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November 1, 2019

Water Protection Bureau

Mark Ockey

Department of Environmental Quality
P.0. Box 200901 Helena, MT 59620-0901

RE: Trout Unlimited 319 Funding Request for Flint Creek Riparian Restoration
Dear Mr Ockey,

Attached is a copy of our 2020 project funding request for Flint Creek Riparian Restoration
including:

e Signed Application Form

e Project Map

s |etters of Support

e Flint Creek Assessment Reports

e Conceptual Design Reports

e Grazing Management Recommendations
e TU Dark Money Disclosure Form

If you have any questions or need any additional information, please contact me at 406-546-
5680 or at casey.hackathorn@tu.org.

Sincerely,

\ /
i
NS o~

Casey Hackathorn

To conserve, protect, and restore North America’s coldwater fisheries and their watersheds.

312 N. Higgins Ave, Suite 200, Missoula, MT 59802
406-546-5680 - casey.hackathorﬂ@tu.otg - www.luorg



DEQ 2020 319 Application Form

Department
mental Qu: H

PART A—GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Name Flint Creek Riparian Restoration

Sponsor Name  Upper Clark Fork Program - Trout Unlimited, Inc.

Registered with the Secretary of State? |Y Registered with SAM? |Y
Duns# 051698132 Does your organization have liability insurance? |Y
Primary Contact Casey Hackathorn Signatory Warren Colyer
Title Upper Clark Fork Program Manager Title Western Water and Habitat Program Director
Address 312 N. Higgins Ave, Suite 200 Address 312 N. Higgins Ave
City Missoula State [MT Zip Code 59802 City Missoula State [MT | Zip Code 59802
Phone Number 406-546-5680 Phone Number 406-546-5680
Email Address casey.hackathorn@tu.org Email Address warren.colyer@tu.org
Digitally signed by Casey Hackathorn

Signature Casey EEIQEEES{j:k::t:izat:j:ius Signature Warren COIyer;‘:{%@*ZT:W*5'“5‘; N‘

4H—a€kiil I lel l l Date: 2019.11.01 14:13:18-06'00"

Technical and Administrative Qualifications

Casey Hackathorn will manage partner coordination and implementation of the Flint Creek Project. Casey has manged TU's Upper
Clark Fork Program for over eight years including developing partner relationships, coordinating restoration strategies, and
implementing projects to reconnect and restore priority watersheds and their fisheries. Casey holds a B.S. in Civil Engineering and
has over 15 years of project management experience. In addition, Rob Roberts, with over 15 years of stream restoration experience
and Catherine Redfern, with over 12 years of grant management experience, will support the project for TU. Matt Daniels and Ryan
Richardson with River Design Group will provide design and construction oversight support in implementing the project. RDG's staff
has over 200 years of combined restoration experience with more than 400 restoration design projects completed.

Past and Current Projects
Grant or Contract Funding Entity (entity name/program, contact person,

Project Name Amount phone, email) Completion Date
Harvey Creek Integrated [|$ 560,000.00 Montana Natural Resource Damage Program, Beau 2019

Restoration Project Downing, 406-444-0291, beaudowning@mt.gov

Warm Springs Creek Fish [|$ 301,895.00 US Fish and Wildlife Service, George Jordan, 2017

Passage Project 406-247-7365, george_jordan@fws.gov

Lily Orphan Boy Mine $ 500,000.00 Montana DEQ and DNRC, Autumn Coleman, 2016
Reclamation and Stream 406-444-6555, acoleman@mt.gov

Restoration
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FUNDING REQUEST

319 Funds Requested (including administrative fee) 5 136,344.00 Administrative Fee (not $13,634.00
$ 65,765.00 to exceed 10% of total
State Cash Match 165, e dinenos]

Local Cash Match $13,727.00

In-Kind Match $12,000.00 Total Non-Federal Match $91,492.00
Federal Funds $ 5,500.00
Other Funds {not 319, not match, not federal) $38,000.00
$271,336.00

Total Project Cost

PART B—PROJECT INFORMATION

Part B must be filled out separately {including providing separate aTTachments) for each project included in your application.
Use the following examples to help determine when to lump and when to split projects. If additional clarification is needed,
contact Mark Ockey, at 406-444-5351 or mockey@mt.gov.

Splitting Examples {fill out multiple Part B’s)

¢  Stream restoration work occurring on two separate streams, on parcels owned by two separate individuals
¢  Two projects with significantly different sets of project partners

¢ Two projects that address substantially different pollution sources (e.g., one project that moves a corral off of a stream, and
another to remove mine tailings, with both projects being on the same 800-acre recreational property)

Lumping Examples

e  Contiguous stream restoration work spanning multiple land parcels

e 3 projects that address similar sources of pollution on a single land parcel {e.g., moving a coral off a stream, implementing a

grazing management plan, and relocating a manure storage facility out of the floodplain, all on the same ranch)

¢ A mini-grant program designed to address numerous failing septic systems scattered throughout a watershed
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Project {sub-project) Name Flint Creek Riparian Restoration

Total Project Cost Include costs already incurred, as well as anticipated

271,336.00
costs, from all sources, for alf aspects of the project. >
Latitude 46.58243 Longitude -113.18688
Map |Y
Latitude Longitude
Latitude Longitude

12 Digit HUC #(s) 17010202 - Lower Flint Creek

Waterbody Name from 2018 List of Impaired Waters Lower Flint Creek

Probable Causes of Impairment to be Addressed Streambank erosion, alteration of riparian vegetation

Waterbody Name from 2018 List of Impaired Waters

Prohable Causes of Impairment to be Addressed

Project Summary - Briefly describe the nature and extent of the problem, the root causes of the problem, and your proposed
solution.

Flint Creek is a tributary of the Clark Fork River originating at Georgetown Lake and draining the Philipsburg and Drummond Valleys.
DEQ listed Flint Creek in 2012 for impairments including metals and sediments that impact aquatic life, drinking water and
recreation uses. Sediment impairments to Flint Creek are a result of streambank erosion, roads and culverts, and upland condition.
The focus of this project is to protect, restore and enhance the riparian corridor on approximately one mile of Flint Creek on private
land near Hall, MT to reduce sediment loading to Flint Creek and improve riparian habitat. The Flint Creek Riparian Restoration
Project is part of a larger Trout Unlimited effort in the Flint Creek watershed with multiple partners including the Montana Natural
Resource Damage Program {NRDP) and Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) to restore fish populations in Flint Creek and the
Upper Clark Fork River by engaging private landowners in projects that improve and reconnect habitat, restore streamflow, and
improve water quality.

Multiple riparian habitat assessments have been completed on Flint Creek including a Riparian Habitat Assessment for Flint Creek
and Boulder Creek by Great West Engineering (GWE) for NRDP in 2015 and a reach-focused Flint Creek Assessment and Conceptual
Design Report completed by River Design Group for NRDP in 2017. The 2015 GWE report identified the reach targeted by this
project as a high priority for riparian restoration and the 2017 RDG report detailed the both the vegetative and geomorphic
impairments causing sedimentation in the reach as well as quantifying bank erosion rates.

The Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project includes three approaches targeted to restore natural processes to reduce
sedimentation and improve habitat:

1. Grazing Management- the project will implement grazing management recommendations prepared in partnership with the
Blackfoot Challenge, NRDP and the landowners in 2017. The existing interior fencing system will be replaced to support a rotational
grazing and stockwatering system designed to protect and improve riparian and floodplain vegetation and wildlife habitat.

2. Active Revegetation- the project will implement a revegetation plan prepared by River Design Group that includes containerized
planting of native woody plants, exclusion fencing and seeding.

3. Streambank Restoration- the project will implement a restoration design prepared by RDG to restore erroding streambanks,
improve riparian vegetation, improve fisheries habitat, and reduce bank erosion.
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Continuation of previous or ongoing activity? If “Yes”, please explain the relationship.

No.

Watershed Restoration Plan (WRP) and authoring entity

Flint Creek - Flint Creek Watershed Group

Letter of support from WRP authoring entity? If “No”, please explain.

Y

How will this project implement recommendations in the WRP?

The Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project partially implements Section 3: Project Plan to Restore the Flint Creek Watershed of the
2014 Flint Creek Watershed Restoration Plan developed by the Granite Headwaters Watershed Group. The Project will implement
the first goal of the Project Plan to maintain or improve water quality of the streams and lakes located in Granite Headwaters and
reduce sediment/metals/nutrient load from streambank erosion and enhance riparian condition. The project seeks to protect
approximately one mile of Flint Creek riparian corridor, improve riparian vegetation through the reach, and actively restore
approximatly 1,200' of highly eroding streambank at seven sites.

Nonpoint Source Goals

The goals of the Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project are to reduce sediment contributions from streambank erosion, improve
riparian vegetation and habitat, engage Flint Creek landowners and other community members in water quality and stream
restoration efforts, and provide a demonstration project on Flint Creek to expand these efforts in the watershed. BEHI results from
RDG's 2017 assessment indicate a sediment yield of 2,680 tons/yr from the eroding banks rated high to extreme in the project area
or 1,187 tons/yr/1,000'. RDG found geomorphic conditions indicative of degradation from a number of sources with high width to
depth ratios, shallow pools and fine sediment accumulation in the pools. Similarly, the TMDL describes sampled reach FLIN 19-1
downstream of the project site and representative of the reach as lacking in riparian vegetation to stabilize banks with long actively
eroding banks and meander bends, high width to depth ratios, low pool frequency, low shrub cover and low woody debris. The
TMDL seeks a 73% sediment load reduction in Lower Flint Creek from streambank erosion.
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Partners and Roles

Landowner(s)

Name

Tom Corbett and Barrett Downs (co-owners)

Other Partners

Name

Role

Montana Natural Resource
Damage Program

Funding Partner, Aquatic and Terrestrial Habitat Restoration Lead in the
Upper Clark Fork

Montana Fish, Wildlife and
Parks

Fisheries Monitoring, Permitting Review, Potential Funding Partner

US Fish and Wildlife Service

Funding Partner, Bull Trout Recovery Lead

Granite Headwaters
Watershed Group

Landowner Qutreach, Watershed Restoration Planning

Westslope Chapter Trout
Unlimited

Hellgate Hunters and Anglers

Recreation Community Outreach, Volunteer Labor Coordination

Recreation Community QOutreach, Volunteer Labor Coordination
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Planning and Coordination

Planning and coordination includes permitting, design development, landowner agreements, volunteer labor recruitment, partner-

ing and collaboration, alignment with watershed planning efforts, procurement and oversight

of contractors, etc.

Documentation

Planning Activities Already Completed Attached?
Riparian Habitat Assessment for Flint Creek and Boulder Creek, Great West Engineering, 2015 N
Flint Creek Assessment and Conceptual Design Report and LiIDAR Survey, River Design Group, 2017 ¥
Corbett-Downs Property Grazing Management Recommendations, Blackfoot Challenge, 2017 ¥
Flint Creek Conceptual Design Summary Lower Flint Creek, River Design Group, 2018 ¥
Coordination with landowners, agencies and project partners y
Volunteer recruitment with WSCTU and HHA Y

Task Description

ensure the landowner agreement addresses operations and maintenance, grazing manageme

nt, and site access.

Trout Unlimited will contract with River Design Group to complete design plans for the selected conceptual alternatives for project
implementation. Trout Unlimited will coordinate the designs with the contractor, DEQ, landowners and other partners. Trout
Unlimited will coordinate project permitting and a landowner agreement to ensure maintenance and monitoring of the Project.
Trout Unlimited will submit a copy of the landowner agreement to DEQ for review and comment prior to signature. After
addressing DEQ's comments, Trout Unlimited will submit a copy of the signed landowner agreement to DEQ. Trout Unlimited will

Deliverables

1. Draft project design plans for DEQ review and comment.

2. Final copy of project design plans incorporating DEQ comments.

3. Copies of permits and authorizations necessary to complete project tasks.
4. Copy of signed landowner agreement.

Timeline January 2020 - October 2020 Match Source Private funds

Funding

319 Funds

$ 15,000.00

Non-Federal Match

$2,500.00

Federal Funds

$2,500.00

Other Funds

$0.00

Total Cost

$ 20,000.00

Is Match Secured
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Project Implementation

Task Description

Trout Unlimited will procure a contractor to complete project implementation tasks, coordinate volunteers, and coordinate with
partners, landowners and contractors to implement the following construction activities:

1. Fencing removal, installation of new fencing and stockwatering systems to protect 10,750 feet of streambank and riparian
habitat.

2. Revegetation according to approved plans.

3. Streambank restoration according to approved plans,

Deliverables Funding

1. Photograph set of the project area before and after implementation of the

DEQ-approved design plans. 319 Funds $101,210.00
Non-Federal Match $ 80,765.00
Federal Funds S 3,000.00
Other Funds $38,000.00
Total Cost $222,975.00

N

Is Match Secured

Timeline June 2020-November 2020 Match Source NRDP, FFIP, Private funds, In-Kind

Appropriate Next Step

The Flint Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project is intended as the first step toward addressing sediment impairments on Flint
Creek. The Project will seek to demonstrate the compatibility of stream function and livestock operations on Flint Creek and to
engage the the local agricultural community in discussions of expanding project work to the watershed-scale where further
progress can be made toward removing Flint Creek from Montana's Impaired waters list for sediments. The project is designed to
promote natural processes that can be sustained on the reach-scale. The restoration work in combination with grazing
management improvements are intended to provide a successful template for maintaining productive agriculture and quality
wildlife habitat that will incentivize maintenance of the project into the future and result in long-term sustainable reductions in
sediment loading in the treatment reach.
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Sustainability

TU is working with the landowner to implement grazing management recommendations to improve riparian and upland vegetative
health while maintaining agricultural productivity. Providing a successful grazing management regime and the infrastructure to
sustain it will provide the best opportunity to ensure that the practices are maintained into the future. In addition, the revegetation
and streambank restoration work will be designed to promote healthy riparian habitat that will be naturally sustained after
implementation.

Natural Processes

The project design and integration of grazing management with active revegetation and streambank restoration are intended to
kick-start recovery of robust riparian vegetation that can be naturally sustained after they are reestablished. Grazing management
will protect sensitive riparian and wetland areas from grazing to allow native plant communities to become established. New
fencing systems will be deployed to protect the channel migration zone that the stream channel is likely to occupy in the long-term.
By promoting the establishment of native vegetation in the floodplain and along streambanks through restoration on active channel
margins with large wood structures, vegetated brush bank structures, streambank regrading and replanting, and adding floodplain
roughness, stream channel stability will improve, and bank erosion will be reduced to more natural rates.

Project Effectiveness Evaluation

Task Description

Trout Unlimited shall, in consultation with the DEQ Project Manager, develop a reasonable method or set of methods for evaluating
and reporting on the effectiveness of the project in addressing water quality issues, which must include the following project
effectiveness evaluation activities: 1) an estimated sediment load reduction, reported in tons/year, 2) photo-point monitoring that
includes before and after bank treatment pictures, 3) vegetation mortality rate, and 4} an assessment of revegetative success.

Deliverables Funding

1. Draft monitoring plan for review and comment in Microsoft Word,

2. A final version of monitoring plan addressing DEQ comments, 319 Funds 5 4,000.00

3. A written summary of all monitoring activities, including photographs, electronic copies

of data and analyses, description of deviations from plan, and estimated load reductionin |Non-Federal Match $0.00

tons per year.

Federal Funds $0.00

Other Funds $0.00

Total Cost $ 4,000.00
N

Is Match Secured

Timeline July 2020-October 2022 Match Source  N/A
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The Bigger Picture

Other Natural Resources

In addition to the water quality and riparian habitat benefits, the project will improve instream fisheries habitat by increasing pool
depth, increasing primary production, improving habitat complexity, and providing overhead cover for fish. Improved spawning and
rearing and foraging, migrating and overwintering habitat in the reach will improve fish populations and recruitment to the Clark
Fork River where fish densities languish significantly below reference. Robust riparian conditions also support a variety of terrestrial
wildlife including songbirds, amphibians, reptiles, and mammals.

Climate Resiliency

Increasing streamside vegetation with improved overhead cover and increased thermal refugia will promote resilience to changing
climate trends. Healthier riparian buffers are more resistant to flood, store more overland flow in groundwater and retain nutrients
and sediments on the floodplain during large weather events. Increased overhead cover helps buffer water temperatures from
solar radiation. Improved pool depths and large wood provide thermal refugia for native fish and promote groundwater exchange.

Public Visibility

The project is located immediately upstream of a public road crossing and will be both visible to the public and accessible by stream
access law. In addition, the education and outreach plans for the project include hosting tours at the site to engage the community

in the project.

Point Source / Nonpoint Source Relationships

N/A.

Source Water Protection

N/A.

Healthy Watersheds

N/A.
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PART C—EDUCATION AND OUTREACH

Task Description

Education and outreach activities for the Project will include 2-3 volunteer opportunities for local youth, TU Chapter members, Big
Sky Watershed Corps, UM students, and interested community members to harvest and plant willows. We will also coordinate with
the Granite Headwaters Watershed Group to host project tour for local landowners and a presentation regarding best management
practices and future project funding opportunities. All Education and Outreach activities will be performed with permission of the
landowner and coordinated by Trout Unlimited and the Granite Headwaters Watershed Group.

Deliverables Funding

1. Description and documentation of volunteer opportunities provided, including number

of volunteers, activities, and hours provided by volunteers. 319 Funds 52,500.00

2. Documentation of project tour{s) including any press releases and articles regarding the

T Non-Federal Match S 1,000.00

3. Informational materials provided for the project tour and presentation.
Federal Funds $0.00
Other Funds $0.00
Total Cost $3,500.00
Is Match Secured N

Timeline September 2020-October 2022 Match Source  Private Funds

PART D—PROJECT ADMINISTRATION

Task Description

Trout Unlimited will oversee and be accountable for the completion of all tasks. Trout Unlimited will prepare and submit billing
statements, status reports, annual reports, and a final report. Trout Unlimited shall maintain regular contact as defined by DEQ
project manager.

Deliverables Funding
1. Deliver status reports, annual reports, billing statements, and a final report, adhering to
: ; : ; 319 Funds $12,121.00

document formatting guidance provided by DEQ project manager.
Non-Federal Match $7,227.62
Federal Funds $0.00
Other Funds $0.00
Total Cost $19,348.62
Is Match Secured Y

Timeline July 2020 - December 2022 Match Source  Trout Unlimited
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Declaration Form
Dark Money Spending Disclosure Requirements

Contracting Entity shall comply with the State of Montana Executive Order No. 15-2018
requiring the disclosure of dark money spending.

Definitions. As used in this declaration form, the following definitions apply:

Electioneering Communication: A paid communication that is publicly
distributed by radio, television, cable, satellite, internet website, mobile device,
newspaper, periodical, billboard, mail, or any other distribution of printed or
electronic materials, that is made within 60 days of the initiation of voting in an
election in Montana, that can be received by more than 100 recipients in the
district in Montana voting on the candidate or ballot issue, and that:

a. refers to one or more clearly identified candidates in that election in
Montana;
b. depicts the name, image, likeness, or voice of one or more clearly

identified candidates in that election in Montana; or

C. refers to a political party, ballot issue, or other question submitted to
the voters in that election in Montana.

The term does not mean:

a. a bona fide news story, commentary, blog, or editorial distributed
through the facilities of any broadcasting station, newspaper,
magazine, internet website, or other periodical publication of
general circulation unless the facilities are owned or controlled by a
candidate or political committee;

b. a communication by any membership organization or corporation to
its members, stockholders, or employees;

C. a commercial communication that depicts a candidate's name,
image, likeness, or voice only in the candidate's capacity as owner,
operator, or employee of a business that existed prior to the
candidacy; or

d. a communication that constitutes a candidate debate or forum or
that solely promotes a candidate debate or forum and is made by or
on behalf of the person sponsoring the debate or forum.

In this definition, the phrase "made within 60 days of the initiation of voting in an
election” means:

a. in the case of mail ballot elections, the initiation of voting occurs
when official ballot packets are mailed to qualified electors pursuant
to 13-19-206, MCA,; or

Montana Dark Money Spending Disclosure Declaration Form



b. in other elections the initiation of voting occurs when absentee
ballot packets are mailed to or otherwise delivered to qualified
electors pursuant to 13-13-214, MCA.

Contracting Entity: A bidder, offeror, or contractor.
Covered Expenditure means:

a. A contribution, expenditure, or transfer made by the Contracting
Entity, any of its parent entities, or any affiliates or subsidiaries
within the entity's control, that:

I. is to or on behalf of a candidate for office, a political party, or
a party committee in Montana; or

ii. is to another entity, regardless of the entity's tax status, that
pays for an Electioneering Communication, or that makes
contributions, transfers, or expenditures to another entity,
regardless of its tax status, that pays for Electioneering
Communication; and

b. The term excludes an expenditure made by the Contracting Entity,
any of its parent entities, or any affiliates or subsidiaries within the
entity's control made in the ordinary course of business conducted
by the entity making the expenditure; investments; or expenditures
or contributions where the entity making the expenditure or
contribution and the recipient agree that it will not be used to
contribute to candidates, parties, or Electioneering Communication.

Solicitation Requirements. The Contracting Entity shall disclose Covered
Expenditures that the Contracting Entity has made within two years prior to submission
of its bid or offer.

The disclosure of Covered Expenditures is only required by the bidder/offeror whenever
the aggregate amount of Covered Expenditures made within a 24-month period by the
bidder/offeror, any parent entities, or any affiliates or subsidiaries within the
bidder/offeror's control exceeds $2,500.

If the bidder/offeror meets the disclosure requirements, the bidder/offeror shall submit
this signed declaration form indicating "Yes" AND the required disclosure form with its
bid/proposal.

If the bidder/offeror does NOT meet the disclosure requirements, the bidder/offeror shall
submit this signed declaration form with its bid/proposal indicating "No."

Annual Contract Requirements. The Contracting Entity agrees that if awarded a
contract and the contract term exceeds, or has the potential to exceed 24 months, it
must annually review and complete a new declaration form and disclosure form, if
necessary.

Montana Dark Money Spending Disclosure Declaration Form



[ ] Yes- | have read, understand, and meet the disclosure requirements for the
24 months immediately preceding the submission of this form. | will complete
the necessary disclosure form and submit it with this form.

Company Name (Clearly Printed):

Authorized Signature:

Date:

D No - | have read, understand, and do NOT meet the disclosure requirements.
| certify that the Contracting Entity has not made Covered Expenditures in
excess of $2,500 in the 24 months immediately preceding the submission of
this form.

Company Name (Clearly Printed):

Trout Unlimited

Authorized Signature:

Watthew Lenawdt

Date: 23 January, 2019

Montana Dark Money Spending Disclosure Declaration Form



Letters of Support



October 31, 2019

Eric Trum

Water Quality Planning Bureau
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Trum,

Please accept this letter supporting Trout Unlimited’s Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project )
proposal. As landowners, we are excited to work with your program to improve wildlife and

fisheries habitat our property while improving water quality downstream. We have been working

with Trout Unlimited, the Montana Natural Resource Damage Program and other partners for the

last few years to plan for restoration of Flint Creek through our property and improve our grazing

management. We are looking forward to seeing these planning efforts become a reality soon.

Thank you for your consideration of this proposal and we look forward to working with you on
this project.

Tom Corbett and Barrett Downs




Granite Headwaters Wategshed Group

PO Box 926 Philipsburg, MT 59858 406-859-3291 ext. 101

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
319 Nonpoint Source Funding Program

P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

The Granite Headwaters Watershed Group, formed in 2006, is a local citizen and
stakeholder group concerned with interests of Flint Creek and Upper Rock Creek. The
mission of Granite Headwaters is to promote the responsible use of the watershed’s
natural, human and socio-economic resources to protect and enhance the rural lifestyles
valued by our communities. GHWG developed the Watershed Restoration Plan for the
Flint Creek watershed, in conjunction with other collaborating entities.

Trout Unlimited is requesting funding necessary to complete active revegetation and
streambank restoration activities on Flint Creek, as well as capacity building through
public outreach and community education. GHWG has worked with Trout Unlimited in
the past, most notably on the investigation and planning efforts at the Rumsey Millsite
and floodplain area on Fred Burr Creek, where mercury and other heavy metals have
been detected in high concentrations in both soil and surface water.

The financial support for the development and implementation of this planning effort and
project will help conserve, develop, and improve riparian and water resources in the Flint
Creek watershed, and serve as a potential demonstration project for future efforts in the
area. Securing funding for this project is instrumental to the progress in this watershed.

GHWG appreciates this funding opportunity and your ongoing work in the Flint Creek
watershed. If you have any questions, please contact our office which is colocated with
the Conservation District, (406) 858-3291, or me personally at the number below. Thank
you for your consideration to complete these important projects and planning efforts.

Sincerely,

Michael L. Miller, President
Granite Headwaters Watershed Group
(406) 859-3105



DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE
NATURAL RESOURCE DAMAGE PROGRAM

TIM FOX

ATTORNEY GENERAL 1720 9TH AVENUE
(406) 444-0205 (OFFICE) PO BOX 201425
(406) 444-0236 (FAX) HELENA, MONTANA 59620-1425

Montana Department of Environmental Quality
Nonpoint Source Pollution Program

PO Box 200901

Attention: Eric Trum

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Mr. Trum,

The Montana Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP) is writing in support of Trout Unlimited’s
319 Grant Application for the Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project on the Corbett-Downs property
on Flint Creek. NRDP, through its Upper Clark Fork Basin Aquatic and Terrestrial Restoration Plans
(Updated February 2019), is committed to the identified dollar match for riparian planting and fencing
via money allocated to the improvement of the riparian areas of Flint Creek, and fully supports the
incorporation of the project components identified for funding through the 319 program.

Sincerely,

Beau Downing
NRDP Restoration Project Manager



Montana Fish,
) Wildlife (R Parls

To whom it may concern:

Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks considers Flint Creek a high priority fishery. It serves as both
a recreational fishing destination and as a tributary which produces juvenile recruitment for the
Clark Fork River. Flint Creek receives moderate angling pressure and, in this reach, generally
maintains approximately 3-500 catchable fish per mile. These densities are high enough to
provide very high quality angling opportunities for this size of stream. Flint Creek has also been
found to provide a significant number of juvenile trout to the Clark Fork River via a tributary
recruitment study completed by Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks in 2016.

The proposed restoration work on the Corbett/Barrett properties appears to address important
limiting factors to this reach. Livestock grazing and channel alterations have negatively
impacted fish habitat in this reach by simplifying the habitat and removing natural stream
channel function. Revegetation of adjacent banks and floodplain should significantly improve
fish habitat via bank stabilization and temperature reduction. Developing a grazing management
plan will also assist in maintaining quality riparian vegetation into the future. Bank stabilization
using proper hydrologic techniques will likely aid in developing additional fish habitat as well as
developing stabile habitats that can be successfully revegetated. This revegetation is the key to
long term stability and health of this reach. Overall, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks feels this
is a good project that will benefit the fisheries in an important drainage. Please feel free to
contact me with any questions.

Sincerely,

Brad Liermann, Fisheries Biologist
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks
406-825-5225



United States Department of the Interior  (reggme

Fish and Wildlife Service
Montana Ecological Services Office
585 Shepard Way, Suite 1
Helena, Montana 59601-6287
Phone: (406) 449-5225, Fax: (406) 449-5339

In Reply refer to:
File: M.38 Department of Environmental Quality, Montana.
Flint Creek Riparian Improvement Project

October 31, 2019

Eric Trum

Water Quality Planning Bureau
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Trum

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) reviewed the proposed 319 Grant Application for the Flint
Creek Riparian Restoration project and provides the following comments. The segment of Flint Creek
affected by the proposed action is essential for the recovery of bull trout (Salvelinus confliuenius) because
it provides for movement between spawning areas (Boulder Creek) and overwintering habitats (Clark
Fork River). The Bull Trout Recovery Plan and Columbia Headwaters Recovery Unit Implementation
Plan for Bull Trout describes three primary threats to bull trout recovery (Habitat, Demographic, and
Nonnatives). The proposed action will begin to address one of the primary threats to bull trout recovery:
habitat. The habitat threats in Flint Creek include riparian management and water quality. The proposed
actions will improve water quality and riparian conditions. Improving habitat conditions along Flint
Creek is an important first step for providing a functional migratory corridor. Therefore, the Service fully
supports your efforts.

