
 
 
SECOND COMMENT PERIOD - COMMENTS/RESPONSES 
 
Letters, e-mail messages, comment sheets were received from the following: 
 
1. Budd-Falen Law Offices................................................................June 12, 2006 
2. Erb & Suenram Law Offices..........................................................June 12, 2006 
3. Doney, Crowley, Bloomquist, Payne, and Uda Law Offices ........ June 12, 2006 
4. Davis, Warren & Hritsco Law Offices ........................................... June 13, 2006 
5. Leon Sagaloff ................................................................................ May 25, 2006 
6. Robert Hartwell ..............................................................................May 22, 2006 
7. National Trout Unlimited ................................................................May 23, 2006 
8. Skyline Sportsman, Anaconda Sportsman, Public Lands/Water 
    Access Association ........................................................................May 23, 2006 
9. Harris H. Wheat .............................................................................May 26, 2006 
10. John Osborne ..............................................................................May 31, 2006 
11. Steve Carl .................................................................................. June 03, 2006 
12. Jerry Carl ....................................................................................June 02, 2006 
13. Bob Butler ...................................................................................June 02, 2006 
14. Chris Bradley ............................................................................. June 07, 2006 
15. Mike Marcum ..............................................................................June 07, 2006 
16. Walter Morris...............................................................................June 10, 2006 
17. John Cargill ................................................................................ June 10, 2006 
18. Fishing Outfitters Association of Montana.................................. June 12, 2006 
19. Beaverhead Watershed Committee............................................June 12, 2006 
20. Steve Hull....................................................................................June 11, 2006 
21. Raymond L. Gross, Jr ................................................................ June 10, 2006 
22. Larry Laknar................................................................................June 09, 2006 
23. Trout Unlimited............................................................................June 12, 2006 
24. Allen Schallenberger ...................................................................June 12, 2006 
25. Beaverhead County Disaster of Emergency Services ................June 12, 2006 
26. Terry Throckmorton ....................................................................June 12, 2006 
27. Tom & Mary Smith ..................................................................... June 12, 2006 
28. Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks....................... June 09, 2006 
29. Steve Cottom ............................................................................. June 09, 2006 
30. Beaverhead and Big Hole Outfitters and Guides Assn. ............. June 12, 2006 
31. Quarter Circle 9 Outfitters ...........................................................June 12, 2006 
32. Eric Troth ....................................................................................June 12, 2006 
33. Richard & Martha Storey.............................................................June 13, 2006 
34. Jeremy Garrett ............................................................................June 15, 2006 
35. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.....................................................June 19, 2006 
36. Robert Van Deren .......................................................................June 12, 2006 
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1.1:  The Council on Environmental Quality interprets the environmental benchmark 
or environmental footprint (effects) for contract renewal processes to be measured at 
the end of the existing contracts (end of the 40 years).  
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1.2 :  See response to Comment 1.1 
 

1.2 
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1.3:  There was a map at the beginning of the revised draft EA and the same map is at 
the beginning of the final EA.  Provisions to develop a new GIS based map that 
delineates specific acres will be included in the negotiated repayment contracts.   
 
 
 
 

1.3 



 8

  
 
 
 
 
 
1.4:  The Council on Environmental Quality defines the No Action Alternative for 
water contract renewal as renewing the existing (expiring) contracts with minor 
changes.  Minor changes would be updating administrative language and/or updating 
legal clauses in the contract to comply with current policy, regulations, and laws.  The 
term "no action" does not mean doing nothing.  
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1.5:  As stated in the Methods of Analysis section of the revised draft EA and final EA, 
the model was designed to represent present reservoir operations and reasonable future 
water supply conditions.  The model was not intended to duplicate historic conditions 
or operations.  Reclamation reviewed various published reports and databases for 
applicability and usage in the model development, including, but not limited to, the 
East Bench Unit DPR, published USGS data, and data supplied by the EBID and the 
CCWSC.  GIS datasets and aerial images assisted in defining the configuration and key 
assumptions for the model.  EBID and CCWSC were consulted to review model 
parameters and data.  A couple of the reports mentioned by the commenter were in 
development and not available for review and utilization at the time of the model was 
developed or determined not to be applicable. 
 

