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STATE OF MONTANA’S RESPONSE TO PUBLIC COMMENTS ON 
THE DRAFT 2010 UPPER CLARK FORK RIVER BASIN RESTORATION WORK PLAN 

June 2011 Final 
 

Introduction 
 
On October 28, 2010, the State of Montana released the Draft 2010 Upper Clark Fork River 
Basin Restoration Work Plan (Draft Work Plan) for public comment.  The State advertised the 
release of this plan for public comment in three newspapers in the Upper Clark Fork River Basin 
(UCFRB) and posted it on the Montana Natural Resource Damage Program’s (NRDP) website.  
In addition, the State sent either copies of the plan or notices that it was available to individuals 
or entities that, in the past, have demonstrated a special interest in this matter.  Those individuals 
included grant applicants, members of the UCFRB Remediation and Restoration Advisory 
Council (Advisory Council), environmental groups, members of the public, and local 
governmental entities in the Basin. 
 
A total of two entities submitted formal comments during the public comment period.  The 
NRDP received an additional 53 comment letters from two entities and 51 individuals after the 
public comment period ended.  Appendix 1 provides summary tables of all the comments 
received on the 2010 Draft Work Plan and 2010 grant projects, including support letters received 
with the application.  Appendix 2 contains the two comment letters and supplemental 
information provided with them that were received during the public comment period.  Appendix 
3 contains the 53 comment letters received after the public comment period. 
 
This document provides the State’s final responses to these comments.  The NRDP prepared 
draft responses for consideration by the Advisory Council at its December 15, 2010 meeting and 
the Trustee Restoration Council at its December 21, 2010 meeting.  The NRDP prepared this 
final version based on the Governor’s final funding decisions, which were completed in June 
2011. 
 



 

Category 1:  Funding of the Big Hole Pump Station Replacement Project 
 
Comment:  Butte-Silver Bow (B-SB) requests that the Trustee Restoration Council (TRC) 
reconsider funding of the Big Hole Pump Station Replacement Project for the requested $3.5 
million in grant funds, offering a comment letter and supplemental information in support of this 
reconsideration and funding from this grant cycle, so that B-SB can begin design and 
construction in 2011 (see letter 1).  B-SB notes that, based on information exchanges between 
the NRDP and B-SB and their respective consulting engineers during the public comment period 
on the TRC’s draft recommendations for 2010 grant projects, all parties agree that construction 
of the new pump station is required.  B-SB’s comment letter summarizes the importance of the 
Big Hole water supply system and time-critical nature for replacement of the pump station, as 
well as providing additional justification for the funding request and the sequence of events 
leading to the need for pump station replacement. 
 
Staff Response:  As decided by the TRC at its October 26, 2010 meeting, the Big Hole Pump 
Station Replacement Project was not recommended for funding in the Draft 2010 UCFRB 
Restoration Work Plan.  As reflected in the TRC’s meeting record, the TRC left open the 
possibility that funding of the project could be reconsidered after the public comment period, 
particularly if there should be consensus between the NRDP, B-SB, and their respective 
consulting engineers on the need for replacing the pump station. 

In Appendix A to its comment letter, B-SB provided the“2008 Water Master Plan Butte-Silver 
Bow – Water Utilities Division Amendment No. One Dated November 2010” (2008 Water 
Master Plan).  This document outlines the alternative development1 and evaluation during the 
environmental assessment process for the new Big Hole Diversion Dam and intake structure, 
which took place from July 2009 to July 2010.  B-SB amended its 2008 Water Master Plan 
because of the new information learned during the Big Hole Diversion Dam permit process.2 
This amendment document also explains why the replacement of the pump station is necessary at 
this time, even though the need for upgrading the pump station was not identified in the 2008 
Water Master Plan.  B-SB also provided new information to the NRDP and its consultant 
concerning the intake piping modifications for the existing new dam and pump station that are 
included in Appendix A.  In particular, one document prepared on November 18, 2010, entitled 
Addendum No. 1 to the March 2010 Engineer’s Report for Intake Piping Modification,3 outlines 
new information obtained since the Big Hole Dam replacement project was completed in early 
November 2010.  This November 2010 report addresses some of the issues that were discussed at 
two November 2010 meetings with NRDP and B-SB personnel, which are summarized below. 