We appreciate your efforts to recover threatened and endangered species. If you have questions or
comments related to this letter, please contact Dan Brewer at dan_brewer@fws.gov or (406) 329-3951.

Sincerely,
/. : “J (/ .;
( /C in_ L_‘:,'Ln_,a‘_\:‘-_, 4

forJodi L. Bush
Office Supervisor



SlVestSlopeéhaptérl

=—— TroutUnlimited -

October 31, 2019

Eric Trum

Water Quality Planning Bureau
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Trum,

The WestSlope Chapter Trout Unlimited is a local non-profit conservation group focused on
conserving, protecting, and restoring cold water fisheries in the Missoula area. We’d like to offer
this letter of support for Trout Unlimited’s Flint Creek Riparian Restoration Project proposal for
319 Nonpoint Source Project funding. Our membership, comprised of over 900 passionate
anglers, actively enjoys the fisheries supported by Flint Creek and the Clark Fork River and we
are excited by the opportunity to partner on a volunteer project that will benefit these resources.

Our volunteer chapter has partnered with TU staff on several successful watershed restoration
efforts in western Montana including Ninemile Creek, Rattlesnake Creek and Rock Creek. We
are excited to expand this effort into the Flint Creek watershed with this project.

Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to working to make this project a success.

Sincerely,

Mark Kuipers, President
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October 31, 2019

Eric Trum

Water Quality Planning Bureau
Department of Environmental Quality
P.O. Box 200901

Helena, MT 59620-0901

Dear Mr. Trum,

Hellgate Hunters and Anglers would like to express our support for Trout Unlimited’s Flint Creek
Riparian Restoration Project. Hellgate Hunters and Anglers is excited to partner with TU to
engage our members in a stream restoration project on Flint Creek. Flint Creek is home to a
valued local fishery and we wholeheartedly support project work to improve water quality and
habitat in the watershed.

We look forward to working with TU and DEQ to make this project a success. Thank you for

your consideration.

Sincerely,
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Adam Shaw,
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1 Introduction

1.1 Project Overview
Flint Creek is located in the headwaters of the Upper Clark Fork River Basin southeast of

Missoula, Montana. Flint Creek originates from the John Long Range and the Flint Creek Range
and flows north to its confluence with the Clark Fork near Drummond, Montana. The
watershed has a history of disturbance resulting in altered stream processes, impaired
vegetation, poor water quality, and poor aquatic habitat. Flint Creek is listed as impaired for
metals under the 303 (d) of the Clean Water Act for metals and sediment (DEQ 2012). The
source of metals contamination originates from the watershed’s extensive mining history and
abandoned mine waste. The source of sediment for the watershed is largely derived from
grazing and agricultural activities in the valley floor.

The State of Montana Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP) has identified the Flint Creek
Watershed as a priority area for restoration (NRDP 2012). River Design Group, Inc. {RDG) was
contracted by NRDP to develop a conceptual restoration design for the Corbett-Downs property
near Hall, Montana (Figure 1-1). Opportunities exist on the Corbett-Downs property to address
both NRDP and landowner cbjectives for restoration and conservation on Flint Creek.
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Figure 1-1. Project vicinity map for the Corbett-Downs property near Hall, Montana.
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1.2 Goals and Objectives
The Final Upper Clark Fork Basin Aquatic and Terrestrial Resources Plan (NRDP 2012) outlines

key objectives for lower Flint Creek as outlined below:

e |mprove water quantity through flow augmentation (e.g., water right purchases, water
leases, and irrigation efficiency improvements);

e Reduce fish entrainment at irrigation diversions;

e |mprove fish passage throughout the reach; and

e Riparian habitat improvements including fencing/protection, woody shrub and tree
plantings, and off-site watering.

In addition the landowner has identified objectives that coincide with NRDP’s overarching goals
for Flint Creek as outlined below:

e |mprove fish hahitat on the property;
e |mprove terrestrial habitat for waterfowl and other wildlife; and
e Maintain a functional ranch and grazing lease.

Not all of NRDP’s objectives for Flint Creek apply to the Corbett-Downs property; however,
restoration plans will aim to maximize the potential to meet the attainable objectives

1.3 Previous Studies
Several documents describe existing conditions and restoration opportunities in the Flint Creek

watershed including:

e Flint Creek Return Flow Study (DNRC 1997)

e Assessment of Fish Populations and Riparian Hahitat in the Tributaries of the Upper
Clark Fork River Basin Phase || (FWP 2009)

e Flint Creek Planning Area Sediment and Metals TMDLs and Framework Water Quality
Improvement Plan (DEQ 2012)

e Upper Clark Fork River Tributaries Fish Passage Assessment (Trout Unlimited 2013)

e Flint Creek Watershed Restoration Plan (Granite Headwaters Watershed Group 2014)

e Riparian Habitat Assessment for Flint Creek and Boulder Creek (Prepared by Watershed
Consulting, LLC and Great West Engineering, Inc. for MT NRDP 2015)

In general, previous studies thoroughly document the existing conditions of the Flint Creek
watershed and describe the limiting factors responsible for the observed impairments. In
addition, previous studies identify restoration opportunities on Flint Creek including potential
locations for restoration as well as recommendations for restoration strategies.
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1.4 Document Organization

This report is based on existing data from previous studies, remotely sensed data, and data
collected during a 2016 field inventory of existing conditions in the Corbett property reach. The
following sections are included in this document:

Section 1.0 Introduction; provides an overview of the Flint Creek Assessment and
Conceptual Design Report, and goals, objectives, and organization of this document;

Section 2.0 Existing Conditions; includes discussion of the site assessment and limiting
factors identified for the Flint Creek watershed:;

Section 3.0 Restoration Strategies; presents an overview of restoration technigques that
would address limiting factors;

Section 4.0 Conceptual Restoration; provides conceptual designs for the project reach
with a discussion of alternatives discussed through the process;

Section 5.0 Design and implementation Considerations; presents a discussion of what
was considered in the design stage and next steps toward project construction;

Section 6.0 References;
Appendix A — Hydrology Summary provides hydrologic data tables and figures;
Appendix B - Geomorphic Summary provides geomorphic data tables and figures; and

Appendix C — Cost Estimates contains engineers cost estimates for the concepts.
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2 Existing Conditions

2.1 Watershed Overview

The Flint Creek watershed is located within Granite and Deer Creek Counties and is surrounded
by a series of mountain ranges: The Flint Creek mountains to the east, the Anaconda Range to
the south, and John Long peaks to the west. The basin is comprised of two large valleys, the
Philipsburg valley and Drummond valley (connected by a narrow canyon) and its total drainage
area is 499 square miles. Drainage area contributing flow to the project location is 352 square
miles. Additional watershed characteristics (Table 2-1) and a map of the watershed (Figure 2-1)
are given below.
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Figure 2-1. Flint Creek watershed and vicinity map.

[ h)eJ

Flint Creek originates at Georgetown Lake and reaches its confluence, after flowing 36 miles,
with the Clark Fork River at Drummond. Primary tributaries of Flint Creek include Fred Burr
Creek, Boulder Creek, and Lower Willow Creek. Fred Burr Creek, which has an annual average
flow of approximately 7,000 acre-feet per year, flows into Flint Creek in the Philipsburg Valley,
while Boulder and Lower Willow Creeks enter Flint Creek in the Drummond Valley. There are
two managed reservoirs within the watershed, one at Georgetown Lake, which has a capacity
of 31,000 ac-ft and serves hydroelectric purposes, and Lower Willow Creek Reservoir, which has
a capacity of 4,800 acre-feet and is utilized for consumptive use by agriculture (Watershed
Consulting, LLC, 2015). Flow within upper Flint Creek is controlled by the dam at Georgetown
Lake. The flow is augmented seasonally from a trans-basin diversion in the East Fork of Rock
Creek and a trans-basin diversion in Trout Creek.
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Table 2-1. Flint Creek Watershed Characteristics.

Parameter Description Value
Drainage Area Total area that contributes flow to the beginning of the study reach 351.5 mi*
Precipitation Mean annual precipitation 22.9in
Temperature Mean annual temperature 383°F
Mean Elevation | Average elevation of watershed 6213.3 ft
Max Elevation Maximum watershed elevation 9829 ft
Min Elevation Minimum watershed elevation 4182 ft
% Above 6000 Percent of area above 6000 ft in elevation 54.8%
>30% Slope Percent area with slopes greater than 30% from 30 m DEM 26.9%
>50% Slope Percent area with slopes greater than 50% from 30 m DEM 6.5%
Forest Cover Percentage of area covered by forest 60.4%
Cultivation Percentage of area covered by cultivated land from NLCD 2001 7%
Irrigation Percentage of area irrigated based on Montana Final Land Unit (FLU) 5%
Wetlands Percentage of area covered by wetlands from NLCD 2001 0%

Lakes Percentage of area covered by lakes, pond, and reservoirs 1%
2.1.1 Geology

The Flint Creek watershed has a complex and still debated geologic history with new
interpretations leading to fundamental changes how geologists view the region. The
Drummond Valley is bounded by the Philipsburg-Georgetown Thrust fault on the eastern edge.
The John Long Mountains rise from this fault zone and are predominately made up of the Belt
Super group. Additionally, Tertiary volcanics (rhyolitic) are present in the Rock Creek volcanic
field, which is believed to be the source of the sapphires in the range. The Flint Creek Range is
comprised of meta-sedimentary bedrock that has been intruded by Cretaceocus and Tertiary
igneous rocks. Significant compressional forces led to the metamorphism, folding, and faulting
in the range making this unit difficult to interpret. The core of the range is the Philipsburg
pluton, which is exposed with the peaks at higher elevations (DEQ 2012).

The Drummond Valley has nearly 4,000 feet of sediment accumulated in the basin at its thickest
point (Stalker and Sherrif 2004). This accumulation occurred largely during the Tertiary and is
what Flint Creek has been downcutting through since the start of the quaternary. The lower
portion of the Drummond Valley, the location of the project site, was likely inundated by Glacial
Lake Missoula and lacustrine sediments can be found. Glaciers carved out the landscape in the
Flint Creek Range leaving behind jagged ridgelines and U-shaped valleys, but these glaciers did
not migrate into the lower Drummond Valley where the project reach exists (DEQ 2012).

2.1.2 Hydrology

Flint Creek hydrology is largely influenced by irrigation practices and flow releases from
Georgetown Lake (Montana DEQ, 2012). As result, flows in Flint Creek and its tributaries can
vary significantly over the water year. Flint Creek typically experiences peak flow in June,
followed by a slow and gradual decline into the fall months, with a plateau in the late summer
months and slight increase in the fall (after discontinuation of irrigation) (Montana DEQ, 2012).
This prolonged decline can be attributed to the management of Georgetown Lake, inputs from
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the East Fork and Lower Willow Creek Reservoirs, and seasonal irrigational practices (Montana
DEQ, 2012). Discharge within Flint Creek’s tributaries typically reaches a peak in June, which is
followed by a steady decline in flow into September. The four highest recorded discharges at
Flint Creek near Maxville were likely triggered by rain-on-snow events and ranged from 900 to
1,680 cfs (Montana DEQ, 2012). Mean annual hydrographs for three Flint Creek USGS gages are
provided in Figure 2-2. The project site is situated downstream of the Maxville Gage and
upstream of the Drummond Gage.
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Figure 2-2. Average mean daily discharges for three active Flint Creek USGS gages.

2.13 Vegetation

Cool temperate forest and woodland in Beaverhead-Deerlodge National Forest account for 52%
of the Flint Creek watershed (NW GAP 2011). Dominant species include Douglas-fir
(Pseudotsuga menziesii) and lodgepole pine {Pinus conforta) in lower elevation locations, and
Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii) and subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa) in subalpine and
high montane conifer forests. Forest understory varies by forest type. Diverse shrubs, grasses,
and forbs accentuate the high elevation conifer forests, while lodgepole pine forests can
support dense shrub or grass cover in the understory, or remain barren. Drier Douglas-fir
forests commonly sustain shrubs such as snowberry (Symphoricarpos afbus) and common
juniper {Juniperus cormmunis), and grass cover is usually low (NW GAP 2011).

In lower elevation environments outside forested areas, cool semi-desert scrub and grassland
(17% of watershed), and temperate grassland, meadow, and shrubland (15% of watershed)
dominate. Semi-desert vegetation includes montane sagebrush-steppe vegetation dominated
by big sagebrush {Artemisia tridentata), with a significant grass component. Low to mid-
elevation grasslands include native bunchgrasses with scattered shrubs and diverse forbs (NW
GAP 2011). Vegetation in the vicinity of the project area, outside of agricultural development, is
a mix of sagebrush-steppe and grassland/shrubland. Agricultural vegetation accounts for
approximately 10% of Flint Creek watershed area (NW GAP 2011), and is confined to valley
bottom locations.
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The Flint Creek project area is within the broad agricultural vegetation and land use category,
and is predominantly agricultural and grazing land. Riparian vegetation around Flint Creek has
been cleared by cattle grazing and land cultivation, and in the downstream end by the Eagle
Stud sawmill. Common pasture grasses are prolific within the riparian corridor, punctuated by
small groups of willow (Salix spp.) and spring birch (Betula occidentalis) (Watershed Consulting
2015), which are remnants of larger populations that were present prior to land development.
Black hawthorn (Crataegus douglasii)y and woods’ rose (Rosa woodsii) are also found
throughout the project reach in small patches, indicative of prolonged grazing pressure as the
thorned species are not as palatable to livestock as other native shrubs (Watershed Consulting
2015). Afew black cottonwood (Populus trichocarpa) stands are present at the upstream end of
the project reach, representing a small fraction of pre-development cottonwood extent along
low elevations of the Flint Creek riparian zone.

2.1.4 Fisheries

Flint Creek is dominated by populations of resident Brown Trout (Salmo trutta), with small
populations of westslope cutthroat (Oncorhynchus clarki lewsi) and rainbow trout
(Oncorhynchus mykiss). Electrofishing efforts conducted in 2007 by Montana Fish Wildlife and
Parks estimate the population in the Flint Creek at 1288 and 940 brown trout per mile at sites
above the Allendale diversion. Populations of Cutthroat and rainbow trout were too low to
estimate. Fish habitat surveys indicate that the sections of Flint Creek above the Allendale
diversion are higher quality habitat than below the Allendale diversion. They cite the lack of
deep pools, low summer flows, and lack of woody riparian vegetation as key drivers for poor
habitat. Bull trout (Salfvelinus confluentus) are thought to use Flint Creek as a migration
corridor to access spawning grounds in the Fall, but do not reside in the main stem year-round.
During the fish survey in 2007 only one bull trout was found and the size or age was not
mentioned in the report (FWP 2009).

2.2 Site Assessment
The Corbett-Downs property is a 139-acre parcel located approximately one-half mile southeast

of Hall, MT (Figure 2-3). Cattle ranching has been the predominant land use on the parcel, and
riparian conditions reflect the impacts of grazing. At the downstream end of the property, an
irrigation ditch diverts flow from Flint Creek to the downstream landowner (water right of 8.13
cfs maximum). At least two springs flow through the property and flows are presumed to be
enhanced by irrigation ditch return flows. A wetland mitigation project constructed by Montana
Department of Transportation (MDT) is located in the southwest portion of the property. The
Eagle Stud Mill is located west of the property along Flint Creek. Other adjacent land uses are
residential and agricultural. The following sections summarize hydrology, geomorphology and
vegetation assessments that were completed in support of evaluating existing site conditions
and restoration potential.
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2.2.1 Hydrologic Analysis

A flood frequency analysis was completed to estimate discharge values for standard flood
recurrence intervals at two USGS gage sites on Flint Creek located upstream and downstream
of the project area. Discharges for the project site were estimated by interpolating between the
two gage sites based on contributing watershed area. In addition, estimates of bankfull
discharge were completed for the project site using field survey data and standard hydraulic
relationships. Results of the hydrologic analysis are summarized in Table 2-2. Hydrologic
methods and additional information including baseflow estimates are provided in Appendix A.

Table 2-2. Flood frequency analysis results {cfs).

Recurrence Interval (yrs) | USGS Gage Maxville | Corbett-Downs Property | USGS Gage Drummond

1.25 264 271 310
Bankfull N/A 375-425 N/A
1.5 327 341 412

2 410 432 550
2.33 450 477 617
5 637 684 932

10 803 868 1210
25 1030 1117 1570
50 1200 1304 1850
100 1390 1509 2130
200 1580 1713 2410
500 1850 2001 2790

2.2.2 Geomorphic Site Assessment

In October 2016, a geomorphic field assessment was completed for Flint Creek on the Corbett-
Downs Property. Cross sections, longitudinal profiles, pebble counts, and bank erosion data
were collected for Flint Creek and the irrigation ditch. The objective of this assessment was to
collect field data that would be used to characterize the existing conditions of the reach and
establish limiting factors to be addressed in the restoration plan. Additionally, the data
collected was used to set design criteria for the conceptual designs. The methods used for the
geomorphic assessment can be found in Appendix B, along with a detailed summary of data
collected in the effort. The field efforts also included unmanned aerial system (UAS) flights to
capture aerial images of existing conditions and support design work.

The project reach on Flint Creek exhibits geomorphic conditions that are indicative of
degradation from a number of sources. The channel planform has a sinuosity of 1.5, which is
lower than expected for the morphologic setting. The upper and lower portions of the reach
appear to have been straightened at some point in history resulting in the decreased sinuosity
and increased slope in these segments (Appendix B, Figure B-3).

Channel geometry in the riffles and pools have been impacted from grazing practices. The
riffles are over-widened with an average bankfull width of 51 feet and average width-to-depth
ratio of 31 (Appendix B, Table B-3). Average pool width was 43 feet with a width-to-depth ratio
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of 16. Average maximum pool depth was 4.5. Fine sediment accumulation was present in all of
the pools surveyed and indicates a reduced maximum pool depth. Point bars adjacent to the
pools lacked fresh sand deposits and had significant vegetation encroachment. Grain size did
not vary significantly in the riffles throughout the reach with an average Dsg of 59 millimeters
and Ds4 of 106 millimeters (Appendix B, Table B-4).

Bank erosion was field-mapped throughout the reach and results show localized areas of high
to very high bank erosion (Appendix B, Figure B-27). These locations are predominantly on the
outside of meander bends or against the terrace located at the upstream end of the property.
Bank erosion from the terrace and other upstream sources appear to be the main source of fine
sediment that is being deposited in the pools (Appendix B, Table B-5). In addition to field-
mapping of bank erosion, a remote sensing analysis was conducted to determine the channel
migration rate between 2004 and 2015 using aerial images (Figure 2-4). Migration rates ranged
from 0.01 to 3.5 feet per year with the highest rates occurring on the meander bend located
400 feet upstream of the Corbett-Downs residence. Not all locations that were field-
determined to have high bank erosion rates exhibited high rates of lateral migration.

Floodplain and stream connectivity is vital to the maintenance of stable channels and
productive riparian ecosystems. River channels convey one- to two-year flow events (i.e.
bankfull), and larger over-bank flows are often dissipated over floodplain surfaces adjacent to
channels. When forced to convey large flows within the bankfull channel margin, channels can
exhibit incision, bank erosion, and widening. Floodplains disperse stream energy over a much
larger area than what is available within the bankfull channel margin. Benefits of connected
floodplains include flood water storage and attenuation, slowing of stream velocities, and
reduction of bank erosion. In addition, over-bank flows deliver nutrients and fine sediment to
floodplain areas, which helps sustain riparian vegetation communities and provide natural seed
recruitment opportunities. Floodplain connection was analyzed using LIiDAR data and surveyed
bankfull elevations from field work (Figure 2-5). Results from this analysis show a connected
floodplain in the upper half of the reach until reaching the mill where connectivity is
significantly decreased by floodplain encroachment.

10 July 2017




Flint Creek Assessment and Conceptual Design

s19jdW 00S

1994 000'T

LiDAR : RDG bciober 2016
Imagery : RDG UAS October 201¢

Figure 2-4. Map of channel migration rates calculated from aerial photos 2004 to 2015.
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Figure 2-5. Map of floodplain connectivity of the Flint Creek Assessment reach derived from the
LiDAR collected in October, 2016.
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2.2.3  Vegetation Site Assessment

Field work to assess existing vegetation conditions at the project site was completed on June
19, 2017. Dominant vegetation type and condition was noted for habitat units, as were any
grazing impacts. Figure 2-2 provides a summary of existing vegetation in the project area, with
a focus on dominant species and distinctive features.

Impacts of prolonged grazing are apparent in the existing vegetation community on Flint Creek
banks and the floodplain environment at the project site. Willows and cottonwoods are
remnants of much larger populations that were present prior to grazing and agricultural land
use. Woody vegetation has been either cleared in favor of pasture grasses, or heavily browsed
by cattle. One black cottonwood stand remains on site {point 3, Figure 2-2), indicative of the
historical canopy composition. Pasture grasses including Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis)
and Garrison creeping foxtail (Alopecurus arundinaceus) dominate the understory, and large
patches of Rocky Mountain iris (/ris missouriensis) are also present under the cottonwood
canopy. Unpalatable to livestock, the iris species reacts positively to grazing disturbance and is
often present on active pastures in southwest Montana.

In addition to black cottonwood riparian forest as a historically significant community type,
willow and red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea) associations were also key components of the
habitat at the project site and surrounding areas along Flint Creek. The riparian shrubs are
present as relic clusters throughout the site, with willows often in decadent form, indicating
overbrowse and continued heavy livestock grazing. Portions of the Flint Creek floodplain
upstream and downstream of the Corbett-Downs land remain intact and represent pre-
disturbance conditions at the project site. These cottonwood and willow-dominated riparian
communities provide important habitat for a variety of birds and mammals, and afford stream
shading and cover for fish, as well as sources of large woody debris to Flint Creek.
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Thomas Corbett

Flint Creek flow

Decadent willow stand; some younger shoots regenerating.

Decadent willow stands, some young dogwood in understory. Small side channel cuts through area at high flow.
Remnant black cottonwood stand; 60-ft tall individuals, with pasture grasses and rocky mountain iris in understory.

. Healthier sedge than at (5).

Mostly Garrison creeping foxtail. Some baltic rush, decent common beaked sedge, some areas with 30-50% cover.

Lerge crack willow stand, very large spring birch.

Cattails along pond fringe, as well as in upstream and downstream swale areas. Beaver seen in pond.

Healthy sandbar willow stand with multiple age classes. Some Canada thistle, cheatgrass, and houdstongue, mostly above floodplain elevation. Small
very low lying floodplain areas with small-winged bulrush, proliferation of garrison creeping foxtail, along with common beaked sedge. 1 - 2 year old
sandbar willow on river bank.

9. Mostly Garrison creeping foxtail encroached by Canada thistle and houdstongue; stinging nettle by stream bank.

10. Garrison creeping foxtail, 100% cover. Large downed black hawthorn.Willows on bank, inside fence.

11. 30'- 40' spring birch.

12. Garrison creeping foxtail, 80% cover. Kentucky blue grass, 20% cover. Some dead sandbar willow. Healthy but narrow sandbar willow stand along
river bank.

13. 30' river birch, right along fenceline, heavy browse underneath. Dogwood and snowberry also present on inside of fence by stream.

14. Garrison creeping foxtail, small-fruited bulrush, common beaked sedge, juncus spp, kentucky blue grass. Fairly wet, inundatinon in areas at time of
sampling.

15. Same as (14), but drier with less bulrush/sedge /juncus spp.

16. Sandbar willow, chokecherry, woods' rose in overstory; smooth brome and Kentucky blue grass in understory.

o Mg bk G B

07.06.2017. River Design Group, Inc. Imagery: NAIP 2015,

Figure 2-6. Summary of existing vegetation communities at the project site.
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Other notable woody species remaining in the project area include spring birch (Betula
occidentalis), black hawthorn, Woods’ rose, and chokecherry (Prunus virginiana). A few large
spring birch individuals are scattered throughout the site, including two 40 ft. tall trees which
are shaped by cattle browse. Black hawthorn and Woods’ rose are resistant to browse in
general due to sharp thorns; their presence in the project area is not surprising.

The majority of the vegetation community at the Flint Creek project area consists of nonnative
pasture grassland. The dominant species in low elevation floodplain environments is Garrison
creeping foxtail, which is extremely palatable and preferred by livestock, produces aggressive
underground rhizomes, and recovers quickly from heavy grazing (USDA-NRCS, 2013). It is a
nonnative invasive species which can outcompete native species, especially sedges and rushes
in wetlands and floodplains. Common beaked sedge (Carex utriculata), small-fruited bulrush
(Scirpus microcarpus), and rushes (Juncus spp.) were often found in the lowest-lying floodplain
locations, but were mostly outnumbered by Garrison creeping foxtail except in a few small
patches. Other notable pasture grass species at the site include Kentucky bluegrass, creeping
bentgrass (Agrositis stolonifera), and smooth brome (Bromus inermis).

Weeds and noxious weed species are not prolific in floodplain environments at the project site.
Noxious weeds Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) and houndstongue (Cygnoglossum officinale),
and the weeds field mustard (Brassica rapa) and common dandelion (Taraxacum officinale)
were the only notable weedy species found. The lack of weed monocultures can be attributed
to adequate river and floodplain connectivity, and the prevalence of competitive pasture
grasses.

2.3 Limiting Factors

In the context of this assessment, limiting factors are defined as physical, biclogical, and
ecological conditions within the assessment area that: 1) limit the ability of the ecosystem to
sustain diverse native plant and wildlife populations, and to accommodate natural
disturbances; 2) limit the quality or availability of habitat that supports all life stages of trout
and other focal species; and 3) limit resiliency of local agricultural and residential activities.
Limiting factors can be addressed by active restoration or changes in management. In contrast,
constraints are components like roads, bridges and other infrastructure that cannot be changed
by management or active restoration, but must be considered during the design process.

The three general categories used to organize the limiting factors in this assessment include:

e Aquatic habitat limiting factors — missing components of the ecosystem that support
habitat requirements for all life stages of the focal aquatic species. Aquatic habitat
limiting factors are directly influenced by morphological and riparian vegetation limiting
factors.

e Geomorphic limiting factors — physical conditions that are on a trajectory away from
normative habitat conditions or exhibit departure from historical conditions. Although
returning the physical environment to the conditions of pre-European settlement is not
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feasible, addressing the morphological limiting factors is aimed at restoring a trend
towards more normative morphological conditions.

e Riparian wvegetation limiting factors — processes or conditions that prohibit
establishment of native plant communities. Riparian vegetation limiting factors are
directly influenced by morphological limiting factors.

Identification of limiting factors in the project area was based on site observations, field data
collection, knowledge of regional watershed conditions and previous studies completed by
others as summarized in Section 1.3.

2.3.1 Aquatic Habitat Limiting Factors
This section summarizes aquatic habitat limiting factors in the project area.

Shallow, infrequent pools: Pools offer important overwintering habitat for resident adult and
juvenile fish, and may offer holding habitat during periods of high water temperature or low
flow. Although pools exist in the project area, they lack the depth, cover and complexity
preferred by native species. Poor pool quality is a result of altered pool forming processes such
as large wood recruitment and lateral scour caused by channel sinuosity. Consequently, the
straightened channel planform and lack of woody vegetation are contributing to shallow,
infrequent pools in the project area.