1.5 
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1.6:  The revised draft EA (at 39) states "There are no known bald eagle nests at Clark 
Canyon Reservoir" and that is a correct statement according to the Montana Natural 
Heritage Program.  The revised draft EA (at 39) does not state "in the area", as the 
commentor suggests.  The final EA contains the same language.  
 
1.7:  Reclamation did consult with the USFWS.  See Chapter 5, Consultation and 
Coordination. 
 
1.8:  See response to Comments 1.6 and 1.7 
 

 1.6 

 1.7 

1.8 
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2.1:  Noted. 
 2.1 
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3.1:  That is a correct statement.  There were 2 contracts in 1958; one contract between 
Reclamation and CCWSC and one contract between Reclamation and EBID.  The No 
Action Alternative as written in the revised draft EA and the final EA is a blended 
description of the priority system for both contracts. 
 
 
 
3.2:  The 1958 water service contract with the CCWSC was entered into under 
authority of subsection 9(e) of the Reclamation Project Act of 1939 (53 Stat. 1196).  
Reclamation does not agree that the shareholders of the CCWSC obtained a vested 
water right to the supplemental water delivered under the 1958 water service contract 
as the commenter suggests.  
 

3.1 

3.2 
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3.3: The hydrology model used 74 years of data in order to predict what would happen 
to the reservoir for the next 40 years.  The August end of month content of Clark 
Canyon Reservoir was below 50,000 af in 18 of 74 years.  Thus, 24% of the time, the 
drought management plan would be triggered.  The final EA has been updated to reflect 
these numbers.   
 
 
 

3.3 
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4.1:  Noted.  Changes were made in the final EA. 
 
 
 
4.2:  Noted. 
  

4.1 

4.2 
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4.3:  Noted. 
 
 
 
 
4.4:  Noted.  Changes were made in the final EA. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
4.5:  Noted. 
 

4.3 

4.4 

4.5 
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5.1:  The economical recreation benefits listed on page 45 of the revised 
draft EA were based on visitor use days at Clark Canyon Reservoir.  
Economic recreation benefits and values for the Beaverhead River were 
added to the final EA. 
 

5.1 
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6.1:  The 25 cfs minimum river releases from the dam and the 10,000 af minimum 
reservoir level are proposed as part of the new contracts to protect (not enhance) the 
environmental health of the Beaverhead River during times of extreme drought.  
Reclamation and Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks (MT FWP) have agreed through a 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to examine opportunities to improve the 
environmental health of the Beaverhead River.  This partnership will identify problems 
and possible solutions to improve the environmental health (possible increase river 
releases and higher reservoir levels) of the Beaverhead River while continuing to 
provide water the Reclamation water contract holders.  
 
6.2:  The silting from Clark Canyon Stream is beyond the scope of this Federal action.  
Reclamation has no jurisdiction in Clark Canyon Creek.  The 2 groups that should be 
contacted included the Beaverhead Watershed Committee and MT DEQ. 
 

6.1 

 6.2 
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7.1:  Noted. 
 
 
 
7.2:  Noted. 
 

7.1 

7.2 
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8.1:  The MOU between Reclamation and MT FWP is included in the appendix 
of this final EA. 
 
 
 
 
8.2:  Noted. 
 

8.1 

8.2 
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9.1:  This comment will be addressed as part of the contract negotiation process. 
 
9.2:  Reclamation has no jurisdiction on what the MT FWP should do in times of 
a drought. 
  

9.1 

9.2 
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10.1:  See response to Comment 9.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10.2:  Noted.  Also, see response to Comment 9.2. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

10.1 

  10.2 
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11.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 
 
 
11.2:  Reclamation and MT FWP have agreed through a MOU to examine 
opportunities to improve the environmental health of the Beaverhead River.  This 
partnership will identify problems and possible solutions to improve the 
environmental health (possibly a springtime flush when water is available) of the 
Beaverhead River while continuing to provide water the Reclamation water 
contract holders.  
 
11.3:  The minimum flow criteria are guidelines and will be used as a starting 
point to determine winter releases.  The guidelines were designed such that it 
would not limit the supply of irrigation water in any measurable amount.  The 
model run did not result in any further restriction on irrigation supply.  The model 
was first run with the 25 cfs minimum release and the irrigation needs and then 
additional runs were made adjusting the minimum flow up in years with a better 
water supply to a point that it did not impact the irrigation supply. 
 

