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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The City of Thompson Falls (City) is a western Montana community located along Montana 
Highway 200 and the Clark Fork River.  The City is surrounded by state forests, mountains, 
and the Clark Fork River.  In addition to the natural landscape, there are many historic, 
cultural, and recreational sites and amenities located within the downtown area.  The City 
itself, however, lacks a central community gathering place to hold events and attract 
tourists to spend time downtown.   
 
The proposed Ainsworth Field Park Project is an important part of the overall downtown 
master plan for the City.  It is located on 3.34 acres of land currently owned by the City on 
one of the last vacant lots within the downtown area.  The property is located directly 
adjacent to the western boundary of the “core area” identified in the City of Thompson Falls 
Downtown Master Plan prepared in 2015. The 2015 Master Plan underscores the significance 
of this park project to the City of Thompson Falls: 
 

“Ainsworth Field Park, once complete, will serve as the keystone park in the City’s 
urban system. This park will be capable of holding events, concerts, and family 
gatherings. Its presence will increase the number of events downtown, stimulating 
economic activity and contributing to the community’s sense of place.”  1 

 
This property was formerly a baseball diamond and is currently an underutilized vacant field 
on the western edge of the downtown core area.  The Downtown Masterplan was used to 
garner support for the vision of how this property could best benefit the City of Thompson 
falls based on their community needs. The resulting plan is the incorporation of a 
landscaped park with a large grassed open space area, a pavilion with restrooms, and an 
amphitheater to fill the need for a central landmark for community events. 
 
In this preliminary engineering report, the following alternatives were explored: 
 

1. No Action – the land remains vacant until the City finds a feasible option. 
 

2. Sell the Property – sale of the subject property. 
 

3. Phased Construction of Ainsworth Field Park – construction of the park in 
three phases. 
 

4. Full Construction of Ainsworth Field Park – Construct the park in its entirety.  
 
The preferred alternative is to proceed with full construction of the Ainsworth Field Park 
project for a total estimated cost of $484,230.  This alternative meets a number of 
community needs and acts as a stimulus for bringing economic growth to downtown.  
 
To fund this project, the City will apply for a CDBG Grant in the amount of $450,000 and 
request a matching funds waiver based on their socio-economic status and the amount of 

                                                            
1 Land Solutions and Sitescape Associates, City of Thompson Falls Downtown Master Plan, October 2015, Pg. 37. 
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time and money the community has already put into making their park vision a reality.  In 
the event a waiver cannot be granted, two other alternatives have been presented to allow 
the City options for completing the project. 
 
Description 100% Loan and 

Reserves 
CDBG Grant w/ 
Reserves and Loan 

CDBG Grant w/ Waiver 
and Reserves 

Total Project Cost $484,230 $484,230 $484,230 
Total Grants $0 $363,172 (3:1 Match) $450,000 
Total Cost to be 
Financed 

$412,105 $50,263 (Match) $0 

Total Reserves 
used 

$70,794 $70,794(Match) $34,320 

Loan Conditions 
Annual Interest 
Rate 

3.0% 3.0% - 

Terms 20 years 20 years - 
Coverage 125%1 125%1 - 
Total Monthly 
Costs 

$2,964 $950 - 

Tax Increase per 
household/month2 

$5.14 ($61.68/Yr) $1.65 ($19.80/Yr) $0.00 

1. Loan coverage to includes 125% of total project costs less reserves and/or grant funds received. 
2. Household assumed 2.35 persons/Montana household (Census.gov). Thompson Falls has 1356 residents; 577 households. 

 
If the City is awarded $450,000 in CDBG funding, at a minimum they will still need to cover 
approximately $34,320 with their cash reserves. It is estimated at the time of this report 
that the Thompson Falls has $70,794 set aside in reserve funds exclusively dedicated to this 
park project. The City should plan to set aside the remainder of the reserves to help cover 
operation and maintenance costs of the park, while the City puts together a fee structure 
for park use.  It is the hope that by adding a central community gathering location for 
festivals, markets, and concerts, the park can bring much needed economic interest to the 
community as well as increase local morale and social health. 
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 1.0 PROJECT PLANNING 
 
The purpose of this report is to assess an existing underutilized park property in the 
City of Thompson Falls and to determine whether the upgrade of this park is 
economically feasible and would provide value to the City of Thompson Falls while 
enhancing the community. WGM Group was retained by the Sanders County Community 
Development Corporation (SCCDC), in partnership with the City of Thompson Falls (City), 
to prepare this preliminary engineering report (PER) to assist with meeting the 
requirements of public funding agency Uniform Application guidelines. 
 

1.1 LOCATION 
The project site is the Ainsworth Field Park property located in the City of Thompson 
Falls adjacent to Montana Highway 200. A USGS topographical map can be found in 
Appendix A.  The latitude and longitude for the site are based on the approximate 
center of the project site and are identified as 47°35'45.15" N and 115°21'18.04" W, 
respectively.  The property is located on several parcels of land located in the Section 
4, Township 21 North, Range 29 West, Sanders County, Montana.  See project area 
vicinity map, below. 
 
FIGURE 1-1.  PROJECT AREA VICINITY MAP 
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The project site is bounded to the west by urban residential (single family residences), 
to the north by Highway 200 and Commercial Urban (Whitefish Credit Union), to the 
east by commercial urban (Town Pump and the Falls Motel), and to the south by urban 
residential (single family residential). The figure below shows the park in relation to the 
surrounding properties.  The Clark Fork River is located south of the park property. 
 
FIGURE 1-2.  PROJECT SITE MAP 

 
Source: Montana Cadastral 

 

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES PRESENT 

1.2.1 LAND USE 
This property was originally an athletic field for Thompson Falls High School 
until the mid-1970’s.  It was then used as a baseball field with bleachers and 
dugouts, but these facilities were eventually deemed unsafe and were removed 
around 2012.  Sparse vegetation exists on the property along with a gravel 
driveway access and some perimeter fencing, and is considered an underutilized 
main street property.  It is surrounded on the north and east by commercial 
developments (a bank, a gas station, and a motel), and single family residential 
to the west and south of the property.  A Uniform Environmental Checklist has 
been completed for this property and can be found in Appendix C.  In addition, a 
Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment was previously completed by Aspen 
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Ridge Technical Services, Inc. in August 2017 and this document is also included 
in Appendix C. 
 
1.2.2 SOCIO-ECONOMIC FACTORS 
The Montana Department of Commerce identifies the City of Thompson Falls as 
having a low to moderate income (LMI) percentage of 65.88% (nearly two out of 
every three people) with 17.9% (nearly one out of every five people) below the 
poverty line. Similarly, Sanders County has an LMI percentage of 53.79% and 
17.2% below the poverty line.  These are both higher than the state average of 
15.2% of Montana’s population below the poverty line.  The LMI percent is 
calculated by U.S. Housing and Urban Development (HUD) using data from the 
U.S. Census Bureau's Decennial Census, specifically for the Community 
Development Block Grant Program (CDBG). LMI families are defined as those 
families whose income does not exceed 80% of the county median income for 
the previous year or 80% of the median income of the entire non-metropolitan 
area of the State of Montana, whichever is higher.2 
 
In addition to a large LMI population, individuals making less than $21,262/year 
and married households making less than $28,349 are eligible to file for 
reductions in their property taxes (30 – 80%) in the state of Montana3.  As many 
Thompson Falls residents meet these requirements (nearly one in five), this leads 
to an unbalanced taxation burden on the residents who do not qualify. Property 
taxes are how Thompson Falls generates the majority of their City revenue and 
what is used to bond for loans on any capital improvements projects.  When 
taxes are raised to cover capital improvements costs, this imbalance creates 
undue burden on LMI property owners throughout the City. 

 
1.2.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Based on previous environmental reviews, significant cultural resources do not 
appear to be evident within the project area.  A letter was sent to the State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) to verify that this property has no historic or 
cultural significance.  SHPO responded that there are a number of cultural 
amenities and historic properties located within downtown Thompson Falls, 
however; the subject property itself does not have any historic or cultural 
resources present. A copy of this letter and the agency’s response have been 
included in Appendix C. 

 

1.3 POPULATION TRENDS AND ANTICIPATED 
GROWTH 
From a long-term perspective, Thompson Falls population has remained relatively 
steady since 1960 when its population was 1,274 to its estimated current population of 
1,356 (a 6% increase over nearly 60 years). As of 2016, the population of Thompson 
Falls was estimated at 1,356, which is only a 2.64% increase since 2000.  

                                                            
2 http://comdev.mt.gov/Resources/Financial/TargetRate2010 
3 https://revenue.mt.gov/propertytax-relief#Property-Tax-Assistance-Program-903  



  4 
AINSWORTH FIELD PARK PROJECT 

Preliminary Engineering Report 
  

Though the population is relatively flat, it is known to be aging. Between 2000 and 
2013, the median age increased from 40.9 to 46.6, respectively, and the percentage of 
individuals over the age of 65 increased from 17% of the total population to 26%.  
 
There are very few employment opportunities in the region as it is remote and there 
are no major industries, aside from timber in the vicinity of the City.  This lack of 
employment opportunities in the region has resulted in a decline in property values.  
This has had two major impacts which correspond to state and national trends.  The 
first is that inexpensive property is attractive to retirees.  Second, the lack of 
employment opportunities leads younger residents no choice but to seek employment 
elsewhere.4  
 

1.3.1 HISTORIC POPULATION 
Thompson Falls is the main population center for Sanders County, but growth is 
limited due to the current lack of available jobs and other economic factors. The 
population of Thompson Falls has been relatively stable with a small peak in the 
1980s as a result of activities related to both the mining and timber industries. The 
change in population from 1960 to 2016 is shown in the table below. 
 

TABLE 1-1: HISTORIC POPULATION 

Census 
Year 

Population 
(Thompson Falls) Percent +/- Population 

(Sanders County) Percent +/- 

1960 1,274 - 6,880 - 
1970 1,356 6.40% 7,093 3.10% 
1980 1,478 9.00% 8,675 22.30% 
1990 1,319 -10.80% 8,669 -0.10% 
2000 1,321 0.20% 10,227 18.00% 
2010 1,313 -0.60% 11,413 11.60% 
2016 (est.) 1,356 3.30% 11,534 1.10% 

Average % Growth /Year = 0.13%   
Data from U.S. Census Bureau and U.S. Decennial Census 

 
1.3.2 PROJECTED POPULATION (CITY OF THOMPSON FALLS) 
Based on the historic population trends, it appears the population growth in 
Thompson Falls has been relatively flat.  By comparison, Sanders County has seen 
more significant growth over the last 20 years; about 12.7% since 2000.  For this 
report, it is assumed Thompson Falls will grow at a higher growth rate than the 
historic average of 0.13% per year.  The annual growth rate over the past six years of 
0.55%/year rate is assumed to continue over the 20-year planning period.  As noted 
in the Downtown Master Plan, flexible working conditions and high quality of life 

                                                            
4 City of Thompson Falls Downtown Master Plan, October 2015, Page 74. 
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factors are becoming drivers of change in population growth trends.5  Therefore, 
steady, positive growth is anticipated in the future.  Using the population growth 
equation of P = P0ert, where P is the future population, P0 is the existing population, r 
is the anticipated growth rate, and t is the number of years, this results in a 
population of 1,522 by 2037.    

 

1.4 COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT 
As a community with economic challenges, the City sees the opportunity provide the 
Ainsworth Field Park as a key boon for morale and community development. Since the 
Downtown Masterplan was adopted in 2015, the community has worked hard to garner 
support for the development of this park by putting on fundraisers and procuring donations 
in a variety of ways.  The park has received over $86,000 in financial contributions and 
donations as well as a variety of pro-bono work in the form of topographic surveys, a Phase 
I Environmental Site Assessment, and a variety of other consulting services.  As a low to 
moderate income community, the amount of time and financial support that has been 
provided to push for the development of this park has been tremendous. 
 
The City of Thompson Falls assembled preliminary plans for the development of this park 
and held several discussions during city council meetings and hosted presentations as 
recently as July 2017 with positive community support.    
 
In addition to the work that has already been completed, this preliminary engineering 
report will be made available to the public for comment, and any written comments 
received within the comment period will be incorporated into this report via addendum.  A 
copy of the public notice placed in the Sanders County Ledger can be found in Appendix G. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

                                                            
5 City of Thompson Falls Downtown Master Plan, October 2015, Page 31. 
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 2.0 EXISTING FACILITIES 
 
The Ainsworth Field Park Property is a property adjacent to Main Street (Montana Highway 
200) in downtown Thompson Falls.  It is currently undeveloped, with residential and 
commercial properties surrounding it.  All city utilities (water, sewer, storm, roads) and 
power are available in the immediate vicinity of the site. 
 