                                                 
1 The five alternatives developed in this report are: 1) take no action; 2) reconstruct a portion of the existing pump 
station to host a new pump station; 3) rebuild existing pumps, replace existing header piping and suction line; 4) 
rebuild existing pumps and replace existing suction line; or 5) construct a new pump station.  The introduction of 
this report is one of the attachments given to the AC and TRC.  The attachments to this report are a series of 
engineering drawings and cost sheets for each of the alternatives.  If requested these attachments will be available 
for review. 
2 Rick Larson of B-SB indicated this amendment did not require public comment or approval of the B-SB Council of 
Commissioners, since the amendment did not involve a change in funding requests. 
3 This report was not listed as a supporting technical document in the 2010 grant application, nor was NRDP or 
Dr. Gerbrandt aware of the document during the initial review process of the application.  The 2008 version of the 
Water Master Plan was listed as a supporting technical document in the application. 



 

 
Based on new information that was not contained in the March 2010 pump station replacement 
grant application, the NRDP agrees with the conclusion that construction of a new pump station 
is necessary to secure adequate quantities of water to Butte throughout the year.  Below is a 
review of the circumstances that lead the NRDP to this conclusion. 
 

1) In early August 2010, the NRDP hired an engineer, Dr. Butch Gerbrandt, who is a 
professor at Montana Tech, to review B-SB’s Big Hole Pump Station grant.  In 
September 2010, Dr. Gerbrandt prepared a report entitled “Review of the Big Hole Pump 
Station Restoration Grant Application.”  In this report, Dr Gerbrandt gave an evaluation 
of B-SB’s pump station application that recommended an addition of a second intake 
pipe around the east side of the pumping station rather than abandoning the existing 
pumping station and constructing an entirely new pump station, as requested in B-SB’s 
March 2010 grant application.  This alternative was estimated to be of considerable lower 
cost than the $4 million4 estimated cost for the construction of a new pump station.  Dr. 
Gerbrandt’s report was provided in NRDP’s October 2010 Pre-Draft UCFRB Restoration 
Work Plan. 

 
2) On November 3, 2010, representatives of the NRDP and B-SB met to discuss certain 

engineering issues presented in NRDP’s engineering consultant’s report.  The following 
pertinent topics were discussed at this meeting. 

 
 Available net positive suction head 
 Addition of a sedimentation basin to the alternate pipe route 
 Cost analysis for the alternate pipe route presented in Dr. Gerbrandt’s report 
 Appropriateness of a new pump station 

 
Discussion of these topics led to new facts and analysis presented to the NRDP by B-SB 
concerning the existing pump station in relationship to the new Big Hole River intake 
dam.  Construction of this new dam was initiated on July 5, 2010 and was not completed 
until early November, 2010. 

 
3) After consideration of this new information, a second meeting between NRDP and B-SB 

was held on November 16, 2010 to discuss the relationships between the new dam and 
existing pump station.  At this meeting, Dr. Gerbrandt agreed that a second intake pipe 
alternative was not an appropriate alternative in light of the elevation of the existing 
pumps in the historic pump station in relationship to the available head with the newly 
completed Big Hole Dam. 

 
4) Dr. Gerbrandt’s submitted the attached final pump station review report to the NRDP on 

December 2, 2010.5  In this report, he concludes “that the opportunity to continue using 

                                                 
4 The total cost estimated in the 2010 B-SB grant application for a new pump station is $4 million with $3.5 million 
requested from the UCFRB Restoration Fund.  The November 2010 Water Master Plan estimates the total pump 
station cost at $4.5 million.  B-SB requests the $3.5 million estimated in the 2010 application. 
5 The title of Dr. Gerbrandt’s December 2, 2010 report is Further Review of the Big Hole Pump Station Restoration 
Grant Application (copy attached). 