11.1 

11.2 

11.3 
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12.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
12.2:  See response to Comment 11.3. 
 

12.1 

 12.2 
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13.1:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 
 
 
13.2:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 

13.1 

13.2 
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14.1:  This "amazing resource" and fishery has been created by the construction 
of Clark Canyon Dam.  Water stored behind the dam minimizes the impacts to 
aquatic resources in times of severe drought.  The minimum winter release of 25 
cfs is set to protect (not enhance) the aquatic resource in times of severe drought.  
Also, see response to Comment 6.1. 
 

14.1 
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15.1:  See response to Comment 14.1. 
 

15.1 
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16.1:  No part of this Federal action will give new stake holders water rights nor 
will this Federal action take any water rights away.  Water rights are under the 
jurisdiction of the Montana DNRC.  Reclamation has a right under Montana 
statute to impound and store water behind Clark Canyon Dam.  Reclamation, in 
turn, supplies water to entities holding water contracts with Reclamation.   
 

 16.1 
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17.1:  Noted. 
 

 Comment submitted by John Cargill. 

17.1 
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18.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 
 
 
 
18.2:  The MOU between Reclamation and MT FWP is included in the appendix 
of this final EA. 
 
 
18.3:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 

18.1 

18.2 

18.3 
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18.4:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 

18.4 
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19.1:  Reclamation and MT FWP have agreed through a MOU to examine 
opportunities to improve the environmental health of the Beaverhead River.  This 
partnership will identify problems and possible solutions to improve the 
environmental health (possibly a springtime flush when water is available) of the 
Beaverhead River while continuing to provide water the Reclamation water 
contract holders.  This springtime flush will be coordinated with many entities; 
including, but not limited to the Beaverhead Watershed Committee and 
landowners along the Beaverhead River.  
 

19.1 
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20.1:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 

20.1 
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21.1:  The proposed Federal action is to renew long-term water service contracts 
or convert the existing contracts to repayment contracts.  The President’s Council 
on Environmental Quality recommends that Federal agencies include “reasonable 
alternatives” to accomplish the purpose and need of the Federal action.  The two 
alternatives in the Draft EA are reasonable alternatives to achieve the purpose and 
need of the proposed Federal action.  As part of the Preferred Alternative, 
Reclamation will enter into a MOU with the MT FWP to examine opportunities to 
improve the environmental health of the Beaverhead River.  Other alternatives 
evaluated are in the “Reasonable Alternatives Considered, but Eliminated” section 
in Chap. 2 of the final EA.  
 
21.2:  See response to Comment 21.1. 
 
21.3:  An EA is written for Federal actions where effects are undetermined and 
which may or may not require an EIS.  An EA is used to clarify the issues and the 
environmental effects.  During the EA process, if impacts of the proposed Federal 
action are found to significantly affect the quality of the human environment, an 
EIS is prepared.  The Clark Canyon Contract Renewal Draft EA compared the 
environmental effects of the Preferred Alternative to the No Action Alternative.  
There is little difference between the two alternatives, mainly an additional 918 
acres for EBID and the change in priority use for water.  The analysis in the Draft 
EA has not demonstrated that an EIS is warranted.  Mere opposition to the Federal 
action does not warrant preparation of an EIS.  
 
 

21.2 

21.3 

  21.1 
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22.1:  Noted. 
 22.1 
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23.1:  Noted. 
 

23.1 
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23.2:  Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
23.3:  TU's issue with indirect project benefits is noted.  Recreation, fish, and 
wildlife are considered incidental project purposes because they are not the 
primary project purposes as authorized by Congress.  Further explanation 
regarding incidental project benefits is described in Chapter 1, Project 
Development History.    
 

23.2 

23.3 
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24.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 
 
 
24.2:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 
 
24.3:  Reclamation does not have the authority or the direct involvement to work 
with terrestrial wildlife that is not associated with our projects.  However, if one of 
the entities you listed asked Reclamation to be a partner on a terrestrial project, we 
would consider working with those partners on the project.  
 
24.4:  Reclamation did not admit the dissolved O2 sampling was in error because 
the dissolved O2 was a by-product of the water quality parameters being sampled.  
Reclamation sampled dissolved O2 in the afternoon when the other parameters 
were being sampled.  We realize this was not the best time of day to sample O2, 
but since in was a secondary parameter; it was better to have any sample rather 
than not sample at all. 
 