2.1 LOCATION MAP 
The Ainsworth Field Park site is located in Government Lot 6 of Section 7 and Government 
Lot 4 of Section 8, T21N, R29W, P.M., M, City of Thompson Falls, Sanders County, Montana.  
The below figure shows a general vicinity map of the site. 
 
FIGURE 2-1. LOCATION MAP 
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2.2 HISTORY  
The park property was originally an agricultural property until 1910 when it was subdivided 
for residential lots.  The land remained undeveloped until 1932 when ownership was 
transferred to the Thompson Falls School.  The field was used by the school as an athletic 
field until 1965 when the property was transferred to the City of Thompson Falls and was 
later developed as a baseball diamond with dugouts and concession stands which included 
restrooms.  The Thompson Falls Highschool installed their own baseball fields in the early 
1990s and the fields were no longer used as the primary location for baseball events. In 
2012, all improvements were removed from the property as they were deemed structurally 
unsound and dangerous to remain on the property.  The removal included the 
abandonment of the sewer service that previously served the concession stand. 6  
 
There are no other known uses of the site aside from a park, but as previously mentioned, a 
letter to SHPO was sent out requesting comment on the property’s proposed park 
upgrades. According to SHPO, aside from nearby historic structures, the property bears no 
historic or cultural landmarks or structures of significance. A copy of this letter and the 
agency’s response have been included in Appendix C. 
 

2.3 AVAILABLE EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 
Presently, there are water, sewer, and storm water mains near the proposed park site.  
There is a 10” water main located at the intersection of Maiden Lane and Lincoln Street.  
Water is provided/supplied to the Ainsworth Field Park by the City public water system. In 
anticipation of developing this field as a park, an automatic irrigation system was installed 
in 2016.  In addition to the irrigation system, there is a water spigot that has been on the site 
over 30 years.  Currently, the only infrastructure on site is the water supply which includes 
the irrigation system and the spigot, and the gravel approach that allows access to the site 
via Lincoln Street.  As the former sewer service was abandoned, it is not usable for new 
connections.  There is an 8” sanitary sewer main located at this same intersection with a 
manhole serving as a 90-degree corner in the main which runs east along Maiden Lane and 
south along Lincoln.  A service connection to the existing sewer main should be feasible.   
There are two storm water catch basins at the intersection of Maiden Lane and Lincoln 
Street as well.  The mains are 10” in size and should a discharge from the site be required, 
these connections are down grade from the majority of the site and would be available and 
feasible for connection. 
 
The site is bordered on three sides by roads.  Main Street (Highway 200) along the northern 
boundary, Lincoln Street on the east, and Maiden Lane along the south.  The site has a 
vehicle access on the east side of the property from Lincoln Street. 
 

2.4 FINANCIAL STATUS OF EXISTING FACILITIES 
Based on the financial records provided by the City, the following expenditures apply to the 
overall Parks Department which includes maintaining multiple facilities throughout the City.  
 
 

                                                            
6 Phase I Environmental Assessment For Ainsworth Field, Thompson Falls (prepared by Aspen Ridge Technical Services, Inc.) 
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TABLE 2-1. THOMPSON FALLS PARKS DEPARTMENT EXPENDITURES  

Year 2013-2014 2014-2015 2015-2016 2016-2017 2017-2018* 

Salaries $19,792 $19,351 $19,989 $20,559 $29,016 
Overtime $151 $0 $486 $1,430 $1,500 
Supplies $4,710 $2,179 $1,478 $1,975 $4,000 
Communication/ 
Transportation $0 $66 $28 $0 $0 

Utility Services $633 $594 $781 $886 $1,100 
Repair/Maintenance $2,244 $2,748 $6,059 $10,625 $10,400 
Other Purchased 
Services $2,936 $3,913 $3,682 $4,448 $8,500 

Capital Outlay $1,482 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Other Improvements $75,038 $26,064 $3,233   $10,000 
Construction $4,289 $0 $0 $0 $0 
Totals $111,275 $54,915 $35,736 $39,923 $64,516 

*Current budget, not final expenditures. 

 

In addition to the overall Parks Department budget, the City has allocated funds specifically 
to Ainsworth Field Park and separated out budgets/expenditures specific to this project. 
Currently, the City has no outstanding loans or debts in the Ainsworth Field Park Fund. 
 
TABLE 2-2: AINSWORTH FIELD PARK EXPENDITURES 

Year 2013-
2014 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2016-
2017 

2017-
2018* 

Supplies $0 $866 $40 $0 $0 

Communication/ Transportation $0 $0 $0 $31 $0 

Other Purchased Services $0 $0 $6,759 $0 $0 

Other Improvements $0 $2,416 $12,112 $4,435 $35,000 

Totals $0 $3,282 $18,911 $4,466 $35,000 

*Current budget, not final expenditures. 
 
The City of Thompson Falls has been planning for the Ainsworth Field Park project since 
2015, as mentioned in the Downtown Masterplan, and they have been setting aside funds to 
assist in its planning and construction.  These contributions are presented in the table 
below. 
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TABLE 2-3: PARK REVENUE (AINSWORTH FIELD PARK PROJECT) 

Year 
2013-
2014 

2014-
2015 

2015-
2016 

2016-
2017 

2017-
2018 

Community Transportation $0   $15,568 $0 $0 
Misc. Revenues Contributions and Donations $0 $15,250 $370 $70,719 $70,794 
Total $0 $15,250 $15,938 $70,719 $70,794 

  
Presently, the Ainsworth Field Park Fund has cash reserves of $70,794. These expenses and 
revenues (credits and debits) are broken down in detail in the financial information included 
in Appendix E. 
 

2.5 WATER/ENERGY/WASTE AUDITS 
Because this is a park project, there are no existing water, energy, or waste audits. 
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 3.0 NEED FOR PROJECT 
 
A comprehensive downtown master plan was completed for the City in October 2015.  This 
plan outlined a variety of topics and projects that the City continues to move forward on.  
Since the time of the plan adoption, the City has continued to support and encourage its 
implementation.  
 
The City at present is in the early stages of assembling a Capital Improvements Plan for 
Thompson Falls.  This document will help formalize the city-wide planning efforts that 
began with the Downtown Masterplan.  By implementing a community driven project from 
a planning document that included the community input, the City will have a project to 
showcase the importance of the planning process, which can help generate support the 
Capital Improvements Plan.  
 
Through the involvement of Sanders County Community Development Corporation, the 
City and County as a whole participate in the regional Comprehensive Economic 
Development Strategy (CEDS).  The Ainsworth project was identified in the regional CEDS 
as a specific project that could improve the overall community and economy of the City of 
Thompson Falls. 
 
The addition of a park will serve as a valuable upgrade to an otherwise unused property 
located along the Main Street, downtown corridor.  By utilizing this location to create an 
aesthetically pleasing community gathering place, this project has the potential to increase 
the value of the surrounding homes and properties and add value to the community as a 
whole.   
 

3.1 PUBLIC HEALTH 
Although there are no sanitation or immediate safety concerns, a park promotes public 
health in a number of ways.  The addition of a park in the downtown corridor (a population 
center) encourages walkability throughout the City and provides a central location for the 
use of the greater Thompson Falls Trail System.  This increased use can translate into 
measurable health benefits such as the reduction of diabetes and the reduction of heart 
disease7.  Additionally, research studies have shown correlations between social 
interactions and the health and well-being of individuals.  Thompson Falls has a number of 
outdoor recreational amenities, but it lacks a central outdoor meeting place for community 
events and social gatherings.  
 
According to the National Institute on Aging, increasing opportunities for community 
interaction benefits older adults: 
 

“Several research studies have shown a strong correlation between social 
interaction and health and well-being among older adults and have 
suggested that social isolation may have significant adverse effects for older 
adults.”8 

                                                            
7 https://www.planning.org/cityparks/briefingpapers/physicalactivity.htm 
8 https://www.nia.nih.gov/about/living-long-well-21st-century-strategic-directions-research-aging/research-suggests-positive 
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Parks in particular can be a bridge between generations and provide multiple use 
opportunities for different interactions and activities. According to the American Planning 
Association: 
 

“People value the time they spend in city parks, whether walking a dog, 
playing basketball, or having a picnic. Along with these expected leisure 
amenities, parks can also provide measurable health benefits, from providing 
direct contact with nature and a cleaner environment, to opportunities for 
physical activity and social interaction. A telephone survey conducted for the 
American Public Health Association found that 75 percent of adults believe 
parks and recreation must play an important role in addressing America's 
obesity crisis.”9 
 

3.2 AGING INFRASTRUCTURE 
The project itself is located on a former park that aged to a point where it could no longer 
be used.  The aging infrastructure present throughout the property has been removed and 
the site is ready to be utilized.  The surrounding infrastructure including roads, water, sewer, 
storm, power, etc. is available and very conducive to reimagine a park in this location.  The 
addition of this park would serve to revitalize a property historically used for recreation 
with only minor upgrades to the infrastructure already present on the property. 
 

3.3 REASONABLE GROWTH 
For a city, the investment in parks provide great return in a variety of ways.  It adds value to 
surrounding properties and increases municipal revenue by attracting homebuyers, retirees, 
and investment in the local economy.  Promotion of a park amenity can increase its use 
over time for events such as farmer’s markets, concerts, craft fairs, and the like.  These 
events tend to build community awareness to outside visitors and help improve economic 
conditions in the downtown area over time. 
 
Thompson Falls is an economically depressed community that relies in part on summer 
tourism.  In addition to having natural outdoor attractions (i.e. fishing, boating, hiking, 
camping, etc.), Thompson Falls needs to provide a community that tourists desire to spend 
time in and subsequently spend money.  They have been working towards developing a 
trail system within the town (according to the aforementioned Downtown Masterplan), and 
the community holds “Beautification Days” to help make their Main Street attractive, 
promoting community livability and serving as a draw for tourists.  The upgrade of blighted 
downtown properties would encourage growth in the area and allow for economic 
opportunities within the community.  
 
  

                                                            
9 https://www.planning.org/cityparks/briefingpapers/physicalactivity.htm 
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 4.0 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 
 
Several alternatives will be considered for the subject site.  These alternatives will be 
considered and evaluated based on their design criteria, environmental impacts, potential 
construction problems, sustainability, and construction costs.  All alternatives will assume 
the Ainsworth Field Park property will be fully utilized with no additional land requirements.  
This location was preselected based on the Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan and for 
the purpose of this report, will be the only site considered for the development of 
Ainsworth Field Park; land requirements will be omitted from this section.  The Masterplan 
document has been provided in Appendix D. 
 

4.1 ALTERNATIVE A-1: NO ACTION 
4.1.1 DESCRIPTION 
This alternative would leave the park in its existing state as a sparsely vegetated 
vacant lot.  This lot is currently a run-down baseball diamond, and no longer used by 
the City or local baseball organizations. This would allow the City to utilize this 
property for another project in the future should an opportunity present itself, but 
provides no immediate benefit to the community.  In fact, the current condition of 
the property has a net negative effect on the community and surrounding 
businesses. 
 
4.1.2 DESIGN CRITERIA 
There are no design criteria associated with this alternative.  The Ainsworth Field 
Park property would remain in its existing state. 

 
4.1.3 MAP 
A map of the existing property is provided in Figure 1.2 in Section 1.1 Location. 
 
4.1.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
There would be no additional waste generated by construction or by storm 
water/water/wastewater generated or used on the site if it were not developed.  If 
the property remains in its current state, however; it could have negative economic 
impacts to the Thompson Falls community. The lot is considered a blight on Main 
Street and could negatively affect values of surrounding properties, which would in 
turn affect its own value. 
 
4.1.5 LAND REQUIREMENTS 
The subject site would remain the property of the City of Thompson Falls and no 
changes or additional land requirements would apply. 
 
4.1.6 POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS 
There is no construction associated with this alternative. 
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4.1.7 SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 
By doing nothing (no action) there would be no additional waste generated or 
construction required, which could be considered sustainable.   
 
4.1.8 COST ESTIMATES  
There are no additional costs associated with this alternative.  The existing field 
receives no maintenance and requires no construction or design to be left in its 
current state.  
 