Lack of habitat diversity: Disturbed riparian conditions and altered stream morphology are
influencing the availability of large wood and function of pool-riffle sequences, which offer
cover and complexity in the form of variable depth, velocity and substrate. Processes
responsible for development of cover and complexity include floodplain interaction, channel
migration, and large wood recruitment. In addition, the project area lacks off-channel habitat
for juvenile rearing. Suitable juvenile rearing habitat consists of refuge from the main channel
in areas of lower velocity, alternate food sources, variable substrate and warmer temperature.
Side channels, alcoves and connected wetlands can provide suitable off-channel juvenile
rearing habitat. Development of off channel habitat is dependent on floodplain connection and
riparian forest establishment.

Fine sediment accumulation: A gravel channel bottom with clean interstitial spaces is the
substrate condition preferred by native fish and macroinvertebrate species. Clean gravel
substrates provide spawning surfaces and egg incubation habitat for larvae as well as hiding
cover for juveniles. Bank erosion is contributing to altered substrate conditions in the project
area. High, non-vegetated banks are delivering fine sediment loads to the project area. Fine
sediment accumulates on the channel bottom and fills the interstitial spaces of preferred gravel
substrates. The accumulation of fine sediment in pools throughout the reach indicates that
there is an excess amount of fine sediment. Fine sediment can cause a number of problems for
aquatic species including suffocating eggs, altering the food web by decreasing sunlight input,
decreasing the max depth of pools, embedding bed particles through the filling of interstitial
spaces, and altering macroinvertebrate assemblages.
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Fish entrainment: The diversion structure in the project reach allows for fish entrainment and
at low flows cuts off their ability to regain access to the main channel. Studies have shown that
structures that lack a fish screen lead to increased mortality for fish species and lower
populations. During the survey efforts, nearly a dozen brown trout were seen occupying the
diversion ditch.

2.3.2 Geomorphic Limiting Factors
This section summarizes geomorphic limiting factors in the project area.

Straightened channel planform: Channel planform geometry is affecting bedform
development and creating simplified habitat conditions. Sinuous planform geometry supports
pool development at meander beds and creates hydraulically complex habitat in the form of
variable depth, velocity and substrate. Moreover, channelization of Flint Creek means there is
less available habitat due to decreased channel sinuosity and loss of overall channel length.
Floodplain filling at the adjacent mill site has also contributed to planform alteration by limiting
the available meander belt width.

Altered pool development processes: Processes responsible for pool development on Flint
Creek include lateral scour caused by meandering planform and contraction scour caused by
flow acceleration or a constriction, and vertical scour caused by bedrock, boulders, or wood.
Historical pool development processes were likely influenced by channel complexity such as
pool-riffle morphology and large woody debris derived from floodplain vegetation. Lateral
migration and beaver dams may also have influenced pool development. Despite moderate
pool availability in the assessment areas, pool-forming processes such as lateral migration, flow
acceleration and large wood recruitment are affected by altered conditions.

Bank erosion: Flint Creek is responding to altered channel morphology and vegetation
conditions. Steep, sparsely vegetated banks composed of fine grained soils are susceptible to
bank erosion as Flint Creek attempts to establish equilibrium in its altered landscape. Bank
erosion delivers fine sediment to the channel bed and causes damage to private property along
the creek. These fine sediments impact the ability of the watershed to meet TMDL targets for
sediment.

Altered flow regime: |Irrigation and upstream reservoirs impact Flint Creek’s hydrology by
decreasing peak flow and altering the timing of peak flow. A decrease in peak flow alters the
ability of the channel to move larger particles in the channel and inundate the floodplain.
Evidence of this can be seen with many of the point bars being heavily occupied by grasses and
lacking bare sand that would indicate recent deposition. This reduces the ability of the channel
to deposit excess sediment outside of the channel leading to more accumulation in pools and
the intestinal spaces between larger particles.

Over-widened riffles: Width to depth ratios in the riffles on Flint Creek are too high. Many of
the riffles in the reach appear to have been crossing points for cattle when they had access to
the channel. This over-widening reduces shear stress in the riffle and has led to more fine
sediment accumulating in the interstitial spaces of gravels and cobbles. This is also likely a
product of a less mobile bed due to the decrease in shear stress.
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2.3.3 Vegetation Limiting Factors

Insufficient riparian buffers: The current land uses adjacent to Flint Creek (residential, grazing,
agriculture, and industrial facilities) require active management and result in the frequent
removal of woody riparian vegetation. Frequent clearing reduces the amount of area available
for diverse riparian and floodplain vegetation to develop. Vegetation clearing has also resulted
in bank erosion in some areas which further limits the establishment of riparian vegetation. In
many areas, streambank vegetation has been converted from woody vegetation to grasses
which provide limited soil stabilization along the land-water interface. Land use also results in
localized impacts to existing vegetation through trampling and compaction of frequently
accessed areas. A wide, densely vegetated riparian buffer is needed to promote stable
geomorphology and maximize aquatic habitat potential through the reduction of fine sediment
inputs, filtration of nutrients and other potential contaminants, increase of stream cover and
shade, and input of woody-material.

Lack of woody vegetation and riparian diversity: Woody riparian vegetation provides stream
cover, food, and temperature reduction for agquatic species, while also increasing bank stability.
At the Flint Creek project reach, riparian vegetation is dominated by pasture grasses. Woody
shrubs and trees are limited to small remnant patches of the historically extensive cottonwood
and willow communities. Upstream and downstream riparian habitat is considerably more
intact, with cottonwood forests and willow and dogwood shrub communities. Natural
recruitment of woody vegetation to the project reach is hindered by the altered flow regime,
grazing practices, and dominance of invasive pasture grasses which limits woody seed
germination and survival. Despite having excluded cattle from the immediate area surrounding
Flint Creek, pasture grasses are prolific and dominate the riparian vegetation community.

18 July 2017




Flint Creek Assessment and Conceptual Design

3 Restoration Strategies

3.1 Constraints

Project constraints are existing features, infrastructure, or land uses that influence project
extents and ability to achieve restoration potential. The restoration potential for Flint Creek is
significantly influenced by the agricultural setting the stream flows through. The following
constraints have been identified in the project area:

Infrastructure: The Farm to Market Road bridge is located at the downstream extent of the
project site and will likely not exhibit a major constraint to restoration efforts, but modeling
efforts may be required depending on the scope of restoration work and permitting. The mill
located adjacent to the project area encroaches on Flint Creek thereby limiting restoration
opportunities along the northwest (left) bank in the downstream end of the project area.

Land-Use: Restoration actions must be compatible with adjacent land uses, and actions must
be evaluated for potential effects to adjacent property. Restoration actions must take into
consideration potential future land uses as well,

Water Quality and Upstream Watershed Effects: Flint Creek is listed for both sediment and
metals as an impaired under the Clean Water Act. These pollutants will impact the biological
recovery that is possible for our project site.

Flow Alteration: Several of the limiting factors for Flint Creek are driven by the flow alteration
from upstream dams and diversions. The conceptual designs in this report will not be able to
address this constraint and should be accounted for in the design process.

3.2 Conservation

Conservation is a restoration strategy applied to protect existing areas that exhibit, or have
potential to exhibit, high quality ecological function. Areas proposed for conservation typically
display few limiting factors, and those factors that exist usually can be addressed with passive
treatments such as changes in land use or weed control. Conservation can be compatible with
recreational uses.

3.3 Revegetation

Revegetation is a restoration strategy applied to moderately stable areas with few geomorphic
limiting factors or in conjunction with other restoration strategies such as wetland construction,
streambank reconstruction or floodplain construction. Revegetation is a viable strategy for
improving aquatic and terrestrial habitat in the longer term through gradual development of a
riparian buffer. Revegetation encompasses a range of treatments including:

e Planting;

e Seeding;

e Plant protection;

e |rrigation; and

e |nvasive plant species management.
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Revegetation is not suitable for areas prone to high disturbance or areas with incompatible land
uses such as grazing or agriculture. Revegetation strategies should only be implemented in
areas where adequate site preparation is completed. Site preparation includes a wide range of
treatments including weed control, grading to appropriate elevations, incorporating surface
roughness, and soil placement or amendments. Most of these treatments are included as part
of other restoration strategies such as floodplain construction.

3.3.1 Planting

Planting of nursery grown plant material is a strategy used to promote vegetation
establishment along the channel and within newly constructed floodplains. Planting can consist
of installation of a wide range of container size plants and for floodplains typically includes both
native tree and shrub species and herbaceous wetland species. A diverse mix of trees and
shrubs are planted in select areas of the new floodplain, typically along streambanks and within
floodplain swales, to develop a range of riparian vegetation communities based on expected
floodplain hydrology. Wetland vegetation such as sedges and rushes are also planted in
depression features within the floodplain (swales and wetlands) and occasionally along
streambanks. The species planted at the site should be determined during the design phase
and consist of native riparian species that represent an early successional stage of the desired
vegetation communities. Planting should be done in the spring or fall when temperatures are
moderate and soil moisture is relatively high.

Planting helps address a range of geomorphic, aquatic and vegetation limiting factors. Planting
helps achieve geomorphic objectives by providing bank and floodplain stability via the extensive
root system produced by riparian plants and by providing roughness to slow waters during
higher flows and minimize erosion along the banks. Planting woody vegetation will also help
improve streambank cover. The shade provided by streambank vegetation also addresses
aquatic habitat objectives by keeping waters cooler and contributing detritus and nutrient
sources to the channel. Planting will also help restore diverse native vegetation communities.
Selecting native species for planting provides more self-sustaining and diverse vegetation
communities and also prevents weed establishment by colonizing the available space.

3.3.2 Seeding

Seeding is a strategy used to promote rapid vegetation establishment on newly constructed
surfaces or disturbed areas. Seeding can provide species diversity to a site for relatively low
cost. Multiples seed mixes may be required and should be determined during the design
phase. The species included in each seed mix should take into account: desired vegetation
community, germination timing and growth period, growth form, rooting depth. In general,
seed mixes should include species that have varying rooting depths and will occupy a wide
range of habitats. To ensure quick, long-lasting vegetation establishment a two-stage seed mix
should be used. The two-stage seed mix includes two components: a mix of quick germinating
species (nurse crop or cover crop) that will provide immediate cover to limit colonization by
invasive species and a mix of long-term, desired species that may not germinate immediately
because they may require a stratification period.
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Seeding helps address a range of geomorphic, aquatic and vegetation limiting factors.
Establishing native vegetative cover on newly created streambank and floodplain surfaces is
essential for maintaining soil stability and preventing weed infestations. Planting will establish
native vegetation in portions of the floodplain, but seeding is the primary mechanism for
stabilizing soil. Seeding helps achieve geomorphic objectives by providing streambank and
floodplain stability through root system development and surface cover. Vegetation
established from seed can help prevent weed infestations. The vertical (soil depth) and
temporal diversity of the seeded species can prevent weeds from establishing by occupying
available habitats that weeds may otherwise occupy.

3.3.3 Plant Protection

Most riparian woody plants are highly palatable and are targeted by a number of wildlife
species. Protecting planted vegetation for several years after implementation is necessary to
allow vegetation to establish without stresses from browse and animal damage. The two
primary plant protection treatments for the project area include fencing and individual plant
protectors. Individual plant protectors are installed around plants that are most desirable to
beavers and wildlife or around plants where fencing is not feasible, such as those located on
streambanks. Fencing entire areas for protection is often more affordable, requires less
maintenance and is less aesthetically intrusive than individual protectors. Fencing can also
protect large seeded areas during the establishment period. The material used to construct
plant protection measures should take into consideration the expected degree and type of
animal damage expected. For protection against deer and elk, rigid plastic mesh may be
sufficient. For protection against beaver, metal fencing is typically more effective.

3.3.4 Irrigation

Successful revegetation typically requires supplemental irrigation following planting while the
root systems of the plants establish. Supplemental irrigation may only be required in select
areas, such as higher surfaces in the floodplain, but in drought years it is likely that all plantings
will require at least one round of irrigation.

3.3.5 Invasive Plant Species Management

Management of invasive plant species is an important strategy to implement in all areas where
construction activities are proposed. Invasive species management strategies can be
implemented prior to construction, during construction and after construction. Prior to
construction, treating existing invasive species infestations will reduce the amount of seed
spread during construction. During construction, best management practices (BMPs) should be
implemented that prevent the spread of invasive species such as cleaning of equipment prior to
arriving on site; ensuring equipment avoids tracking through weedy areas outside of
construction limits during construction; and ensuring any imported material is free of invasive
species and seeds,

3.36 Soil Amendments

Soils are one of the most important factors that can influence plant survival and establishment
of desired vegetation communities. Some of the more important characteristics of soils that
can affect plant health and survival include: soil texture, pH, organic matter, salinity,
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compaction and the presence of contaminants such as metals or residual herbicides or
pesticides. Typically, native soils with no known or suspected contaminants that currently
support native riparian vegetation are adequate to support planted, seeded and naturally
recruited vegetation on the floodplain over time. Because the soils in most of the project area
currently support native riparian vegetation it is assumed that soil texture, pH, and organic
matter are sufficient and compaction is not present to a degree that precludes the
establishment of desired vegetation and import of suitable growth media will not be required.
It is possible that contaminants are present in the soil in some of the project reaches and a soil
investigation should be completed during the design phase to verify existing soils are suitable as
growth media or whether soil amendments will be required. The type of scil amendment
needed will depend on this investigation.

3.3.7 Vegetation Salvage and Transplant

Plant salvage and transplant is a technique where healthy plants are harvested from areas
inside the construction limits (or from nearby donor locations) and then transplanted back into
the re-graded floodplain or along streambanks. This promotes establishment of mature
vegetation on streambanks and constructed floodplain surfaces. Vegetation salvage and
transplant helps address a number of limiting factors including insufficient riparian buffer,
altered pool development processes and bank erosion. Salvaging native plants and sod is a
viable method for obtaining large, site-adapted plan stock for rapid vegetative reestablishment.
Because this vegetation is typically mature it can quickly add natural vegetation function to
streambanks and floodplains. Mature plants and high quality sod located within construction
and grading areas should be salvaged and relocated to streambanks. Specific opportunities for
vegetation salvage and transplant should be identified during the design and construction
phase.

3.4 Instream and Streambank Structures

Installation of streambank structures is a strategy applied to the channel margins in order to
establish vegetation, enhance aquatic habitat and/or improve bank stability. Depending on the
application, streambank structures may be localized installations or contiguous reach-scale
treatments. Streambank structures used for restoration may be deformable whereby the
structures serve a temporary purpose to establish vegetation. Streambank structures used for
bank stability may be more permanent in order to manage risk by protecting infrastructure or
preventing channel migration. Potential streambank treatments for the Corbett property
include:

e Bioengineering;

e PBrush banks and fascines;

e |arge woody structures; and

e Aquatic habitat enhancement.

3.4.1 Bioengineering
Bioengineering is a category of streambank treatments consisting of live plant material and
biodegradable coconut fiber fabrics (coir). Bioengineering treatments create bank conditions
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that support the establishment of woody vegetation. Figure 3-1 shows a conceptual cross
section view of a typical bioengineering streambank treatment called a vegetated soil lift.
Figure 3-2 shows example photos of bioengineering streambank structures.
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Figure 3-1. Conceptual cross section of a vegetated soil lift bioengineering treatment.

Purpose: The purpose of bioengineering is to provide temporary bank protection in order to
allow bank vegetation to become established.

Placement Criteria: Bioengineering is suitable for low to moderate stress banks with low
curvature.

Aquatic Habitat Objectives Addressed: Bioengineering promotes the rapid development of
woody vegetation on streambanks. Woody vegetation on the streambank provides instream
cover, shade for temperature reduction, large wood recruitment over time, refuge during high
flows, organic matter inputs, and supports emerging aquatic insects.

Vegetation Objectives Addressed: Bicengineering promotes rapid development of desired
woody vegetation. The development of woody vegetation along the streambank provides
floodplain stability, and provides a source of seeds and vegetative material to promote the
establishment of desired vegetation communities in the floodplain.

Geomorphic Objectives Addressed: Bioengineering structures are composed of biodegradable
fabrics and native materials. Short-term streambank stability provided by fabric and long-term
stability provided by rooted woody vegetation supports desired disturbance regimes and
relatively low erosion rates.
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Supplemental Information: Bioengineering provides conditions along the channel banks that
are suitable for growing woody riparian vegetation. Bioengineering is built on a gravel or
cobble toe. Short term structure performance is dependent on toe stability as well as smooth
transitions to stable upstream and downstream tie-in points. Placement of healthy woody
vegetative cuttings that are placed to a depth to ensure contact with the water table
throughout the growing season is critical, and long term structure performance is dependent
on development of dense rootmass.

Figure 3-2. Example of vegetated soil lift 5 years after
construction.

3.4.2 Brush Banks and Fascines

Brush banks and fascines are a category of streambank structures consisting of brush bundles
and live plant material. Depending on the application and availability of materials, structures
may also include woody debris and/or wetland sod mats. Figure 3-3 shows a conceptual cross
section view of a typical streambank treatment called a sod and brush fascine.
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Figure 3-3. Conceptual cross section of a sod and brush fascine.

Purpose: The purpose of the treatments is to create a rough, complex and vegetated bank
margin.

Placement Criteria: Brush banks and fascines are desighed to function on moderate stress
banks with low to moderate curvature.

Aquatic Habitat Objectives Addressed: Brush and vegetation provide cover and hydraulic
complexity. Fascines promote the rapid development of woody vegetation on streambanks.
Woody vegetation on the streambank provides instream cover, shade for temperature
reduction, large wood recruitment over time, refuge during high flows, organic matter inputs,
and supports emerging aquatic insects.

Vegetation Objectives Addressed: Structures promote rapid development of desired
vegetation communities. The structure surface provides microsites to support natural
recruitment of early successional species of desired vegetation community types. The elevation
of the structure allows floodplain connection.

Geomorphic Objectives Addressed: The structures are composed of native materials and
provide bank margin roughness similar to natural bank conditions. Structure stability supports
desired disturbance regimes and relatively low erosion rates.

Supplemental Information: Brush banks and fascines employ native materials to provide
preferred habitat conditions along streambanks. The structure is built on a cobble and wood
toe. Structure performance is dependent on toe stability as well as smooth transitions to stable
upstream and downstream tie-in points. Maintaining adequate backfill ballast is critical to
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counteract buoyancy of wood. Placement of wood at or below bankfull and placement of
healthy woody vegetation in contact with the water table throughout the growing season is
critical for rapid vegetation establishment.

3.4.3 Large Wood Structure

Large wood structures are a category of streambank structures consisting of logs and brush
buried into the streambank and projecting out into the channel. Large wood structures are
intended to emulate natural accumulations of large wood along the bank margins. Figure 3-4
shows a conceptual cross section view of a large wood jam structure.

BANKFULL WATER SURFACE o

CHANNEL
BASEFLOW 4
WATER SURFACE -
i
LEGEND

(D SUBGRADE EXCAVATION

@ FOOTER LOG

[©)] ROOTWAD LOG

LARGE WOOD STRUCTURE TYPE 1 @ DEFLECTOR LOG
CROSS SECTION ® BRUSH

\® FLOODPLAIN BACKFILL )

Figure 3-4. Conceptual cross section of a large wood structure.

Purpose: The purpose of this structure is to create hydraulic conditions that maintain a deep
pool.

Placement Criteria: This structure is designed to function on a high stress bank with moderate
to high curvature.

Aquatic Habitat Objectives Addressed: This structure creates complex hydraulics such as
eddies and secondary flow circulation. Wood provides instream cover and shade for
temperature reduction. Deep pools improve hyporheic flow for temperature management.
Residual pools provide low-velocity holding habitat and over-wintering habitat.

Vegetation Objectives Addressed: Creates stable conditions to support development of
desired vegetation community types.

Geomorphic Objectives Addressed: This structure supports pool development processes.
Pools provide planform variability and foster point bar development. The structure is
composed of native materials.
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Supplemental Information: Large wood structures provide temporary bank protection by re-
directing flow away from the bank and dissipating flow energy into the riverbed. The structure
creates complex hydraulics and turbulence, which require attention to how the structure is tied
in to existing features or other bank structures. Maintaining adequate backfill ballast is critical
to counteract buoyancy of wood. Structure performance is dependent on structure size and
use of adequately-sized wood with intact rootwads. Excavation of the pool in conjunction with
the structure is recommended. The structure will tend to recruit additional large wood. Over
time, the structure will decompose or become abandoned. Integrating mature shrub
transplants or plantings on the floodplain surface behind this structure creates rooting
structure for long term bank stability.

3.5 Channel Reconstruction

Channel reconstruction is a strategy applied to areas with altered stream function through
modification of channel geometry. Modification of channel geometry changes stream
hydraulics, which can have an effect on depth, velocity and substrate components of aquatic
habitat. Channel reconstruction is also a viable strategy for improving stream stability and
establishing riparian vegetation. Channel reconstruction encompasses a range of treatments
including:

e Channel shaping (modifying cross section geometry and width-depth ratio);

e Channel realignment (modifying planform geometry and channel location);

e Pool-riffle sequences (modifying profile geometry and longitudinal bedforms);
e Revegetation (including treatments described previously);

e Streambank structures (including treatments described previously); and

e Floodplain excavation (including treatments described previously).

Channel reconstruction may also include reconstruction of the stream bed, whereby riffles are
built from imported streambed material. Riffle construction can provide vertical streambed
stability in new channel segments. In addition, riffle construction can introduce appropriate
spawning substrate for focal aquatic species.

3.6 Irrigation and Fish Passage Improvements

The following section provides a summary of design criteria considered during development of
the diversion structure and fish screen alternatives. Diversion structure and fish screen
alternatives are described in the following sections.

3.6.1 Diversion Structure Design Criteria

Where practical, installation of instream structures such as those shown in are recommended
to divert flow into the ditch while allowing the bulk of the sediment entrained in the flow to be
channeled down the stream. Construction of such structures requires adequate drop in the
stream channel upstream of the structure to ensure that backwater conditions are not induced.
Typically, one half foot of drop between the throat of the cross vane and the invert of the
headgate is required to ensure adequate flow into the ditch.
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An operable headgate located at the entrance to the ditch is required to enable control of flow
into the ditch. The headgate must be designed to ensure that it will pass the maximum design
flow rate. Additionally, it is recommended that the headgate be installed in a sheet steel panel
or concrete structure buried below the channel invert to ensure that seepage into the ditch is
minimized. Installation of multiple screens side-by-side may require installation of multiple
headgates to enable cantrol of flow to the screens.

Channel shaping is typically recommended to stabilize the channel and provide smooth
transitions to and from the diversion structure. Grading of the ditch may also be required to
ensure that there is a hydraulically smooth transition between the ditch and fish screen
entrance and exit. Hydraulically smooth transitions are defined as not exceeding 1 foot of
contraction or expansion per 10 lineal feet of ditch.

3.6.2 Diversion Structure Alternatives

Several types of diversion structures could be constructed to divert the required flows to the
ditches. Typical structures, including include rock and log structures, are shown in Figure 3-5.
One potential pitfall of constructing such structures is the potential for beaver dams to be built
on them. This could result in the need to remove the heaver dams as part of routine
maintenance.

Figure 3-5. Typical rock diversion structure {left), and typical log diversion structure (right).

3.6.3 Fish Screen Design Criteria

Because anadromous fish are not present in the Flint Creek watershed, fish screening and
passage are not regulated by the National Marine Fisheries Service Fisheries (NMFS). Fish
screen designs in Montana are not typically subject to regulatory requirements other than
those normally required for in-stream work. Federal fish screen guidelines (NMFS 2011} were
used to develop and evaluate screen options for the Flint Creek diversion with some
adaptations of the design guidelines made on a site-specific basis. A summary of pertinent
guidelines regarding screen placement and fish bypass criteria that were considered for this
project is provided in Table 3-1. Channel design elements are described in following section.
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Table 3-1. Fish Screen Criteria,

Consideration

Standard / Guidance / Note

Site Specific Criteria (if applicable)

Screen T —— Ditch realignment considered to

Placement P ¥ accommodate sediment and debris
. All installation types to consider 5% to

Design Flow P ’

95% hydraulic conditions

Screen Area

Sized for approach velocity and
diversion rate

Screen Approach Velocity: 0.4 ft/s for active 0.8 ft/s acceptable for fingerling size and
Hydraulics screen larger salmonids

Sweeping Greater than Approach Velocity

Velocity (Optimally: 0.8-3 ft/s)

Submergence Consideration for drums 53t o ordrumdiamater

submerged in water

Screen material

3/32” perforations or 1.75 mm slots
Minimum 27% open area
Corrosion resistant

Farmers (FCA) screen; <3/32"
Hydroscreen: 3/16" slots

Pitman screen: 3/16" perforations

50% open area assumed for preliminary
design

Bypass Flow

For diverted flows of 0 - 25 cfs,
minimum 5% of diverted flow

Estimate 10% - 15% of diverted flow

Bypass Location

For Screens > 6 ft, end of screen
terminates at bypass entrance

Bypass Pipe
Diameter /
Geometry

The bypass pipe should be designed to
maintain velocity of 6 - 12 ft/s (NMFS
2011 11.9.3.8) with a minimum depth of
40% of the bypass pipe diameter (NMFS
2011 11.9.3.9)

For diverted flows of 0 - 25 cfs, this
equates tol0 in. diameter with slope of
1.3% (NMFS 2011 Table 11-1). Other
designs should meet depth and velocity
criteria

3.6.4 Fish Screen Alternatives

Three fish screen alternatives were developed for the diversion. Each alternative consists of a
screen placed in the ditch with a return pipe for discharging fish and debris back to Flint Creek.
The following sections contain a general description of the each of the fish screens. Alternatives
proposed for these sites include horizontal flat panel screens, vertical flat panel screens and
rotary drum screens.

Additional alternatives considered include horizontal screens designed to exclude sediment
from irrigation pipes (ie. Watson screens), passive vertical/inclined screens (eg. inline
bank/vault, Coanda and flat plate down ramp screens), and infiltration galleries. These
alternatives are not proposed due to uncertainty in one or more operating requirements
including low flow depths, instream sediment load, difficulty controlling bypass flow and
potential for fish stranding.
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3.6.4.1 Alternative 1: Farmers Conservation Alfiance (FCA) Screen

The first alternative considered consists of a horizontal plate screen manufactured by Farmers
Conservation Alliance (FCA) of Hood River, Oregon. FCA screens have no moving parts and
require relatively little maintenance. The FCA screen is installed in an existing ditch (off-
channel), and consists of a screen box constructed from plate steel and a fish screen
constructed from perforated stainless steel plate, FCA screens meet or exceed all NMFS (2011)
criteria. An example installation is shown in Figure 3-6.

Figure 3-6. Example modular FCA screen on Sixmile Creek near
Frenchtown, MT, courtesy of FCA. Water flows down the flume to the
screen.

The screen and screen box are modular and are delivered in 10 ft-long sections that are bolted
together on-site. The fish screen is placed in line with the ditch. Water flows over the screen
and the bulk of diverted water is screened and delivered downstream to the irrigation ditch. A
partion of the diverted flow (0.5 cfs - 1.5 cfs) washes fish and debris from the screen face, and is
returned to the stream by the return pipe. A sketch illustrating how this screen functions is
shown in Figure 3-7. This screen is considered a passive screen because there is not a
mechanical system to remove debris from the screen face. Therefore, passive screen design
criteria were used for the analysis. Screen cleaning is accomplished by flowing water, which
reduces screen maintenance.
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Figure 3-7. Schematic of a Farmers Screen, courtesy of FCA. View of
schematic is facing upstream. Water flows over the screen (C) approximately
16 times faster than it flows through the screen, which passes fish and debris
downstream. Screened water passes over a weir wall {F) and is conveyed to
the irrigation ditch (G). Fish and debris are returned to the channel.