24.1 

24.2 

24.3 

24.4 
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25.1:  Winter releases out of Clark Canyon Dam have exceeded 100 cfs in the 
past and will likely exceed 100 cfs in the future.  This will occur regardless of 
what alternative is implemented.  Clark Canyon Reservoir has a total capacity of 
253,442 acre-feet.  Depending on reservoir storage, precipitation, temperatures, 
snowpack, and current inflows; there are times that winter releases will exceed 
100 cfs to evacuate storage for future inflows.  These normal operating procedures 
attempt to balance inflows, reservoir storage, and Beaverhead River flows.   
 
25.2:  Noted and see response to Comment 25.1. 
 
25.3:  See response to Comment 19.1. 
 

25.1 

25.2 

25.3 
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25.4:  Noted. 
 
 

25.4 
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26.1:  Noted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
26.2:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 

  26.2 

26.1 
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26.3:  The Federal government (taxpayers) originally paid for the construction of 
the dam and canal system.  Through water contracts (both expiring and proposed 
new), the CCWSC and EBID will repay the Federal government for their 
appropriate share of the fixed charges related to the construction of Clark Canyon 
Dam and facilities and their appropriate share of the annual operation and 
maintenance costs. 
 
26.4:  The preferred alternative analyzed a total of 918 additional acres that are 
proposed to be irrigated as part of the EBID.  Chapter 1, Project Development 
History describes how the number of irrigated acres was determined during the 
planning stages of the project compared to present day.    
 
 
 
26.5:  It is unclear what the commentor is trying to state when they say, "will not 
get worse".  Neither the Bureau of Reclamation, leaders of the East Bench canal 
(ID), nor even the commenter can predict the future and promise that something 
"will not get worse".  
 
 

26.3 

   26.4 

26.5 
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27.1:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 
27.2:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 
 
27.3:  Water users are accountable for the water used and many are engaged in 
water conservation measures either on farm or within the applicable conveyance 
system.  Reclamation agrees with the commentor that water savings from efficient 
use could be used for fishery.  However, the group that funds a particular water 
conservation project will likely see the benefits of the water savings.  The MOU 
between Reclamation and MT FWP will look for outside groups (including guides 
and outfitters) to fund projects if such groups want to see the water savings used 
for their particular benefit.    
 
27.4:  The MOU language is part of the contract located in Appendix D 
(environmental considerations).  This appendix outlines the partnerships between 
the contract water users, Reclamation, and the State.   
 
27.5:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 

   27.1 

27.2 

  27.3 

  27.5 

   27.4 
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28.1:  Noted. 
 
 
 
 
28.2:  Noted. 
 

28.1 

28.2 
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29.1:  Noted. 
 

29.1 
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29.2:  The minimum winter release guidelines remained the same from the 
revised draft EA to the final EA.  These guidelines are set to protect (not enhance) 
the fishery in times of extreme drought while continuing to provide stored water to 
entities holding water contracts with Reclamation.  The minimum release 
guidelines may be modified in the future if, through the MOU between 
Reclamation and MT FWP, it has been determined that a higher minimum flow 
can be achieved while continuing to provide stored water.  Also, see response to 
Comment 11.3. 
 
 
 

29.2 
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30.1:  The 25 cfs minimum winter releases are not the standard release regime.  
The 25 cfs minimum is set to protect the fishery during times of extreme drought 
while continuing to provide stored water to entities holding water contracts with 
Reclamation.  Also, see the response to Comment 25.1. 
 

30.1 
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31.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 
31.2:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 

31.1 

31.2 
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32.1:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 
 
32.2:  See response to Comment 5.1. 
 
32.3:  The purpose and need of this Federal action is not to correct all of the 
environmental problems associated with the Beaverhead River.  However, you river 
concerns will be addressed as part of the MOU between Reclamation and MT FWP.  
The MOU will identify environmental degradation issues, investigate possible 
solutions, and develop resource management strategies for the improvement of the 
environmental health of Clark Canyon Reservoir and the Beaverhead River. 
 
 
32.4:  Noted. 
 