TABLE 4-1: COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE A-1 

ALTERNATIVE A-1: NO ACTION  
Construction Costs $0.00 

Engineering Costs $0.00 

Operation and Maintenance Costs (Annual) $0.00 

TOTAL COST $0.00/ year 

 
4.2 ALTERNATIVE A-2: SELL AINSWORTH FIELD 
PROPERTY 

4.2.1 DESCRIPTION 
This alternative is similar to alternative A-1, but rather than doing nothing, the 
property would be sold.  This property would be very marketable as it is highly 
visible from Highway 200, and adjacent to several other commercial and residential 
properties.  Additionally, if it were developed as a commercial property, it would 
have the potential to bring in jobs to Thompson Falls which would also be a direct 
economic boon to the City.   
 
It should also be noted that this property is the only remaining vacant property in 
downtown which adds a certain amount of value to any prospective buyer.  

   
4.2.2 DESIGN CRITERIA 
There are no design criteria associated with this alternative.  If the City were to sell 
the property, they may wish to zone the property in a way to promote the type of 
development they wish to see on the property.  For example, if the City is short on 
housing, they may want to zone it for Urban Residential to attract residential 
developers.   

 
4.2.3 MAP 
A map of the existing property is provided in Figure 1.2 in Section 1.1 Location. 
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4.2.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
Any environmental impacts would be due to development after the property is sold.  
If the property was sold, environmental impacts would need to be evaluated on a 
case by case basis for any project proposed. 

 
4.2.5 POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS 
There is no construction associated with this alternative.  One of the biggest 
problems that presents itself, however; is that a buyer would need to be found which 
could take time or not be found at all.  This Alternative assumes that there would be 
interested purchasers. 
 
4.2.6 SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 
Any sustainability considerations would be the responsibility of the purchaser of the 
property and cannot be assumed or determined until the property is sold and 
proposed for development. 
 
4.2.7 COST ESTIMATES 
This alternative will have no associated costs with it.  It will however have the 
potential to provide the city with some income.  There are few (if any) 
comparable pieces of property to adequately assess the value of the existing 
property without a formal assessment.  A rough estimate of property value was 
provided by Flathead Valley Brokers (Kalispell, MT), valuing the property at 
approximately $99,000 per acre.  This value was based off previous sales and 
advertised properties.  Should the City wish to pursue this alternative, the 
property should be formally assessed and valued prior to sale. 
   
TABLE 4-2: COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE A-2 

ALTERNATIVE A-2: SELL AINSWORTH FIELD PROPERTY 

Construction Total $0 

Engineering, Environmental, and Administration $0 

Operation and Maintenance Increase (annual) $0.00 

TOTAL COST $0 
TOTAL PROPERTY VALUE/POTENTIAL REVENUE $330,6001 

1-Estimate provided by Flathead Valley Brokers (3.34 acres at $99,000/acre) 
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4.3 ALTERNATIVE A-3: PHASED CONSTRUCTION 
OF AINSWORTH PARK 

4.3.1 DESCRIPTION 
This alternative would use a phased approach to construct the desired amenities of a 
landscaped park area with a trail, a pavilion, a parking lot, and an amphitheater.  By 
phasing the construction, the City may be able to complete the park incrementally. It 
is anticipated that phasing the process would cost more overall, but portions could 
be developed with existing available funds. 

   
4.3.2 DESIGN CRITERIA 
In order to efficiently phase this project, each of the separate amenities proposed for 
the park must be prioritized.  For the purpose of this report, we will assume the 
following ranking: 
 

1. Landscaping and Trail – This should be the first priority.  It makes the park 
useable and adds an aesthetically pleasing element to the Main Street corridor.  
 

2. Pavilion and Parking – This would allow for small group gatherings in the park 
and allow for the use of Ainsworth park and serve as a meeting place or trail 
head for the Thompson Falls Trail system with access to nearby Island park 
and downtown. It also includes restrooms which will be important for larger 
gatherings, an important step before developing the amphitheater. 
 

3. Amphitheater and Parking – This would be the final phase of the park 
development.  It allows for larger gatherings, by increasing the amount of 
parking and creating a central gathering location, but relies on the previous 
two phases for the landscaped lawn and the restrooms. 
 

4.3.3 MAP 
The three phases mentioned in Section 4.3.2 are depicted in the following map. 
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FIGURE 4-1: LOCATION MAP 

 
 

4.3.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
A downtown park that serves as a hub for community gatherings and an access point 
for an existing trail system would have a huge positive impact on the social 
environment of Thompson Falls. Additionally, the addition of a park of this type also 
has the potential to positively impact surrounding properties, making them more 
desirable and subsequently more valuable.  From a negative perspective, the park 
would generate some additional waste (garbage and wastewater), however; the 
impacts would be manageable and would not be considered anything significantly 
detrimental to the environment. 

 
4.3.5 POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS 
On the site the majority of the work will take place above ground and there are no 
known potential construction problems within the site.  Connections will need to be 
made to the existing sewer main located within the intersection of Maiden Lane and 
Lincoln Street.  This may require partial closure to traffic when making the 
connection.    
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4.3.6 SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 
Storm water generated by the park improvements, namely the parking lot, will be 
contained onsite and infiltrated to help remove contaminants such as oil and grit that 
might otherwise enter the storm water system and end up in the Clark Fork River. 
 
4.3.7 COST ESTIMATES 
Below are the general costs associated with this alternative’s construction.  A 
more detailed breakdown along with net present worth calculations has been 
provided in Appendix F. 
 
TABLE 4-3: COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE A-3 

ALTERNATIVE A-3: PHASED CONSTRUCTION OF AINSWORTH PARK 

Phase I $ 156,386 
Phase II $ 133,366 
Phase III $ 116,632 

Construction Total $ 406,384 
Engineering, Environmental, and Administration $ 116,596 

Operation and Maintenance Increase (annual) $ 3,880 
TOTAL COST $ 522,980 

 

4.4 ALTERNATIVE A-4: FULLY CONSTRUCT 
AINSWORTH PARK 

4.4.1 DESCRIPTION 
This alternative would construct a park including an amphitheater, a pavilion with 
restrooms, a parking lot, and a path system. Additionally, this would include lighting, 
landscaping, and irrigation throughout the park.  This park would serve the City of 
Thompson Falls as a central gathering location for community events. 

   
4.4.2 DESIGN CRITERIA 
The site will require water and sewer services for the restroom facility included with 
the pavilion as well as electrical for lighting and an irrigation system to help maintain 
the landscaping.  The site soils are good for infiltration, and onsite storm water 
management should be possible. 
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4.4.3 MAP 
FIGURE 4-2: SITE LAYOUT MAP 

 
 
4.4.4 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
A downtown park that serves as a hub for community gatherings and an access point 
for an existing trail system would have a huge positive impact on the social 
environment of Thompson Falls. Additionally, the addition of a park of this type also 
has the potential to positively impact surrounding properties, making them more 
desirable and subsequently more valuable. 
 
The park would generate some additional waste (garbage and wastewater), 
however; the impacts would be manageable and would not be considered anything 
significantly detrimental to the environment.  

 
4.4.5 POTENTIAL CONSTRUCTION PROBLEMS 
On the site the majority of the work will take place above ground and there are no 
known potential construction problems within the site.  Connections will need to be 
made to the existing sewer main located within the intersection of Maiden Lane and 
Lincoln Street.  This may require partial closure to traffic when making the 
connection.    
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4.4.7 SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 
Storm water generated by the park improvements, primarily from the parking lot, will 
generally be contained onsite and infiltrated to help remove contaminants such as oil 
and sediment that might otherwise enter the storm water system and end up in the 
Clark Fork River.  The addition of landscaped areas will promote storm water 
infiltration into the underlying soils. 
 
4.4.8 COST ESTIMATES   
Below are the general costs associated with this alternative’s construction.  A 
more detailed breakdown along with net present worth calculations has been 
provided in Appendix F. 
 

TABLE 4-4: COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH ALTERNATIVE A-4 
ALTERNATIVE A-4: FULLY CONSTRUCT AINSWORTH PARK 

Construction Total $ 395,229 
Engineering, Environmental, and Administration $ 103,807 

Operation and Maintenance Increase (annual) $ 3,880 
TOTAL COST $ 484,230 
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 5.0 SELECTION OF ALTERNATIVE 
 

5.1 LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS 
The cost-effectiveness of an alternative, which is determined from the monetary present-
worth analysis, is considered the single most important comparison parameter.  This 
economic comparison includes estimated capital cost expenditures and annual operation 
and maintenance (O&M) costs. 
 
Capital Costs will be compared as well as the present worth of any additional operation and 
maintenance costs each alternative would require.  This allows for better comparison of 
alternatives that may be low maintenance with high capital costs upfront, to ones that may 
be low capital cost upfront with a high annual O & M requirement. 
 
Salvage values are typically included in cost estimates to allow a means of comparison for 
alternatives that may have a large amount of earthwork vs. one that requires significant 
mechanical work.  Because all of the alternatives generally consist of the same thing, and 
there are no existing structures or materials on site that have significant salvaged values 
associated with them, no salvage values will be included in the analysis.   
 
Each alternative presented in Chapter 4 included an estimate of the proposed capital 
construction costs, including technical fees, as well as the present worth of any increases in 
O&M.  Due to the nature of the existing property and use, there is no practical salvage value 
associated with any of the alternatives.  It can be anticipated that these costs will increase 
at an estimated 6% per year.  Table 5-1 provides a summary of the alternatives and their 
cost at the end of the 20-year planning period (2037). 
 
TABLE 5-1: ALTERNATIVE COST COMPARISONS 

Alternative Cost 
A-1: No Action $0.00 
A-2: Sell Ainsworth Field Property  $(330,660) 
A-3: Phased Construction of Ainsworth Park  $522,980 
A-4: Fully Construct Ainsworth Park  $484,230 

 

5.2 NON-MONETARY FACTORS 
The Ainsworth Park Development alternatives presented in this report can and must be 
compared in a variety of non-monetary ways.  To provide structure and a methodology to 
this comparison, the alternatives will be compared on three broad criteria as listed below.  
The comparison and ranking of some of these criteria will result in only very subtle 
differences that must be taken into account in the overall evaluations. 
 

• Functional Attributes – Will the alternative have the ability to provide the 
community with a value that benefits the community as a whole? 

• Public Health – Will the alternative protect and enhance the health of 
Thompson Falls residents? 
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• Local Economic Effect on Low to Moderate Income (LMI) Population– What 
effect does the alternative have in terms of keeping money in the local 
economy through local capital purchase, construction spending, property 
values, and/or employment of local citizens? 

 
5.2.1 A-1: NO ACTION 
By leaving Ainsworth Field as it is, the City of Thompson Falls gains very little from a 
non-monetary perspective.  There would be no beneficial or negative health impacts. 
The field will remain as a blighted property along main street (does not functionally 
satisfy the project need) and has the potential to negatively impact surrounding 
properties and the City overall.  Leaving the site as it is will have no public health 
benefit. 
 
5.2.2 A-2 SELL THE PROPERTY 
This alternative would provide the City with the immediate value of the purchase 
price of the property.  This money could then be put towards other park projects 
within the City or to the greater Sanders County Trail System.  Selling the property 
would have no positive or negative effects on public health, but the health effects 
would be dependent on what if anything is developed. Economically, there would be 
the money from the sale that could be applied to other park projects within the City. 
If the property is subsequently developed, it also has economic potential. 
 
5.2.3 A-3: PHASED CONSTRUCTION OF AINSWORTH FIELD 
PARK 
Functionally, this is a strong alternative, but it will take time to reach its full potential.  
Eventually, all of the desired amenities will be constructed (the trail, pavilion and the 
amphitheater), but there is no surety of when.   The park in its partially developed 
states can be utilized at no cost to the community, but may not have as significant a 
draw as a fully constructed park.  As phases of the park are completed, all of the 
surrounding properties will likely increase in value; a positive economic impact.  Upon 
completing Phases II and III, the park will serve as a community gathering place and 
have a positive economic effect on the area. 
 