 

the existing pumping station was designed out of the picture when the new diversion dam 
was designed without a sediment removal feature.  Since the new dam is in the ground, 
the only feasible option left is to continue with the proposed new pump station, which 
contains a wet well that removes sediment and provides adequate suction head and 
submergence of the impellers.”  He also concludes that “a more in-depth analysis shows 
that the pressure head upstream of the pumps provides no safety factor for minimum 
submergence of the pump impellers when the alternated intake piping route is followed.” 

 
Due to the new information presented to the NRDP during October and November 2010, the 
NRDP agrees a new pump station is necessary.  At their December 2010 meetings, both the 
UCFRB Remediation and Restoration Advisory Council and the Trustee Restoration Council 
voted unanimously to recommend this project for funding based on information received during 
the public comment period and reevaluation of that project in light of that information.  In May 
2011, the Governor approved the Big Hole Pump Station Replacement project for the requested 
$3.5 million. 
 
Category 2:  Protection of Tribal Cultural Resources/Tribal Religious Sites 
 
Comment:  The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes (Tribes) request that steps be taken to 
conclude the joint review initiated in 2009 of the NRDP’s procedures for project implementation 
and meeting the provisions of the MOA concerning protection of Tribal Cultural Resources and 
Tribal religious sites and protection of undiscovered/undocumented cultural resources prior to 
the NRDP awarding grants for the 2010 Work Plan (see letter 2). 
 
Response:  The Tribes requested this joint review as part of their comments to the NRDP on the 
Draft 2009 UCFRB Restoration Work Plan.  In response to that request, the NRDP modified 
Section 15 of its model grant agreement that addresses compliance with applicable laws to: 1) 
reference the National Historic Preservation Act and the Native American Graves Protection Act 
under this section of the agreement; and 2) include a requirement that the work to be performed 
under the grant agreement is subject to paragraph 7 of a 1998 Memorandum of Agreement with 
respect to undiscovered, undocumented Tribal Cultural Resources encountered during 
construction work.6  These changes were incorporated into the grant agreement for the 2009 
grant projects and will be included in future grant agreements until such time that an agreement 
is reached to further modify that language.  It is our understanding that the Tribes are satisfied 
with this change in the model grant agreement.7  The NRDP will continue to consult with the 
Tribes on any other requested changes relating to this subject matter.  No changes are required to 
the Draft 2010 Work Plan as a result of this comment. 
 

                                                 
6 Memorandum of Agreement among the State of Montana, Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes and United 
States Department of Interior Regarding Restoration, Replacement, or Acquisition of Natural Resources in the Clark 
Fork River Basin, dated November 1998.  This agreement is available from the NRDP website at 
http://doj.mt.gov/lands/naturalresource/grantapplications.asp#guidance. 
7 Stu Levit, attorney for the Tribes, indicated the Tribes are satisfied with the model grant agreement in a 
December 2, 2010 phone conversation with Carol Fox of NRDP. 



 

Category 3:  Funding of Anaconda Water System Improvement Projects 
 
Comment:  Two entities and 51 area citizens from the Anaconda Community comment in 
support of funding for the Anaconda Deer Lodge County’s two 2010 grant proposals for Phase II 
water main replacements and for system-wide metering. 
 
Response:  This support is acknowledged in the 2010 Final UCFRB Restoration Work Plan.8  
Both the UCFRB Remediation and Restoration Advisory Council and the Trustee Restoration 
Council recommended these projects for funding.  In June 2011, the Governor approved the 
Anaconda Waterline project for funding but did not approve funding for the Anaconda metering 
project. 
 

                                                 
8 This final work plan is available from the NRDP website at http://doj.mt.gov/lands/nrdp.asp or from the NRDP 
upon request (406-444-0205; nrdp@mt.gov). 
 