32.1 

   32.2 

 32.3 

32.4 
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33.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 33.1 
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34.1:  See response to Comment 6.1. 
 

34.1 
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35.1:  Comments submitted during the 1st comment period were addressed in the 
revised draft EA.  The range of alternatives and the scope of analysis were 
consistent with the proposed Federal action.  Due to the complexity of the 
Beaverhead River system including water rights, irrigation interests, and fishery 
interests; many comments were generated because commentors did not fully 
understand the Federal action.    
 
35.2:  The preferred alternative contains minimum reservoir levels, minimum 
river flows, a drought management plan, and winter release guidelines.  These 
criteria and plans were developed to protect resources during times of severe 
drought while continuing to supply stored water to entities holding water contracts 
with Reclamation.  None of the previously mentioned criteria or plans was part of 
the original (expiring) contracts with CCWSC and EBID.  By implementing these 
plans and criteria, it is anticipated that the proposed action will not negatively 
influence one of the primary prey items for bald eagles, as the commenter 
suggests.  The Service recommended a change in the determination based on the 
possibility of reduced prey abundance, Reclamation will not follow the 
recommended change as described in Comment 35.3 response.  In addition, it is 
noted that bald eagle populations are increasing and have been proposed to be de-
listed from the Threatened and Endangered Species list.  
 

35.1 

   35.2 
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35.3:  Reclamation informally consulted with the Service in February 2005 and 
January 2006 on the proposed action.  Through discussions with the Service, 
Reclamation determined that the proposed action would have no effect on the five 
threatened species present, including the bald eagle.  Written concurrence on 
Reclamation’s determination was not requested from the Service.  After the 2nd 
comment period ended (June 12, 2006), the Service recommended that 
Reclamation change the effects determination that the proposed action "may 
affect, not likely to adversely affect" the bald eagle, based on possible reduced 
prey abundance.  Reclamation disagreed with the Service's recommendation based 
on the Preferred Alternative maintaining or increasing fish and prey abundance for 
bald eagles.  Reclamation remained with their original determination of no effect.   
 
35.4:  The final EA has been updated with discussion on the arctic grayling.  The 
Service indicates that the species has recently been petitioned for listing as a 
threatened or endangered species.  According the Service's website, the Service 
agreed, in a lawsuit settlement, to make a final listing determination by April 16, 
2007.  At the time the final EA was completed, a final determination has not been 
made.  The MOU between Reclamation and MT FWP will examine opportunities 
to improve the environmental health (including fisheries) of the Beaverhead River.  
Therefore, the final determination will be of interest to Reclamation.    
 
35.5:  The final EA has been updated with additional discussion on migratory 
birds. 
 
35.6:  Comment noted.  Many issues identified in FWP’s (state’s) comment letter 
have been addressed in the revised draft EA and the final EA.  The issues not 
addressed will be identified and investigated through processes listed in the MOU 
that Reclamation and FWP have agreed to.  Reclamation has ensured that fish and 
wildlife resources have been given full consideration.  To respond further to the 
Service’s concern; in January 2005, Reclamation requested the Service's input and 
technical expertise to ensure fish and wildlife resources were protected.  The 
request also provided funding to the Service for staff time in order to ensure that 
fish and wildlife issues addressed in this EA were adequate.  The Service declined 
the request.  The Service has been on the mailing list from the beginning of this 
project and given many opportunities to comment on this Federal action.      
 

35.3 

35.4 

35.5 

35.6 
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Comment #36 
 
Robert Van Deren, on behalf of Open A Ranch, submitted the following documents as comments on the 
revised Draft EA.  These documents were originally submitted electronically on June 10 and 11, 2006.  Hard 
copies of the same documents were received on June 13, 2006.  
 
Copies of the documents can be obtained by requesting the number and title at the following address: 

Bureau of Reclamation, Montana Area Office 
Attn: MT-231 
PO Box 30137 
Billings, MT 59107-0137 
 

The following comments and documents have been noted.   
 
