interest.  
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Little Blackfoot River Watershed, Powell County, Montana 

Five project abstracts (#92, 93, 94, 95, and 96), propose to address what are believed to be the 
primary limiting factors to the Little Blackfoot River and its priority tributaries, Snowshoe 
Creek, Spotted Dog Creek, and Trout Creek. These proposals are in addition to the proposals 
submitted in 2012. The implementation of restoration actions since 2012 has developed 
additional projects to enhance fish populations (fish passage/entrainment), enhance aquatic and 
riparian habitat, and enhance public access. These abstracts propose to implement restoration 
actions to further address the needs in the Little Blackfoot River watershed. Total funding 
request $5,340,000. 

Response: These projects meets the criteria to be considered for funding and is included in the 
Restoration Plans, section 3.2.2.10. The State will work with project partners to fully evaluate 
this project. To the extent possible the State proposes funding this project from re-allocation of 
aquatic projects and the aquatic interest. 

Basin Creek (above Basin Creek Reservoir), Silver Bow County, Montana 

The project abstract (#97) will address what is believed to be the primary limiting factor 
identified by Fish Wildlife & Parks (FWP) associated with Basin Creek above the Basin Creek 
Reservoir, a Priority 2 stream, enhancing fish passage. The project will benefit native westslope 
cutthroat trout populations in Basin Creek and the reservoir as well as improve public 
recreational fishing opportunity in the watershed. Total funding request $252,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding is proposed as a new 
Priority Tributary Watershed in section 3.2.2.2. The State will work with project partners to fully 
evaluate this project. To the extent possible the State proposes funding this project from re-
allocation of aquatic projects and the aquatic interest. 

Flow Project Abstracts 

Little Blackfoot River and Silver Lake Flow Projects 

Two project abstracts (#98 and 100) propose improving flow within the UCFRB. One proposes 
to improve streamflow in the Little Blackfoot River watershed, a Group 2 Aquatic Flow area. 
The second abstract proposes continuation of efforts to secure flow from the Silver Lake water 
system to improve flow upstream of Deer Lodge, a Group 1 Flow area.  

Response: The Silver Lake water system project meets the criteria to be considered for funding 
and is included in the Restoration Plans, section 3.2.1. The State will continue to work with 
project partners and Butte Silver Bow, owners of the Silver Lake water system, to try and secure 
flow for the dewatered reach of the Clark Fork River south of Deer Lodge. The Little Blackfoot 
River flow improvement proposal is for a Group 2 flow area that is not eligible per the 2016 
Restoration Plans. The State does propose to revise the 2018 Restoration Plans for the 
development of flow enhancement projects in all groups. The efforts to secure Group 1 flow 
projects since 2012 has been limited and the State, it’s project partners, and landowners believes 
there are opportunities within Group 2 and 3 areas for flow enhance projects to provide water to 
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improve aquatic habitat and fish populations that recruit to the mainstems of the Clark Fork 
River and Silver Bow Creek. 

Little Blackfoot River Water Quality, Powell County, Montana 

One abstract (#99) proposes a project to identify and implement projects in the Little Blackfoot 
River watershed that will improve water quality in the mainstem, primarily upstream of the 
confluence with the Dog Creek. The project is intended to improve fish populations in the Little 
Blackfoot River, its priority tributaries, and the Clark Fork River. The goals of this proposal are: 
improve water quality in the Upper Little Blackfoot River, improve fish populations in the Little 
Blackfoot River, its tributaries and the Clark Fork River, and improve native fish populations in 
the Little Blackfoot River, primarily bull trout and westslope cutthroat. Total funding request 
$100,000. 

Response: NRDP does not consider this an eligible project for funding from the UCFRB 
Restoration Fund since the poor water quality in the Little Blackfoot River is not a natural 
resource injury associated with the Montana v. ARCO injury. There are other government 
agencies responsible for monitoring and remediating the abandoned mining sites causing the 
water quality injury in this watershed. This proposal is similar to the Flint Creek mercury injury 
to fish and osprey where the 2012 Restoration Plans provided limited funding to only determine 
the extent of the mercury contamination.  