Installation of the modular Farmers screen typically takes two days with a small field crew and
light equipment (small excavator). The screen is placed on a bed of compacted gravel, and the
screen box is backfilled with native soil. The inlet and outlet to the screen and flume are
armored with larger rocks. The typical performance, maintenance and constructability for this
type of screen is compared with other screen options in Table 3-2.
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3.6.4.2 Alternative 2: Vertical Flat Panel Screen

Alternative 2 consists of a vertical flat panel screen placed within the irrigation ditch. Vertical
flat panel screens have a good track record of operating in the Blackfoot River Basin and are
manufactured locally in Seeley Lake, Montana and other custom fabricators. The screen
consists of a metal or concrete screen box placed within the existing ditch, vertical flat panel
screen(s) angled to the path of flow, and a paddle wheel mechanical system to move the
brushes. An example installation is shown in Figure 3-8,

Figure 3-8. Example of a vertical flat plate screen set at an angle to flow in the
ditch. A portion of flow passes through the flat plate screen and down the irrigation
ditch, and a portion of flow passes down the bypass pipe (upper right) and is
returned to the channel. Brushes driven by the paddle wheel move back and forth
across the screen to remove debris.

Vertical flat panel screens have similar fish return and bypass flow requirements as for the
Farmers screen in Alternative 1. The typical performance, maintenance and constructability for
this type of screen is compared with other screen options in Table 3-2.
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Alternative 3: Rotary-Drum Screen

Alternative 3 consists of a rotary drum screen placed within the irrigation ditch. Rotary drum
screens have a good track record of operating in the nearby Blackfoot River Basin and are
manufactured by Hydroscreen LLC, and other custom fabricators. The screen consists of a
concrete screen box placed within the existing ditch, rotary drum screen angled to the path of
flow, and an internal paddle wheel mechanical system to turn the drum. An example
installations is shown in Figure 3-9.

Figure 3-9. Example of a drum screen set at an angle to flow in the ditch
with a paddle wheel and gear system to turn it.

Drum screens have similar fish return and bypass flow requirements as for the Farmers screen
in Alternative 1. This type of screen is limited to a maximum flow rate of approximately 14 cfs.
The typical performance, maintenance and constructability for this type of screen is compared
with other screen options in Table 3-2.

3.6.5 Fish Screen Alternatives Discussion

Each alternative would provide the amount of irrigation water allowed by the water right. Each
alternative has varying degrees of fish protection, constructability, cost, and maintenance
requirements. Relative characteristics of the three alternatives are compared in Table 3-2.

Fish screening performance for the three screens varies. The FCA screen is designed to meet all
NMFS guidelines and is expected to provide excellent fish protection. The vertical flat panel and
rotary drum screen screens generally meets NMFS guidelines, with the exception that the
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screen perforations are greater in size than recommended by NMFS. This limitation likely would
only be of concern for small fry (less than 1/8").

The FCA screen has no moving parts, and as a result mechanical maintenance on the screen is
lower than on the drum screen because there are fewer parts to maintain. The rotary drum
screen has mechanical parts including a water wheel mechanical system that turns the drum
and bushings that the drum rotates about. The vertical flat panel screen also has mechanical
parts consisting of a water wheel mechanical system which moves the wipers.

Screen maintenance considerations for all screens involve periodic (daily to weekly)
observations of the screen during the irrigation season to adjust flow rates, examine the screen
for debris and to remove any accumulated debris. Management of fine sediment will likely be
required for all designs. Fine sediments tend to accumulate below the screen surface in the FCA
screen. A simple tool similar to a garden hoe can be used to clear the sediments out of the box
by agitating the fines which will then discharge to the creek via the return pipe. Fine sediments
tend to accumulate in the rotary drum and vertical flat panel screen entrances as the cross-
sectional area of the ditch expands at the entrance to the screen. Accumulated fines must be
periodically removed from the screen entrance by shoveling. Closing the ditch headgate once
the irrigation season is over is recommended as it will reduce sediment accumulation for any of
the screen alternatives.

Diversion structures, headgates and sluice gates also require periodic inspection and
maintenance. Fine sediment may accumulate near the entrance to the headgate due to
expansion of the channel and the upward slope of the cross vane arm that is designed to
deliver water to the headgate. A sluice gate set lower than the headgate and connected to a
sluice pipe is recommended to provide a means to flush the accumulated fine sediments out of
the diversion inlet during high flows. Headgates and sluice gates require annual inspection and
maintenance of moving parts.
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Table 3-2. Relative comparison of fish screen alternatives.

Alternative 1
Horizontal Flat Panel

Alternative 2
Vertical Flat Panel

Alternative 3
Rotary Drum Screen

Screen Screen

Good Good
Fish Screening Excellent {chief concern: (chief concern:
Performance perforations larger than slot size larger than

NMFS standard) NMPFS Standard)
Approach < 0.4 ft/sec < 0.4 ft/sec < 0.4 ft/sec
Velocity ' ' '
Debris Low Medium Medium

. (scrub 1-2x per month to | {check weekly - remove {check weekly - remove
Maintenance . . .
remove algae if present) | debris) debris)
Medium

Screen
Maintenance

Low
{annual sediment flush)

Medium
{periodically flush
sediment, annual
mechanical, replace

{periodically remove
drum to flush sediment,
annual mechanical,
periodically replace

brushes every 6 yrs) Biistiiigs)
s Easy, Easy, Moderate,
CostRsta iy ~2 weeks ~2 weeks ~2 -3 weeks

3.7 Summary of Restoration Strategies and Treatments
Table 3-3 provides a summary of potential restoration strategies for addressing limiting factors
on Flint Creek. Ability to address site specific geomorphic, vegetation and aquatic habitat
limiting factors is described for each restoration strategy.
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Table 3-3. Summary of restoration strategies for addressing limiting factors on Flint Creek.

Restoration
Strategy

Limiting Factors
Addressed

Limitations

Conservation

Insufficient
riparian buffers

Lack of vegetation
diversity

Conservations is suitable for floodplains with good
connectivity to the stream and high natural recovery
potential.

Conservation does not directly address geomorphic limiting
factors; however, conservation may improve riparian and
aquatic habitat conditions in the longterm.

May provide opportunities for future restoration.

Revegetation and

Bank erosion

Revegetation does not directly address limiting factors

Wetlands Insufficient related to channel geometry such as channel entrenchment,
. straightened planform, or floodplain connection.
riparian buffers
. Success is dependent upon routine maintenance and

Lack of vegetation ) ) ) -

diversity adaptively managing site conditions.

Lack of habitat Revegetation may improve aquatic habitat conditions in the

diversity g et
Streambank Overwide riffles Streambank structures do not directly address limiting factors
Structures related to channel geometry such as channel entrenchment,

Shallow pools

Bank erosion

straightened channel planform, or floodplain connection.

Success is dependent upon reach-scale stability and inclusion

Lack of habitat of vegetation components.

diversity
Irrigation and Fish | Fish entrainment Eliminate fish access to irrigation ditches
RessdEe Require routine operations and maintenance.
Improvements
Channel Straightened Improvements to aquatic habitat are immediate.

Reconstruction

planform

Altered pool
development

Bank erosion

Shallow,
infrequent pools

Overwide riffles

Lack of habitat
diversity

Success is dependent upon use in conjunction with other
treatments including conservation, revegetation and
streambank structures.
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4 Conceptual Restoration Designs

4.1 Conceptual Design Criteria

This section provides specific restoration objectives to guide development of conceptual
restoration design criteria. Limiting factors identified in Section 2 were used to link existing site
conditions to objectives and conceptual design criteria aimed at achieving desired conditions.
Objectives and conceptual design criteria are provided for categories of geomorphology,
vegetation and aquatic habitat.

4.1.1 Geomorphic Objectives and Design Criteria

Geomorphic objectives provide guidance for addressing stream channel geometry and river
processes. In addition, geomorphic objectives support aquatic habitat objectives and integrate
with the vegetation objectives described in subsequent sections. Table 4-1 provides a summary
of geomorphic objectives, limiting factors and conceptual design criteria. Addition detail is
provided in the following sections.

Table 4-1. Summary of geomorphic objectives, limiting factors and conceptual design criteria.
Geomorphic Objective | Limiting Factor Addressed Geomorphic Design Criteria

Improve pool
development process

Large wood and vegetation incorporated

Altered pool development | .
P B into bank structures and deepen pools

Reduce fine sediment . Address all banks with High and Very High
Bank Erosion

supply BEHI scores

Reduceswinthito,depth Over-widened riffles Width to depth ratio less than 22

ratio of riffles

Geomorphic Objective 1: Improve Pool Development Processes. Pool development processes
will be addressed by modifying channel morphology and adding woody debris to the channel.

Design Criteria for Geomorphic Objective 1: Channel morphology will be modified to be
an C stream type (Rosgen and Silvey 1996). Streambank treatments will include large
wood to promote scour and pool development.

Geomorphic Objective 2: Reduce Fine Sediment Supply. Fine sediment supply will be reduced
by reducing bank erosion rates and increasing sediment storage potential on the floodplain.

Design Criteria for Geomorphic Objective 2: Design criteria for reducing fine sediment
supply include addressing bank erosion mechanisms such as altered morphological
conditions, sparse vegetation bank cover and land use such that bank erosion is limited to
banks with lower than a High BEHI rating. In addition, floodplain roughness will be
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increased, with the increase of woody vegetation, in order to provide hydraulic conditions
that deposit and store sand on floodplain surfaces.

Geomorphic Objective 3: Reduce width to depth ratio of riffles. Width to depth ratios in riffles
will be decreased by narrowing the channel and reconstructing the bank with a wood and brush
fascine and a salvaged sod mat on top for quick revegetation and stabilization.

Design Criteria for Geomorphic Objective 3: Focus on riffles with highest width to depth
ratios and reduce the width to depth ratio to around 22. These riffles could also
incorporate a large wood structure below to promote spawning in the lower riffle and
subsequent glide.

4.1.2 Vegetation Objectives and Design Criteria

Vegetation objectives provide guidance for addressing riparian conditions and ecological
function. In addition, vegetation objectives support aquatic habitat objectives and integrate
with the geomorphic objectives described in previous sections. Table 4-2 provides a summary
of vegetation objectives, limiting factors and conceptual design criteria. Addition detail is
provided in the following sections.

Table 4-2. Summary of vegetation objectives, limiting factors and conceptual design criteria.

Vegetation S : : e
Objective Limiting Factor Addressed Vegetation Design Criteria
Preserve existing Insufficient riparian buffers & . . .
Highieguiality ek G Wotdy Vegatation and Establish preservation areas for both during

o ; o ; y construction and grazing management
riparian vegetation | riparian diversity £ £ £

Floodplain is actively revegetated with

Lack of woody vegetation and diverse mix of native species, and planted
riparian diversity stock is protected from browse and
herbivory and maintained in the short-term.

Restore diverse
riparian vegetation
communities

Site specific weed management integrated
Reduce invasive Lack of woody vegetation and with revegetation efforts and management
species riparian diversity programs.

Streambanks are reconstructed at
elevations that support conditions for

Increase woody Insufficient riparian buffers & desired vegetation communities.
vegetation on lack of woody vegetation and
streambanks riparian diversity Streambanks are reconstructed using native,

living plant material and biodegradable
materials such as woody debris and coir.

Vegetation Objective 1: Conserve Existing High Quality Riparian Vegetation. Where present,
existing high quality riparian vegetation will be conserved.
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Design Criteria for Vegetation Objective 1. Design criteria for conserving existing high
quality vegetation focus on identifying areas that currently support native, self-sustaining
riparian vegetation communities. These areas are supported by existing site conditions
and provide a range of desired ecological functions including streambank stability,
overhanging vegetation, woody debris recruitment potential, and habitat corridors.

Vegetation Objective 2: Restore Diverse Riparian Vegetation Communities. Diverse riparian
vegetation communities will be restored by creating the conditions necessary for development
and maintenance of a diverse mosaic of native riparian vegetation communities.

Design Criteria for Vegetation Objective 2. Riparian vegetation communities require a
relatively high ground water table, connectivity with the channel and a moderate degree
of soil stability to establish. Active revegetation will be required to rapidly establish
desired vegetation. Design criteria applicable to active revegetation include: planting of a
diverse mix of native riparian species; seeding with a diverse mix of native riparian and
upland species; protection of planted woody vegetation from browse and herbivory,
primarily deer and beaver; and short-term maintenance of planted and seeded vegetation
is conducted including weed control and supplemental irrigation as needed.

Vegetation Objective 3: Reduce Invasive Species. Invasive species, including noxious weeds,
will be reduced or prevented by implementing weed control strategies specific to each project
reach.

Design Criteria for Vegetation Objective 3. Actions implemented to achieve Vegetation
Objective 2 will help prevent weed infestations and control weed densities long-term.
Control of weeds in restored areas should be closely integrated with the grazing
management plan. Design criteria to reduce invasive species also consider control or
eradication of non-noxious weeds that may become invasive in restored riparian areas.

Vegetation Objective 4: Increase Woody Vegetation on Streambanks. Woody vegetation will
be increased on streambanks by installing streambank structures that integrate living woody
vegetation.

Design Criteria for Vegetation Objective 4. Design criteria for increasing woody
vegetation on streambanks include integration of living woody vegetation in all
streambank structures. Design criteria also call for the use of biodegradable materials in
streambank structures such as woody material including brush, logs and rootwads or
fabrics made from biodegradable fibers such as coir. To maximize desired ecological
functions, streambank treatments should be designed to provide a stable growing
environment for desired woody vegetation to establish along and within the channel
margin.

4.1.3 Agquatic Habitat Objectives and Design Criteria
Aquatic habitat objectives provide guidance for addressing biological function and aquatic
species life history needs. In addition, aquatic habitat objectives integrate with the vegetation
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and geomorphic objectives described in previous sections. Table 4-3 provides a summary of
aquatic habitat objectives, limiting factors and conceptual design criteria. Addition detail is
provided in the following sections.

Table 4-3. Summary of aquatic habitat objectives, limiting factors, and conceptual design criteria.

Aquatic Habitat Objective Limiting Factor Addressed Aquatic Habitat Design Criteria

Construct a diversion structure that
provides adequate water to the
ditch and provides main stem fish
Reduce fish entrainment Fish entrainment passage

Install a fish screen to prevent fish
from accessingthe irrigation ditch

Streambanks treatments include

Improve streambank cover Lack of habitat diversity i
vegetation component

Decrease pool to pool spacing by
50%
Increase pool frequency and

enhance pool quality Shallow, infrequent pools

Increase max depth in residual
pools by 2 5% of current maximum
depth

Gravel embedded with less than 20
percent fines

WS Cleanigravel Fine sediment accumulation
substrate Bankfull channel shear stress
capable of mobilizing Ds particle
size

Aquatic Habitat Objective 1: Eliminate Fish Entrainment. Fish entrainment will be eliminated
with the addition of a fish screen to the diversion structure.

Design Criteria for Aquatic Habitat Objective 1. Fish screen design should minimize
maintenance and maximize efficiency at screening fish out of diversion structure.

Aguatic Habitat Objective 2: Improve Streambank Cowver. The channel margins will offer
streambank cover including woody vegetation and woody debris.

Design Criteria for Aquatic Habitat Objective 2: Streambank treatments will include a
woody vegetation component in order to develop streambank cover and increase shade.
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Aqguatic Habitat Objective 3: Increase Pool Frequency and Enhance Pool Quality. Pool
frequency will be increased to be consistent with standards for properly functioning habitat for
sustainable fish populations. Deep pools will provide suitable holding habitat and will provide
woody debris for cover.

Design Criteria for Aquatic Habitat Objective 3: Proposed pool frequency is 70 to 100
pools per mile as derived from measured pool frequencies in properly functioning
watersheds (USFS 1994). To accomplish this a decrease in pool to pool spacing by 50% is
needed. Design criteria for pool quality are residual pool depth greater than 5 feet with
good cover.

Aquatic Habitat Objective 4: Maintain Clean Gravel Substrate. Preferred substrate conditions
will be provided by maintaining medium gravel mobility and flushing embedded fines from the
interstitial spaces within the gravel.

Design Criteria for Aquatic Habitat Objective 4: Design criteria for maintaining clean
gravel substrate is derived from hydraulic conditions required to mobilize Dsy particles
during bankfull discharge,

4,2 Conceptual Restoration Designs
This section presents conceptual restoration designs for the project area. Preliminary concepts

were presented to and reviewed by the landowners and project stakeholders at an onsite
meeting on June 16, 2017. Comments received from the landowners and project stakeholders
were incorporated into the following conceptual restoration designs.

The conceptual restoration designs address the site-specific limiting factors and provide
combinations of treatments that will satisfy project objectives. The concepts include plans that
address fish entrainment, riparian habitat, streambank erosion and aquatic habitat as well as
many other limiting factors. By organizing restoration treatments into these specific plans,
proposed designs can be aligned with funding programs tailored to implementing specific types
of restoration actions. The restoration plans can be implemented independently or in
combination with elements from other plans. The four primary conceptual restoration plans
are:

e [rrigation Diversion Plan — plan for addressing fish entrainment in the irrigation ditch
located at the downstream end of the project area. This plan also addresses stream and
floodplain conditions the lower segment of Flint Creek from the house downstream to
the property line at the highway bridge.

e Streambank Restoration Plan — plan for addressing eroding streambanks and
overwidened riffles in the upstream end of the project area.

e Revegetation Plan — plan for improving riparian habitat conditions on the Flint Creek
floodplain through planting, fencing and grazing management.
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e Channel Reconstruction Plan — comprehensive plan for improving aquatic habitat by
restoring stream channel meander geometry and increasing stream length in the
upstream end of the project area where Flint Creek has been channelized.

4.2.1 lIrrigation Diversion Plan

The irrigation diversion plan and concept for the lower segment in the project area is shown in
Figure 4-1. This conceptual design highlights the restoration activities proposed around the
irrigation diversion site and the lower portion of Flint Creek down to the highway bridge. The
existing diversion structure would be removed and replaced with a rock diversion structure
consisting of boulders positioned in two u-shaped features pointing upstream. Small pools
would be constructed on the downstream bend at the base of the U to aid aquatic organism
passage and provide energy dissipation. The diversion structure would divert flow into the ditch
and maintain 6-inch steps that would provide aquatic organism passage in Flint Creek at all
flows. Additionally, the existing headgate would be replaced with a new headgate to meet the
requirements for the fish screen. A sluice gate would be installed alongside the headgate to
minimize sediment deposition in the forebay. A fish screen would be installed in the irrigation
ditch downstream of the headgate. Diversion structures and fish screen alternatives are
described in more detail in Section 3.6.

In addition to irrigation diversion improvements, there are opportunities to address
streambank and floodplain conditions in the downstream end of the project area as part of the
streambank restoration plan and revegetation plan. Large wood habitat structures are
proposed to increase the quantity and quality of pool habitat in the reach. Two over widened
riffles could be narrowed using vegetated wood and brush banks and sod mats, as described in
Section 3.4,

On the south side of the irrigation diversion an existing depression could be enhanced to create
an open water shallow wetland. The sod salvaged in this process could be transplanted for bank
treatments throughout the project area. Revegetation opportunities are described in Section
4.2.3.

4.2.2 Streambank Restoration Plan

Figure 4-2 highlights the restoration activities proposed for the middle segment of the Corbett-
Downs property reach on Flint Creek. To increase the quantity and quality of pool habitat in
this portion of the reach 11 large wood habitat structures are proposed along with excavation
of the channel adjacent to the structures to increase pool depth. These structures would
provide cover for fish, increase bank stability, and direct flow toward the bed of the channel
which will support natural pool forming processes currently missing in the reach. An over
widened riffle would be narrowed and a large wood structure installed at the bottom to
provide more connectivity between the two bends with pool habitat. Banks throughout this
section that were identified in the bank erosion hazard analysis as significant contributors to
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sediment would be replaced with vegetated wood and brush structures as described in Section
3.4, thus reducing the overall sediment contribution to Flint Creek.

Figure 4-3 highlights the restoration activities proposed for the upper portion of the Corbett-
Downs property reach on Flint Creek. To reduce sediment supply from a rapidly migrating bank
the installation of 2 large wood habitat structures is recommended in conjunction with a
constructed vegetated wood and brush bank. Fill would be required to narrow the channel
slightly which will help maintain the pool depth for the bend. Downstream of the bend, 2 over
widened riffles would be narrowed with a vegetated wood and brush fascine or vegetated soil
lift with sod mats to help promote stability and revegetation efforts.

The streambank restoration plan includes 14 large wood structures and 2,330 feet of vegetated
wood and brush structures. Materials needed for construction include approximately 500 trees,
4,000 cubic yards of streambed fill to narrow the channel, and 20,000 vegetative cuttings for
the streambank structures.

4.2.3 Revegetation Plan

Figure 4-4 and Figure 4-5 depict the revegetation plan and grazing recommendations for the
project reach. The revegetation plan includes approximately 6,000 plants in 31 planting units
encompassing approximately 8 acres. Planting units vary in size from 0.05 acres to 0.85 acres.
Planting units were placed throughout the area with the goals of increasing connectivity for
habitat between existing riparian vegetation communities and increasing the overall quantity
and diversity of woody vegetation in the riparian. These planting units would replace existing
pasture grasses with woody vegetation using individual containerized plants that would need
protection from browse for at least 3 years. Planting units would be enclosed in 8-foot high
metal wire fencing to limit browse by cattle and wildlife. Preservation areas were identified to
highlight where existing vegetation communities are thriving and the planting units were placed
to help increase connectivity between the preservation areas.

Recommendations for grazing include dividing the Corbett-Downs property into segments that
are surrounded by existing fencing and proposed fencing. Grazing activities are recommended
for each segment. In continuous grazing areas, no limit is placed on the duration or amount of
grazing. In rotational grazing areas, access should be limited to 5 days of grazing followed by a
30 day period where the area is allowed to recover without grazing. In exclosure areas, no
grazing should be conducted. Exclosure areas are sensitive to grazing and consist of the wetted
channel and wetlands. Revegetation treatments are described in more detail in Section 3.3,

4.2.4 Channel Reconstruction Plan

Figure 4-6 presents an alternative concept for channel reconstruction in the upstream segment
of the project area where Flint Creek appears to have been channelized. Channel
reconstruction would increase channel length by 800 feet and reduce the stream gradient from
0.60 percent to 0.35 percent. Three meander bends would be reconstructed and riffle-pool
morphology would be established. The former channel would be converted to wetland habitat
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using material excavated from the new channel. Earthen plugs would be placed intermittently
in the former channel to reduce avulsion risk. The details of new channel construction are
described in general terms in Section 3.5.

The channel reconstruction plan includes 2,650 feet of new channel, 10 large wood structures
and 2,650 feet of vegetated wood and brush structures. Materials needed for construction
include approximately 700 trees, 1,200 cubic yards of streambed fill for riffle construction, and
26,000 vegetative cuttings for the streambank structures. Excavation of the new channel is
estimated to be approximately 14,000 cubic yards.
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Figure 4-1. Conceptual irrigation diversion plan and conceptual design for the fish screen and lower project site on Flint Creek.
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Figure 4-2. Conceptual streambank restoration plan and conceptual design for the downstream portion of the upper site for the Flint Creek.
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5 Design and Implementation Considerations

This section provides guidance for project design and implementation phases.

5.1 Design Considerations
This section describes design considerations including data collection needs and permitting
requirements.

5.1.1 Data Collection Needs

The conceptual restoration design was based on LIDAR and a field survey to characterize
existing conditions. Additional data collection will be required to address project feasibility.
Recommended data collection needs include:

e Channel bathymetry — supplement LiDAR topography with channel topography below
water surface for further modeling, specifically around the fish screen site.

e Subsurface investigations — excavate representative soil pits at proposed excavation
locations in order to characterize soils and sample for contamination.

e Woetland delineation —identify jurisdictional wetlands in the project area.
e Diversion structure final survey — Detailed survey around existing structure and

diversion on downstream landowner’s property.

5.1.2 Permitting
Flint Creek restoration work will require preparation of a joint permit application in compliance
with the following environmental regulations:

e Federal Clean Water Act Section 404 and 401

e State of Montana Stream Protection Act 124

e State of Montana Natural Streambed and Land Preservation Act 310
e Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation

Additional permit applications that will be required include:

e National Environmental Policy Act {(preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement
or an Environmental Assessment)

e Montana State Historic Preservation Office (SHPQO) to demonstrate regulatory
compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 (cultural resources
investigations)

e EPA/Montana DEQ to demonstrate compliance with the Clean Water Act National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program (stormwater pollution
prevention plan)

e Granite County to demonstrate compliance with the National Flood Insurance Program

(floodplain development permit/no rise certification)
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Other permit applications may be required depending on final project scope and local
regulations.

5.2 Implementation Considerations
This section describes a conceptual approach for implementing the project design.

5.2.1 Censtruction Access and Staging

Two staging areas have been identified in the project reach to allow for the storage of
equipment and materials for the construction phase of the project (Figure 5-1). Both access
routes to the staging areas are on the Corbett-Downs property and will require removal of a
small portion of fencing and a temporary gate installed. The lower staging area would be
utilized for the installation of the fish screen, floodplain enhancement, and bank structure
construction from station 44+00 to 53+00. The Upper staging area will be utilized for the bank
treatments and revegetation efforts from station 00+00 to 32400. After project completion,
these sites will be reclaimed and any damage to fencing will be repaired or replaced in
coordination with the landowner.

52 July 2017




Flint Creek Assessment and Conceptual Design

Temporary Road

I:l Staging Area

Preservation Area

1 Staging Area

Imagery: River, Design GroupiliAS BeloberZ0de
[HAR: Rivey.Design October 2016

Figure 5-1. Staging areas and access roads for proposed construction efforts.
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5.2.2 Water Management

Construction of the streambank structures will require heavy equipment in the channel.
Construction should be timed with the lowest flows for the project site, which typically occur in
late July and August. Dewatering work areas may be necessary at some sites. Concentrating
flow to one side of the channel may be an effective alternative to dewatering the channel
depending on the flows during construction. Fish salvage operations may be required if
dewatering work site is required. Fish salvage operations will need to be coordinated with
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks and completed by qualified biologists. During the final design
phase specifics regarding water management strategies should be finalized based on the
expected flows during construction period and permit requirements.

5.2.3 Construction Materials

Sourcing and staging of construction materials may need to occur in advance of
implementation.  Such materials may include logs, brush and containerized plants.
Containerized plant sources may need to be identified and procured up to a year or more
before expected planting to ensure appropriate species and quantities are available. Due to
timing considerations, it may be necessary to designate these materials as owner-supplied
items provided to the construction contractor.

5.2.4 Contracting

Restoration is a specialized construction practice requiring knowledge of water management,
fish salvage operations, streambank structure installation, precision grading, planting and use of
native materials. Submittal of contractor qualifications demonstrating knowledge and
experience with restoration projects should be an important consideration in the bid process.
Moreover, it may be necessary to procure multiple contractors responsible for various portions
of the work based on qualifications such as revegetation and stream bank structure experience.

5.2.5 Cost Estimate

Conceptual implementation cost estimates were prepared and provided to the project
partners. Estimates include costs for construction implementation, design, construction
oversight, monitoring. Estimates were prepared for each of the four plans described in Section
4. Estimates are not included in this report.
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5.3 Monitoring and Adaptive Management

Monitoring the effectiveness of restoration efforts is an important phase to ensure the project
is achieving intended objectives. Standard monitoring plans include repeat surveys of
established cross sections, longitudinal profile, and establishing photo points. The use of
unmanned aerial systems (UAS) for river surveying has been tested and established in the
literature as a valid technique for monitoring surveys utilizing structure from motion
photogrammetry (Javernick et al. 2014; Tamminga et al. 2014; Tamminga et al. 2014; Stegman
2015; Qin 2014; Westoby 2012). Repeat aerial surveys could be conducted as part of project
monitoring. For each survey a 3D surface and high-resolution orthophoto would be created for
comparison with the as-built survey and orthophoto. The timing of the monitoring surveys can
be flexible within the post-construction period to allow for surveys to be conducted on years
with flows greater than a 2-year recurrence interval, if desired. Surface to surface comparison
could be conducted to monitor geomorphic change in the project reach between time periods.
Additionally, the high resolution orthophotos can be used to track the extent and relative
health of the planting units.