5.2.4 A-4: FULLY CONSTRUCT AINSWORTH FIELD PARK 
Functionally, this is the strongest alternative.  It includes all of the desired amenities 
(the trail, pavilion and the amphitheater), and completely upgrades an otherwise 
underutilized Main Street property.   The full completion of the park will encourage 
use and has the potential to improve public health throughout the City by providing 
an outdoor recreational area that they can use at no cost.  With the completion of 
the park, all of the surrounding properties will likely increase in value; a positive 
economic impact.  Additionally, the park will serve as a central outdoor gathering 
place and has the potential to bring in tourism money to the City of Thompson Falls. 
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5.3 COMPARATIVE SUMMARY 
5.3.1 ALTERNATIVE COMPARISON SUMMARY 
Using the monetary and non-monetary information presented above, a comparative 
summary evaluation and ranking of alternatives is presented in Table 5-2.  For each 
of the criteria discussed above, each alternative was assigned a ranking score from 1 
to 5, with 5 being the most favorable and 1 being the least favorable.  The ranking 
factors were then multiplied by the relative weight of importance assigned to each 
evaluation criteria.  The weighted rank scores were then summed, resulting in a 
weighted rank total score, the greatest score indicating the highest ranking.  The 
weighting of each criterion in is as follows: 
 

 Cost Effectiveness – 6 
 Functional Attributes – 4 
 Public Health – 5 
 Local Economic Effect on LMI Population – 6 

 
TABLE 5-2: ALTERNATIVES COMPARATIVE SUMMARY 

Comparison Parameter Parameter Weight A-1 A-2 A-3 A-4 

 Cost Effectiveness 
Alternative Rank 

6 4 5 2 3 
Weighted Rank 24 30 12 18 

 Functional Attributes 
Alternative Rank 

4 1 2 5 5 
Weighted Rank 4 8 20 20 

 Public Health  
Alternative Rank 

5 1 1 4 5 
Weighted Rank 5 5 20 25 

 Local Economic Effect on LMI Population 
Alternative Rank 

6 1 2 4 5 
Weighted Rank 6 12 24 30 

Weighted Rank Total  45 55 76 93 
 

Based on the weighted comparisons, the highest-ranking alternative is Alternative A-
4, Fully Construct Ainsworth Park.   
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 6.0 PROPOSED PROJECT 
 
Based on the evaluated project criteria above, Alternative A-4 (fully construct Ainsworth 
Field Park) will be selected and evaluated.  This section will describe the process required 
to fund and construct this project as well as lay out the project schedule.   
 

6.1 PRELIMINARY PROJECT DESIGN 
A preliminary design plan is shown below and depicts the site layout including the pavilion, 
parking lot, and amphitheater. 

 
FIGURE 6-1: PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVE A-4 DESIGN 

 
Provided by City of Thompson Falls 
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6.2 PROJECT SCHEDULE 
6.2.1 CONSTRUCTION 2018 
Ainsworth Park will be constructed as described in Chapter 4.  The following is a 
potential schedule for completing the project depending on funding availability: 

 
 CDBG Grant Application Submission – November 2017 
 Receive Funding Approval/Denial – January 2018 
 Engineer Selection -January 2018 
 Engineering Design and Final Cost Estimates – January to March 2018 
 Construction Bids – March 2018 
 Construction – May 2018 – June 2018 
 Construction Closeout – June/July 2018 

 

6.3 PERMIT REQUIREMENTS 
The City will require building permits for the park.  Additionally, approval will need to be 
obtained by the Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) any additional sewer main 
extensions that may be required to make the connection to the pavilion; however, it is 
anticipated that only a sewer service is needed and would not require DEQ approval.  Due 
to the extent of the disturbed area, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Permit (SWPPP) 
will be required for construction. 
 

6.4 SUSTAINABILITY CONSIDERATIONS 
6.4.1 WATER AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY 
Water and energy efficient features have the potential be incorporated into the 
pavilion and park during the design process, however, none of these features have 
been incorporated at this planning stage. 

 
6.4.2 ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY FACTORS 
Parks are known throughout the country to increase property value to surrounding 
properties by making them more desirable locations to live and work.  By enhancing 
an underutilized property along Main Street, this park has the added benefit of 
making Thompson Falls more appealing from Highway 200, making the City more 
inviting to potential tourists. Additionally, the amphitheater included in this park 
provides the community with a gathering place to hold events, festivals, concerts, 
etc.  This also has the potential to attract tourism which will bring more money into 
the community through restaurants, lodging, and retail.   
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6.5 TOTAL PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 
TABLE 6-1: RECOMMENDED PROJECT COST ESTIMATE 

 

 
 
 

Item 
Number

Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, Insurance, Permits 1 LS  $   15,000.00  $       15,000 

2 Site Preparation (clear and grub, earthwork) 1 LS  $   10,000.00  $       10,000 

3 Imported Topsoil (2" depth, includes labor) 400 CY  $          42.75  $        17,100 
4 Sodding 91,200 SF  $            0.39  $       35,250 
5 3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 4" depth for trails) 83 CY  $          36.00  $         2,988 

6
3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 6" depth beneath 
concrete pad/pavilion and as subbase for parking lot)

605 CY  $          36.00  $       21,780 

7
3/8" Crushed Gravel (assume 2" deep overlay in 
parking lot for ADA)

179 CY  $         40.00  $         7,160 

9
Concrete Wheel Stops (within designated stalls in 
parking lot)

30 EA  $         90.00  $        2,700 

10 3/4" HDPE Water Line Connection for Pavilion 50 LF  $         20.00  $         1,000 

11
4" SDR 35 PVC Sewer Service Line to Pavilion 
Restrooms 

100 LF  $          25.00  $        2,500 

12 4" Sewer Service Connection at Main 1 EA  $     1,200.00  $         1,200 
13 Specialized Irrigation for Park Area 1 LS  $    4,450.00  $        4,450 
14 Overall Park Lighting 1 LS  $   51,500.00  $       51,500 
15 Kiosk and Signage 1 LS  $     1,000.00  $         1,000 

16 Trees and Shrubs Landscaping 1 LS  $    6,900.00  $        6,900 

17 Fencing 1 LS  $     1,000.00  $         1,000 
18 Boulders 1 LS  $       800.00  $           800 

19 Amphitheater (Estimate from WGM Group on 8-24-17) 1 LS  $  69,050.00  $      69,050 

20
Pavilion (Estimate from Mountain Homes Design/Build 
on 9-6-17) 1 LS  $  82,000.00  $      82,000 

333,378$     

15% 50,007$      

383,384$     

8% 30,670.75$  
12% 46,006.12$  
5% 19,169.22$    

5,000.00$   

484,230$  

Estimated Professional Services - Design
Estimated Professional Services - Construction

PROJECT TOTAL

Estimated Professional Services - Administration

 TOTAL

Legal and Financial

SUBTOTAL

Construction Contingency
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6.6 ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGET 

6.6.1 INCOME 
Generally, a city park does not directly generate income.  The addition of a park in 
the downtown corridor would have a positive economic impact to the surrounding 
areas in terms of property values and generating local activity and subsequent 
revenue for adjacent or nearby businesses. 
 
The City has the potential to implement fees for a variety of uses such as daily rentals 
of the pavilion, festivals, parking, etc.  If any of these fees are to be implemented, the 
City will need to develop a fee and permitting structures.  If the City wishes to do 
this, they will be required to bring proposed fees in front of the council for public 
approval. 
 
6.6.2 ANNUAL O & M COSTS 
Presently, the City of Thompson Falls has staff dedicated to maintaining parks 
throughout the Thompson Falls area.  It is estimated it would require two staff 
members 3 hours per week during the summer months (April through September) to 
manage the landscaping, general park clean up, and bathroom maintenance.    
 
2 staff members * 3hrs/wk * 4weeks/mo * 6 mo = 144 hrs/year 
 
In addition, it is likely that the gravel paths and parking lots will also require 
maintenance which will require time and materials. A budget of $1,000 per year 
should be allocated to cover approximately 25 cubic yards of gravel and 5 hours of 
additional maintenance. A total of 144 hours are estimated at $20/hr for summer 
maintenance, with the additional $1000 for additional maintenance and materials (25 
cy gravel and 5 hours at $20), a total of $3,880. These costs are broken out in Table 
6-2 below. 

 
TABLE 6-2: ESTIMATED ANNUAL O & M COSTS 
 Unit Unit Cost Total 
Direct Labor 144 hours $20/hr $2,880 
Repair Labor 5 $20/hr $100 
Material Costs 25 cubic yards $36/cy $900 
TOTAL   $3,880/Year 

 
The City should plan to increase their annual park operating budget by $3,880 per 
year to maintain Ainsworth Park.  As previously mentioned in 6.6.1 Income, the City 
may be able to offset some of these costs through permitting and use fees. 
 
6.6.3 DEBT REPAYMENT 
The primary sources of funding available to local entities such as Thompson Falls 
wishing to undertake large capital projects has typically been through federal and 
state financial assistance.  These funds have traditionally been used to underwrite 
major portions of projects through the issuance of grants or loans that may be repaid 
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at terms favorable to most communities.  Most of these programs require a local 
matching share that is most often obtained by issuing local government bonds.  
Funding programs often require that funds be appropriated during sessions of 
Congress or the state legislature, and in most cases the appropriated funds are less 
than the amount requested.  Some requirements attached to the funding programs 
(e.g. administrative procedures, minimum wage rates, etc.) may substantially 
increase project costs, making the assistance less attractive than it originally seemed. 
Currently, the primary state and federal programs available for park facility 
improvements include: 

 Montana Department of Commerce Community Development Block Grant 
Program (CDBG). 

 Montana Department of Commerce INTERCAP Loan Program. 
 U.S. Department of Agriculture Rural Development Grant and Loan 

Program (RD). 
 

The City should plan to apply for CDBG grant funding in November 2017.  CDBG 
typically requires a 3:1 matching funds for their grants, but will waive the matching 
funds for particularly economic distressed applicants. Based on the socioeconomic 
challenges previously described in this report and the overwhelming public support 
and fundraising efforts this project has garnered, they have the potential to qualify 
for such a waiver.  Should the City not be granted the matching funds waiver, they 
should still explore the potential of covering the remainder of the project using their 
reserves and a low interest loan from either a local bank or through the INTERCAP or 
Rural Development Grant and Loan program. Three options for funding the Park are 
shown in Table 6-3 below. 

 
TABLE 6-3: POSSIBLE PHASE 1 FUNDING OPTIONS 
Description 100% Loan and 

Reserves 
CDBG Grant w/ 
Reserves and Loan 

CDBG Grant w/ 
Waiver and 
Reserves 

Total Project Cost $484,230 $484,230 $484,230 
Total Grants $0 $363,172 (3:1 Match) $450,000 
Total Cost to be 
Financed 

$412,105 $50,263 (Match) $0 

Total Reserves used $70,794 $70,794(Match) $34,320 
Loan Conditions 
Annual Interest Rate 3.0% 3.0% - 
Terms 20 years 20 years - 
Coverage 125%1 125%1 - 
Total Monthly Costs $2,964 $950 - 
Tax Increase per 
household/month2 

$5.14 ($61.68/Yr) $1.65 ($19.80/Yr) $0.00 

1. Loan coverage to includes 125% of total project costs less reserves and/or grant funds received. 
2. Household assumed 2.35 persons/Montana household (Census.gov). Thompson Falls has 1356 residents; 577 households. 
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6.6.4 RESERVES 
As shown above in Table 6-3, If the City is awarded $450,000 in CDBG funding, at a 
minimum they will still need to cover approximately $34,320 with their cash reserves. 
It is estimated at the time of this report that Thompson Falls has $70,794 set aside in 
reserve funds exclusively dedicated to this park project. The City should plan to set 
aside the remainder of the reserves to help cover operation and maintenance costs 
of the park.  
 
If the City is granted CDBG funds without the waiver, the City could still complete 
improvements totaling $283,176 (4 x $70,794) by using the entirety of their reserves.  
They could then opt to take a loan for the remainder of the costs or scale back the 
project. 
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 7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 
 

7.1 FUNDING 
It is the recommendation of this report that Thompson Falls should apply for a Community 
Development Block Grant in the amount of $450,000 and request a waiver for the 
matching funds requirement.   The City seems to qualify for this waiver as they face 
significant socioeconomic challenges, and have garnered substantial community support 
over the last several years through fundraisers, donations, and pro-bono work.  If they 
receive the waiver, it is the recommendation of this report that they use the remaining cash 
reserves available in the Ainsworth Field Park fund to help cover operation and 
maintenance costs for the first several years.  This will give the City time to determine 
whether or not a fee structure should be implemented on certain types of park use and 
allow them to generate revenue to help offset operation and maintenance costs in lieu of 
raising property taxes on an already overburdened tax base.  It would also be expected that 
the community would continue to maintain the park through donations (both monetary and 
time), much like the City does with their main street program “Beautification Days”. 
 