Projects Abstracts with Recreation Components 

FWP Fishing Access Site Development 

FWP’s proposal (#102) request additional funding to complete the goal of acquiring and 
developing a series of Fishing Access Sites (FASs) on the upper Clark Fork River. During the 
2012 process, FWP was allocated $1,000,000 to acquire and develop approximately 10 FASs on 
the Clark Fork from its headwaters downstream to Milltown. Due to complications, delays, 
permitting and social issues, increases in construction costs and underestimating the actual costs 
of acquisition and development, FWP is requesting additional funding to complete the original 
work. FWP states they have spent or allocated approximately $650,000 of the original 
$1,000,000 on four sites—Racetrack Pond, Kohr’s Bend, Gold Creek, and Bearmouth. FASs to 
be completed are Garrison, Beavertail Hill, DNRC Section 16, Jens, and a BLM site or Bear 
Gulch. FWP anticipates an additional $600,000 is needed to complete the sites. Total funding 
request $600,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding from the Restoration 
Plans, section 5.2.1. FWP was allocated $1,000,000 in 2012 for construction of or upgrade to ten 
fishing access sites along the Clark Fork River from Warm Springs Ponds to Milltown. Fishing 
access sites were identified in the State’s guidance of encouraged recreational projects in the 
2012 Process Plan and meet the AC recommendation that projects with recreation components 
be associated with aquatic and terrestrial Priority 1 and 2 areas or in the aquatic and terrestrial 
injured resource areas for which the State made restoration claims, with a focus on restored or 
remediated areas. At this time, with limited funding available for projects with a recreation 
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component and based on knowledge of the rate of development of these sites the State does not 
recommend funding this proposal. 

Trails Master Plan for Basin, Anaconda Deer Lodge, Powell, and Granite Counties 

The Powell County Planning Department submitted an abstract (#103) proposing to inventory 
and identify potential linkages between the recreational assets, opportunities and river access 
points within the Upper Clark Fork River watershed, from Warm Springs to Drummond. The 
inventory would identify existing facilities and/or access points, those currently in development 
and those that have the potential to be developed in conjuncture with restoration activities. The 
inventory would be meant to enhance and connect recreational assets in the watershed (i.e. 
fishing access sites, hiking and biking trails, parks, public access for hunting, etc.). Total funding 
request $120,000.  

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding from the Restoration 
Plans, section 5.0. Members of the Advisory Council have previously voiced their desire to the 
development of a plan for public recreational access within the Upper Clark Fork River Basin. 
The State considers the development of a trails master plan an effective tool to guide future trail 
development in the UCFRB regardless of funding sources. To the extent possible the State 
proposes funding this project from re-allocation of projects and the aquatic and terrestrial 
interest. 

Anaconda Trail, Anaconda Deer Lodge County, Montana 

The Anaconda Trail Society submitted an abstract (#104) proposing the construction of a trail on 
3 miles of the remediated railroad bed in western Anaconda adjacent to Highway 1. 

The goals of the project are to enhance accessibility to the newly constructed Washoe/Hafner 
Park, protect terrestrial resources and offer additional recreational opportunities. The project 
sponsor has partnered with the Montana Department of Transportation to construct the project. 
Project sponsor proposed $300,000 in matching funds. Total funding request $200,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding from the Restoration 
Plans, section 5.0 and the Advisory Council recommendation that projects with recreation 
components be associated with aquatic and terrestrial Priority 1 and 2 areas or in the aquatic and 
terrestrial injured resource areas for which the State made restoration claims, with a focus on 
restored or remediated areas. The railroad bed is a remediated site associated with the ARRWS 
OU and the proposed trail will connect to the Washoe/Hafner Park constructed with UCFRB 
Restoration Funds. To the extent possible the State proposes funding this project from re-
allocation of projects and the aquatic and terrestrial interest. 