1) “Hydrogeology of the Upper Beaverhead Basin near Dillon, Montana” by Uthman and Beck, 1998. 94 pages. 
2) Reclamation’s HYDROSS model Draft Working Document, March 28, 2005. 12 pages. 
3) Various documents (emails, charts, website disclaimer statements, etc) regarding the quality of data. 33 pages. 
4) HKM report, Figure 1, March 21, 2005. 1 page. 
5) Various East Bench Unit historical documents including: 

a. Senate Document 191 from 1944. 2 pages. 
b. MT 5th District Court Decree creating EBID in 1957. 17 pages. 
c. Selected pages from the Definite Plan Report. 28 pages. 
d. Testimony by attorney for CCWSC and EBID before Congress on September 22, 2004. 3 pages. 

6) Reclamation’s “Unit Operation Summaries” and “Operating Plans” for Clark Canyon Reservoir for water years 1997 to 
2006. 128 pages. 

7) Various information brochures and website information from Reclamation including: 
a. Brochure “Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program, East Bench Unit, Rev 4/83”. 6 pages. 
b. Reclamation’s webpage “Pick-Sloan Missouri Basin Program, East Bench Unit – Montana”. 3 pages. 
c. Reclamation’s webpage “East bench unit Project Data”. 1 page. 

8) Montana State University water studies for 2004 and 2005 including: 
a. Beaverhead River, Clark Canyon Irrigation District Water Budget 2004, Progress Report. 24 pages. 
b. Beaverhead River, East Bench Unit Water Budget 2005, Progress Report. 30 pages. 

9) Various information handouts from the Spring of 2005 including: 
a. Bureau Memorandum: "Beaverhead River Operations". 2 pages. 
b. Documents from Bureau Technical Meeting March 8-10, 2005 
c. 2005 Canal Sealant Project. 1 page. 
d. Bureau "Information Sheet". 8 pages. 
e. CCWSC 1956 List of Signers and acres. 8 pages. 
f. CCWSC "Information Sheet", March 14, 2005. 7 pages. 
g. EBID "Information Sheet", April 5, 2005 meeting. 6 pages. 

10) Various letters from Reclamation and Exhibit A from the draft water contracts including: 
a. Bureau letter to EBID of January 16, 2003. 2 pages. 
b. Bureau faxed letter to EBID/CCWSC of February 4, 2003. 2 pages. 
c. Bureau letter to EBID, September 2, 2004, with "A" and "B & C" share agreements attached. 5 pages. 
d. Bureau letter to Open A Ranch dated March 27, 2006. 5 pages. 
e. Draft Exhibit A for Bureau water contracts with EBID and CCWSC, January 23, 2006. 4 pages. 

11) Letter dated May 30, 2006 from Open A Ranch to Beaverhead County Director of Disaster and Emergency Services, with 
newspaper article and photos. 24 pages. 

12) Various CCWSC information including: 
a. Cover and page 8 from "A Landowner's Guide to Montana Wetlands" Revised Edition. 2 pages. 
b. CCWSC shareholders dated June 1966. 5 pages. 
c. CCWSC stockholder minutes dated March 13, 2000. 3 pages. 
d. CCWSC director minutes dated March 12, 2001. 3 pages. 
e. Jerry Meine letter to CCWSC dated March 12, 2001. 2 pages. 
f. CCWSC stockholder minutes dated March 12, 2000. 2 pages. 
g. CCWSC memo dated February 12, 2003. 1 page. 
h. Letter from Larry Laknar to CCWSC Board dated July 7, 2005. 1 page. 

13) Presentation on the ongoing Montana Tech water study, dated November 16, 2005. 42 pages. 
14) Beaverhead River Commissioners Weekly Report for the month of April 2004. 
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15) Beaverhead River Commissioners Weekly Report for the month of May 2004. 
16) Beaverhead River Commissioners Weekly Report for the month of June 2004. 
17) Beaverhead River Commissioners Weekly Report for the month of July 2004. 
18) Beaverhead River Commissioners Weekly Report for the month of August 2004. 
19) "Final Report, Review of Method of Determining Delivery of Water to Non-Signers - Beaverhead River, Allocation of 

Water to Non-Signers on the Beaverhead River" HKM Engineering, March 21, 2005. 37 pages. 
20) Various correspondence between Reclamation and the Bureau and the BLM Dillon Field Office, including: 

a. Bureau comments on BLM Dillon DEIS and RMP, July 12, 2004. 1 page. 
b. BLM Dillon comments on Bureau Draft EA, December 19, 2005. 3 pages 