If the grant is not received or the matching funds requirement cannot be waived, it would 
be recommended that the City reevaluate the scope of the project and pursue a phased 
approach as described in Alternative A-3. 
 

7.2 IMPLEMENTATION 
Assuming both the CDBG Grant is received along with a waiver for the full amount of 
matching funds, Thompson Falls should plan to begin construction in 2018 (exact date has 
yet to be determined at the time of this report). The City should be ready to proceed with a 
construction project in the summer of 2018 or as soon as CDBG funds will be made 
available (date of funding announcements is unavailable at the time of this report).  
Construction drawings and bid documents will need to be assembled before this time, and 
it is recommended that the City put an advertisement to bid out at the beginning of the 
summer to ensure that when money is made available, the contractor is ready to proceed, 
and improvements can be completed by the end of the construction season. A tentative 
schedule for the project is provided below in Table 7-1. 
 
TABLE 7-1: TENTATIVE PHASE 1 PROJECT SCHEDULE 

Date Item 
January 2018 Receive CDBG Funds/Advertise RFQ for Engineer Selection 
February 2018 Begin Design Engineering, Construction Plans, and Bid Documentation 
March 2018 Advertise Project for Bids 
March 2018 Bid Opening/Contractor Selection 
April 2018 Begin Construction 
June 2018 Construction Complete 
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Preface
Soil surveys contain information that affects land use planning in survey areas. 
They highlight soil limitations that affect various land uses and provide information 
about the properties of the soils in the survey areas. Soil surveys are designed for 
many different users, including farmers, ranchers, foresters, agronomists, urban 
planners, community officials, engineers, developers, builders, and home buyers. 
Also, conservationists, teachers, students, and specialists in recreation, waste 
disposal, and pollution control can use the surveys to help them understand, 
protect, or enhance the environment.

Various land use regulations of Federal, State, and local governments may impose 
special restrictions on land use or land treatment. Soil surveys identify soil 
properties that are used in making various land use or land treatment decisions. 
The information is intended to help the land users identify and reduce the effects of 
soil limitations on various land uses. The landowner or user is responsible for 
identifying and complying with existing laws and regulations.

Although soil survey information can be used for general farm, local, and wider area 
planning, onsite investigation is needed to supplement this information in some 
cases. Examples include soil quality assessments (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/
portal/nrcs/main/soils/health/) and certain conservation and engineering 
applications. For more detailed information, contact your local USDA Service Center 
(https://offices.sc.egov.usda.gov/locator/app?agency=nrcs) or your NRCS State Soil 
Scientist (http://www.nrcs.usda.gov/wps/portal/nrcs/detail/soils/contactus/?
cid=nrcs142p2_053951).

Great differences in soil properties can occur within short distances. Some soils are 
seasonally wet or subject to flooding. Some are too unstable to be used as a 
foundation for buildings or roads. Clayey or wet soils are poorly suited to use as 
septic tank absorption fields. A high water table makes a soil poorly suited to 
basements or underground installations.

The National Cooperative Soil Survey is a joint effort of the United States 
Department of Agriculture and other Federal agencies, State agencies including the 
Agricultural Experiment Stations, and local agencies. The Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS) has leadership for the Federal part of the National 
Cooperative Soil Survey.

Information about soils is updated periodically. Updated information is available 
through the NRCS Web Soil Survey, the site for official soil survey information.

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its 
programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national origin, age, disability, 
and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, 
sexual orientation, genetic information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or a 
part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. (Not 
all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require 
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alternative means for communication of program information (Braille, large print, 
audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice 
and TDD). To file a complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of 
Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C. 20250-9410 or 
call (800) 795-3272 (voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD). USDA is an equal opportunity 
provider and employer.
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How Soil Surveys Are Made
Soil surveys are made to provide information about the soils and miscellaneous 
areas in a specific area. They include a description of the soils and miscellaneous 
areas and their location on the landscape and tables that show soil properties and 
limitations affecting various uses. Soil scientists observed the steepness, length, 
and shape of the slopes; the general pattern of drainage; the kinds of crops and 
native plants; and the kinds of bedrock. They observed and described many soil 
profiles. A soil profile is the sequence of natural layers, or horizons, in a soil. The 
profile extends from the surface down into the unconsolidated material in which the 
soil formed or from the surface down to bedrock. The unconsolidated material is 
devoid of roots and other living organisms and has not been changed by other 
biological activity.

Currently, soils are mapped according to the boundaries of major land resource 
areas (MLRAs). MLRAs are geographically associated land resource units that 
share common characteristics related to physiography, geology, climate, water 
resources, soils, biological resources, and land uses (USDA, 2006). Soil survey 
areas typically consist of parts of one or more MLRA.

The soils and miscellaneous areas in a survey area occur in an orderly pattern that 
is related to the geology, landforms, relief, climate, and natural vegetation of the 
area. Each kind of soil and miscellaneous area is associated with a particular kind 
of landform or with a segment of the landform. By observing the soils and 
miscellaneous areas in the survey area and relating their position to specific 
segments of the landform, a soil scientist develops a concept, or model, of how they 
were formed. Thus, during mapping, this model enables the soil scientist to predict 
with a considerable degree of accuracy the kind of soil or miscellaneous area at a 
specific location on the landscape.

Commonly, individual soils on the landscape merge into one another as their 
characteristics gradually change. To construct an accurate soil map, however, soil 
scientists must determine the boundaries between the soils. They can observe only 
a limited number of soil profiles. Nevertheless, these observations, supplemented 
by an understanding of the soil-vegetation-landscape relationship, are sufficient to 
verify predictions of the kinds of soil in an area and to determine the boundaries.

Soil scientists recorded the characteristics of the soil profiles that they studied. They 
noted soil color, texture, size and shape of soil aggregates, kind and amount of rock 
fragments, distribution of plant roots, reaction, and other features that enable them 
to identify soils. After describing the soils in the survey area and determining their 
properties, the soil scientists assigned the soils to taxonomic classes (units). 
Taxonomic classes are concepts. Each taxonomic class has a set of soil 
characteristics with precisely defined limits. The classes are used as a basis for 
comparison to classify soils systematically. Soil taxonomy, the system of taxonomic 
classification used in the United States, is based mainly on the kind and character 
of soil properties and the arrangement of horizons within the profile. After the soil 
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scientists classified and named the soils in the survey area, they compared the 
individual soils with similar soils in the same taxonomic class in other areas so that 
they could confirm data and assemble additional data based on experience and 
research.

The objective of soil mapping is not to delineate pure map unit components; the 
objective is to separate the landscape into landforms or landform segments that 
have similar use and management requirements. Each map unit is defined by a 
unique combination of soil components and/or miscellaneous areas in predictable 
proportions. Some components may be highly contrasting to the other components 
of the map unit. The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way 
diminishes the usefulness or accuracy of the data. The delineation of such 
landforms and landform segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, onsite 
investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous areas.

Soil scientists make many field observations in the process of producing a soil map. 
The frequency of observation is dependent upon several factors, including scale of 
mapping, intensity of mapping, design of map units, complexity of the landscape, 
and experience of the soil scientist. Observations are made to test and refine the 
soil-landscape model and predictions and to verify the classification of the soils at 
specific locations. Once the soil-landscape model is refined, a significantly smaller 
number of measurements of individual soil properties are made and recorded. 
These measurements may include field measurements, such as those for color, 
depth to bedrock, and texture, and laboratory measurements, such as those for 
content of sand, silt, clay, salt, and other components. Properties of each soil 
typically vary from one point to another across the landscape.

Observations for map unit components are aggregated to develop ranges of 
characteristics for the components. The aggregated values are presented. Direct 
measurements do not exist for every property presented for every map unit 
component. Values for some properties are estimated from combinations of other 
properties.

While a soil survey is in progress, samples of some of the soils in the area generally 
are collected for laboratory analyses and for engineering tests. Soil scientists 
interpret the data from these analyses and tests as well as the field-observed 
characteristics and the soil properties to determine the expected behavior of the 
soils under different uses. Interpretations for all of the soils are field tested through 
observation of the soils in different uses and under different levels of management. 
Some interpretations are modified to fit local conditions, and some new 
interpretations are developed to meet local needs. Data are assembled from other 
sources, such as research information, production records, and field experience of 
specialists. For example, data on crop yields under defined levels of management 
are assembled from farm records and from field or plot experiments on the same 
kinds of soil.

Predictions about soil behavior are based not only on soil properties but also on 
such variables as climate and biological activity. Soil conditions are predictable over 
long periods of time, but they are not predictable from year to year. For example, 
soil scientists can predict with a fairly high degree of accuracy that a given soil will 
have a high water table within certain depths in most years, but they cannot predict 
that a high water table will always be at a specific level in the soil on a specific date.

After soil scientists located and identified the significant natural bodies of soil in the 
survey area, they drew the boundaries of these bodies on aerial photographs and 
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identified each as a specific map unit. Aerial photographs show trees, buildings, 
fields, roads, and rivers, all of which help in locating boundaries accurately.

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Soil Map
The soil map section includes the soil map for the defined area of interest, a list of 
soil map units on the map and extent of each map unit, and cartographic symbols 
displayed on the map. Also presented are various metadata about data used to 
produce the map, and a description of each soil map unit.
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

Area of Interest (AOI)
Area of Interest (AOI)

Soils
Soil Map Unit Polygons

Soil Map Unit Lines

Soil Map Unit Points

Special Point Features
Blowout

Borrow Pit

Clay Spot

Closed Depression

Gravel Pit

Gravelly Spot

Landfill

Lava Flow

Marsh or swamp

Mine or Quarry

Miscellaneous Water

Perennial Water

Rock Outcrop

Saline Spot

Sandy Spot

Severely Eroded Spot

Sinkhole

Slide or Slip

Sodic Spot

Spoil Area

Stony Spot

Very Stony Spot

Wet Spot

Other

Special Line Features

Water Features
Streams and Canals

Transportation
Rails

Interstate Highways

US Routes

Major Roads

Local Roads

Background
Aerial Photography

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

Warning: 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: Sanders and Parts of Lincoln and Flathead 
Counties, Montana
Survey Area Data: Version 17, Sep 20, 2016

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

Date(s) aerial images were photographed: Aug 15, 2010—Sep 
14, 2016

The orthophoto or other base map on which the soil lines were 
compiled and digitized probably differs from the background 
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MAP LEGEND MAP INFORMATION

imagery displayed on these maps. As a result, some minor 
shifting of map unit boundaries may be evident.
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Map Unit Legend (Ainsworth Soils)

Map Unit Symbol Map Unit Name Acres in AOI Percent of AOI

473D Elkrock-Selon complex, 4 to 15 
percent slopes

16.7 98.8%

W Water 0.2 1.2%

Totals for Area of Interest 16.9 100.0%

Map Unit Descriptions (Ainsworth Soils)
The map units delineated on the detailed soil maps in a soil survey represent the 
soils or miscellaneous areas in the survey area. The map unit descriptions, along 
with the maps, can be used to determine the composition and properties of a unit.

A map unit delineation on a soil map represents an area dominated by one or more 
major kinds of soil or miscellaneous areas. A map unit is identified and named 
according to the taxonomic classification of the dominant soils. Within a taxonomic 
class there are precisely defined limits for the properties of the soils. On the 
landscape, however, the soils are natural phenomena, and they have the 
characteristic variability of all natural phenomena. Thus, the range of some 
observed properties may extend beyond the limits defined for a taxonomic class. 
Areas of soils of a single taxonomic class rarely, if ever, can be mapped without 
including areas of other taxonomic classes. Consequently, every map unit is made 
up of the soils or miscellaneous areas for which it is named and some minor 
components that belong to taxonomic classes other than those of the major soils.

Most minor soils have properties similar to those of the dominant soil or soils in the 
map unit, and thus they do not affect use and management. These are called 
noncontrasting, or similar, components. They may or may not be mentioned in a 
particular map unit description. Other minor components, however, have properties 
and behavioral characteristics divergent enough to affect use or to require different 
management. These are called contrasting, or dissimilar, components. They 
generally are in small areas and could not be mapped separately because of the 
scale used. Some small areas of strongly contrasting soils or miscellaneous areas 
are identified by a special symbol on the maps. If included in the database for a 
given area, the contrasting minor components are identified in the map unit 
descriptions along with some characteristics of each. A few areas of minor 
components may not have been observed, and consequently they are not 
mentioned in the descriptions, especially where the pattern was so complex that it 
was impractical to make enough observations to identify all the soils and 
miscellaneous areas on the landscape.