FWP Milltown State Park Funding, Missoula County, Montana 

FWP Parks abstract proposes (#105) to develop three areas of the Milltown State Park. Develop 
the Milwaukee Tunnel 16 ½ as part of the parks greater trail network, provide for park amenities 
associated with the acquisition of the Bonner Learning Park, and the construction of a ranger 
station / maintenance shop and associated infrastructure. The 700-foot-long Milwaukee Tunnel 
16 ½ would provide for greater access to the south side of the Clark Fork River. FWP had 
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Montana Tech design safety improvements for the tunnel and estimate safety improvements to 
cost $80,000. FWP is proposing to use $50,000 from the 2012 Restoration Plans allocation and 
seeks an additional $30,000 with this proposal. FWP is acquiring the 36-acre Bonner Learning 
Park located within the State Park boundary. This addition will allow FWP Parks to ensure 
protection of the state’s restoration work; to ensure public access to Milltown State Park along 
the north bank of the Clark Fork River (park property upstream and down of the Bonner 
Learning Park; and to enhance recreational and educational opportunities at the park. FWP Parks 
is seeking $36,000 for amenities for this area. FWP Park is also proposing to construction a 
ranger station/maintenance shop and associated infrastructure at the Park within the Confluence 
area. The ranger station/maintenance shop would allow for a visitor contact area and office space 
for park staff that is currently not available. FWP would also like to develop water service at the 
site as part of the associated infrastructure. FWP is requesting $300,000 to develop this ranger 
station. Total requested funding $360,000. 

Response: This project meets the criteria to be considered for funding from the Restoration 
Plans, section 5.0 and the Advisory Council recommendation that projects with recreation 
components be associated with aquatic and terrestrial Priority 1 and 2 areas or in the aquatic and 
terrestrial injured resource areas for which the State made restoration claims, with a focus on 
restored or remediated areas. The development of the Milwaukee Tunnel 16 ½ and the amenities 
for the Bonner Learning Park will enhance public access to the restored Milltown area as well as 
help protect these areas. The construction of the ranger station would also provide the 
administrative support to operate the Park in a more effective manner by providing offices at the 
Park. To the extent possible the State proposes to fund the Milwaukee Tunnel 16 ½ and the 
Bonner Learning Park amenities from re-allocation of projects and the aquatic and terrestrial 
interest if funding is available. However; the construction of the ranger station augments normal 
government function more than the other recreational projects proposed since FWP has a 
regional office within 10 miles of the site, the cost benefit is less than the other projects. To the 
extent possible the State also proposes the development of water services at the Confluence area 
as this would provide services lost with the removal of the dam (NWE well went dry after dam 
removal) and directly support the recreational services in the Confluence area if funding is 
available. 

Dry Cottonwood Creek Ranch Education, Powell County, Montana 

The Clark Fork Coalition abstract (#101) proposes to conceptualize, design, and implement plans 
to convert the Clark Fork Coalition’s ranch house and five-acre property on Dry Cottonwood 
Creek near Galen into a community resource for research, education, and outreach about the 
recovery of the Upper Clark Fork River. Funds would support a community-driven process to 
explore and develop a facility and property for uses that could include, but are not limited to, a 
hands-on watershed learning classroom; a field station for research, monitoring, and 
interpretation of the recovery of the river; and a community resource and gathering place for the 
public to engage in the unique story, science, and processes of the historic cleanup and 
transformation of the Upper Clark Fork River. The proposal estimates $530,000 of the requested 
$570,000 is for infrastructure upgrades with the remaining $40,000 for education. 

Response: The educational aspect of the UCFRB restoration is funded through the Clark Fork 
Watershed Education program. Educating the public about the restoration activities within the 
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UCFRB is an essential process to support the restoration actions being implemented and is an 
eligible project. The State believes the educational components of this proposal can be integrated 
with the Clark Fork Watershed Education program and the out-reach NRDP and others conduct 
within the UCFRB. The State believes the development of an educational center is not a cost-
effective and project costs outweigh/exceed benefits to be gained from the project as the cost to 
develop an educational center are 92% if this request. The State proposes to assist the applicant 
with the educational out-reach aspects of their proposal, but does not recommend funding the 
development of an educational center at Dry Cottonwood Creek.  



10 
 

Section III. Comment Summary and Response by Category 

Trout Unlimited Comments: 1-5 

Comment 1: One comment indicated the desire to consider other flow restoration opportunities 
in Group 1 and 2 areas since the length of time and uncertainty associated with negotiating 
streamflow improvement projects warrants a more flexible approach. 