 

APPENDIX 1 
Guide to Public Comments Received on 
2010 Draft UCFRB Restoration Work 

Plan and 2010 Grant Projects 

 



 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS RECEIVED ON 2010 GRANTS 
 

Project 
Support Comments Received 

Before, During, and After 
Public Comment Period 

 Before  During  After  Total 
Racetrack Creek Flow 
Restoration 

0   0 

Maud S Canyon Trails and 
Open Space 

13   13 

Children’s Fishing Pond 11   11 
Big Hole Transmission Line 
Year 4 

1   1 

2010 Cottonwood Creek 0   0 
2010 Native Plant Materials 5   5 
Anaconda System Wide 
Metering 

2  53 55 

Butte Waterline – Year 10 1   1 
Anaconda Waterline – Year 9 9  53 62 
Big Hole Pump Station 1 1  2 
Restoration, Nutrients and 
Green River Bottoms 

2   2 

Knowledge Resource Mining 2   2 
 
 

ATTACHMENT A 
LIST OF COMMENTORS DURING PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD 

 
List of Letters 

 
Letter Number Author Date Received 

1 Butte Silver Bow Public Works Department November 30, 2010
2 Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes November 30, 2010

 



Comment No. Name Organization City

3 Susan Mavrinac Anaconda
4 Paula Arnisen Anaconda
5 Connie Daniels Anaconda
6 Jan Stergar Anaconda
7 L.F. Thomas Anaconda
8 Alan Badar Anaconda
9 Teresa Rustad Anaconda
10 Wayne Smith Anaconda
11 Jessica Collinsworth Anaconda
12 Robin Smith Anaconda
13 Geri Wyant AWARE, Inc. Anaconda
14 Eric Hoiland Anaconda
15 illegible
16 Cecilia Lemm Anaconda
17 Christine Lemm Anaconda
18 Tammy Spalder Anaconda
19 Eileen Sletten Anaconda
20 Jack Sletter Anaconda
21 William McNamara Anaconda
22 Virginia Loran Anaconda
23 Sharon Scognamiglio Deer Lodge County Weed Anaconda
24 Robert Pierce Anaconda
25 Dixie Mehrens Anaconda
26 Joan Borneman Anaconda
27 Martin Heaney Anaconda
28 illegible Anaconda
29 illegible Anaconda
30 John Sullivan Anaconda
31 Linda Bubash Anaconda
32 Lynette Williams Anaconda
33 Steve Barclay Anaconda
34 Mark Durkin Anaconda
35 Ryan Peterson Anaconda
36 Lawrence Huber Anaconda
37 Thomas Williams Anaconda
38 Tim Barkell Anaconda
39 Bill Sather Anaconda
40 Joanne Heaney Anaconda
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Comment No. Name Organization City

41 William Converse Anaconda
42 Susie Kruegar Anaconda
43 Gene Vuckovich Anaconda
44 Heather Edwards Anaconda
45 Tina McKenney Anaconda
46 Terrance Galle Anaconda
47 Shawn Smith Missoula
48 illegible Anaconda
49 illegible Belgrade
50 Amanda Wilson Anaconda
51 Angela Galle Anaconda
52 illegible Anaconda
53 illegible Anaconda
54 illegible Anaconda
55 David Galle Anaconda



 

Project Public Comment 
Racetrack Creek Flow Restoration No Support Comments 
Maud S Canyon Trails and Open Space 13 Support Letters:  from the Rotary Club of Butte; Butte Restoration Alliance; USFS; 

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks; Mile High Back Country Horsemen; P & M Runners; 
Project Green of Montana; All About Dawgs;  Butte Silver Bow Weed District; Thread 
Writers; Two Wheelz; Robert Lienemann; and Kelly Hemmert. 

Children’s Fishing Pond 11 Support Letters:  from Butte Silver Bow Planning Board, Wally and Darlene Frasz, 
Montana Gliding Association, Susanne Clague, Butte Public Schools, Trout Unlimited, 
Lewis and Terra Pesanti, the Butte Restoration Alliance, Two Wheelz, Thread Writers, and 
the B-SB Chief Executive/Council of Commissioners.  Several public meetings were also 
held in conjunction with the documents discussed under criterion # 17, as well as the 
design process conducted as part of the PDG project. 

Big Hole Transmission Line Year 4 One Support Letter:  from the B-SB Chief Executive/B-SB Council of Commissioners. 