The presence of minor components in a map unit in no way diminishes the 
usefulness or accuracy of the data. The objective of mapping is not to delineate 
pure taxonomic classes but rather to separate the landscape into landforms or 
landform segments that have similar use and management requirements. The 
delineation of such segments on the map provides sufficient information for the 
development of resource plans. If intensive use of small areas is planned, however, 
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onsite investigation is needed to define and locate the soils and miscellaneous 
areas.

An identifying symbol precedes the map unit name in the map unit descriptions. 
Each description includes general facts about the unit and gives important soil 
properties and qualities.

Soils that have profiles that are almost alike make up a soil series. Except for 
differences in texture of the surface layer, all the soils of a series have major 
horizons that are similar in composition, thickness, and arrangement.

Soils of one series can differ in texture of the surface layer, slope, stoniness, 
salinity, degree of erosion, and other characteristics that affect their use. On the 
basis of such differences, a soil series is divided into soil phases. Most of the areas 
shown on the detailed soil maps are phases of soil series. The name of a soil phase 
commonly indicates a feature that affects use or management. For example, Alpha 
silt loam, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is a phase of the Alpha series.

Some map units are made up of two or more major soils or miscellaneous areas. 
These map units are complexes, associations, or undifferentiated groups.

A complex consists of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas in such an intricate 
pattern or in such small areas that they cannot be shown separately on the maps. 
The pattern and proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat similar 
in all areas. Alpha-Beta complex, 0 to 6 percent slopes, is an example.

An association is made up of two or more geographically associated soils or 
miscellaneous areas that are shown as one unit on the maps. Because of present 
or anticipated uses of the map units in the survey area, it was not considered 
practical or necessary to map the soils or miscellaneous areas separately. The 
pattern and relative proportion of the soils or miscellaneous areas are somewhat 
similar. Alpha-Beta association, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

An undifferentiated group is made up of two or more soils or miscellaneous areas 
that could be mapped individually but are mapped as one unit because similar 
interpretations can be made for use and management. The pattern and proportion 
of the soils or miscellaneous areas in a mapped area are not uniform. An area can 
be made up of only one of the major soils or miscellaneous areas, or it can be made 
up of all of them. Alpha and Beta soils, 0 to 2 percent slopes, is an example.

Some surveys include miscellaneous areas. Such areas have little or no soil 
material and support little or no vegetation. Rock outcrop is an example.
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Sanders and Parts of Lincoln and Flathead Counties, Montana

473D—Elkrock-Selon complex, 4 to 15 percent slopes

Map Unit Setting
National map unit symbol: 57fk
Elevation: 1,300 to 4,600 feet
Mean annual precipitation: 15 to 24 inches
Mean annual air temperature: 39 to 45 degrees F
Frost-free period: 100 to 125 days
Farmland classification: Farmland of local importance

Map Unit Composition
Elkrock and similar soils: 50 percent
Selon and similar soils: 35 percent
Minor components: 15 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.

Description of Elkrock

Setting
Landform: Stream terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 2 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
A - 2 to 4 inches: gravelly ashy silt loam
Bw - 4 to 15 inches: very gravelly ashy silt loam
2C - 15 to 60 inches: extremely cobbly loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 4 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Somewhat excessively drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): Moderately high to 

high (0.57 to 1.98 in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Low (about 3.4 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 6e
Hydrologic Soil Group: B
Other vegetative classification: Douglas-fir/ninebark-ninebark phase (PK261), 

Douglas-fir/ninebark-pinegrass phase (PK262)
Hydric soil rating: No

Description of Selon

Setting
Landform: Stream terraces

Custom Soil Resource Report
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Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Parent material: Alluvium

Typical profile
Oi - 0 to 1 inches: slightly decomposed plant material
A - 1 to 4 inches: fine sandy loam
E/Bw - 4 to 60 inches: fine sandy loam

Properties and qualities
Slope: 4 to 15 percent
Depth to restrictive feature: More than 80 inches
Natural drainage class: Well drained
Capacity of the most limiting layer to transmit water (Ksat): High (1.98 to 5.95 

in/hr)
Depth to water table: More than 80 inches
Frequency of flooding: None
Frequency of ponding: None
Available water storage in profile: Moderate (about 8.2 inches)

Interpretive groups
Land capability classification (irrigated): 4e
Land capability classification (nonirrigated): 4e
Hydrologic Soil Group: A
Other vegetative classification: grand fir/twinflower-twinflower phase (PK591)
Hydric soil rating: No

Minor Components

Elkrock, stony
Percent of map unit: 5 percent
Landform: Stream terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Other vegetative classification: Douglas-fir/ninebark-ninebark phase (PK261), 

Douglas-fir/ninebark-pinegrass phase (PK262)
Hydric soil rating: No

Elkrock, greater slope
Percent of map unit: 4 percent
Landform: Stream terraces
Landform position (three-dimensional): Tread
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Other vegetative classification: Douglas-fir/ninebark-ninebark phase (PK261), 

Douglas-fir/ninebark-pinegrass phase (PK262)
Hydric soil rating: No

Bemishave
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Escarpments
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Other vegetative classification: ponderosa pine/bitterbrush-Idaho fescue phase 

(PK162), ponderosa pine/snowberry-snowberry phase (PK171)
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Hydric soil rating: No

Sacheen
Percent of map unit: 3 percent
Landform: Stream terraces
Down-slope shape: Linear
Across-slope shape: Linear
Other vegetative classification: ponderosa pine/Idaho fescue-rough fescue phase 

(PK142), Douglas-fir/ninebark-pinegrass phase (PK262), Douglas-fir/
pinegrass-ponderosa pine phase (PK324), ponderosa pine/bitterbrush-Idaho 
fescue phase (PK162)

Hydric soil rating: No

W—Water

Map Unit Composition
Water: 100 percent
Estimates are based on observations, descriptions, and transects of the mapunit.
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PHASE I ENVIRONMENTAL SITE ASSESSMENT FOR AINSWORTH FIELD 
THOMPSON FALLS, MONTANA 

 
 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
This report documents the findings of a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) conducted by Aspen 
Ridge Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) at the Ainsworth Field in Thompson Falls, Montana.  ARTSI conducted 
the ESA for the City of Thompson Falls.  The ESA conducted conforms to the ASTM Standard E 1527-13, 
Standard Practice for Environmental Assessments: Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process1. 
 
The purpose of this ESA is to identify the presence of recognizable environmental conditions that would 
indicate the potential of environmental liability associated with Ainsworth Field.  Some of the recognizable 
environmental conditions that were considered include the presence of any hazardous substances or 
petroleum products that would indicate an existing or past release onto the property and into the 
environment.   
 
The scope of the ESA conducted at the Ainsworth Field site consisted of:  
 

1. Records research of the property; 
 

2. Interviews with Thompson Falls residents, and prior city officials; 
 

3. Site investigation; and  
 

4. Documentation of findings in a report. 
 

The ESA focused mainly on the Ainsworth Field; however, research was conducted on adjacent properties as 
well, to address concerns that might affect the property in question.  
 
ARTSI assumes that all written and verbal information collected and used for the ESA is true. 
 
2.0 SITE DESCRIPTION 
 
Ainsworth Field is in Thompson Falls, Montana (see Figure 1) on the corner where Montana Highway 200 
adjoins Lincoln Street.  The legal description is T21N, R29W Sections 7 and 8.  The State Highway 200 and the 
Whitefish Credit Union are located directly north of the property and the Town Pump and Falls Motel are 
located to the East of the property (see Figure 1).  Residents live along the west and southern boundaries of 
the property and the Thompson Falls Northwest Energy Park at the Southwest corner of the property.   The 
property primarily set at the edge of the west edge of the business district with most of the businesses 
residing to the Northeast along State Highway 200. 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 

 
 
 
Figure 1. – Aerial photograph depicting Ainsworth Field, adjacent streets, businesses and residences, Ref. 
Google Earth2. 
 
2.1 Site Topography 
 
Site topography is generally flat except for the area to the north of the field and parking area (see Figure 2.)  
The steep slope on the north side of the property consists of grass and weed vegetative cover and large 
Ponderosa Pine trees scattered along the slope.  The main portion of the property is flat, all storm water 
remains on the property because at the interface between the adjacent roads, there is a slight berm/slope 
that directs storm water toward the property and keep the storm water running on the roads, on the road 
bed (see Figure 3). 
 
 
 
 



 
 
Figure 2. – Draft Ainsworth topographic survey map showing superimposed potential community park design. 
 

 
 
Figure 3. – Photograph showing Ainsworth Field to the right and Lincoln Street Road to the left showing that 

the storm water remains on site due to the slope of the topography, July 2017. 
 

 
 



2.2 Site Hydrogeology 
 
According to the well logs, the surface soils consist of 0.5 to 9.0 feet (ft.) of some clay with gravel and 
boulders, from 9 to 26 ft. clay, and 26 to 55 ft. gravel with some clay.  The average static water level in the 
area is between 36 to 40 ft. below ground surface and the yield is 40 gallons per minute. The groundwater 
flows in a south to southwesterly direction toward the Clarks Fork River.  Additionally, the Town Pump, Inc. 
station #3998, adjacent to the property resolved past leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) issues as of 
July 23, 2012 and has seven monitoring wells that were installed during 2012.  Therefore, the groundwater 
quality issues in the area are deemed resolved by the Montana Department of Environmental Quality’s, LUST 
program.  
 
2.3 Site Infrastructure 
 
Water is provided/supplied to the Ainsworth Field by the City of Thompson Falls public water system.   There 
is an automatic sprinkling system that was installed in 2016 and a water spigot that has been on the site over 
30 years (see Figure 4).  All building structures were removed from the site; these included a baseball dugout, 
a baseball stadium containing a concession stand that did not have water connections.  Additionally, a 
restroom facility was on the site and the sewer system was connected to the city sewer system.  The 
restroom building was removed along with the concrete foundation and sewer piping.  Currently the only 
infrastructure on site is the water supply which includes the sprinkler system and the spigot. 
  

 
 

Figure 4 – Spigot at Ainsworth Field supplied by Thompson Falls City Water, July 2017. 
 
3.0 RECORDS REVIEW 

 
Title and land records for the property were reviewed at the Thompson Falls County Clerk and Recorder’s 
Office, along with tax records, which were reviewed at the Department of Revenue’s Thompson Falls Office.  
Standard Environmental Records that were reviewed include the following: 

• Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (CERCLA) Priority List; 
• Montana Comprehensive Environmental Cleanup and Responsibility Act (CERCA) Priority List; 
• Voluntary Cleanup and Redevelopment Act (VCRA) Priority List; 
• Montana Department of Environmental Quality Site Response Section Priority List; and  
• Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Leaking Underground Storage Tank Facilities List. 



3.1 Use History of Ainsworth Field 

Before being annexed into the City boundaries, the property was open agricultural land.  A Mr. Donlan 
purchased it in a transaction that consisted of much of the West portion of the land that presently 
consists of the west end of the City south of the Highway 200.  He divided the property into lots and 
annexed them into the City starting about 1910 with “Donlan’s Addition” and then “Donlan’s 2nd 
Addition”.  These were without improvements at the time of annexation.  A.S. Ainsworth was the 
purchaser of land that included the lots that make up our current Ainsworth Field.  His home was on the 
Southside of Maiden Lane, across from the Field acreage. That land remained without improvements. 

In 1932 the Ainsworth family deeded the land to the Thompson Falls School (Sanders County School 
District 2) to be used as an athletic field for the school, as the school was built upon a hill and had no 
acceptable place for athletics.  The Field was never used for anything but athletics. 

Historical photographs in the forties show the football team playing on the field with no improvements 
showing but a small covered bleachers structure (see Figure 5).  Robert Baxter, who participated in 
athletics 1955 through 1959, said that at that time the Field was used for track, football, and summer 
baseball.  The only improvement on it was still the bleachers. There were no dugouts or other structures 
at that time. 

On May 10, 1965, it was deeded over to the City of Thompson Falls. The Field remained the athletic field 
for the school thru the building of the new High School on Golf Street which went into use in the fall of 
1969. At that time, the Field became only an open field and a baseball field. There were dugouts and a 
backstop built and a concession stand and bathrooms (see Figures 6 and 7).   There was a very old 
(1930’s?) fence that acted as the back perimeter for the baseball field and the side perimeter fences 
were installed.  In 2011, a structural evaluation by BCE found the bleachers to be a hazard.  The below 
are the improvements at that time. 
 