The flexibility built into this plan will allow for surveys to be conducted in conjunction with any
maintenance that may need to occur. During the design phase, project partners should
consider how monitoring observations will be used to determine maintenance needs and
project success. Routine maintenance of restoration projects typically includes: weed
management, supplemental irrigation, supplemental seeding, and minor structure repair.
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Watershed Characteristics

The Flint Creek watershed is located within Granite and Deer Creek Counties and is surrounded
by a series of mountain ranges: The Flint Creek mountains to the east, the Anaconda Range to
the south, and John Long peaks to the west. The basin is comprised of two large valleys, the
Philipsburg valley and Drummond valley (connected by a narrow canyon) and its total drainage
area is 352 sg-mi. Additional watershed characteristics (Table A-1) and a map of the watershed
(Figure A-1) are given below.

Flint Creek originates at Georgetown Lake and reaches its confluence, after flowing 36 miles, with
the Clark Fork River at Drummond. Primary tributaries of Flint Creek include Fred Burr Creek,
Boulder Creek, and Lower Willow Creek. Fred Burr Creek, which has an annual average flow of
approximately 7,000 ac-ft per year, flows into Flint Creek in the Philipsburg Valley, while Boulder
and Lower Willow Creeks enter Flint Creek in the Drummond Valley. There are two managed
reservoirs within the watershed, one at Georgetown Lake, which has a capacity of 31,000 ac-ft
and serves hydroelectric purposes, and Lower Willow Creek Reservoir, which has a capacity of
4,800 ac-ft and is utilized for consumptive use by agriculture (Watershed Consulting, LLC, 2015).
Flow within upper Flint Creek is controlled by the dam at Georgetown Lake. The flow is
augmented seasonally from a trans-basin diversion in the East Fork of Rock Creek and a trans-
basin diversion in Trout Creek.

Figure A-1. Flint Creek watershed.
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Table A-1. Flint Creek watershed characteristics.

Parameter Description Value
Drainage Area | Totalarea that contributes flow to the beginning of the study reach 351.5 mi?
Precipitation Mean annual precipitation 22.9in
Temperature Mean annual temperature 3B3F
Mean Elevation | Average elevation of watershed 62133 ft
Max Elevation Maximum watershed elevation 9829 ft
Min Elevation Minimum watershed elevation 4182 ft

% Above 6000 Percent of area above 6000 ft in elevation 54.8%
Mean Slope Mean basin slope computed from 30 m DEM 22.1 ft/ft
>30% Slope Percent area with slopes greater than 30% from 30 m DEM 26.9%
>50% Slope Percent area with slopes greater than 50% from 30 m DEM 6.5%
Forest Cover Percentage of area covered by forest 60.4%
Cultivation Percentage of area covered by cultivated land from NLCD 2001 7%
Irrigation Percentage of areairrigated based on Montana Final Land Unit { FLU) 5%
Wetlands Percentage of area covered by wetlands from NLCD 2001 0%
Lakes Percentage of area covered by lakes, pond, and reservoirs 1%

Source: USGS StreamStats 4.0

In-stream hydrologic patterns within the basin are largely influenced by irrigation practices and
flow releases from Georgetown Lake (Montana DEQ, 2012). As result, flows in Flint Creek and its
tributaries can vary significantly over the water year. Flint Creek typically experiences peak flow
in June, followed by a slow and gradual decline into the fall months, with a plateau in the late
summer months and slight increase in the fall (after discontinuation of irrigation) (Montana DEQ,
2012). This prolonged decline can be attributed to the management of Georgetown Lake, inputs
from the East Fork and Lower Willow Creek Reservoirs, and seasonal irrigational practices
(Montana DEQ, 2012). Discharge within Flint Creek’s tributaries typically reaches a peak in June,
which is followed by a steady decline in flow into September. The four highest recorded
discharges at Flint Creek near Maxville were likely triggered by rain-on-snow events and ranged
from 900 to 1,680 cfs (Montana DEQ, 2012).

Available Data

Hydrologic data available for the basin includes flow data from stream gaging stations operated
by the United States Geological Survey (USGS) and DNRC (Department of Natural Resources and
Conservation). The USGS stations are situated on Flint Creek, while the DNRC stations are located
on canals and diversions (to measure irrigation withdrawals). There are 11 total operational
gaging stations located within the basin that have either been maintained in the past and have
since been decommissioned, or remain operational (Table A-2).
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Tahble A-2. Flint Creek watershed stream gages.

Drainage Area Period of Record
Name bt {Square Miles) figency {Years)

Flint Creek near Southern Cross 12325500 53 USGS 1940-2016 (76)
Flint Creek Main Canal below Headgate | 76E 02000 -~ DNRC | 1961-1980, 1982-2016 (53}
E'r'i";giree" Mzin CanalbelowLolnty | .oeepmngy e DNRC | 1961-1980, 1982-2016 (53)
Marshal Canal below Headgate 76GJ04000 -- DNRC | 1961-1980, 1982-2016 (53}
Trout Creek below Marshal Canal

rout -reek below Wiarshal -ana 76GJ0S000 e DNRC | 1961-1980, 1982-2016 (53)
Diversion
Fred Burr Creek near Philipsburg 12327100 15.7 USGS 1994-1996 (2)
Flint Creek at Maxville 12329500 208 UsGS 1942-2016 (74}
Boulder Creek at Maxville 12330000 71 USGS 1940-2016 (76)
Allendale Canal helow Headgate 76GJ08000 - DNRC 1961-2016 (55}
Allendale Canal above Tail End 76GJ08080 -- DNRC | 1961-1985, 1987-2016 (53}
Flint Creek near Drummond 12331500 490 USGS | 1991-2002, 2003-2004 (12}

Source: Montana DEQ, 2012

A graphical summary of the available data from the USGS Flint Creek gages is given below in

Figures A-2 A-3 and A-4.
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Figure A-2. Mean daily discharge for all three Flint Creek USGS gages.
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Figure A-3. Average mean daily discharge for three Flint Creek USGS gages that are still active.
These values were obtained by averaging the daily mean flow values over the period of record
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Figure A-4. Cumulative volume in million acre feet for the water years of record forthe 3
active USGS gages.

Flood Frequency Analysis

Methods for determining flood frequency for unregulated systems include unit hydrographs,
rainfall-runoff models, analysis of peak flows at gaged sites, and calculating flood-frequency data
at ungaged sites based on drainage-basin and climatic characteristics. Options for determining
flood frequency for regulated systems include reservoir routing and analysis of peak flows at
gaged sites. Methods used in this analysis include analysis of peak flows at gaged sites; calculation
of flood-frequency data at ungaged sites based on drainage-basin and climatic characteristics.
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PeakFQ was utilized to conduct a USGS 17B flood frequency analysis for both the Maxville and

Drummond gages on Flint Creek (Sando et al. 2016).

The results from this analysis are

summarized in Table A-3 and Figures A-4 and A-5. There is less uncertainty in the results from
the upstream Maxville gage given the 74 years of record, compared to the Drummond gage with

only 12 years of record.

Table A-3. Flood frequency analysis results (cfs).

Recurrence
Interval USGS Gage USGS Gage
{years) Maxville Drummond
1.25 264 310
15 327 412
2 410 550
2.33 450 617
5 637 932
10 803 1210
25 1030 1570
50 1200 1850
100 1350 2130
200 1580 2410
500 1850 2790

10,000 — T T T T T

— Fitted freguency
O Systematic Peaks
—— Confidence limits

1,000

Annual Peak Discharge (cfs)

100

10

Peakfqv 7.1 run 1118/2016 12:15:47 PM
B17B using Weighted Skew option
0.000298 = Skew (G)

0 Zeroes not displayed

0 Peaks below PILF (LO) Threshold
Single Grubbs-Beck

1
99.5 98 90

1 1
75 60 40

1
20 b 1

Annual Exceedance Probability, Percent
Station - 12329500 Flint Creek at Maxville MT

0.2

Figure A-5. Flood frequency analysis for Maxville gage conducted with USGS PeakFQ.
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Figure A-6. Flood frequency analysis for Drummond gage conducted with USGS PeakFQ.
Bankfull Discharge Analysis

Bankfull discharge is the discharge that does the most work in shaping and maintaining stream
channel geometry (Dunne and Leopold 1978; Rosgen 1996). Bankfull stage is determined in the
field based on channel features such as point bar and floodplain elevations, vegetation, and other
depositional features. It is often approximated by a 1.2-1.8 year return interval flood discharge.

Channel cross sections, longitudinal profiles and bankfull indicators were surveyed through the
reach on Flint Creek. The reach is located upstream of the of the USGS gage "Flint Creek near
Drummond, MT" (#12331500) and downstream of the USGS gage “Flint Creek at Maxville, MT”
(#12329500). The bankfull elevation at each of four surveyed riffle cross sections were used to
calculate conveyance area and wetted perimeter for the bankfull channel. Hydraulic relationships
were used to estimate bankfull flow as a function of conveyance area, wetted perimeter, slope
and roughness. Five separate methods were used to calculate bankfull discharge.

e Estimation using the USGS regional curve and drainage area (Lawlor 2004)

e Calculation using the friction factor/relative roughness equation (Rosgen, Leopold, and
Silvey 1998; Rosgen and Silvey 2005)

e Manning’s equation with n estimated with the Strickler Equation (Chow 1959; Yen 1991)
* Manning’s equation with n estimated with Limerinos Equation (Limerinos 1970)

* Manning’s equation with n estimated with Jarret Equation {Jarret 1985)
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The average bankfull discharge for the four reference cross sections were calculated. See Table
A-3 for the estimated bankfull discharge estimations from multiple calculation methods.
Additional analysis to determine bankfull for design purposes will be completed during the
preliminary design phase.

Table A-4. Bankfull discharge (cfs) estimated for the Flint Creek study area.

Method XS2 | XS5 | XS6 | XS7 | Mean | Std.Dev. | Std.Err.
Regional Curve 674 674 674 | 674 674 NA NA
Relative Roughness 481 471 401 | 353 427 61 30
Strickler Equation 382 380 349 | 297 352 40 20
Limerinos Equation 500 490 418 | 368 444 63 31
Jarret Equation 270 26l 243 | 214 247 25 12

Low Flow Analysis

Low flow conditions present a hazard to aquatic species through increased water temperature,
decreased dissolved oxygen, and can present a physical barrier for fish passage. To characterize
the extent and frequency of low flow events on Flint Creek 7-day annual low flow statistics were
calculated from the Drummond USGS Gage with 26 years of record. 7-day annual low flow
statistics are based on an annual series of the smallest values of mean discharge computed over
any 7 consecutive days during the annual period. A log Pearson type lll probability distribution
is fit to the annual series of 7 day minimums (Risley 2008). The results from this analysis are
shown in Figure A-6 and Table A-5. Figure A-6 shows the probability of exceedance forthe annual
7-day low flow event. Table A-5 shows the probability of non-exceedance which was then
converted into recurrence interval in year. The 7-day low flow 10-year event calculated from the
Drummond gage is 4.8 cfs. This is strikingly low compared to the regional curve estimation of the
7-day low flow 10-year event of 23.4 cfs (McCarthy 2016). This is likely caused by the extensive
irrigation that occurs in the Flint Creek watershed.
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Figure A-7. 7-Day average low flow probability of exceedance analysis.
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Table A-5. 7-Day average low flow analysis for USGS Drummond gage

Probability of Non- Recurrence

exceedance Interval (year) Qischarge (chs]
0.992 1.01 245.3
0.985 1.02 182.4
0.975 1.03 151.5
0.97 1.03 131.9
0.96 1.04 117.9
0.95 1.05 107.2
0.945 1.06 98.7
0.9 1.11 68.7
0.85 1.18 53.5
0.8 1.25 42.4
0.75 1.33 35.8
0.7 1.43 30.7
0.6 1.67 22.8
0.500 2.00 17.7
0.4 2.50 13.5
0.3 3.33 10.3
0.25 4.00 8.7
0.2 5.00 7.4
0.15 6.67 6.2
0.1 10.00 4.8
0.05 20.00 3.5
0.025 40.00 2.0
0.02 50.00 2.4
0.01 100.00 23

Flow Duration Curve

A flow duration curve depicts statistically the percent of time in which the discharge of a river is
above a given value. Figure A-8 and Table A-6 depict the results from the creation of a flow
duration curve for the Drummond USGS gage, downstream of the Corbett property. This data
will be used to help guide the design of the fish screen in the preliminary and final design stages
of the project. This will ensure the diversion can be used during dry conditions which often fall
during the irrigation season.
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Figure A-8. Flow duration curve for the USGS Drummond gage downstream of the
Corbett property.
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Table A-6. Flow duration curve for USGS Drummond gage

Percent Exceedance Discharge (cfs)
0.01 1800
0.05 1300

0.1 1130
0.5 856
1 734
2 588
5 361
10 232
15 191
20 171
25 155
30 144
40 122
50 108
60 94.8
70 78
75 67
80 55.2
85 40.5
90 27.1
95 15
98 7
99 4.4
99.5 3.7
99.75 2.7
99.9 2
99.99 0.6
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Introduction

Flint Creek is a highly-impaired system from anthropogenic impacts including mining, grazing,
channelization, and flow alteration from both dams and diversion structures. These impacts have led to
a degradation of channel form and geometry in a number of ways including reducing bank stability and
decreasing the peak and reoccurrence of channel forming flows. In order to identify the major limiting
factors for the system, an inventory of existing impaired and reference conditions was conducted. Dueto
the extent of degradation in the study area reference conditions were not found at the project site, nor
were conditions immediately upstream and downstream found to be suitable reference sites.

Survey efforts were conducted on Qctober 25-26, 2016 by Ryan Richardson (Fluvial Geomorphologist
RDG) and Josh Lenderman {Professional Land Surveyor RDG). Weather during the field work was largely
overcast with scattered showers, temperature hovering around 40-50° F. Flow was moderately high for
that time of year with a measured discharge of 121 cfs. Field work coincided with spawning of Salmo
trutta, common name brown trout, within the reach. Redds were found concentrated from 29+00 to
32400 and freshly constructed. Efforts were made to reduce disturbance to these sites by limiting wading
through these areas and not establishing cross sections or pebble counts in the immediate area.

The purpose of the provided appendix is to present the analysis conducted from the geomorphic
assessment phase of the design process that aims to characterize existing conditions. Existing conditions,
from a geomorphic view, include an inventory of the longitudinal profile, channel dimensions, bank
stability, particle size, aguatic habitat, and sediment supply for the reach. The methods used incorporate
traditional field technigues in conjunction with emerging data collection methodology including the
incorporation of UAS/LIDAR technology for imagery and topographic data. The following sections
showcase the results from the geomorphic analysis.

Methods

Rosgen Level Il surveys {geomorphic surveys) were conducted to characterize typical, impaired, and
reference channel conditions. Real Time Kinematic Global Positioning System {RTK GPS) was used to
complete each geomorphic survey (Figure B-2). Survey data collection followed USFS procedures
{Harrelson et al. 1884} and included channel cross-sections and profiles. Data were collected to
characterize terrace, floodplain, bankfull, water surface, and thalweg features. Additional features were
also collected if deemed important for characterizing the reach. Channel thalweg measurements were
generally collected at changes in the channel bed elevation or habitat features. Water surface
measurements were collected at changes in the water surface slope and corresponding habitat features.
Grain size was characterized using Wolman pebble counts, in both riffle and pool features (Wolman 1354).

The deployment of a small Unmanned Aerial System [sUAS) was conducted on the project site. Atotal of
three flights took place on October 25, 2016 ranging from 14-17 minute operating time. These flights
collected video of the main study site for project overview and review during the conceptual design phase,
video of the downstream reach for in efforts to find a reference reach, and repeat overlapping aerial
images for the creation of a high-resolution mosaic of the project reach. All of these flights were
conducted by Ryan Richardson, FAA Remote Pilot #3920066, in accordance with the FAA rules and
regulations regarding commaercial sUAS activity.
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Figure B-1. Overview map of the Flint Creek Assessment project area and data collection locations.
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PROJECT DATUM PROJECT COORDINATES ARE BASED ON THE FOLLOWING:
HORIZONTAL PROJECTION: MONTANA STATE PLANE
HORIZONTAL DATUM: NAD 83 (CORS96 2002.00)
UNITS: US SURVEY FEET
VERTICAL DATUM: NAVDS88 GEOID 09
POINT NUMBER EASTING NORTHING ELEVATION DESCRIPTION
001 873179.1' 1044013.4' 4168.4' 5/8" Rebar with a 2" aluminum cap marked "RDG"
002 873195.4' 1043994.3' 4169.1' 5/8" Rebar with a 2" aluminum cap marked "RDG"

Figure B-2. Survey control plan for the Flint Creek Assessment project area.
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Figure B-3. Flint Creek Assessment project reach longitudinal profile. North American Datum 1983,
Table B-1. Longitudinal profile summary data for Flint Creek
Metric Value
Bed Slope (ft/ft) 0.004
Water Surface Slope (ft/ft) 0.004
Bankfull Slope (ft/ft) 0.004
Sinuosity 15
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Longitudinal Profile
Flint Creek Diversion
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Figure B-4. Flint Creek Assessment diversion longitudinal profile. North American Datum 1983,

Table B-2. Longitudinal profile summary data for diversion

Metric Value
Bed Slope (ft/ft) 0.002
Water Surface Slope (ft/ft) 0.001
Sinuosity 1.3
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Cross Sections

Table B-3. Summary of channel cross section metrics measured in Flint Creek.
Xs1 Xs2 Xs3 Xs4 Xs5 Xs6 Xs7 Xs8 Mean Mean
Pool Riffle Pool Pool Riffle Riffle Riffle Pool Riffle Pool

Metric

Bankfull Width {ft) 46.0 51.8 45.3 41.7 61.0 456 42.4 35.7 51.2 43.2
Mean Depth {ft} 2.3 1.8 2.3 3.0 1.6 1.7 1.7 3.6 1.7 2.8

Max Depth (ft) 37 24 4.3 4.6 2.2 2.2 25 54 2.3 45
Bankfull Area (ft?) 85.1 50.6 113.7 123.4 895.2 83.7 72.6 1275 85.6 1158

Width/Depth Ratio 204 25.6 21.2 141 38.6 253 247 10.0 305 16.4

Hydraulic Radius 20 1.7 2.2 2.8 15 16 17 33 1.6 26
Bankfull Elevation 4183.5 | 4178.1 | 4173.7 | 41725 | 4172.2 | 4165.2 | 4167.0 | 4163.8 NA NA
Station Location 01+00 | 06475 | 16475 | 18+50 | 21450 | 33+00 | 38425 | 48450 NA NA
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Figure B-5. Cross section 1 in the Flint Creek project reach {Longitudinal Profile Station 01+00).

Figure B-6. Locking upstream at cross section 1 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left). Looking
downstream at cross section 1 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach {right).
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Figure B-7. Cross section 2 in the Flint Creek project reach (Longitudinal Profile Station 06+75).

Figure B-8. Looking downstream at cross section 2 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left).
Looking upstream at cross section 1 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (right).
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Figure B-9. Cross section 3 in the Flint Creek project reach (Longitudinal Profile Station 16+75).

Figure B-10. Looking downstream at cross section 3 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left). Looking
at cross section 3 from the right bank in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (right).
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Figure B-11. Cross section 4 in the Flint Creek project reach (Longitudinal Profile Station 18+50).

Figure B-12. Looking upstream at cross section 4 in the Flint Creek
Assessment reach,
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Figure B-13. Cross section 5 in the Flint Creek project reach (Lengitudinal Profile Station 21+50).

Figure B-14. Looking downstream at cross section 5 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left). Looking
upstream at cross section 5 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (right).
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Figure B-15. Cross section 6 in the Flint Creek project reach (Longitudinal Profile Station 33+400).

Figure B-16. Looking at cross section 6 from the left bank in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left).
Looking downstream at cross section 6 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach {right).
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Figure B-17

. Cross section 7 in the Flint Creek project reach (Longitudinal Profile Station 38+25).

Figure B-18. Looking downstream at cross section 7 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left)
Looking upstream at cross section 7 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (right).
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Figure B-19. Cross section 8 in the Flint Creek project reach (Longitudinal Profile Station 48+50).

Figure B-20. Looking downstream from cross section 8 in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (left).
Looking at cross section 8 from the right bank in the Flint Creek Assessment reach (right).
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Figure B-21. Cross section 9 in the Flint Creek diversion.
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Figure B-22. Cross section 10 in the Flint Creek diversion.
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Wolman Pebble Count

Table B-4. Pebble count results

Size Class X52{mm) | X55{mm) | XS6{mm) | X57{mm) | Mean{mm)
Dis 13 16 24 14 18
Das 42 39 40 46 42
Dsp 59 55 55 67 59
Dss 75 71 71 36 76
Dzy 100 94 115 116 106
Dss 122 128 168 155 143
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Figure B-23. Pebble count results from cross section 2 {X$ 2). Histogram
shows the fraction of sample for grain size classes, while the line indicates the
cumulative grain size distribution.
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Figure B-24. Pebble count results from cross section 5 {X$ 5). Histogram
shows the fraction of sample for grain size classes, while the line indicates the
cumulative grain size distribution.
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Figure B-25. Pebble count results from cross section 6 (XS 6). Histogram
shows the fraction of sample for grain size classes, while the line indicates
the cumulative grain size distribution.
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Figure B-26. Pebble count results from cross section 7 (XS 7). Histogram
shows the fraction of sample for grain size classes, while the line indicates
the cumulative grain size distribution.
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Bank Erosion Sediment Yield

A comprehensive inventory of instream sediment sources was completed for assessment reach
in Flint Creek. The survey focused on identifying, mapping, and characterizing reach-averaged
sediment loading, and mapping discrete major sources of sediment contributions to the primary
channel. A modified Bank Erosion Hazard Index (BEHI) (Rogen 2001) was used to evaluate
streambank erosion related sources of sediment. The BEHI procedure integrates multiple factors
which have a direct impact on streambank stability, including:

e Ratio of streambank height to bankfull stage (i.e. bank height ratio);

e Ratio of riparian vegetation rooting depth to streambank height;

e Degree of rooting density;

e (Composition of streambank soils;

e Streambank angle;

e Bank material stratigraphy; and

e Bank surface protection afforded by coarse wood and vegetation.
A BEHI score was then assigned to the major bank types in the reach. These scores were used to
estimate bank migration rates from empirically derived curves from the Blackfoot River in
Meontana, which has similar geophysiographic characteristics to the Flint Creek watershed. Bank

heights and lengths coupled with migration rates and average estimate of density allowed for
sediment yield to be calculated in tons/year.

Table B-5. BEHI Results Summary

Bank Length Bank Height Erosion Rate Sediment Volume Sediment Yield

BEHIScore i) ) (ft/yr) () (tons/yr)
Very Low 1205 0.6 017 123 62
Low 2866 14 017 706 353
Medium 3394 3.25 0.23 2537 1269
High 2282 4 0.31 2830 1415
Very High bl14 55 0.39 1317 659
Extreme 286 9 047 1211 606
Rip-Rap 635 NA NA NA NA
Total 11382 8724 4363
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Figure B-27. Map of the results from the BEHI field analysis of the Flint Creek Assessment reach.
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Floodplain Connectivity

Floodplain and stream connectivity is vital to the maintenance of stable channels and productive riparian
ecosystems. River channels convey one- to two-year flow events (i.e. bankfull), and larger over-bank flows
are often dissipated over floodplain surfaces adjacent to channels. When forced to convey large flows
within the bankfull channel margin, channels can exhibit incision, bank erosion, and eventually widening.
Floodplains disperse stream energy over a much larger area than what is available within the bankfull
channel margin. Benefits of connected floodplains include flood water storage and attenuation, slowing
of stream velocities, and reduction of bank erosion. In addition, over-bank flows deliver nutrients and
fine sediment to floodplain areas, which helps sustain riparian vegetation communities and provide
natural seed recruitment opportunities.

Floodplain connection in the Flint Creek Assessment reach was analyzed using available Light Detection
and Ranging (LiDAR) data in a Geographic Information System {(GI1S). The LiDAR data was flown in October
of 2016, just prior to field work campaign. First, stream centerlines were digitized using a combination
of LiDAR data and high resolution aerial imagery. LiDAR elevations were then sampled to the stream
centerlines, with the value representing water surface elevations. A mean bankfull height above water
surface of 1.2 ft was added to the water surface, and the elevations were written to cross-sections across
the floodplain areas, drawn perpendicular to stream flow. A bankfull surface across the floodplain was
then created from the cross-sections by interpolation using Delaunay triangulation. Finally, the bankfull
surface was compared with the bare earth LiDAR data model, resulting in a continuous surface across
floodplain areas which display elevations relative to bankfull. The results from this analysis should not be
used in place of, or compared to, Federal Emergency Management Agency flood study results.
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Figure B-28. Map of floodplain connectivity of the Flint Creek Assessment reach derived from the
LiDAR collected in October, 2016.
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Channel Migration Analysis

An initial remote sensing effort to analyze the historical channel migration identified key problem areas
{excessive bank erosion) and stable portions of the channel. This analysis utilized NAIP imagery from 2004
and 2015 both with one meter pixel resolution. The workflow was based on the National Center for Earth-
Surface Dynamics channel planform statistics toolbox v 2.0. The tools perform three primary functions:
1) Interpolation of the centerline of two bank lines that have been digitized from an aerial photograph,
with width and local radius of curvature saved in a text file; 2) Estimation of the mean lateral normal
distances at even increments between river channel centerlines at two points in time; and 3) Generation
of a polygon adjacent to the channel banks that corresponds with a particular centerline point (NCED
2012). The results from this analysis are used to estimate meander migration rates and identify reach
bank stability. Maps produced show the rate of migration with a color ramp where red indicates rapid
migration and green indicates slow to no migration (Figure B-29).
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Figure B-299. Map of channel migration rates calculated from aerial photos over a 10-year span.
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Cost Narrative

This appendix summarizes concept-level project implementation costs for the conceptual
designs presented in the document. Cost estimates are provided for each restoration plan
including the Diversion-Fish Screen Plan, Streambank Restoration Plan, Revegetation Plan and
Channel Reconstruction Plan. Cost estimates include a summary of quantities and unit costs for
construction items as well as lump sum estimates for design, construction oversight,
monitoring, maintenance and contingencies as a percentage of the construction cost.
Additional information related to general assumptions and the basis for unit pricing are
described in the following sections.