Response: During the 2016 Restoration Plans revision project the State did not recommend 
funding Group 2 or Group 3 projects but agreed to reconsider this recommendation during the 
next revision. The State agrees with this comment and proposes in section 3.2.1 to consider flow 
restoration projects in Groups 1, 2, and 3. In addition to the same reasons listed by the 
commenter, the State believes the Group 1 flow restoration projects have all been evaluated to 
some extent. Some of the Group 1 projects are still under consideration, and others have been 
vetted and at this time not being considered. 

Comment 2: Commenter supports funding for aquatic projects on tributaries to Priority 1 and 
Priority 2 streams that meet the goals for those priority waters. Commenter requests discretion 
for State to fund projects on these tributaries to priority streams that contribute to meeting the 
goals of those systems. 

Response: The State proposes in section 3.2.2.2 the ability to work on tributaries with 
connection to Priority 1 and 2 tributaries to improve connectivity and habitat if the resource 
managers agree these are priority actions. 

Comment 3: Commenter requests the State consider plan revisions to support projects that 
improve streamflow but may not require formal changes to a water right. Expanding the Plan's 
definition of "flow augmentation" to include other flow enhancement tools such as source 
changes and irrigation efficiency improvements equips partners with a needed diversity of ways 
to tailor projects to the opportunities on the ground, especially where a successful water right 
change may not be feasible.  

Response: The Restoration Plans does allow for the implementation of flow projects integrated 
with watershed restoration actions, however; the State proposes to also fund these types of 
projects with flow funds.  For example, a new diversion structure may be designed that will 
allow for year-round fish passage may also result in additional flow in the stream. A water right 
change may or may not be necessary with this type of project, but the result is water savings that 
are being left instream. As proposed these types of projects will be funded by the specific 
watershed or flow funds. However, the State believes these types of flow projects require a water 
right change to ensure the water savings left instream remain protected regardless of future land 
ownership or management.  

Comment 4: One comment request on priority headwaters tributaries such as Mill and Willow 
Creeks that have been considered flow-limited and ineligible for funding of non-flow aquatic 
projects prior to addressing flow impairments, consider concurrent non-flow and flow project 
development and implementation. Our project development experience with private landowners 
and irrigators suggests that the trust developed through successful habitat and infrastructure-
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related fish passage work is often necessary to develop and implement flow restoration projects. 
Integrating project development and implementation of habitat and flow projects is a cost-
effective strategy that could net the best outcomes for both the Clark Fork and these priority 
tributaries. 

Response: The State proposes in section 3.2.2.2 to schedule restoration action development and 
implementation on tributaries such as Mill and Willow Creeks where DEQ is currently 
implementing the Clark Fork River Operable Unit remedial actions. The State proposes to 
address the commenter’s recommendation on a case by case basis for the watersheds that are 
flow limited; Mill/Willow Creek and Racetrack Creek. 

Comment 5: One comment supports continued investment in targeted monitoring and research 
efforts that answer critical fisheries and aquatic habitat questions and guide the cost-effective 
implementation of on-the-ground projects. The recent otolith microchemistry and cutthroat 
telemetry projects funded by NRDP are good examples of applied science that guide improved 
restoration decision-making. 

Response: The State agrees the targeted monitoring and research efforts implemented by Fish 
Wildlife and Parks and others have provided important scientific data leading to the efficient 
implementation of restoration projects within the UCFRB.  

City of Deer Lodge Council Comment: 6 

Comment 6: One comment letter was submitted by the City of Deer Lodge Council in support 
of the Clark Fork Coalitions submission of a project proposal for Cottonwood Creek. 

Response: The State acknowledges the Council’s support for this project.
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Appendix 1: Conceptual Restoration Abstract Proposals 

List of Abstract Proposals 

Aquatic (Non-Flow Public Proposals): 
82 Cottonwood Creek (in town) – CFC 
83 CFR Mainstem Diversions CFC/TU 
84 Gold Creek Habitat- WRC 
85 Lower Flint Creek Habitat and fish passage – WRC 
86 O’Neil Creek Fish passage/Habitat- WRC 
87 Rock Creek Rip Habitat– TU 
88 Rock Creek fish passage – TU 
89 Harvey Creek Fish passage/Habitat – TU 
90 Flint Creek Habitat –TU 
91 Flint Creek Fish Passage- TU 
92 Little BFR Habitat- TU 
93 Little BFR fish passage- TU 
94 Little BFR Snowshoe Creek – TU 
95 Little BFR Spotted Dog – TU 
96 Trout Creek – TU 
97 Basin Creek – TU 