In 2012, all improvements were removed.  In 2016, an underground sprinkler system was installed. 
Since the addition of the underground sprinkler system, there have been no further improvements at 
the site. (By Carla M. Parks, Mayor of Thompson Falls, 2010-2016.) 
 

 

Figure 5 - Historic Ball Field Stadium at Ainsworth Field. 



 

 

Figure 6 – Historic Ball Field Dugout located at the Ainsworth Field. 

 

 

Figure 7 – The back side of the Historic Ball Field Dugout located at the Ainsworth Field. 

 

4.0 SITE RECONNAISSANCE   

A site inspection was conducted by ARTSI on July 23, 2017.  ARTSI personnel met with Thompson Falls 
resident, Mary Taylor.   The purpose of the site inspection was to ascertain if any recognizable 
environmental conditions existed.  The areas where the building structures had existed and topsoil 
stockpile areas were inspected first, then the inspection proceeded to the perimeter of the property, see 
Figures 8 and 9.   

 



 

 

Figures 8 and 9 – Full view of Ainsworth field from the Southwest corner of the property. 

During the site inspection, ARTSI personnel searched for evidence of:  

• Depressions indicating pits, sumps, landfills, or ponds; 
• Piping indicating underground storage tanks; 
• Containers containing petroleum products or chemicals; and  
• Soils and /or vegetation contaminated by petroleum products or chemicals. 

The inspection revealed no evidence of petroleum or chemical spills, leaks, piping or contamination.  The soil 
stockpiled on site was topsoil from the new baseball field, deem environmentally clean for that project, See 
Figure 10.  Additionally, the only disturbed areas, where the cement pad was for the restrooms and the 
baseball dugout and stadiums areas had clean sand and gravel placed to into the depressions and then 
leveled, See Figure 11.  The water spigot for drinking and the sprinkler system were the only pipes visible on 
site.   After interviewing residents and city officials, the only other piping at the site was the restroom sewer 
pipes connected to the City of Thompson Falls sewer system, and those were terminated and removed in 
2016. 

 

Figure 10 – Topsoil stockpiles located in the northeast corner of the property. 



 

 

Figure 11 – Disturbed area where the concrete pad was for the restrooms and that clean sand and gravel was 
used to fill in 2016. 

5.0 INTERVIEWS 

ARTSI interviewed the following people to research the site: 

• Carla Parks, Prior Mayor of Thompson Falls  
• Mary Taylor – Local resident of Thompson Falls knowledgeable about the property since the 1970’s. 
• Gerald Miller - Local resident of Thompson Falls knowledgeable about the property prior to 1950. 
• Bill Susic- Susic Construction.  Local contractor that removed that removed the municipal sewer 

piping at the site. 

From the extensive historic information and the interviews providing valuable historic information, it can be 
determined that there were no potential conditions prior to 1950.  This area has always been a facility/park 
for recreational and sporting events since as far back as 1945. 

6.0 FINDINGS/CONCLUSIONS 

ARTSI did not discover any recognizable environmental conditions at the Ainsworth Field site.  Additionally, 
potential for environmental contamination from adjacent sites does not exist at the present time since the 
Town Pump #3998 LUST contamination problems were resolved and existing monitoring wells are present to 
detect any future potential contamination and eliminating any risk to human health and the environment.  
Also, all water at the site is supplied by the City of Thompson Falls water distribution system which is 
regulated by the State of Montana.  

 

 

 

 



 

7.0 SIGNATURES OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROFESSIONALS 

A. Lynn McCloskey is a Senior Hydrogeological/Environmental Engineer with ARTSI.  Ms. McCloskey has a 
Master of Science degree in Mining Engineering and a Bachelor of Science degree in Geological Engineering 
from the Montana college of Mineral Science and Technology.  She has worked as an environmental 
professional for over 25 years and has experience conducting ESAs. 

 

_______________________________________________8-13-2017____ 
A. Lynn McCloskey     Date 
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Topography: Topography within the project area consists of steeper 3:1 slopes along 
the northern property boundary.  The majority of the site is flat and topography is 
suitable to accommodate the proposed improvements.  
 
Geologic Constraints:  No geologic constraints are present. 
 
Seismicity: According to the USGS seismic hazard maps there are no significant 
seismic or geological hazards in the immediate vicinity of the site.   
 
Sources:  
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service– Web Soil Survey; accessed at 
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/HomePage.htm  
 
Montana Bureau of Mines and Geology:  http://www.mbmg.mtech.edu/ 
 
United States Geologic Survey:  http://www.usgs.gov/hazards 
 
 

 
Key 

 
___N___ 

 

 
2. Hazardous Facilities (e.g., power lines, EPA hazardous waste sites, acceptable 
distance from explosive and flammable hazards including chemical / 
petrochemical storage tanks, underground fuel storage tanks, and related 
facilities such as natural gas storage facilities and propane storage tanks) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
There are no known hazardous facilities onsite.  The site was previously developed as 
a baseball diamond. 
 
Hazards:  Based on the August 2017 Phase 1 ESA performed on the subject property 
by ARSTI, there are no known hazardous waste sites or flammable hazards in the 
vicinity of the proposed improvements.  There are above and below ground utilities in 
the vicinity of the project site.  Across Lincoln Street to the east, a Town Pump Fueling 
station exists with both propane and underground gasoline storage tanks.  None of 
these tanks will impact the proposed property or will be affected by any proposed 
construction.  A leaking underground storage tanks (LUSTs) issue at the Town Pump, 
Inc. (station #3998), was resolved on July 23, 2012, and a total of seven monitoring 
wells were installed that same year.  There are two gas stations in Thompson Falls 
located along Hwy 200; these stations have underground fuel storage tanks registered 
with MDEQ. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality Hazardous Waste Program 
http://deq.mt.gov/hazwaste/default.mcpx 
 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 
Underground Tank Program 
http://svc.mt.gov/deq/wmadst/ 
http://deq.mt.gov/Portals/112/Land/UST/Documents/MonthlyReportsPDF/USTList.pdf 
 
Environmental Protection Agency EnviroFacts 
http://www.epa.gov/enviro/index.html 

 
Key 

 

3. Effects of Project on Surrounding Air Quality or Any Kind of Effects of 
Existing Air Quality on Project (e.g., dust, odors, emissions) 
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____N, B____ 
 

 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Air Quality:   
Thompson Falls is designated by the DEQ as a Non-Attainment Particulate Matter 10 
area.  The project itself will have no negative long-term impacts to air quality in the 
area. The added landscaping and trees should have positive impacts the area’s air 
quality.  In the short term, it is likely that there will be some construction related air 
quality impacts from the use of heavy equipment, and the resulting dust from 
construction.  The equipment impacts will be unavoidable but will likely go unnoticed as 
the site is adjacent to a state highway (MT 200); the dust impacts will be mitigated as 
needed by watering loose or dry soils. 
 
Sources: 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Air Resources Management Bureau 
http://deq.mt.gov/Air/Standards/airnonattainment 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
4. Groundwater Resources and Aquifers (e.g., quantity, quality, distribution, 
depth to groundwater, sole source aquifers) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Groundwater:  
Based on information presented in the August 2017 Phase 1 ESA performed on the 
subject property by ARSTI, existing well logs near the site indicate an average static 
water level between 36 to 40 ft. below ground surface in the area.  Average yield is 40 
gallons per minute. The groundwater flows in a south to southwesterly direction toward 
the Clark Fork River. 
 
Due to the gravelly nature of the area’s soils, it is unlikely groundwater will be 
encountered or impacted by this project.  The majority of the project will be completed 
above ground with only minor excavations to connect to existing City of Thompson 
Falls infrastructure. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
USGS Web Soil Survey 
 
 

 
Key 

 
___N,  ___ 

 

 
5. Surface Water/Water Quality, Quantity and Distribution (e.g., streams, lakes, 
storm runoff, irrigation systems, canals) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Surface Water:  The Clark Fork River is located approximately 300 feet south of the 
project site. Due to the close proximity of the Clark Fork River and since the area of soil 
disturbance for this project would likely exceed 1.0 acre, best management practices, 
including temporary and long term erosion control measures for controlling erosion and 
sediment transport, would be considered in the design of a Storm Water Pollution 
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for this project.  Such practices may include silt fences, check 
dams, mulch, slope protection, and other commonly accepted erosion and sediment control 
measures (during construction). Landscaping will be implemented to prevent any long term 
sediment transport during high runoff events. Surface water runoff from the site is 
expected to either infiltrate within the site or leave at rates equivalent to historic 
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conditions and enter into existing City of Thompson Falls storm water infrastructure. 
 
Source: WGM Group 
 
EPA Waterbody Quality Assessment Report:  
http://ofmpub.epa.gov/tmdl_waters10/attains_waterbody.control?p_list_id=&p_au_id=
MT76D001_010&p_cycle=2014&p_state=MT  
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
6. Floodplains and Floodplain Management (Identify any floodplains within one 
mile of the boundary of the project.) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The subject property is located adjacent to the Clark Fork River.  The Flood Insurance 
Rate Map (FIRM) identifies the area immediately adjacent to the river in the 100-year 
flood plain, which is much lower than the park site.  The proposed park project is 
outside of the floodplain. This information was obtained from Flood Insurance Rate 
Map (FIRM) number 30089C1375D, Panel 1375 of 2200. 
 
Sources:  
FEMA – Flood Map Service Center; accessed at https://msc.fema.gov/portal  
 
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation Floodplain Management 
http://dnrc.mt.gov/divisions/water/operations/floodplain-management  

 
Key 

 
___N 

 

 
7. Wetlands Protection (Identify any wetlands within one mile of the boundary of 
the project.) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Wetlands:   In review of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetlands Inventory 
“Wetlands Mapper” there were no wetlands shown within the immediate project area.  
Within a mile of the project, there are several areas along the Clark Fork River that are 
listed as wetlands. These include the following listed from the Natural Heritage Map 
Viewer: Riparian Forested, freshwater scrub-shrub, freshwater emergent, freshwater 
pond, river, and lake. 
 
Sources: 
MT.GOV Natural Heritage Map Viewer – MTNHP Wetland and Riparian Mapping 
http://mtnhp.org/mapviewer/?t=8  
 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service:  http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/ 

 
 

Key 
 

____N____ 
 

 
8. Agricultural Lands, Production, and Farmland Protection (e.g., grazing, 
forestry, cropland, prime or unique agricultural lands) (Identify any prime or 
important farm ground or forest lands within one mile of the boundary of the 
project.) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The Elkrock-Selon Complex is an alluvium type soil common in stream terraces.  This 
soil is considered “farmland of local importance”, however, it has not been used for 
farming or agriculture since prior to 1910 and is surrounded by commercial and 
residential properties. 
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Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
USDA Web Soil Survey:  
http://websoilsurvey.sc.egov.usda.gov/App/WebSoilSurvey.aspx  

 
Key 

 
__N __ 

 

 
9. Vegetation and Wildlife Species and Habitats, Including Fish (e.g., terrestrial, 
avian and aquatic life and habitats) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The site is presently sparsely vegetated with some trees intermittently located around 
the perimeter.  The site is a former athletic field/baseball diamond and is currently 
vacant.  It may serve as a grazing area for deer and may provide some habitat for 
small mammals.  The park addition would not have a negative impact on these 
habitats, in particular, the trees are meant to remain as they are.  The sparsely 
vegetated area would be landscaped, which would improve the vegetation of the site. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
Montana Natural Heritage Program, Animals Species of Concern Report & Plant 
Species of Concern Report:  http://mtnhp.org/ 
 

University of Montana – Missoula, Division of Biological Sciences, INVADERS 
Database System:  http://invader.dbs.umt.edu/query4_2.asp  

 
 

Key 
 

___N, B___ 
 

 
10. Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or Limited Environmental Resources, Including 
Endangered Species (e.g., plants, fish, or wildlife) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The improvements are occurring in a developed area that has a long history as being 
utilized as a park, which is exactly what is being proposed for the site improvements. 
 