General Assumptions
The following general assumptions apply to the concept-level cost estimates:

e Project conceptual designs represent a combination of restoration strategies applied to a
site with limited availability of site-specific data. Although conceptual designs were
reviewed and refined collaboratively by the project stakeholders, supplemental data
collection and engineering may result in subsequent modifications of the quantities used
in the concept-level cost estimates.

e (Cost estimates were prepared using local cost data from completed restoration projects
as well as industry standards for heavy civil construction.

e (Costs are presented in 2017 dollars. Depending on the timing of implementation,
inflation/escalation may need to be applied to the cost estimates. Typical rates for
inflation/escalation are 3 to 4 percent per year.

e Design, construction oversight, monitoring and maintenance costs were estimated as a
percentage of the construction cost.

e Design costs include planning, data collection, analysis, engineering design,
environmental compliance and bid document support.

e Construction oversight includes survey control, construction staking, oversight and as-
built documentation.

e Monitoring costs include 3 surveys over a 6-year span for evaluating project effectiveness
and maintenance needs.

e Maintenance costs include irrigation, fence repairs, browse protector maintenance, and
minor repairs to project elements from erosion or scour. Maintenance costs assume that
maintenance will be considered for up to five years.

e (Contingencies ranging from 15 to 25 percent were applied to construction costs to
address uncertainty. Contingencies vary by project based on risk, complexity, land
ownership and data gaps.
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Concept-Level Cost Estimate Flint Creek Assessment

Basis for Unit Pricing

The basis for unit pricing for each construction item is based on the following:

Mobilization and demaobilization were assumed to be §5 per mile per piece of equipment
delivered to the site. This item does not include markups, insurance, bonding, site
preparation, development of site access and staging areas, site facilities, site reclamation,
and other miscellaneous construction administration costs.
River access, work area isolation and turbidity BMPs are presented as a lump sum item.
This item includes construction of in-river access, activation/deactivation of temporary
bypass channels, construction of berms/cofferdams, pumping, dewatering, turbidity
management, and fish salvage operations.
Equipment rates include fuel and operator. The following equipment rates were used:

o Excavator - $175 per hour
Bulldozer - $150 per hour
Loader - $150 per hour
Dump Truck - $80 per hour
Skid Steer - $75 per hour
o Labor -$65 per hour

o o 0o 0

The unit costfor acquiring trees is based on cost data from local restoration projects. Tree
costs can vary significantly based on the tree source, haul distance and size of trees
specified. For these projects, it was assumed that restoration treatments will use a range
of tree sizes comprised mostly of brush and small to medium sized logs.

Tree quantities assume 7 trees per large wood structure and two trees per 10 linear feet
of vegetated brush bank structure.

The unit cost for acquiring rock is based on cost data from local restoration projects. Rock
costs can vary significantly based on the rock source, haul distance and rock gradation
specified. For these projects, it was assumed that restoration treatments will use large
gravel and cobble structure foundations and boulders for diversion structures. Haul
distances are assumed to be reasonable.

Rock quantities assume 0.3 cubic yvard per linear foot of vegetated brush bank structure
foundations and 30 cubic vards of rock for large wood structure backfill/ballast.

The unit cost for earthwork encompasses a combination of activities including excavation,
backfill, hauling and grading. Earthwork costs are based on earthwork cost data from the
local restoration projects.

The unit cost for streambank structures is based on cost data from local restoration
projects. Unit costs include costs for vegetative cutting acquisition, fascine assembly,
equipment, labor and installation. Unit costs do not include costs for purchasing/delivery
of wood and rock.
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Concept-Level Cost Estimate

Flint Creek Assessment

The unit cost for large wood structures is based on cost data from local restoration
projects. Unit costs include costs for equipment, labor and installation. Unit costs do not
include costs for purchasing/delivery of wood and rock.

The unit cost for planting is based on cost data from local restoration projects. Planting
costs include all materials, equipment and labor for installation of plants, and weed mats.
Plantsizes were assumed to be one gallon containerized stock. Weed mats were assumed
to be 3-feet by 3-feet polyethylene mats.

The unit cost for fencing and gates is based on cost data from local restoration projects.
Fencing costs include all materials, equipment and labor for installation of wildlife fencing
and gates. Fence material was assumed to be 8-foot high graduated welded wire fence.
Fence posts were assumed to be 12-feet high by 4-inch diameter treated timber. Gates
were assumed to be 10-foot vehicle access gates.

The unit cost for broadcast seeding is based on cost data from local restoration projects.

Seed mixes are assumed to be riparian, wetland and upland seed mixes.

Concept Level Project Cost Estimate
Flint Creek - Corbett-Downs Property near Hall, MT
Plan: Irrigation Diversion and Fish Screen

Construction Cost Items Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost
1|Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Llump Sum| & 3,000] 5% 3,000
2|Site Prep, River Access, Work Area Isolation, BMPs, Reclamation 8 Hours| & 2401 & 1,920
3|Remove Existing Diversion Structure and Salvage Boulders 2 Hours| & 240 & 480
MFurnish Boulders for Diversion Structure 115 Boulders| & 251 5 2,875
5|Furnish Non-woven Geotextile Filter Fabric for Diversion Structure 1 Roll| & 425] & 425
6]Furnish New Headgate, Sluice Gate and Piping 1 Lump Sum| & 9,500 | & 9,500
Z|Furnish Fish Screen 1 lumpSum| & 40,000] & 40,000
8|Furnish Pit Run for Screen and Pipe Bedding 20 CubicYards| & 15] & 300
g]Install Diversion Structure 24 Hours| & 2401 & 5,760

10]Install Headgate, Sluice Gate and Piping 16 Hours| & 2401 6 3,840
11]Install Fish Screen 8 Hours| & 2401 & 1,520
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL | & 70,020

Other Costs
1| Design ] 20,000
2|Construction Oversight ] 10,000
3|Monitoring ] 5,000
A Contingency 15% of Construction Subtotal | & 10,503

GRANDTOTAL | § 115,523
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Flint Creek Assessment

Concept Level Project Cost Estimate
Flint Creek - Corbett-Downs Property near Hall, MT
Plan: Streambank Restoration

Construction CostItems Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost|
1| Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Lump Sum| & 50001 & 6,000
2|Site Prep, River Access, BMPs, Reclamation 24 Hours| & 2401 & 5,760
3|Furnish Logs and Brush for Streambank Structures 564 Trees| & 5006 282,000
AlFurnish Willow Cuttings for Streambank Structures 23,300 Cuttings| & 100 & 23,300
5|Furnish Pit Run for Streambank Fill g72 CubicYards| & 15] & 14,580
6lSod Salvage and Placement 4,400 | Square Feet| & 1.50 | & 6,600
7]Install Large Wood Structures 14 Structures| § 2,000 & 28,000
8| Install Vegetated Brush Bank Structures 2,330 Llinear Feet| & 30| & §9,900
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL | § 436,140
Other Costs
1| Design S 15,000
2|Construction Oversight ] 25,000
3|Monitoring S 15,000
AMContingency 15% of Construction Subtotal | § 65,421
GRANDTOTAL | § 556,561
Concept Level Project Cost Estimate
Flint Creek - Corbett-Downs Property near Hall, MT
Plan: Streambank Restoration
Construction Cost Iltems Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost|
1| Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Llump Sum| & 3,000] & 3,000
2|Site Prep, Access, Reclamation 8 Hours| & 195 | & 1,560
3|Furnish and Install Containerized Plants and Weed Mats 6,050 Plants| & 2016 121,000
AlFurnish and Install Wildlife Exclosure Fencing 14,000 Linear Feet| & g1S$ 112000
5|Seeding 8.4 Acres| & 3501 8 2,940
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL | § 240,500
Other Costs
1| Design 5 10,000
2|Construction Oversight ] 5,000
3|Monitoring S 15,000
A Contingency 15% of Construction Subtotal | § 36,075
GRANDTOTAL | § 306,575
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Concept Level Project Cost Estimate
Flint Creek - Corbett-Downs Property near Hall, MT
Plan: Channel Reconstruction

Construction CostItems Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost|
1| Mobilization and Demobilization 1 lumpSum| $ 10,500 ] & 10,500
2|Site Prep, River Access, BMPs, Channel Activation, Reclamation 30 Hours| & 2401 & 7,200
3|Furnish Logs and Brush for Streambank Structures 675 Trees| & 5006 337,500
AlFurnish Willow Cuttings for Streambank Structures 26,500 Cuttings| & 100 & 26,500
5|Furnish Cobble for Streambed Fill 1,231 CubicYards| & 35| & 43,102
S5|Furnish Pit Run for Streambank Fill 548 CubicYards| & 151% 8,213
§|Excavate New Channel and Backfill Old Channel 13,800 CubicYards| & gl s 124200
7|Riffle Construction 665 Llinear Feet| & 151 & 8,975
8]Sod Salvage and Placement 10,000 | Square Feet| & 150 ] & 15,000
gl install Large Wood Structures 10 Structures| § 2,000] & 20,000
10]Install Vegetated Brush Bank Structures 2,650 Llinear Feet| & 30| & 79,500
11]Install Floodplain Roughness in Former Channel 1.50 Acras| & 2,500 % 3,750
CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL | § 685,439
Other Costs

1| Design ] 40,000
2|Construction Oversight ] 30,000
3|Monitoring S 30,000
A Contingency 15% of Construction Subtotal | § 102,816
GRANDTOTAL | & 888,255
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RIVER DESIGN GROUP

Date: March 23, 2018

To: Beau Downing, Montana Natural Resource Damage Program
Casey Hackathorn, Trout Unlimited
Rob Roberts, Trout Unlimited

From: Matt Daniels, P.E.
River Design Group, Inc.

Subject: Assessment and Conceptual Restoration Designh Summary
Lower Flint Creek — Rue, Johnson, Slaughter and Corbett/Downs Properties

1. Introduction and Background

The State of Montana Natural Resource Damage Program (NRDP) has identified the Flint Creek
Watershed as a priority area for restoration (NRDP 2012). River Design Group, Inc. {(RDG) was
contracted by NRDP to complete an assessment and develop conceptual restoration designs for
approximately 242 acres along a three-mile segment of lower Flint Creek upstream of Hall,
Montana (Figure 1). This memorandum summarizes results of the assessment and identifies
potential conservation and restoration opportunities the Rue, Johnson, Slaughter and Corbett-
Downs properties along lower Flint Creek.
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Figure 1. Project vicinity map for Lower Flint Creek restoration.
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The Final Upper Clark Fork Basin Aquatic and Terrestrial Resources Plan (NRDP 2012) outlines key
objectives for lower Flint Creek as outlined below:

¢ Improve water quantity through flow augmentation (e.g., water right purchases, water
leases, and irrigation efficiency improvements);

¢ Reduce fish entrainment at irrigation diversions;

¢ |Improve fish passage throughout the reach; and

e Riparian habitat improvements including fencing/protection, woody shrub and tree

plantings, and off-site watering.

In addition, landowners have identified objectives that coincide with NRDP’s overarching goals
for Flint Creek as outlined below:
¢ Improve fish habitat;

¢ |mprove terrestrial habitat for waterfowl and other wildlife; and

¢ Maintain a functional ranch operations and grazing leases.

2. Site Assessment and Summary of Existing Conditions

In 2016 and 2017, vegetation and geomorphic field assessments were completed for the project
area. Results of the assessments were used to characterize existing conditions and identify
impairments affecting stream and floodplain function. The potential condition for lower Flint
Creek in the study area is a meandering, riffle-pool stream type with a connected floodplain that
supports emergent wetland, willow and cottonwood vegetation communities. Limiting factors
influencing the potential condition include:

¢ Geomorphic Limiting Factors
o Altered flow regime from impoundments and irrigation management
o Low channel sinuosity from channel manipulation
o High bank erosion rates from lack of stability
o Over-widened riffles and shallow pools

e Vegetation Limiting Factors
o Insufficient wetland and riparian buffers from ranch operations and grazing
o lLack of woody vegetation and riparian diversity
o Competition from pasture grasses, noxious weeds and non-native species

¢ Aguatic Habitat Limiting Factors
o Fish entrainment in irrigation ditches
o Over-wide riffles and shallow pools
o Gravel substrate embedded with fine sediment
o Lack of instream cover, habitat diversity and complexity

Montana Office www.riverdesigngroup.com Oregon Office
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3. Conservation and Restoration Opportunities

Conservation and restoration opportunities were identified to address the limiting factors
identified in the assessment. Opportunities were categorized into four restoration plan
alternatives that could be implemented independently or jointly in multiple phases based on
funding availability and landowner objectives. The four restoration plans are:

¢ Phase 1—Grazing Management Plan
e Phase 2 — Revegetation Plan

¢ Phase 3 —Channel Restoration Plan
¢ Phase 4 — Fish Entrainment Plan

Restoration plans are described in more detail in the following sections.
3.1. Grazing Management Plan

The grazing management plan includes recommendations for fencing and off-channel stock
water locations. The grazing management plan represents a conceptual layout and is subject to
revision based on stakeholder and landowner input. The plan addresses protection of sensitive
riparian and wetland areas from grazing to allow native plant communities to become
established. Fence locations were established based on the estimated channel migration zone,
which represents a corridor that the stream channel is likely to occupy over the long term. By
allowing native vegetation to become established in the floodplain and along the streambanks,
stream channel stability will improve, and bank erosion will be reduced to more natural rates.

The grazing management plan identifies areas for continuous grazing, rotational grazing and
grazing exclusion. In continuous grazing areas, no limit is placed on the duration or amount of
grazing. In rotational grazing areas, access should be limited to 5 days of grazing followed by a
30-day period where the area can recover without grazing. In exclosure areas, no grazing should
be conducted. Exclosure areas are sensitive to grazing and consist of the streambanks, channel
migration zone and wetlands.

The grazing management plan is a passive restoration approach that, if implemented as a stand-
alone plan, only partially addresses the range of limiting factors identified in the assessment.
Other limiting factors such as competition from pasture grasses and streambank stability would
need to be addressed with comprehensive revegetation and streambank strategies as described
in other plans in the following sections.

The budgetary cost estimate range for the grazing management plan is $68,000 to $103,000.
Costs include implementation (materials, equipment and labor), design, maintenance and a
contingency. The estimated length of fence per the conceptual layout is 15,500 linear feet. The
proposed fence type is four-strand barbed wire livestock fencing with 6-foot timber posts. The
top and bottom strands of the livestock fence would be smooth wire for wildlife passage.

The conceptual grazing management plan is presented in Figures 2 through 4. Plans are
presented on three figures from upstream to downstream.
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Grazing Managment Plan

oSy

*

Continuous Grazing| 't
1:._‘.’;"-5‘?‘ »r'.»-_,«w g & ‘ .3 ,

i

Continuous Grazing|

Fence Removal
—===—— Existing Fence

Preservation Area

Conceptual Design
- Not For Construction -

02.01.18. River Design Group. | = .
LiDAR data acquired 10.2016.

Figure 2. Conceptual grazing management plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 3. Conceptual grazing management plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 4. Conceptual grazing management plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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3.2.Revegetation Plan

The revegetation plan includes recommendations for planting, seeding and browse protection.
As a conceptual layout, the revegetation plan is subject to revision based on stakeholder and
landowner input. The planincludes approximately 4,500 plants in 78 planting units encompassing
approximately 15 acres. Planting units would be enclosed in 8-foot high metal wire or rigid plastic
polypropylene mesh fencing to limit browse by wildlife. Planting units would vary in size from
0.004 acres to 0.95 acres and would include approximately 29,400 linear feet of wildlife fence.

The plan addresses establishment of native plant communities in wetland, floodplain,
streambank and upland areas. Planting units were placed throughout the area with the goals of
increasing connectivity for habitat between existing riparian vegetation communities and
increasing the overall quantity and diversity of woody vegetation. Weed mats would be installed
at the base of each plant to reduce competition from pasture grasses and weeds. Preservation
areas were also identified to highlight where existing vegetation communities are thriving, and
the planting units were placed to help increase connectivity between the preservation areas.

The revegetation plan is a passive restoration approach that, if implemented as a stand-alone
plan, only partially addresses the range of limiting factors identified. Other limiting factors such
as streambank stability and aquatic habitat would need to be addressed with a comprehensive
channel restoration plan and grazing management plan as described in the other plans.

The budgetary cost estimate range for the revegetation plan is $270,000 to $459,000. Costs
include implementation (materials, equipment and labor), design, oversight, monitoring,
maintenance and a contingency. The primary influences on cost are the length of wildlife
exclosure fencing and type of fencing material used.

The conceptual revegetation plan is presented in Figures 5 through 7. Plans are presented on
three figures from upstream to downstream.
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Figure 5. Conceptual revegetation plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.

Montana Office Oregon Office
236 Wisconsin Avenue 311 SW Jefferson Avenue
Whitefish, Montana 59937 8 Corvallis, Oregon 97333

www.riverdesigngroup.com



SRS e

Flint Creek Conceptual Designs
Phase 2 - Page 2 of 3

Revegetation Plan

Features
=—=——— Existing Fence

Revegetation Zone'

1: Bank E 3: Upland
I:J 2: Floodplain - 4: Wetland

Conceptual Design
- Not For Construction -

100 200 400 600 Feet

50 100 150 Meters

02.20.18. River Design Group.
Imagery: RDG UAS 2017,

ntrol to occur prior to planting: : - =3
with exclosure fencing, kept in place until plants can withstand browse.

Figure 6. Conceptual revegetation plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.

Montana Office www.riverdesigngroup.com Oregon Office
236 Wisconsin Avenue 311 SW Jefferson Avenue
Whitefish, Montana 59937 9 Corvallis, Oregon 97333



Features
| o Existing Fence

Revegetation Zone'

1: Bank E 3: Upland e
A |:| 2: Floodplain - 4: Wetland

el

:\.'- ‘. . ‘I \ =
A Conceptual Design
. 0 100 200 400 600 Feet - Not For Construction -
0 50 100 150 Meters

02.20.18. River Design Group.

Notes

i
3

\ '
 "Targeted noxious weed control to occur prior to planting. ) i
> TProtected from w:fdhfe browse with exclosure fenwng kept i m a"&:e until p nts can w:ﬂwstand bmwse

Imagery: RDG UAS 2017,

Figure 7. Conceptual revegetation plan for the lower Flint Creek project area
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3.3. Channel Restoration Plan

The channel restoration plan includes recommendations for streambank structures, meander re-
activation, spring creek restoration and off-channel habitat enhancement. The channel
restoration plan represents a conceptual layout and is subject to revision based on stakeholder
and landowner input. The channel restoration plan addresses 10,750 linear feet of eroding
streambanks and 1,700 linear feet of spring creek enhancement.

The plan addresses limiting factors related to channel planform, streambank stability and aquatic
habitat. Proposed treatment locations are based on impairments observed in the field during the
assessment. Streambank structures would be constructed on active channel margins with sparse
vegetation and observed bank erosion. Types of streambank structures would be vegetation and
wood-based structures including large wood structures and vegetated brush bank structures.
Streambanks would be re-graded to gentle slopes, enhanced with floodplain roughness and
revegetated with containerized plants. Surplus fill material would be used to fill ditches, narrow
the channel and construct points bars.

Meander bends abandoned by channel avulsions or channel straightening would be re-activated
to increase channel sinuosity. Irrigation return ditches and springs could be enhanced to improve
off-channel habitat availability and provide thermal refugia during temperature extremes.

Spring creek enhancement would include modification of ditches conveying irrigation return
flows and spring flow. Spring creek enhancement would include a range of treatments such as
channel reconstruction, wetland sod transplant, gravel placement, riffle-pool construction,
revegetation and grazing management. Ditches would be filled with material excavated from the
new channel or plugged intermittently to create wetland features.

The success of the channel restoration plan is dependent upon implementation of a
comprehensive grazing management plan and revegetation plan as described in previous
sections. If implemented as a stand-alone plan, the channel restoration plan only partially
addresses the range of limiting factors identified, and long-term stability of the treatments could
be atrisk.

The budgetary cost estimate range for the channel restoration plan is $1,437,000 to $2,415,000.
Costs include implementation (materials, equipment and labor), design, permitting, construction
oversight, monitoring, maintenance and a contingency. Streambank structures and wood/brush
acquisition account for more than half the total cost for the channel restoration Plan.

The conceptual channel restoration plan is presented in Figures 8 through 12. Plans are presented
on five figures from upstream to downstream.
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Figure 8. Conceptual channel restoration plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 9. Conceptual channel restoration plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 10. Conceptual channel restoration plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 11. Conceptual channel restoration plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 12. Conceptual channel restoration plan for the lower Flint Creek project area.
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3.4. Fish Entrainment Plan

The fish entrainment plan includes recommendations for diversion structure improvements, fish
screens and irrigation ditch improvements. The fish entrainment plan represents a conceptual
layout and is subject to revision based on stakeholder and landowner input. The fish entrainment
plan addresses two unscreened irrigation ditches in the project area.

At the irrigation diversion on the Johnson property, diversion structure and fish passage
improvements are not necessary. The existing headgate would be replaced with a new headgate
to meet the operational requirements for the fish screen. A sluice gate would be installed
alongside the headgate to minimize sediment deposition in the forebay. A fish screen would be
installed in the irrigation ditch downstream of the headgate. The type of fish screen would be
established during the design process. Streambank and revegetation treatments are
recommended on the bank upstream of the ditch intake in order to improve stability.

At the irrigation diversion on the Corbett-Downs property, the existing diversion structure would
be removed and replaced with a rock diversion structure consisting of boulders positioned in two
u-shaped features pointing upstream. Small pools would be constructed on the downstream
bend at the base of the U to provide aquatic organism passage and provide energy dissipation.
The diversion structure would divert flow into the ditch and maintain aquatic organism passage
in Flint Creek at all flows. Additionally, the existing headgate would be replaced with a new
headgate to meet the operational requirements for the fish screen. A sluice gate would be
installed alongside the headgate to minimize sediment deposition in the forebay. A fish screen
would be installed in the irrigation ditch downstream of the headgate. The type of fish screen
would be established during the design process.

The fish entrainment plan could be implemented as a stand-alone planindependent of the other
plans. Success of the fish entrainment plan is dependent on inclusion of streambank and
revegetation treatments for long-term project stability.

The budgetary cost estimate range for the fish entrainment plan is $192,000 to $245,000. Costs
include implementation (materials, equipment and labor), design, permitting, construction
oversight, monitoring, maintenance and a contingency.

The conceptual fish entrainment plan is presented in Figures 13 and 14. Plans are presented on
two figures from upstream to downstream.
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.

Figure 13. Conceptual fish screen plan for the Johnson property in the lower Flint Creek project area.
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Figure 14. Conceptual fish screen plan for the Corbett-Downs property in the lower Flint Creek project area.
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4 Budgetary Cost Estimates

Flint Creek Restoration
Budgetary Cost Estimate

RDG

Phase 1 - Grazing Management Plan RIVER DESIGN GROUP

litem Quantity] Units] Low Unit Cost| High Unit Cost Low Cost High Cost
1|Mabilization and Demobilizaton i Lump Sum 3 - s -
2|Site Improvements and BMPs 1 Lump Sum 5 - S -
3|Boulder Purchase and Delivery - Cubic Yards| $ 25(5% 35(5% - 5 -
4| CobblefGravel Furchase and Delivery - CubicYards $ 251% 3518 - 5 -
5|Brush Acquisition and Delivery - Lump Sum] § - 5 - ) - S -
6| Containerized Plant Purchase and Delivery - Plants] 6|8 818 - S -
7|Earthwork - Cubic Yards] § 5(8 gl - 5 -
8|Streambed and Subgrade Construction - CubicYards| 315 1018 - S -
9|Engineerad Log Jam Structures - Each| § 1,500 | § 2,500 8 - S -
10|vegetated Brush Bank Structures - Linear Feet] & 0|5 s50(8 - S -
11|Acquire Vegetative Cuttings E Cuttings] § 118 205 . 5 .
12 |Floodplain Surface Roughness Treatments - Acres] 8 1,750 | § 2,500 8 - 5 -
13|Install Containerized Plants and Weed Mats - Each] S 155 2008 - 5 -
14]Install Individual Browse Protectors - Each] § 308 60| 8 - 5 -
15|Fencing and Gates Purchase, Delivery and Installation 15,500 Linear Feet] $ 408 6]S BZ000]% 93,000
16|3eeding Acres] § 1,000 | S 1,500 § - S -
SUBTOTAL [ & 62000] & 93,000
Other Cogts
1|Plarning, Design and Permitting 5% of Subtotal | § zao00] 8 4,650
2|Construction Cwersight (staking, oversight and as-builts) 9% of Subtotal | § - 5 -
3|Monitoring and Maintenance % of Subtotal | § - S -
4|Contingency 59 of Subtotal | $ 31001 8 4,650
GRANDTOTAL | 8 63200| 5 102,300

Assumptionsfor Construction Cost Estimates

1. Costs are based on conceptual restoration designs dated March 2018

2. Unit costs are based on cost data from pastrestoration project:

2. Mobilization/Demobilization and Site Improvemeants are assumed to be ~10% of total construction cos

4. Steimprovements include access development, staging area developrmeant and environmental controls/BMP:
5. Costs are in 2018 US dollars and do include escalation for inflation
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Flint Creek Restoration
Budgetary Cost Estimate

Phase 2 - Revegetation Plan

RIVER DESIGN GROUP

Jitem Quantity| Units| Low Unit Cost| High Unit Cost Low Cost High Cost|
1|Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Lump Sum g ‘ g
2|5ite Improvements and BMPs 1 Lurap Sum 5 - g
3|Boulder Purchase and Delivery - Cubic Yards| 5 2515 35| s - 5
4|Cobble/Gravel Purchase and Delivery - Cubic Yards] 5 25135 355 - 5
5|Brush Acquisition and Delivery 1 Lump 5um| $ - 5 S - g -
6|Containerized Plant Purchase and Delivery {Woody) 4,529 Plants| & 6|5 8|5 27,174]5 36232
7|Containerized Plant Purchase and Delivery {Herbaceous) 5 - 5
8|streambed and Subgrade Construction - Cubic Yards| & 8]s 1005 - g
9|Engineered Log Jam Structures - Each] § 1,500 s 2,500 (% - g
10|Vegetated Brush Bank Structures - Linear Feet] % 25135 45| 5 - 5
11]Acquire Vegetative Cuttings - Cuttings] § 11s 2| - g
12|Floodplain Surface Roughness Treatmerts - Acres| & 1,750 | S 2,500 S - g -
13]Install Woody Containerized Plants and Weed Mats 4,529 Each| % 15138 2005 67,935]5 90580
14|Install Herbaceous Plants 5 - g -
15[wildlife Exclusion Fence Purchase, Delivery, Installation 29,400 | Linear Feet] & 419 8|5 1176005 235,200
16|Fencing and Gates Purchase, Delivery and Installation - Linear Feet] & 4|5 A - 5 -
17|Seeding 3.0 Acres| 5 1,000] % 1,500 | 5 300008 4 500
SUBTOTAL [ § 215709 | $ 366,512
Other Costs
1|Planning, Design and Permitting 5% of Subtotal [5 10,785 % 18,326
3|Construction Oversight {staking, oversight and as-builts) 5% of Subtotal [5  10,785) 5 183268
3|Monitoring and Maintenance 5% of Subtotal | 5 10,785 | & 18,326
4|contingency 10% of Subtotal | 5 21,5715 36,651
GRANDTOTAL | 5 269,636 | & 458,140

Assumptions for Construction Cost Estimates

1. Costs are based on conceptual restoration designs dated March 2018.

2. Unit costs are based on cost data from past restoration projects

3. Mobilization/Demobilization and Site Improvements are assumed to be ~10% of total construction cost

4. Site improvements include access development, staging area development and environmental controls/BMPs
5. Costs are in 2018 US dollars and do include escalation for Inflation.
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Flint Creek Restoration
Budgetary Cost Estimate
Phase 3 - Streambank and Instream Habitat Plan

RDG

RIVER DESIGN GROUP

Item Quantity Units| Low Unit Cost] High Unit Cost Low Cost High Cost|
1|Mobllization and Demobilization 1 Lump Sum| 5 30,0000 S 4o,000|5  30,000] S 40,000
2|site Improvements ard BMPs i} Lump Sum| 3 30,0000 S 4o,000| 5 30,000| S 40,000
3|Boulder Purchase and Delivery 500 | cCubic Yards| 5 25] s 355 12500 5 17,500
4lcobble/Sravel Purchase and Delivery 500 | CubicYards| 5 25] s 3|5 12500 5 17,500
5|Brush Acquisition and Delivery 4 Lump Sum| % 399,000 5 6545005 3oo000] 5 654,500
E|Contalnerized Plant Parchase and Delivery 1,368 Plants| & [ B als 8208 s 10,944
7|Herbaceous Plug Purchase and Delivery 3,879 Plants| 1158 215 3879]5 7,758
§|Earthwork 12,000 ] Cubic Yards| § 5]5s g|s 6000058 96,000
9|streambed and Subgrade Construction 2,467 | Cubic Yards| 5 8]s o]s  19733] 5 24,667