2010 Cottonwood Creek No Support Comment:  Though there may be public support for this project, no public 
comments have been received. 

2010 Native Plant Materials 5 support letters:  from Montana Association of Conservation Districts, Powell County 
Weed District, Powell County Commissioners, Department of Natural Resources and 
Conservation Seedling Nursery, and Westscape Native Nursery. 

Anaconda System Wide Metering 55 Support Comments:  from Headwaters Resource, Conservation & Development, Inc., 
Aware, Inc., Anaconda Deer Lodge County Weed Control and 52 Anaconda area citizens. 

Butte Waterline – Year 10 One Support Letter: from B-SB Chief Executive/Chairman of the B-SB Council of 
Commissioners. 

Anaconda Waterline – Year 9 62 Support Comments:  from Headwaters Resource, Conservation & Development, Inc., 
Anaconda Local Development Corporation, AWARE, Inc., ADLC Weed Control, and 58 
Anaconda area citizens 

Big Hole Pump Station 2 Support Comments:  The B-SB Chief Executive and Chairman and the Council of 
Commissioners submitted a support letter with the application.  The B-SB Public Works 
Departmental submitted a support letter and additional information justifying the project 
need and urgency during the public comment period. 

Restoration, Nutrients and Green River 
Bottoms 

2 Support Comments:  from the Clark Fork Watershed Education Program and the USGS 
Northern Rocky Mountain Science Center. 

Knowledge Resource Mining 2 letters of support: from the Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology and the Butte Silver 
Bow Community Development Department. 

ATTACHMENT C  Summary Table of All Public Comments Received



 

APPENDIX 2 
 

Comment Letters Received During the 
Public Comment Period 



OFFICE: (406) 497-6515126 W. GRANITE 
FAX: (406) 497-6524BUTTE, MT 59701 

November 19th
, 2010 

Vivian Hammill, Chairman 
Trustee Restoration Council 
c/o Natural Resource Damage Program 
P.O. Box 201425 
Helena, MT 59620-1425 

Re: 	 City and County of Butte Silver Bow - Grant Application for FY 2011 
Big Hole River Pump Station Replacement Project NRD Grant Request 

Dear Members of the Trustee Council; 

The nature of this correspondence is to respond to the request by the Natural Resource Damage (NRD) 
Trustee Restoration Council for additional information regarding the subject grant request at its meeting held on 
October 26th

, 2010. The Council requested that representatives from both sides revisit the grant application and 
address the concerns that the Trustee Council had. Since the October 26th meeting representatives of Butte-Silver 
Bow, DOWL HKM, NRDP staff and NRDPs consultant Mr. Butch Gerbrandt have had two technical meetings 
and have reviewed all of the technical data necessary to make a recommendation. 

After much study and consideration all parties agree that construction ofa new pump house is required. 

It is noted that in 2007-2008, BSB contracted with an independent engineering firm, Robert Peccia and 
Associates to complete an evaluation and develop a long range Master Plan for the community's drinking water 
system. This Master Plan was funded in part by a grant from the NRD. Moreover, it is noted that the NRD has 
questioned the appropriateness of BSB's request for funding to replace the pump station two years after the 
Master Plan given that the Master Plan does not recommend such action. 

It is extremely critical to understand that this planning document, as with all planning documents, must be 
flexible as the landscape of any public infrastructure is constantly changing. With regards to this specific Master 
Plan, several significant developments have occurred in the past two years that have led to the need for this 
Master Plan to be updated. Most notably, surface water quality of all three of Butte's water supplies has seriously 
degraded due to the infestation of the pine beetle and subsequent die off of lodge pole pines in the respective 
watersheds. The result has been violations of the proposed drinking water standards with respect to the 
concentration of haleoacetic acids as noted by quarterly monitoring conducted by BSB and has led Montana 
Department of Environmental Quality to revoke the filtration waiver that exists with the Basin Creek water 
supply; in essence this has jeopardized the future availability of nearly 30% of BSB' s drinking water supply. The 
pending resolutions to this surface water quality has necessitated that BSB re-examine the 2008 Master Plan and 
make appropriate amendments to address this critical problem. 