21) “Beaverhead County Resource Use Plan”, July 2001. 119 pages. 
22) Various EBID information including: 

a. Minutes of the March 8, 2000 EBID meeting. 2 pages. 
b. Minutes of the April 4, 2000 EBID meeting. 2 pages. 
c. Letter from MT DNRC to EBID, January 29, 2003. 2 pages. 
d. Minutes of the January 6, 2004 EBID meeting. 2 pages. 
e. Minutes of the July 6, 2004 EBID meeting. 2 pages. 
f. Minutes of the September 7, 2004 EBID meeting - 2 pages 
g. Memo from EBID board to CCWSC board. 2 pages. 
h. EBID letter to Madison County Assessor, August 12, 2001. 1 page. 
i. EBID 2003 Beaverhead County Assessments. 11 pages. 
j. EBID 2003 Madison County Assessments. 10 pages. 
k. EBID August 18, 2004 Assessments Letter and Certificate. 2 pages. 

23) "Dams and River, A Primer on the Downstream Effects of Dams", United States Geological Survey Circular 1126, 1996, 
revised 2000. 104 pages. 

24) Various Montana State University, Water Resources Center studies on return flows in the Beaverhead, including: 
a. Assessment of Methodology Required to Quantify Irrigation Return Flows, Report No. 114. 28 pages. 
b. Assessment of Time Series as a Methodology to Quantify Irrigation Return Flows, Report No. 137. 40 pages. 

25) Various USGS aerial and satellite images dated after June 30, 1973, including: 
a. LandSat image #34, July 16, 1973 - USGS #LM1042029007319790 
b. LandSat image #21, August 12, 1974 - USGS #LM1043028007422990 
c. SkyLab image 83-185, August 5, 1973 - USGS #ARG30B083158000 
d. SkyLab image, September 11, 1973 - USGS #ARG30B086226000 
e. USGS Color Infrared image 1899-1242, August 16, 1974 –USGS #AR5740018991242 
f. USGS Color Infrared image 1889-1248, August 16, 1974 – USGS #AR5740018991248 
g. USGS Color Infrared image 1899-1252, August 16, 1974 – USGS #AR5740018991252 
h. USGS B/W image #36 
i. USGS DOQQ image, August 1995. 
j. DeLorme Sat10 image, Summer of 2001. 

26) Various USBR maps dated before June 30, 1973, including: 
a. Three Forks Division map, August 1958, USBR #613-604-600 
b. Jefferson Sub-Basin map, August 1958, USBR #613-604-601. 2 pages 
c. Vicinity map, Three Forks Division, May 11, 1964, USBR #RS MRB-7141A. 1 page. 
d. West Bench Unit map, January 1965, USBR #965-604-100. 1 page. 
e. West Bench Unit Land Classification map, December 1965, USBR #965-604-131. 1 page. 
f. East Bench Unit map, February 1960, USBR #699-604-589. 1 page. 
g. EBID Land Classification map March 22, 1960, USBR #699-604-361. 1 page. 
h. EBID Land Classification map, March 22, 1960, USBR #699-604-362. 1 page. 
i. EBID Land Classification map, March 22, 1960, USBR #699-604-363. 1 page. 
j. CCWSC Land Classification map, June 28, 1955, USBR #699-604-598. 1 page. 
k. CCWSC Land Classification map, June 28, 1955, USBR #699-604-590. 1 page. 
l. CCWSC Land Classification map, June 28, 1955, USBR #699-604-591.1 page. 
m. CCWSC Land Classification map, June 28, 1955, USBR #699-604-592. 1 page. 
n. Ownership map, February 1, 1960, USBR #699-604-599. 1 page. 
o. Ownership map, February 1, 1960, USBR #699-604-600. 1 page. 
p. Ownership map, February 1, 1960, USBR #699-604-601. 1 page. 

27) Miscellaneous information including: 
a. CCWSC 2003 Assessments list. 3 pages. 
b. BLM Dillon response to USBR comments in FEIS and RMP, April 2005. 4 pages. 
c. 5th District Court Order Appointing Water Commissioner, May 16, 2006. 2 pages. 
d. Letter from Beaverhead Disaster and Emergency Services Coordinator, June 8, 2006. 2 pages. 
e. Errata list for Comments and Exhibit A submitted by Budd-Falen Law Offices, June 12, 2006. 1 page. 

 