10{Engineered Log Jam Structures 45 Each| & 1,500 & 25005 675009 112,500

11|Vegetated Brush Bank Structures 10,750 | Linear Feet| 5 25158 45 |5 2687505 483,750

12|Acguire Vegetative Cuttings 53,750 Cuttings| § 113 215 537505 107,500

13|Floodplain Surface Roughness Treatments 4.5 Acres| § 1,750] 3 2,500] % 7375 5 11,250

14]Install Containerized Plants and Weed Mats 1,368 Each| 5 1515 20)5 20520 5 27,360

15]Install Herbaceous Plugs 3,579 Each| 5 113 P 33795 7,758

16|wWildlife Exclusion Fence Purchase, Delivery, Installation 14,342 | Llinear Feet| 413 gls5 G57368)5 114,738

17|Fencing and Gates Puchase, Delivery and Installation 3.800| Linear Feet| 5 418 615  15200] 6 22,800

18|5pring Creek Restoration 1,700 | Linear Feet| 5 20] s 5|5 34000 5 59,500

19]Seeding 1.0 Acres| § 1,000 1,500] 5 1,000 8 1,500

SUBTOTAL | 51,105,662 | 5 1,857,523

Other Costs
1|Planning, Design and Permitting 10% of Subtotal | & 110566 % 185,752
3|Construction Oversight {staking, oversight and as-builts) 5% of Subtotal | 5 55,283 5 92,876
3|Monitoring and Maintenance 5% of Subtotal | 5 55,283 5 92,875
4lcontingency 10% of Subtotal | 5 110,566 | 5 185,752

GRAND TOTAL | $1,437,361 | § 2,414,779

Assumptions for Construction Cost Estimates

1. Costs are based on conceptual restoration designs dated March 2018,

2. Unit costs are based on cost data from past restoration projects

3. Mobilization/Demobilization and Site Improvements are assumed to be ~10% of total construction cost

4. Site improvements include access development, staging area development and environmental controls/BMPs

5. Costs are in 2018 US dollars and do include escalation for inflation.
Montana Office www.riverdesigngroup.com Oregon Office
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Flint Creek Restoration
Budgetary Cost Estimate

RDG

Phase 4 - Fish Entrainment Plan RIVER DESIGN GROUP

Item Quantity] Units] Low Unit Cost] High Unit Cost| Lowr Cost High Cost
1|Mobilization and D emabilization 2l Lump Sum| % 2000|% o000 % 4000] % 5,000
2|5ite Improvements and BMPs 2 Lump Sum] % 2,000|5% 0000 % 4000] % 5,000
3|Demolifon and Salvage 2 Lump Sum] & 500 | % 0000 % 1,000 % 2,000
HBoulder Purchase and Dellvery 115 | CubicYards] $ 2515 35] s 2,875 % 4,025
5|Cobble/Gravel Purchase and Delivery 50| CubicYards] $ 25|58 35] s 1,250 % i
6]Brush Acquisiionand Delivery 1 Lump Sum] & - 5 - 5 - 5 -
7|Non-woven Geotextile Fabric Purchase and Delivery 1 Roll] & 375 | & 4251 8 27515 425
8|Headgate, Sluice Gate and Fiping Purchase and Delivery 2 Lump Sum| % 000 |s 100000 % 180005 20,000
9|Fish Screen Purchase and Delivery 2 Lump Sum| 35000 | 5 45000 5 70,000 % 90,000

10|Earthwork 200 | CubicYards] $ 5|8 8] s 1,000] 8 1,600

11|5treambed and Subgrade Construction i Cubic Yards] 5 2ls 10]% = 5 >

12|Engineered Log Jam Structures - Each] % 1,500 | & 25000 5% - 5 -
13|Vegetated Brush Bank Structures - Linear Feet] 25158 451 % - 5 -
14|Acquire Vegetative Cuttings - Cuttings] 118 213 - e -
15|Floodplain Surface Roughness Treatments < Acres| § 1,750 | § 2,500] % e 5 &

16]Install Diversion Structure 74 Hours] § 225 % 275] 5 5400] % 6,600

17|Install Headgates, Suice Gates and Piping 22 Hours] & 225 % 2751 8 7.200] & 8,800

18]Install Fish Screens 16 Hours] & 225 % 275] 5 26001 % 4,400

19)Fencing and Gates Purchase, Delivery and Installation - Linear Feed 5 415 6|5 - 5 -

20]Seeding Ti0 Acres| $ 1,000 % 1,500 $ 1,000] % 1,500

SUBTOTAL | § 119,700 % 153,100

Other Costs
1|Planning, Design and Permiting 200 of subtotal | & 23,8405 20620
3|Construction Oversight {staking, ovardight and as-builts) 15% of subtotal | & 17,855 % 22,985
3|Monitoring and Maintenance 10% of Subtotal | & 11,870] S 15,310
4 Contingancy 15% of subtotal | & 17,855 % 22,985

GRANDTOTAL| % 1915205 244,960

Assumptions for Construction Cost Estimates

1. Costs are based on conceptual restoration designs dated March 2018

2. Unit costs are based on cost data from past restoration project:

3. Mokilization/Demobilization and Site Improvements are assumed to be ~10% of total construction cos

4, St improvements include access development, staging area development and environmental controls/BMP:
5. Costs aren 2018 US dollars and do Include escalation for inflation

6. Costs Include Installation of two fish screans,
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Concept Level Project Cost Estimate
Flint Creek - Corbett-Downs Property near Hall, MT
Plan: Streambank Restoration

Construction Cost ltems Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost
1|Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Lump Sum| S 7,200 S 7,200
2|Site Prep, River Access, BMPs, Reclamation 24 Hours| $ 240 | S 5,760
3|Furnish Logs and Brush for Streambank Structures 289 Trees| S 500
4|Furnish Willow Cuttings for Streambank Structures 12,000 Cuttings| S 1.00
5|Furnish Pit Run for Streambank Fill 698 Cubic Yards| S 201 S 13,950
6|Sod Salvage and Placement 2,200 Square Feet| S 2.00]| S 4,400
7|Install Large Wood Structures 7 Structures| S 2,200 S 15,400
8|Install Vegetated Brush Bank Structures 1,200 Linear Feet| S 35S 42,000

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL | $ 88,710

Other Costs
1|Design S 15,000
2|Construction Oversight S 15,000
3|Monitoring
4|Contingency

GRAND TOTAL | $ 118,710

Assumptions for Construction Cost Estimates

0~ O L1 kW N =

. Costs are based on restoration concepts dated July 2017.

. Design, oversight and monitoring costs based on past project data.
. Estimate in 2019 dollars. Escalation may apply for future costs.

. Mobilization and demobilization assumed to be $6/mile per piece of equipment
. Assumed excavator rate of $185 per hour loader rate of $185/hr skid steer rate of $80/hr and labor rate of $70/hr.
. Wood procurement not included. Estimated cost for wood is $144,500.

. Willow cutting procurement not included. Estimated cost for cuttings is $12,000.
. Structure installation costs based on past project data.




Concept Level Project Cost Estimate
Flint Creek - Corbett-Downs Property near Hall, MT
Plan: Revegetation

Construction Cost ltems Quantity Units Unit Cost Cost
1|Mobilization and Demobilization 1 Lump Sum| S 36005 3,600
2|Site Prep, Access, Reclamation 8 Hours| $ 195| S 1,560
3|Furnish and Install Containerized Plants and Weed Mats 1,300 Plants| S 2518 32,500
4|Furnish and Install Wildlife Exclosure Fencing 4,000 Linear Feet| S 3]s 32,000
5|Seeding 1.8 Acres| § ELTo N I 630

CONSTRUCTION SUBTOTAL | $ 70,290

Other Costs
1|Design S 5,000
2|Construction Oversight S 5,000
3|Monitoring
4|Contingency

GRAND TOTAL | $ 80,290

Assumptions for Construction Cost Estimates
1. Costs are based on restoration concepts dated July 2017.

2. Mobilization and demobilization assumed to be $5/mile per piece of equipment
3. Planting and fencing costs based on past project data.
4. Estimate in 2019 dollars. Escalation may apply for future costs.




CORBET - DOWNS PROPERTY
FLINT CREEK - HALL, MONTANA
GRAZING MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Made possible through partnership with:

The Corbett and Downs Families
Trout Unlimited
MT Natural Resource Damage Program
Blackfoot Challenge

December 2017



INTRODUCTION
Grazing Management Recommendations contained in this document are a product of the landowner’s

desire to develop a sustainable, property-wide plan that balances livestock numbers, available forage,
and natural resource values. The property is approximately 160 acres with a variety of land types
including about one miles of Flint Creek, sub-irrigated and dryland pastures, and mosaic of riparian
and wetland areas.

This document outlines the primary landowner objectives, resource concerns, and provides grazing
mahagement recommendations and alternatives. Ultimately, a long-term grazing management plan
should be developed that outlines the landowner’s selected alternatives with clear implementation
guidelines.

LANDOWNER GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

OVERALL PROPERTY GOAL:

Enhance and maintain the overall health and diverse assemblage of habitat types for the benefit
of wildlife, environmental services, and aesthetics, while sustainably utilizing and actively
managing the natural resources for the benefit of the landowner.

GRAZING GOAL.:
Manage livestock in a deliberate, sustainable manner that maintains and enhances the natural
resource values of the property.

GRAZING OBJECTIVES:
Conduct a brief inventory of the property to understand resource conditions, current grazing
practices, and infrastructure.
Develop grazing management recommendations and alternatives based on the landowner'’s
goals and resource concerns identified (this document).
Landowners and partners review recommendations and select preferred grazing
management alternatives.
Develop a long- term grazing management plan that outlines facilitating practices, grazing
rotation, stocking rate, utilization triggers, plant recovery, and wildlife needs.
Enhance the condition of riparian, wetland, and upland communities through active grazing
management.
Install facilitating practices such as strategic cross-fencing and stockwater improvements to
achieve desired grazing and resource results.
Provide adequate recovery periods for plants and soils after grazing.
Control noxious weeds through integrated pest management strategies.
Establish monitoring points to track results of management actions.
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BRIEF INVENTORY
(See photographs in the Appendix E)

Water Resources

The property is generally wet with approximately 1-mile of Flint Creek, two springs, and several
potholes that support riparian and wetland vegetation communities. The property is not actively
irrigated but receives waste water and sub-irrigation from several ditches and springs that flow
through the property providing good growing conditions and stockwater.

Pasture Conditions

Grazing utilization was relatively high during both site visits - exceeding 80% in many of the
pastures. Pastures condition score sheets were completed for sub-irrigated and dryland pasture
groupings. Results indicate that pastures are in fair condition whereby improved management
would benefit both productivity and overall health of the property (see Appendix B).

Soils

The soil survey is attached with a list of soil types and associated acres. Fields 1 - 3 appear to
have high clay content and retain moisture late in the season. Early and/or continuous grazing
has resulted in significant hummocks in portions of the unit (see Appendix C).

Wildlife Habitat

The property likely supports a variety of wildlife species based on the diversity of land types and
the large proportion of riparian acres. Red fox, coyote, and Northern Harrier were observed. A
diversity of raptors, passerines, and songbirds likely utilize the property in addition to ungulates
and fluvial trout population.

Existing Grazing Units

Twelve grazing units were identified however most cross-fences are in poor condition and not
functioning (see table and map below). Generally, the fence arrangement is good with like land
types delineated (see appendix D for a sketch of existing grazing units). A portion of the fence
boundaries remain the same in the final recormmendations

Forage Production Estimates

Production was estimated in the field and compared to scil survey estimates under normal
precipitation. A detailed inventory was not conducted however the estimates are a good starting
point (see forage production calculations in Appendix A).

Existing resources are also well documented in the Flint Creek Assessment and Conceptual Design
{River Design Group, July 2017).
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PRIMARY RESOURCE AND MANAGEMENT CONCERNS

The property has important natural resource values and is in fair condition overall. Evidence of
negative resource trends exist on portions of the property that will likely reduce the overall health and
resource values over the long-term. The following items were identified during the field inventory (see
photographs in Appendix E).

Infrastructure
Most fences and gates are in poor condition and are generally not functioning. As a result, many
of the existing units are grazed together (see photos).

Utilization, Duration, and Plant Recovery
Grazing appears to be relatively uncontrolled with multiple fields being grazed simultaneously for
extended periods. This allows livestock to selectively graze the same plants and over-utilize
portions of the grazing unit. Grazing utilization was relatively high during both site visits (>80%)
with an average stubble height of about 3 inches — a clear indicator that grazing periods are too
long or stocking rates too high (see photos).

Generally, the grass plant’s ability to recover after grazing is significantly reduced when the plant
is grazed (or re-grazed) below 4-6". Without adequate leaves to photosynthesize and regrow,
plants are forced to use important energy reserves that would otherwise be used for root
development and plant maintenance. Managers should be aware that prolonged and/or repeated
early season grazing will reduce plant vigor and ultimately lead to a gradual shift in species
composition towards a less productive and/or desirable plant community over time. The same
holds true for repeated over-grazing.

Grazing Units and Planned Rotation

Most of the existing grazing units are located in logical locations but are not functioning due to
poor fence conditions. As a result, the actual grazing units are relatively large. Specific units
need to be (re)established in order to manage grazing utilization and timing. No long-term grazing
rotation appears to be in place.

Grazing Distribution

Grazing distribution was relatively even, however this is likely a result of extended grazing periods.
Fields that contain both wet and dry land types are not grazed evenly as cows generally prefer
one forage species over the other at different times of year and stages of growth (see photos).

In-Stream Stockwater

Primary stockwater sources are streams, ditches, and wetlands. No alternative or developed
stockwater is available. Portions of Flint Creek and the outlet of the spring-fed pond show clear
evidence of hoof sheer and trailing to water (see photos). In-stream stockwater is a good option if
livestock pressure is dispersed and/or concentrated in suitable/stable locations (water gaps).
However, in-stream stockwater becomes an issue when trails, hoof sheer, and soil compaction
reach high enough densities to compromise the function and recovery of the area.
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Bank Erosion

Combined with long grazing periods, livestock are creating significant impacts to portions of the
riparian areas and wetlands — particularly the south end of Flint Creek, outlet of the pond, and the
isolated wetland to the west. Alternatively, the banks of the spring-fed pond and most of its spring
creek are in relatively good condition. Clearly, stockwater is the primary reason this resource
conhcern exists (see photos).

Shrub Browsing

There is some evidence of livestock browsing on shrubs, although ungulates likely play a role.
Many of the willows and hawthorn have a clear browse line and portions of the understory is
disturbed. Furthermore, young plants are limited and a variety of age classes not represented
(see photos).

Noxious Weeds

Spotted Knapweed, Hounds Tongue, Canada and Musk Thistle, are present in many of the fields
at low-moderate levels. Without control, these infestations will continue to reduce desirable plants
and overall forage production (see photos).
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GRAZING MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS

Recommendations to address the existing resource concerns are based on providing adequate
recovery periods for both plants and secils. Below, is an outline of the facilitating practices needed to
fully support the implementation of a successful grazing plan.

Grazing Prescription

A particular grazing prescription can take a number of forms. This is simply one alternative that
can likely achieve the landowner's goals. In general, the most important grazing objective is to
control grazing utilization and duration so that resources are able to recover and sustain annual
production. The recommended grazing prescription integrates a variety of factors including,
landowner goals and grazing unit characteristics. Applied in conjunction, these management
actions will likely result in positive vegetation responses and trends over time. Monitoring and
evaluation will be important to identify if the overall goals of the property are being achieved and
how management can be adjusted to enhance conditions.

Grazing Unit Considerations

Many of the existing grazing units were arranged logically with similar land types delineated and
good size. However, given that most cross-fences are in poor condition and will need to be
replaced, some of the unit boundaries were adjusted on the map to improve grazing distribution
and individual management of land types. Below is a list of considerations for fields or groups of
fields with similar characteristics. These considerations ultimately influence the timing of grazing
outlined in the rotation.

Wet Soils (Units 1, 2, 3) — These three units appear to have a high clay content that holds
moisture. These fields are best grazed in the summer (and beyond) to allow soils to dry out
and reduce hummocks.

Wetland and Riparian Areas (Units 5, 6, 7, 8, 13, 14) - These fields have significant natural
and irrigation-induced wetlands and riparian areas. They are likely very wet in the spring from
flooding, sub-irrigation, active ditches, and springs. Due to the added moisture these wet
fields are generally more resilient than the upland units however grazing should be managed
to avoid soil erosion, compaction, and trailing. In addition, wildlife nesting and breeding can
likely be enhanced in these units through deferred grazing. These units should be grazed in
the summer or fall under dry conditions.

Upland Fields {(Unit 4, 10, 11, 12) —. Upland units can be grazed earlier in the season however
repeated spring grazing should be avoided. Grass in this unit likely becomes decadent late in
the season. These units are best grazed in the spring (occasionally), summer, or fall. The
RDG Assessment identified these fields for “continuous” grazing however this is not
recommended on any units based on plant recovery and soil needs. Soil health is probably
the worst in these units. Management actions are needed to build scil organic matter,
increase species diversity, and control noxious weeds.
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Stream Corridor (Unit 9) — The riparian stream corridor could likely sustain periodic grazing to
regenerate grasses and control weeds. Summer or fall grazing is recommended under dry
conditions. Monitor shrub utilization and streambank conditions.

Isolated Wetland (Unit 4) — Unit 4 is dry with the exception to an isolated wetland along the
northwest boundary. Clearly this is a preferred water source based on the trailing and
trampling along the perimeter of the wetland. Although a good rotation would help this area to
gradually recover, temporary exclusion of livestock would accelerate the process.

Grazing Rotation

A grazing rotation is important to control the location, duration, and season of use. It also
determines how much utilization is to occur and employs “triggers” for rotating the herd to the
next field. The grazing rotation recommended here is based on a “Deferred” system, whereby
particular fields are not grazed during the growing season to provide adequate recovery periods
(and/or allow for wildlife nesting, or particular soils to dry out before grazing). Note that a “Rest-
Rotation” grazing system could also achieve overall goals, whereby one or more fields are rested
each year (this system could also accommodate potential pasture or wetland renovation plans).
The grazing system below is based on cool-season plants that generally begin growth in May, set
seed in July, and are relatively dormant through August as seeds disperse. Some vegetative
regrowth occurs in September depending on fall precipitation.

Grazing Periods and Schedule

The grazing schedule outlines the timing that each field could be grazed over the next 6-year
period - starting on or after June 1. The rotation can repeat but should be reviewed and adjusted
as needed to optimize results. Three grazing periods are outlined and represented by the letters
‘A’ “B” and “C”". Grazing can occur during or after the specified grazing period. Thus a field
marked as “B” can be grazed any time after that period begins (after July 1%). Similarly, a field
marked as “C” is available any time after September 1. Early season grazing (“A”) has been
limited in this example to address plant, soil, and wildlife goals.

A=June 1 =June 30

B=July 1 —July 31
C = September 1 — October 31
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Grazing Schedule Example

Field Field Type Available | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year | Year
# Days 1 2 3 4 5 6

(60 *AU)
4 Dryland pasture 2.6 B c A B C A
10 Dryland pasture 1.2 B C A B c A
11 Dryland pasture A B c A B c A
12 Dryland pasture 3 B c A B c A
1 Wet meadow 13.9 c B C B C B
2 Wet meadow 7.4 c B C B C B
3 Wet meadow 10.7 Cc B 04 B 04 B
5 Wet meadow 4.9 B 04 B 04 B C
6 VWet meadow 3.3 B Cc B Cc B Cc
7 Vet meadow 2.3 B c B c B Cc
8 Wet meadow 45 B C B C B C
13 | Wet meadow 5 B c B C B C
14 | Wet meadow 2.7 B c B Cc B C
9 Stream corridor 4.1 Rest | Rest | Rest | Rest B Rest
58

*1.0 Animal Unit (AU) is equivalent to a 1000lb cow or pair. Thus, a 1200lb animal is
equivalent to 1.2 Animal Units (50 head/pair = 60 Animal Units).

A=June 1 —June 30
B =July 1 —July 31
C = September 1 — October 31
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Forage Production Estimates

Production was visually estimated in the field and compared to soil survey estimates under
normal precipitation. Given that forage production can fluctuate significantly from year to year,
estimates are only guidelines and should not be taken too literal. Rather,_the condition of the
field and grazing “triggers” should dictate how many days livestock are in each grazing unit.
(Forage production calculations are provided in Appendix A).

Grazing Triggers - Resource Condition Standards

The following grazing “triggers” (resource condition standards) identify the acceptable levels of
impacts that can occur while ensuring that resource conditions are maintained and enhanced.
Livestock should be removed from the field (or excluded from the area) once any of the triggers
are reached (or utilize temporary electric fence to exclude livestock from affected areas).

» Grass Utilization — Approximately 50% utilization for upland grasses. Greater than 4
inch stubble height for pastures.

¥ Streambank, Wetland and Riparian Soils - Less than 10% of streambank, wetland, and
riparian soils disturbed by hoof sheer. Managers should monitor conditions closely
while grazing occurs.

» Shrub and Tree Regeneration/Utilization — Less than 20% of the current year's growth
utilized. Less than 10 percent of juveniles killed or damaged. Strive for all age classes
present, particularly in riparian areas.

» Weed Management — Less than 5% presence of noxious weeds. Eradicate all
Category 3 weed species and actively control Category 1 and 2 weeds.

Cross-Fencing

The use of cross-fencing to reduce overall field sizes will accomplish several objectives including:
e Reduce grazing days in each sub-field

e Increase recovery time for plant and streambanks

¢ Reduce riparian and wetland impacts, and

¢ |mprove grazing distribution

Because, cross-fencing of larger fields will reduce the grazing days in each sub-unit, livestock are
unable to graze the same plant multiple times or its regrowth which ultimately reduce plant vigor
and overall trend of the plant community. Ideally, fields will be a sized to accormmodate a
particular herd for up to 14 days. A herd size of 50 head (60 Animal Units) was used for the
purposes of this document. Small fields could be combined and/or large fields split to achieve
reasonable duration in each field.

A variety of cross-fence types are available and can achieve the same goal. However, based on
successful examples elsewhere, it is recommended to use single-strand electric fence for interior
units. The fences can be permanent, drop-down, or temporary. An advantage to this fence type
is that it is effective, less expensive, requires less maintenance, and can following rounded edges
of fields rather than straight lines needed for barb-wire. Furthermore, additional cross-fence
spurs can be extended from electrified sections to exclude particular areas or create new grazing
sub-units.



Stockwater Development
Adequate water is essential for each field. Multiple and dispersed stockwater sources will:

Many of the fields have ditches, springs, pothole wetlands, or stream that provide stockwater.
Stockwater can be developed in several ways including hardened water gaps, surface water or
piping water (from a source to tank) with electric, gravity, or solar power. Although water piped to
stocktanks is the most ideal method to shift grazing pressure, it can be difficult to justify the
expense on a property with so much available surface water. Below is an outline of stockwater in

Improve grazing distribution
Provide plants adequate recovery periods
Reduce concentrated riparian impacts

Provide more management flexibility in the grazing rotation.

each field with alternatives.

Unit | Water Source(s) andLlocations Recommended Action
1 Irrigation ditch - SW Same
2 | Irrigation ditch? Explore options
3 | Irrigation ditch — NW Same
4 | Water gap at side channel — SE Same
5

Spring fed pond — NW
Water gap - SE

Existing gap in poor location. Develop
hardened water gap/crossing at pond
outlet and at stream riffle — S

6 | Spring Creek and wetland

Same

7 | Water gap -

Existing gap in poor location. Consider
hardened water gap at riffle — S

8 | Spring Creek access - NW

Same
Consider hardened water gap at side
creek channel - SE

9 | Flint Creek

Flint Creek

10 | Old water system (functioning?) - N

Repair water system near bridge

11 | Not identified

Repair water system near bridge, pipe to
nearby units. Or consolidate/rearrange
units around tank.

12 | Not identified

Repair water system near bridge, pipe to
nearby units.

13 | Spring Creek Same. Consider gap and fencing to
control access.
14 | Ditch Same
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Mineral/Protein Supplements

Utilize supplement to improve nutrition and grazing distribution. Place tubs away from water
sources (>1/4 Mile) to encourage grazing utilization in the uplands and reduce presence in
riparian areas. Tub locations should be moved each year to eliminate permanent attractions and
disturbed sites.

Weed Control

Develop and implement an integrated weed management strategy to reduce competition and
enhance the vigor of desirable plants. Strongly consider herbicide treatments to control weed
infestations. Biological controls are not necessarily recommended given that the property is
relatively small, very accessible, and weed infestations are still manageable with herbicide.

ADDITIONAL MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS

Contingency Plan

Unforeseen events such as drought, wildfire, or lack of water may require immediate grazing
management actions to mitigate resource impacts. Actions may include adjustments to the
grazing rotation or stocking rates, temporary grazing exclusions, additional feeding, access to
hew water/grazing sources, etc.

Maintenance and Labor

Grazing plans can require a significant increase in management and labor, particularly monitoring
conditions, maintaining fences, and following a rotation as best possible. Infrastructure
improvements such as fences and water systems will require maintenance as needed.

Record Keeping
Maintain records of the actual grazing rotation - regardless of what happens - to track
management actions in each field. Maintain records of all other management actions that
influence the grazing rotation and resources including weed spraying, seeding, weather, stocking
adjustments, etc.

Monitoring and Evaluation

Two types of monitoring exist; 1) Short term monitoring of the fields during grazing, including
grazing utilization, stream banks, and other resource conditions that trigger the rotation to the
hext field. 2) The second type of monitoring is long-term, which assesses resource conditions
and the results of management actions taken. Long-term monitoring is useful to identify trends
over time. They can measure forage production, species composition, percent of bare ground,
weed infestations, grazing distribution, etc. This can be as simple as photo-points in each
grazing unit, to a more detailed approach such as vegetation transects. Wiithout monitoring, it
canh be difficult to determine if management actions are working or not - and how to adjust
management actions for better results. Consider requesting assistance from a local extension
worker to develop a monitoring plan.
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Adaptive Management

Adaptive management will be important to refine a plan over time. Assess the results of
management actions taken and review progress annually. Adjust management actions
accordingly to achieve higher resource condition standards.