Aquatic (Flow Public Proposals): 
98 Little BFR Flow – TU 
99 Little BFR Water Quality – TU  
100 Silver Lake Flow –TU 

Recreation (Public Proposals): 
101 CFC DCCR Education – CFC 
102 FWP FAS – FWP 
103 Powell County Trail Master Plan for Basin 
104 Anaconda Trail 
105 FWP Milltown State Park- FWP 
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Appendix 2: Public Comment Letters 

List of Comments 

No. Individual/Association City/Area 
1 City of Deer Lodge – Zane Cozby, Mayor Deer Lodge, MT 
2 Trout Unlimited – Casey Hackathorn Missoula, MT 
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July 5, 2018 

Montana Natural Resource Damage Program 
Doug Martin, Restoration Program Chief 
P.O. Box 201425 
Helena, MT 59620 

RE: Trout Unlimited input for UCFRB Aquatic and Terrestrial Resources Restoration Plans, 2018 
Update, Solicitation of New Restoration Action Concepts and Potential Revisions 

Dear Mr. Martin, 

Thank you for the opportunity to revisit the Upper Clark Fork River Basin Aquatic and Terrestrial 
Resources Restoration Plans and share our suggestions for the 2018 update. With this letter, we 
include the attached 14 Abstract Forms your consideration. In addition, we offer the following 
comments and suggestions for plan revisions that could help NRDP and its restoration partners 
efficiently and cost-effectively meet the goals of the Restoration Plans. Specifically: 

1. Trout Unlimited (TU) supports plan revisions to provide funding flexibility for project
development and implementation of flow augmentation projects. Specifically, we support
changes to provide funding for both Group 1 and Group 2 flow restoration projects
identified in the original plan.  We understand the intent of the 2012 plan to fully vet Group
1 projects that that target flow restoration in the most dewatered reach of the mainstem
Clark Fork before consideration of other project opportunities but the length of time and
uncertainty associated with negotiating streamflow improvement projects warrants a more
flexible approach to be most effective with the funding set aside for flow restoration.

2. TU supports plan revisions to provide potential funding support for aquatic projects on
tributaries to Priority 1 and Priority 2 streams that meet the goals for those priority
waters. In recognition of the biological and physical influence of tributaries to priority
waters we suggest plan revisions that provide NRDP staff the discretion to fund project
work on tributaries to priority streams that contribute to meeting the goals of those
systems.

3. Consider plan revisions to support projects that improve streamflow, but may not require
formal changes to a water right. Expanding the Plan's definition of "flow augmentation" to
include other flow enhancement tools—such as source changes and irrigation efficiency
improvements—equips partners with a needed diversity of ways to tailor projects to the
opportunities on the ground, especially where a successful water right change may not be
feasible.

312 N. Higgins Ave • Suite 200 • Missoula, MT 59802  www.tu.org  
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4. On priority headwaters tributaries such as Mill and Willow Creeks that have been
considered flow-limited and ineligible for funding of non-flow aquatic projects prior to
addressing flow impairments, consider concurrent non-flow and flow project development
and implementation. Our project development experience with private landowners and
irrigators suggests that the trust developed through successful habitat and infrastructure-
related fish passage work is often necessary to develop and implement flow restoration
projects. Integrating project development and implementation of habitat and flow projects
is a cost-effective strategy that could net the best outcomes for both the Clark Fork and
these priority tributaries.

5. TU supports continued investment in targeted monitoring and research efforts that

answer critical fisheries and aquatic habitat questions and guide the cost-effective

implementation of on-the-ground projects. The recent otolith microchemistry and

cutthroat telemetry projects funded by NRDP are good examples of applied science that

guide improved restoration decision-making.

Thank you for soliciting public input in revision of the Restoration Plans. We look forward to 
continuing to partner with NRDP to restore the Upper Clark Fork. 

Sincerely, 

Casey Hackathorn 
Upper Clark Fork Program Manager 
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