In addition, BSB is nearing completion of the replacement of the Big Hole River Diversion Dam and Intake 
Structure, also funded by the NRD. As a result of completing an Environmental Assessment (EA) and 
determination of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FoNSI) for the new dam, intake and pump station and 
acquiring over two dozen permits and authorizations from various local, state and federal agencies, the final 
Preferred Alternative was Alternative 3: New Rock Weir Dam and Intake with New Pump House. The EA 
process occurred over a one-year period from July of 2009 to July of 2010 and involved lengthy and detailed 
analysis of all of the impacts including the natural and physical environments, human environments, and 
cumulative effects. As a result, the Preferred Alternative was selected through the EA process and has 

1 




subsequently been approved by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, the Montana Department of Environmental Quality, the Montana Department 
of Natural Resources, and the Montana Department ofFish, Wildlife and Parks, and all of the above endorsed the 
EA and supported the FoNSI for the replacement of the dam with both a new dam and a new pump station 
through the NEPAIMEPA process. 

The importance of the Big Hole River surface water source cannot be overstated. Given that it provides 
nearly 65% ofBSB's water supply is not the whole story. This water source is also the only water source with 
adequate treatment capacity to provide the residents of BSB with drinking water supplies at a sufficient elevation 
to be able to service the majority of the service area. Basin Creek is untreated and cannot service the Colorado 
Hill Storage Reservoir and Moulton Reservoir and its treatment plant can provide less than 1 million gallons per 
day of treated water. Therefore, the importance of the reliability and capacity of the Big Hole River source is 
critical to BSE. This has been evidenced by the long term planning and efforts to replace the dam, to replace the 
transmission line from the river to both the Big Hole Water Treatment Plant as well as to the Colorado Hill 
Storage Reservoir and now to replace the Big Hole Pumping Station. This pumping station is the heart of the Big 
Hole system and without a reliable means to pump water up 400 feet and nearly eleven miles to the Big Hole 
Treatment Plant; the residents are at great risk of being without a reliable supply of drinking water 

As noted, the 2008 Master Plan is now outdated and needs to be amended to reflect the evolution of the most 
critical component of Butte's water supply, the Big Hole River Diversion and Pumping Station. BSB has taken 
steps to amend the 2008 Master Plan and a copy of this amendment is hereto attached as Appendix A to this 
correspondence. As the future unfolds there will other notable corrections that need to be made to the 2008 
Master Plan. It is suggested that the NRD Council consider the 2008 Master Plan to be an evergreen document 
and that amendments are and will continue to be needed as improvements are made and regulations change. 

As a condition of the US Army Corp of Engineer 404 permit, mitigation for the proposed pump station 
required that a Memorandum of Understanding be executed between the USACE, Montana State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO) and BSB. This MOU required, among other things, Historic American Engineering 
Record (I-IAER) Level 2 recordation of the Big Hole River Dam and Pumping Station complex and for BSB to 
prepare a maintenance plan for the historic Big Hole pumping station. See Appendix B for a summary letter 
from Historical Research Associates regarding this matter. As can be seen, considerable attention has been 
provided to preserving the integrity and unique historical value of the existing pump station and BSB, SHPO and 
USACOE have all entered into a binding agreement to ensure that the future of this historical structure is 
preserved. Further mitigation for a new pump station or concerns about the structure falling into disrepair by 
neglect or abandonment cannot happen as required by this MOU and BSB's long term intentions. 

In summary, we believe we have addressed the questions posed by the NRD regarding the proposed Big 
Hole River Pump Station Grant Application and are submitting our recommendation during the public comment 
period to the Trustee Restoration Council and urge them to fe-consider the proposed grant request. It is the 
opinion of BSB and its consultant that the project as described in the original grant application should be funded 
in full in this grant application cycle. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

4fl~ 
Rick Larson Dick Talley, P.E. 
Operations Manager Utilities Division Project Manager 
City and County of Butte-Silver Bow DOWLHKM 
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