NEXT STEPS

e Confer with current and past grazing lessees to utilize local knowledge and identify specific
grazing contstraints or challenges faced on the property.

o Select preferred alternatives that meet overall goals.

e Develop a specific long-term grazing plan that outlines desired conditions and facilitating
practices.

e Implement plan

¢ Monitor plan and results in the field

¢ Adjust plan as heeded

ATTACHMENTS:

Forage Production and Stocking Rate Estimates
Pasture Condition Score Sheets

Soil Survey

Sketch Map of Existing Grazing Units
Photographs

moow>»
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Corbett-Downs Property 11117
Forage Production and Stocking Estimates
Field |Field AC |Land Type Lbs/Ac |Harv. |Avail. Avail. Ac/ Acres/ |AUM/ Available |Available [Available [Timing
# Name Eff. |Forage/ |AUM/Ac |AUM |Land |SubUnit Jdays with|days with|days with
Ac Type 48 AU (40160 AU (50|72 Al
head) head) (60 head)
ExF [ (G/915)] JK HxJ K/48*30 | K/B0*30 | K/72*30
1 34)wWet meadow 3000] 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 34 27.9 17.4 13.9 11.6> July 1
2 18]Wet meadow 3000] 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 18 14.8 9.2 7.4 6.1]> July 1
3 26)Wet meadow 3000] 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 26 21.3 13.3 10.7 8.9])> July 1
4 16|Upland 1200] 0.25 300 0.33 3.1 16 9.2 3.3 2.6 2.2)= June 1
4b 3|Wetland exclusion 0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0
5 12|Flood plain/wet meadow 3000] 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 12 9.8 5.1 4.9 4.1]> July 1
6 8|Flood plainfwet meadow 3000] 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 8 6.6 4.1 3.3 2.7z July 1
7 9.9]Flood plainfwet meadow 3000] 0.25 790 0.82 1.2 2.5 4.5 2.8 2.3 1.9)= July 1
8 11|Flood plainfwet meadow 3000 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 11 9.0 5.6 4.5 3.8]= July 1
9 10|Riparian corridor 3000 0.25 750 0.82 1.2 10 8.2 51 41 3.4]1= July 1
9b 5|water 0 5 0.0 0.0 0.0
10 7.5|Upland 1200] 0.25 300 0.33 3.1 7.5 2.5 1.5 1.2 1.0]> June 1
11 0.2|Upland 1200] 0.25 300 0.33 3.1 0.2 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.0§> June 1
12 2|Upland 1200] 0.25 300 0.33 3.1 2 0.7 0.4 0.3 0.3)= June 1
13 2|Flood plainiwet meadow 2000 0.25 500 0.55 1.8 2 1.1 0.7 0.5 0.5]= July 1
14 8|Flood plainiwet meadow 2500 0.25 625 0.68 1.5 8 9.9 3.4 25 2.3]= July 1
HQ 2|HQ 2
Total 1702 170.2 117 73.1 58.5 48.8
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Pasture Condition Score sheet - Standard for IRRIGATED PASTURE

MT-ECS-116A

Cooperator

“NS.W Nuﬂ.vﬂ‘n .4

Date

[(O-10-17

Conservationist

i
7€}

Forage Suitability Group(s)

Eﬂﬁ Grecs, &S\RN\FQ Bont., hwssmfj.amu

Pasture number(s)

W20, rZ

\.@c “mt&%\

Current Years Precipitation (check one)

Above Néfmal i

[ zcﬂam_ U

Below Normal P

Evaluate the site and rate each indicator based upon your observations. Scores for each indicator may range from 110 5. Multiply the points x the weight to get weig

hted points. Sum the weighted points to determine

Indicator/Weight 1 Points 2 Point 3 Points 4 Point 5 Points Wt. __HM
Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species exceed A
<30% of stand (total ADW). Annual|30 to 50% of stand {total ADW). 51 to 75% of stand (total ADW). 76 to 90% of stand {total ADW). 90% of pasture stand ( total air-dry
weeds, other undesirable Broadleaf weeds and other Undesirable broadleaf weeds and |Remainder of the stand is weight ADW). Remainder of the

Percent Desirable |herbaceous plants, and/or woody |undesirable herbaceous species annual grasses present and composed primarily of perennial  |stand is comprised of perennial W i 10 ,W
Plants | 10% species, dominate pasture. are prevalent and expanding. expanding. Some woody species  |forage species with intermediate  |forage species having intermediate ‘
Woody species often present. may be present. grazing value. Few undesirable grazing value.
broadleaf weeds or m:scm_ grasses
aracant Mo ssaods L
FOLIAR COVER: <50% BASAL FOLIAR COVER: 51 to 70% BASAL |FOLIAR COVER: 71 to 90% BASAL |FOLIAR COVER: 91 to wm& BASAL |FOLIAR COVER: 96 to >100%
Live Plant Gover (Live COVER: <15% Photosynthetic area|COVER: 15TO 25% COVER: 25TO 35% Most forage |COVER: 35TC50% Pasture not BASAL COVER: >50% Forages
stems and green leaf very low. Very little plant cover to |Photosynthetic area low. Low plants grazed close; little leaf area |uniformly grazed and there is some |maintained in leafy condition for .
cover of all species at |slow or stop runoff. retardation to runoff by pasture to intercept sunlight. Moderate loss of potentizl for photosynthetic |best photosynthetic activity. Very mw 1.5 \.\ =
adjusted 3" height.) / vegetation. retardation to runoff by pasture activity. pasture vegetation offers |dense stand with either no runoff,
16% vegetation. high retardation to runoff. or very slow runoff flows.
One dominant perennial forage Two to five forage species all of Two to three forage species all of |Two to four forage species Three to five forage species
species (>75% of stand for total one functional group (>75% of one functional group (each at least |representing two functional groups |representing at least three
Plant Diversity ADW). or, More than 5 forage stand for total ADW). At least one |20% of stand for total ADW). (each at least 20% of stand for total|functional groups (each £20% of
(Evaluate as a species (each <20% of stand) all of |perennial forage species avoided  |Forage species intermixed, have ADW) — at least one perennial stand for total ADW) — at least one
complete system. [one functional group. Uneven by livestock resulting in presence  |compatible growth habits, similar |grass and one perennial legume grass and one legume species are
Functional groups of |grazing use, Grazing use poorly of mature seed stalks and uneven |re-growth periods, and have species are present. Forage present. Forage species well
H«mmmw a distributed. grazing use. Forage species occur |comparable palatability. No forage |species well intermixed, have intermixed, have compatible w o ,w
groupings that have - . X e, L T
similar growth habits in patches, and are not intermixed. [plants ungrazed. compatible growth habits, similar |growth habits, similar re-growth
and management re-growth periods, and comparable|periods, and have comparable
needs). f 10% palatability. No forage plants palatability. No forage plants
ungrazed ungrazed.
Ground Cover: No identifiable Ground Cover: <10% of soil Ground Cover: 10 to 20% of soil  |Ground Cover: 20 to 30% of soil  |Ground Cover: 30 to 70% of soil
residue present on soil surface. surface with dead forage plant surface with dead forage plant surface with dead forage plant surface covered with dead forage
Plant residue {organic Thatch, if present, is heavy (>1-inch|residue present. Thatch, if present, residue present. Thatch buildup, if |residue present. No thatch plant residue. No thatch buildup.
material noc_.m:_._m soil [thick). STANDING-DEAD FORAGE: |0.5" to 1" thick. STANDING-DEAD |present, less than 0.50" thick. buildup. STANDING-DEAD FORAGE:[STANDING-DEAD FORAGE: No ,W 03 mw
between tillers or | pMore than 25% of total pasture FORAGE: 5 to 25% of total pasture |STANDING-DEAD FORAGE: 5 to Less than 5% of total pasture standing dead forage plant g
stems) / 3% production (air-dry weight). production (air-dry weight). 15% of total pasture production production (air-dry weight). material available to grazing
(air-dry weight). animals,
No recovery after grazing; or leaves|Recovery after grazing takes 2 or  |Recovery after grazing takes 1 Recovery after grazing takes 1 or 2 |Rapid recovery following grazing.
pale yellow to brown; or plants at | more weeks longer than normal; or|week longer than normal; or urine |days longer than normal; or light- |Healthy green color of foliage. No
permanent wilting point; or most | yellowish-green leaves; or major  |or dung patches dark green in green leaves of most plants as sign of insect or disease damage.
all plants evidence stress due to insect or disease loss; or plants contrast to rest of plants; or minor |contrasted to greener plants in No leaf wilting. Yields at listed high
insects and/or disease. Exercise wilted most of day. Productivity 50 |insect or disease loss; or plants urine and dung patches; or minor  |[production potential for species
Plant Vigor / 20% 2 |20 L

paddock only. Or, lodged, dark
green, overly lush, forage that is
generally avoided.

to <70% of the high production
potential for the site.

wilted only during mid-day.
Pasture productivity 70 to 85% of
the high production potential listed
for the site.

insect or disease damage. No plant
wilting. Productivity of stand near
the high production potential listed
for the site,

adapted to the site.




Evaluate the site and rate each indicator based upon your observations. Scores for each indicator may range from 1 to 5. Multiply the points x the weight to get weighted points. Sum the weighted points to determine

Indicator/Weight 1 Points 2 Point 3 Points 4 Point 5 Points Wit. _HM
Percent legume (CootNo legume in pasture; or, more Non-spreading forage legumes less [Non-spreading forage legumes Non-spreading forage legumes Non-spreading forage legumes
season stands) /5% |than 60% (total ADW) of bloat- than 15% {ADW); or, 45% to 60% |represent 15% to <25% (total represent 25% to <35% (total represent 35% to 45% (total ADW)
i causing legumes. (total ADW) of spreading legume  |ADW) of pasture production. ADW) of pasture producticn. of pasture production. No forage
with grass composition declining.  |Spreading legumes may be grass loss; forage grasses may be
increasing, increasing., Non-spreading
legumes would include alfalfa, 051.5
birdsfoot trefoil, sainfoin, cicer .
milkvetch. Spreading legumes
would include clovers and black
medic.
Little-grazed patches cover over Little-grazed patches cover over 25 |Little-grazed patches cover 10 to  |Little-grazed patches represent Ungrazed areas only at urine or
50% of pasture. Mosaic pattern of |to 50% of pasture eitherin a 25% of pasture either in a mosaic  [minor spots where one to several |dung patches. No ungrazed forage
Uniformity of Use / |grazing use; or there are mosaic pattern or as identifiable pattern or as identifiable areas forage plants are not grazed. Urine|species. 0] 2.8
% identifiable areas within pasture  |areas within the pasture thatare |within pasture that are not and dung patches are avoided. i !
being avoided. not frequented. frequented.
Livestock concentration areas and | Livestock concentration areas and |lIsolated livestock concentration Some livestock trailing evident with|Absence of livestock concentration
trails cover >10% of the pasture; or [trails cover 5 to 10% of the areas and trailing evident {(<5% of |one or two, small, concentration  |areas and trailing; Or, heavy use
all concentration areas allow for pasture; most concentration areas |pasture); no more than one areas. There is a buffer zone areas located or treated to
Livestock contaminated runoff to be are close to water channels concentration area that drains between any concentration area  |minimize contaminated runoff. :
Concentration Areas ) ) ) ) . ) B ) ) ; 10l A
110% conveyed directly into adjacent allowing contaminated (unbuffered) directly into adjacent {and adjacent water bodies.
water bodies. (unbuffered) runoff to drain into  |water body.
adjacent water bodies.
Infiltration capacity and surface Infiltration capacity reduced due to [Infiltration capacity lowered and  |Infiltration capacity lowered and  |Infiltration capacity and surface
Soil Compartion runoff severely affected by large areas of bare ground and surface runoff increased due to surface runoff increased due to runoff are similar to that expected
(Probe moist soil . compaction. Livestock traffic is dense compaction layer at surface. |plant cover loss and soil reduced plant cover. Sail probe for an ungrazed meadow or
no_.:.vm:,:u. the eradicating pasture plants over Livestock trails common. Off-trail [compaction by livestock traffic. enters soil easily. Scattered signs |pasture notimpacted by livestock o %q
treatment unitto an |large areas. Very hard topusha  |hoof prints common. Hard to push |Soil resistant to soil probe entry at |of livestock trails and hoof prints  |traffic.
ungrazed area; i.e. | ohe into soil without damage to |a probe through soil layers. one or more depths within plow  |with impact confined to lanes or
fence row.} / 5%
probe. depth. small wet areas.
Large bare areas with active sheet |Bare areas with active sheet & rill |Active sheet & rill erosion No visible evidence of active No evidence of past or current
& rill erosional features represent |erosion less than 20% of pasture. |represents no more than 5% of erosion; some evidence of past erosion due to irrigation within
more than 20% of pasture. >50% of corrugate lengths are pasture with most erosion limited |erosion but features are blunted  [pasture.
Enlarged (deepened or widened) |eroded; active erosion at turnouts |to sites adjacent to irrigation and now vegetated; debris dams
; 5 corrugates or center pivot wheel |from water conveyances, near system components (i.e., turnouts, |formed by litter, if present, are
MW,_.MMMM” Mwﬂm\___“m_nwm\ tracks; >50% of corrugate lengths |sprinkler heads; or center pivot sprinkler heads, center pivot random and scattered over pasture 1 _H\ &
15% are eroded; sediment deposition  [wheel tracks; irrigation tailwater  |tracks); <50% of corrugate lengths |area. !
evident within the pasture; has visible sediment load; large- are eroded,; irrigation tailwater or
irrigation tailwater/runoff with sized debris off the pasture runoff with little visible sediment -
visible sediment load. accumulates at bottom of field. load; some plant litter collects at )
bottom of field.
%M“mw__._oﬂmmmwﬁ _sn__mwﬁw MMwa Management Change Suggested Overall Pasture Condition Score = 0.0
45 to 50 5 No changes in management needed at this time.
35 to 45 4 Minor changes would enhance, do most beneficial first. ;
2510 35 Improvements would benefit productivity and/or environment. M@..ﬂ
15 to 25 Needs immediate management changes, high return likely.




Pasture Condition Score sheet - Standard for IRRIGATED PASTURE

MT-ECS-116A

Cooperator | 77,1474 Py Date| /p-/0-/7
Conservationist | 57, ) . ~
Forage Suitability Group(s) Gtrrison Potil, Howctey K bl _—— m@kn gl o 1,2,3,5,¢, g3 Q@%.?ﬂ_\uax&m y

Current Years Precipitation (check one)

i

Above Normal

[Nogfnal

Below Normal

X

_Evaluate the site and rate each indicator based upon yo

ur observations. Scores for each indicator may range ?o_s 1 to 5. Multiply the points x the weight to get wei

hted points. Sum the weighted points to determine

Indicator/Weight 1 Points 2 Point 3 Points 4 Point 5 Points Wwt. ____N“_ ]
Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species represent |Desirable forage species exceed
<30% of stand (total ADW). Annual|30 to 50% of stand (total ADW). 51 to 75% of stand (total ADW). 76 to 90% of stand (total ADW). 90% of pasture stand ( total air-dry
weeds, other undesirable Broadleaf weeds and other Undesirable broadleaf weeds and |Remainder of the stand is weight ADW). Remainder of the
vmqn.m.:ﬁ ._uo.wwqm.a_n herbaceous plants, and/or woody |undesirable herbaceous species annual grasses present and composed primarily of perennial  [stand is comprised of perennial 1.0 u
Plants / 10% species, dominate pasture. are prevalent and expanding. expanding. Some woody species  |forage species with intermediate  |forage species having intermediate
Woody species often present. may be present. grazing value. Few undesirable grazing value,
broadlieaf weeds or annual grasses
oracant Dla i diicn i
FOLIAR COVER: <50% BASAL FOLIAR COVER: 51 to 70% BASAL |FOLIAR COVER: 71to 90% BASAL |FOLIAR COVER: 91 to 95% BASAL FOLIAR COVER: 96 to >100%
Live Blant Cover (Liva COVER: <15% Photosynthetic area| COVER: 15 TO 25% COVER: 25TO 35% Most forage |COVER: 35 TO50% Pasture not BASAL COVER: >50% Forages
stems and green leaf Y'Y low. Very little plant cover to |Photosynthetic area low. Low plants grazed close; little leaf area |uniformly grazed and there is some |maintained in leafy condition for i
cover of all species at |slow or stop runoff. retardation to runoff by pasture to intercept sunlight. Moderate loss of potential for photosynthetic [best photosynthetic activity. Very 15 <
adjusted 3" height.) / vegetation. retardation to runoff by pasture  |activity. pasture vegetation offers |dense stand with either no runoff,
i 16% ; vegetation. high retardation to runoff. or very slow runoff flows.
One dominant perennial forage Two to five forage species all of Two to three forage species all of |Two to four forage species Three to five forage species
species (>75% of stand for total one functicnal group (>75% of one functional group (each at least |representing two functional groups representing at least three
Plant Diversity ADW). or, More than 5 forage stand for total ADW). At least one |20% of stand for total ADW). (each at least 20% of stand for total|functional groups (each +20% of
(Evaluate as a species (each <20% of stand) all of |perennial forage species avoided  |Forage species intermixed, have ADW) — at least one perennial stand for total ADW) — at least one
complete system.  |one functional group. Uneven by livestock resulting in presence  [compatible growth habits, similar |grass and one perennial legume grass and one legume species are
Functional groups of grazing use. Grazing use poorly of mature seed stalks and uneven |re-growth periods, and have species are present. Forage present. Forage species well
mﬂwmﬂmwwmmﬂmwwﬁmm distributed. grazing use. Forage species occur |comparable palatability. No forage [species well intermixed, have intermixed, have compatible ol 3
- similar growth habits in patches, and are not intermixed. | plants ungrazed. compatible growth habits, similar  |growth habits, similar re-growth
and management re-growth periods, and comparable|periods, and have comparable
needs). / 10% palatability. No forage plants palatability. No forage plants
ungrazed ungrazed.
Ground Cover: No identifiable Ground Cover: <10% of s Ground Cover: 10to 20% of soil  |Ground Cover: 20 to 30% of soil  [Ground Cover: 30 to 70% of soil
residue present on soil surface. surface with dead forage plant surface with dead forage plant surface with dead forage plant surface covered with dead forage
Plant residue (organic| Thatch, if present, is heavy (>1-inch residue present. Thatch, if present,|residue present. Thatch buildup, if |residue present. No thatch plant residue. No thatch buildup.
material covering soll thick). STANDING-DEAD FORAGE: |0.5" to 1" thick. STANDING-DEAD |present, less than 0.50" thick. buildup. STANDING-DEAD FORAGE:|STANDING-DEAD FORAGE: No 03 9
between tillers or | More than 25% of total pasture FORAGE: 5 to 25% of total pasture |STANDING-DEAD FORAGE: 5 to Less than 5% of total pasture standing dead forage plant ’
sters) / 3% production (air-dry weight). production (air-dry weight). 15% of total pasture production production (air-dry weight). material available to grazing
(air-dry weight). animals.
No recovery after grazing; or leaves|Recovery after grazing takes 2 or  |Recovery after grazing takes 1 Recovery after grazing takes 1 or 2 |Rapid recovery following grazing.
pale yellow to brown; or plants at [more weeks longer than normal; or|week longer than normal; or urine days longer than normal; or light- |Healthy green color of foliage. No
permanent wilting point; or most  |yellowish-green leaves; or major  |or dung patches dark green in green leaves of most plants as sign of insect or disease damage.
all plants evidence stress due to insect or disease loss; or plants contrast to rest of plants; or minor |contrasted to greener plants in No leaf wilting. Yields at listed high
insects and/or disease. Exercise wilted most of day. Productivity 50 |insect or disease loss; or plants urine and dung patches; or minor  |production potential for species
Plant Vigor / 20% 20| &

paddock only. Or, lodged, dark
green, overly lush, forage that is
generally avoided.

to <70% of the high production
potential for the site.

wilted only during mid-day.
Pasture productivity 70 to 85% of
the high production potential listed
for the site.

insect or disease damage. No plant
wilting. Productivity of stand near
the high production potential listed
for the site.

adapted to the site,




Evaluate the site and rate each indicator based upon your observations. Scores for each indicator may range from 1 to 5. Multiply the points x the weight to get wei

hted points. Sum the weighted points to determine

Indicator/Weight 1 Points 2 Point 3 Points 4 Point 5 Points Wt. _WH
Percent legume (Cool [No legume in pasture; or, more Non-spreading forage legumes less [Non-spreading forage legumes Non-spreading forage legumes Non-spreading forage legumes
season stands) /5% |3, 60% (total ADW) of bloat- than 15% (ADW); or, 45% to 60%  |represent 15% to <25% (total represent 25% to <35% (total represent 35% to 45% (total ADW)
causing legumes. (total ADW) of spreading legume |ADW) of pasture production. ADW) of pasture production, of pasture production. No forage
with grass composition declining. |Spreading legumes may be grass loss; forage grasses may be
increasing. increasing, Non-spreading
legumes would include alfalfa, ! 05| &
. birdsfoot trefoil, sainfoin, cicer
milkvetch. Spreading legumes
would include clovers and black
medic.
Little-grazed patches cover over Little-grazed patches cover over 25 [Little-grazed patches cover 10to  |[Little-grazed patches represent Ungrazed areas only at urine or
50% of pasture. Mosaic pattern of |to 50% of pasture either in a 25% of pasture either in a mosaic  [minor spots where one to several dung patches. No ungrazed forage
Uniformity of Use / |grazing use; or there are mosaic pattern or as identifiable pattern or as identifiable areas forage plants are not grazed. Urine|species. c- |29
7% identifiable areas within pasture  |areas within the pasture thatare  |within pasture that are not and dung patches are avoided. . :
being avoided. not frequented. frequented.
Livestock concentration areas and |Livestock concentration areas and |Isolated livestock concentration Some livestock trailing evident with [Absence of livestock concentration
trails cover >10% of the pasture; or |trails cover 5 to 10% of the areas and trailing evident (<5% of |one or two, small, concentration  |areas and tra ng; Or, heavy use
all concentration areas allow for pasture; most concentration areas |pasture); no more than one areas. There is a buffer zone areas located or treated to
ﬂoanwhﬂwmﬁ_wwx?mmw contaminated runoff to be are close to water channels concentration area that drains between any concentration area minimize contaminated runoff. N 10 ,W
110% conveyed directly into adjacent allowing contaminated (unbuffered) directly into adjacent |and adjacent water bodies. &
water bodies. (unbuffered) runoff to drain into water body.
adjacent water bodies.
Infiltration capacity and surface Infiltration capacity reduced due to |Infiltration capacity lowered and | Infiltration capacity lowered and ration capacity and surface
Sdil Compaction runoff severely affected by large areas of bare ground and surface runoff increased due to surface runoff increased due to runoff are similar to that expected
{Probe moist soil compaction. Livestock traffic is dense compaction layer at surface. |plant cover loss and soil reduced plant cover. Soil probe for an ungrazed meadow or
no:._.umq_:m the eradicating pasture plants over Livestock trails common. Off-trail |compaction by livestock traffic. enters soil easily. Scattered signs [pasture not impacted by livestock I ok M.
treatment unit toan |large areas. Very hardtopusha  |hoof prints common. Hard to push (Soil resistant to soil probe entry at |of livestock trails and hoof prints  |traffic. :
cwmqmnwa area; €. Iprobe into soil without damage to |a probe through soil layers. one or more depths within plow  |with impact confined to lanes or
W probe. depth. small wet areas.
Large bare areas with active sheet |Bare areas with active sheet & rill |Active sheet & rill erosion No visible evidence of active No evidence of past or current
& rill erosional features represent |erosion less than 20% of pasture. represents no more than 5% of erosion; some evidence of past erosion due to irrigation within
more than 20% of pasture. >50% of corrugate lengths are pasture with most erosion limited |erosion but features are blunted  |pasture.
Enlarged (deepened or widened) |eroded:; active erosion at turnouts |[to sites adjacent to irrigation and now vegetated; debris dams
i : corrugates or center pivot wheel |from water conveyances, near system components (i.e., turnouts, |formed by litter, if present, are
Mﬂ“ﬂn _nw_m_m._wmm%m._ tracks; >50% of corrugate lengths |sprinkler heads; or center pivot sprinkler heads, center pivot random and scattered over pasture = |15 N* m\
15% are eroded; sediment depo wheel tracks; irrigation tailwater  |tracks); <50% of corrugate lengths |area. :
evident within the pasture; has visible sediment load; large- are eroded; irrigation tailwater or
irrigation tailwater/runoff with sized debris off the pasture runoff with little visible sediment
visible sediment load. accumulates at bottom of field. load; some plant litter collects at
bottom of field.
% Streaw. bank enosioun
Overall Pasture indivi
Condition Score i&nm“o”_M“rE ; Management Change Suggested Overall Pasture Condition Score = 0.0
45 to 50 5 No changes in management needed at this time.
35t0 45 4 Minor changes would enhance, do most beneficial first. P
25 to 35 (3) Improvements would benefit productivity and/or environment. { NQ % .
15 to 25 2 Needs immediate management changes, high return likely. rl.i\x\
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Range Production (Normal Year)—Granite County Area, Montana

(Corbett-Downs)

Area of Interest (AOI) Transportation
Area of Interest (AOI) - Rails
Soils — Interstate Highways
Soil Rating Polygons US Routes
|:| <= 1185
Major Roads
|:| = 1185 and <= 1872
Local Roads
|:| » 1872 and <= 2125
Background
I:I > 2125 and <= 3010 ﬁ Aerial Photography
|:| > 3010 and <= 3455
|:| Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Lines
<= 1185

l

« # =1185 and == 1872
« # = 1872 and <= 2125
w# = 2125and <= 3010
pmge > 3010 and <= 3455
- Not rated or not available

Soil Rating Points

m] == 1185

] = 1185 and <= 1872
| > 1872 and <= 2125
] = 2125 and <= 3010
3] > 3010 and <= 3455

| Not rated or not available

Water Features

Streams and Canals

MAP INFORMATION

The soil surveys that comprise your AOI were mapped at
1:24,000.

Warmning: Soil Map may not be valid at this scale.

Enlargement of maps beyond the scale of mapping can cause
misunderstanding of the detail of mapping and accuracy of soil
line placement. The maps do not show the small areas of
contrasting soils that could have been shown at a more detailed
scale.

Please rely on the bar scale on each map sheet for map
measurements.

Source of Map: Natural Resources Conservation Service
Web Soil Survey URL:
Coordinate System: Web Mercator (EPSG:3857)

Maps from the Web Soil Survey are based on the Web Mercator
projection, which preserves direction and shape but distorts
distance and area. A projection that preserves area, such as the
Albers equal-area conic projection, should be used if more
accurate calculations of distance or area are required.

This product is generated from the USDA-NRCS certified data as
of the version date(s) listed below.

Soil Survey Area: Granite County Area, Montana
Survey Area Data: Version 17, Sep 21, 2017

Soil map units are labeled (as space allows) for map scales
1:50,000 or larger.

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Jun 30, 2015—Sep
27,2016

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background
imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.

UsDA

Natural Resources
== Conservation Service

Web Soil Survey
National Cooperative Soil Survey

11/27/2017
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Range Production (Normal Year)—Granite County Area, Montana

Corbett-Downs

Range Production (Normal Year)

Map unit symbol Map unit name Rating (pounds per Acres in AOI Percent of AOI
acre per year)
13B Windlass-Nirling 1872 0.3 0.2%
complex, 0to 4
percent slopes
24B Conn loam, Oto 4 1185 1.6 6.9%
percent slopes
1138 Windlass-Nirling 2085 5.6 3.3%
complex, 0to 4
percent slopes, rarely
flooded
544B Gregson silt loam, 0 to 4 (2125 3.4 2.0%
percent slopes
614B Bandy loam, 0 to 4 3450 34.1 20.3%
percent slopes
624B Nirling-Bandy complex, |3010 26.0 15.4%
0 to 4 percent slopes,
rarely flooded
634B Blossberg loam, 0to 4 | 3425 30.2 17.9%
percent slopes
635B Tetonview loam, 0to 4 3455 15.6 9.3%
percent slopes
735B Nythar-Flintcreek 3455 29.8 17.7%
complex, 0to 4
percent slopes
924B Nirling cobbly loam, Oto | 2029 11.6 6.9%
4 percent slopes
Totals for Area of Interest 168.2 100.0%
Description
Total range production is the amount of vegetation that can be expected to grow
annually in a well managed area that is supporting the potential natural plant
community. It includes all vegetation, whether or not it is palatable to grazing
animals. It includes the current year's growth of leaves, twigs, and fruits of woody
plants. It does not include the increase in stem diameter of trees and shrubs. It is
expressed in pounds per acre of air-dry vegetation. In a normal year, growing
conditions are about average. Yields are adjusted to a common percent of air-dry
moisture content.
In areas that have similar climate and topography, differences in the kind and
amount of vegetation produced on rangeland are closely related to the kind of
soil. Effective management is based on the relationship between the soils and
vegetation and water.
USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 11/27/2017
== Cgnservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 3 of 4



Range Production (Normal Year)—Granite County Area, Montana Corbett-Downs

Rating Options

Units of Measure: pounds per acre per year
Aggregation Method: Weighted Average
Component Percent Cutoff: Nonhe Specified
Tie-break Rule: Higher

Interpret Nulls as Zero: Yes

USDA  Natural Resources Web Soil Survey 11/27/2017
== Cgnservation Service National Cooperative Soil Survey Page 4 of 4
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