Based on the responses from the United States Fish and Wildlife office, there are no 
concerns with the development of a park within the project area.  In the area, not 
specific to the park location, the following species exist: 
 

 Grizzly Bear – listed as threatened 
 Bull trout – listed as threatened with designated critical habitat (note that the 

Kootenai River adjacent to the project area is designated bull trout critical 
habitat) 

 
Within 10 miles of the Thompson Falls area, the following are listed as species of 
concern: 

 Townsend’s Big-eared Bat 
 Wolverine 
 Hoary Bat 
 Little Brown Myotis 
 Fringed Myotis 
 Fisher 
 Pygmy Shrew 
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 Northern Goshawk 
 Golden Eagle 
 Great Blue Heron 
 Brown Creeper 
 Evening Grosbeak 
 Bobolink 
 Pileated Woodpecker 
 Peregrine Falcon 
 Cassin’s Finch 
 Harlequin Duck 
 Varied Thrush 
 Lewis’ Woodpecker 
 Clark’s Nutcracker 
 Flammulated Owl 
 Pacific Wren 
 Northern Alligator Lizard 
 Western Toad 
 Coeur d’Alene Salamander 
 Westslope Cutthroat Trout 
 Pygmy Slug 
 Humped Coin 
 Smoky Taildropper 
 Sheathed Slug 
 A Millipede 

 
Since the project area is within an existing park property, the project is not anticipated 
to affect these populations.  Additional landscaping and trees may improve conditions 
for some of these species. To the best of our knowledge, no known adverse effect to 
unique, endangered, fragile, or limited environmental resources or endangered species 
are anticipated as a result of this project. 
 
Sources: 
Montana Natural Heritage Program, Animals Species of Concern Report & Plant 
Species of Concern Report:  http://mtnhp.org/ 
http://mtnhp.org/SpeciesOfConcern/?AorP=a  

 
Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks: 
http://fwp.mt.gov/fishAndWildlife/species/threatened/  
http://fwp.mt.gov/fishAndWildlife/species/endangered/  
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
11. Unique Natural Features (e.g., geologic features) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The improvements are occurring in developed area that has a long history as being 
utilized as a park.  To the best of our knowledge, no unique natural features were 
identified in the project vicinity. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 

 
Key 

 

 
12. Access to, and Quality of, Recreational and Wilderness Activities, Public 
Lands and Waterways (including Federally Designated Wild and Scenic Rivers), 
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____N, B____ 
 

and Public Open Space 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The property is located approximately 300 feet to the north of the Clark Fork River (not 
designated wild and scenic).  The project will make access to the river and the 
Thompson Falls trails system easier and provide a central public open space location 
for downtown Thompson Falls. 
 
Sources:  Google Earth 
 
U.S. Government Recreation Site:  http://www.recreation.gov/   
Wild and Scenic Rivers Site:  http://www.rivers.gov/montana.php  
 

 
HUMAN POPULATION 
 

Key 
 

____B____ 
 

 
1. Visual Quality – Coherence, Diversity, Compatibility of Use and Scale, 
Aesthetics 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The addition of a park to an otherwise underutilized vacant downtown property would 
be a significant visual/aesthetic improvement to the downtown Thompson Falls 
Corridor.  The ability for this park to improve the aesthetics of the downtown corridor 
will likely have positive economic impacts to surrounding properties. 
 
Source:  WGM Group 
Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan (2015) 
 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
2. Nuisances (e.g., glare, fumes) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Short-term nuisances are anticipated during the construction phase and are associated 
with operating gas-powered equipment, grading and excavation, materials placement, 
etc.  Upon completion of the proposed improvements, there is the potential for noise 
associated with park activities including the potential for festivals and concerts.  Such 
activities will likely require City approval and permits and would likely not be 
considered nuisances.   
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
___A, P___ 

 
3. Noise – suitable separation between noise sensitive activities (such as 
residential areas) and major noise sources (aircraft, highways and railroads) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Short-term noise sources are anticipated during the construction phase.  In the long 
term, there will the potential for community events hosted at the park utilizing its 
proposed pavilion and amphitheater; any large events will likely require City approval 
and permits. 
 
Sources:  WGM Group 
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Key 
 

___N___ 
 

 
4. Historic Properties, Cultural, and Archeological Resources 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
All improvements are to occur in previously disturbed areas.  There are some historic 
properties near the subject site.  The subject property has been utilized as a 
park/athletic field since 1932. To the best of our knowledge no impacts to historic, 
cultural, or archeological resources are anticipated. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
Correspondence from the Montana Historical Society October 2017.    
 

 
Key 

 
___N, B___ 

 

 
5. Changes in Demographic (Population) Characteristics (e.g., quantity, 
distribution, density) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The project entails improving an underutilized property into a park that is an amenity to 
the community.  The proposed project is not anticipated to change the demographic 
characteristics of the neighborhood. 
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
__N,_B__ 

   

 

6. Environmental Justice – (Does the project avoid placing lower income 
households in areas where environmental degradation has occurred, such as 
adjacent to brownfield sites?) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
This project is not anticipated to have any significant impact on the location, 
distribution, density or growth rate of the population of the City of Thompson Falls or 
Sanders County, nor is it anticipated to cause disproportionately high adverse human 
health or environmental effects on any minority and low-income populations.   
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 
 

 
Key 

 
__N,B__ 

 

 
7. General Housing Conditions - Quality, Quantity, Affordability 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The project is anticipated to have positive effects on surrounding residential and 
commercial properties and make the larger area more attractive to residents and 
businesses, which could result in additional development.   
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 

 
8. Displacement or Relocation of Businesses or Residents 
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___N, B___ 
 

Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Displacement or relocation of businesses or residents is not anticipated as a result of 
this project.  This project may attract new businesses or residents by making 
downtown Thompson Falls a more desirable place to live and work.   
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N, B____ 

 

 
9. Public Health and Safety 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Although there are no sanitation or immediate safety concerns, a park does promote 
public health.  With more available outdoor recreation within walking distance for the 
community, the use of these amenities increases.  This increased use translates into 
measurable health benefits such as the reduction of diabetes and the reduction of 
heart disease.  Additionally, research studies have shown correlations between social 
interactions and the health and well-being of individuals.  Thompson Falls has portions 
of several parks already constructed and used around town, but it lacks a central 
meeting place for community and cultural events, farmer’s markets, craft fairs, and 
social gatherings.  
 
Source:  https://www.nia.nih.gov/about/living-long-well-21st-century-strategic-
directions-research-aging/research-suggests-positive  
 
WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
__N, M, P___ 

 

 
10. Lead Based Paint and/or Asbestos 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
There are no existing structures on the site and hence, there is no lead based paint or 
asbestos associated with any structure.  The site has historically been used for 
agriculture and then for a park/athletic field since 1945.  It is unknown if any asbestos 
containing materials are within the soils themselves. 
 
Source: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
___N, B___ 

 

 
11. Local Employment and Income Patterns – Quantity and Distribution of 
Employment, Economic Impact 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The proposed project is anticipated to enhance surrounding properties and make the 
area more attractive to potential businesses and residents by developing a park in an 
area of downtown that is presently underutilized.  
 
Source:  WGM Group 
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Key 
 

___N, B, 
A___ 

 

12. Local and State Tax Base and Revenues 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The proposed project will require additional operation and maintenance (use of city tax 
dollars to maintain the park and facilities).  The City may consider implementing a fee 
and permitting system to generate revenue from community and cultural events within 
the completed park. 
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
13. Educational Facilities - Schools, Colleges, Universities 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
No impacts to Educational Facilities are anticipated as a result of the implementation of 
the proposed improvements. 
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
___N, B___ 

 

 
14. Commercial and Industrial Facilities – Production and Activity, Growth or 
Decline 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The project would not add any commercial or industrial facilities as a part of its 
development.  It is assumed that the addition of this park will benefit the community 
from an economic standpoint by attracting tourists and providing a community 
gathering place.  It is anticipated that downtown enhancements like a park project will 
improve business development opportunities within the downtown area and 
surrounding community, but it is unclear to what extent this will effect commercial and 
industrial facilities. 
 
Sources:  Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan 
 
WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
15. Health Care – Medical Services 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The addition of a park would have no immediate effect on medical services in the 
region.  Presently there is a family medicine clinic just west of the project site, and a 
hospital in Plains, approximately 25 miles east.   
 
Source:  WGM Group, Google Maps 
 

 
Key 

 
___N, B, 

A___ 
 

 
16. Social Services – Governmental Services (e.g., demand on) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
No impacts to Social Services are anticipated as a result of the implementation of the 
proposed improvements. Governmental Services such as the City’s Parks Department 
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would be utilized to provide operation and maintenance of the proposed park facilities.  
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
17. Social Structures and More (Standards of Social Conduct/Social 
Conventions) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
While the proposed park project will provide opportunities for increased social 
interaction, no changes to the existing social structures and mores are anticipated.   
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
18. Land Use Compatibility (e.g., growth, land use change, development activity, 
adjacent land uses and potential conflicts) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The proposed project does not include a change of use to the land and will be similar 
to its past use.  To the best of our knowledge no impacts to Land Use Compatibility are 
anticipated. 
 
Source:  City of Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan 
 
Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge Technical 
Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 
19. Energy Resources - Consumption and Conservation 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
There would be minor impacts to the use of the City of Thompson Falls water supply; 
however, they currently supply a portion of the water onsite, and until major new 
development takes place, there would be little change expected to demands. 
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
20. Solid Waste Management 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
Trash receptacles will be provided and managed by the Sanders County Solid Waste 
Refuse District. 
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
21. Wastewater Treatment - Sewage System 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
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The City of Thompson Falls has a sanitary sewer conveyance system that is treated at 
their wastewater lagoon treatment plant.  Restroom facilities being proposed as a part of 
this site will be connected to the City of Thompson Falls sewer system.  Based on 
discussions with the City, the sewer system and treatment facility have sufficient capacity. 
 
Source:  WGM Group, Conversations with Thompson Falls Director of Public Works 
(Jerry Lacy).  
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
22. Storm Water - Surface Drainage 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The existing site presently infiltrates or drains to surrounding roadways and enters the 
Thompson Falls storm water collection system.  The nearest collection system inlet is 
located at the intersection of Maiden Lane and Lincoln Street at its northwest and 
southwest corners; the conveyance line is constructed with 10” PVC.  It is anticipated that 
the improvements to the property will be similar to historic runoff rates and existing 
drainage patterns. 
 
Source:  As-Built Information from the City of Thompson Falls (Jerry Lacy, Director of 
Public Works) 
 
WGM Group 
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
23. Community Water Supply 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Water is provided/supplied to the Ainsworth Field Park by the City of Thompson Falls 
public water system. An irrigation system for the property was installed in support of 
the park project in 2016.  There is also an existing water spigot on the property. All 
building structures were removed from the site in 2012 including a baseball dugout, a 
concession stand that did not have water connections, and covered bleachers. 
Currently the only infrastructure on site is the water supply which includes the sprinkler 
system and the spigot.  An additional water service connection from the existing 2” 
water line is anticipated to serve the proposed restroom/pavilion.  The City water 
supply is adequate to serve the proposed improvements. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 

As-Built Information from the City of Thompson Falls (Jerry Lacy, Director of Public 
Works) 

 

WGM Group 

 
 

Key 
 

____N____ 
 

 
24. Public Safety - Police 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
No long term or short term adverse impacts to public safety are anticipated.   
 
Source:  WGM Group 
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Key 
 

____N____ 
 

 
25. Fire Protection - Hazards 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
No long-term adverse impacts to Fire Protection are anticipated. The proposed pavilion 
structure is protected by nearby fire hydrants and the City of Thompson Falls Fire 
Department is located three blocks to the east of the subject property. 
 
Source:  WGM Group, Google Maps 
 
As-Built Information from the City of Thompson Falls (Jerry Lacy, Director of Public 
Works) 

 
 

Key 
 

____N____ 
 

 
26. Emergency Medical Services 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The hospital is located adjacent to the subject property.  No effect on existing emergency 
medical services is anticipated as a result of this project. 
 
Source:  WGM Group/ 
 

 
Key 

 
____B____ 

 

 
27. Parks, Playgrounds and Open Space 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
The goal of this proposed park project is to maximize the use of the existing open space 
within downtown Thompson Falls as a resource for the community.  This area has 
historically been a park, and the improvements being proposed will benefit this site locally, 
and add to the greater Thompson falls area trail plan.  The park will include a trail system, 
a large open field, a pavilion with restrooms, and an amphitheater, and can be used to 
host social gatherings, cultural and community events, craft fairs, and the like. 
 
Source:  WGM Group  

 
Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan 
 

 
Key 

 
____B____ 

 

 
28. Cultural Facilities, Cultural Uniqueness, and Diversity 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
This proposed project is expected to improve Cultural Facilities, Cultural Uniqueness & 
Diversity within the community.  The proposed park open space area and amphitheater 
have the potential to host cultural events including but not limited to festivals, concerts, 
speakers, and craft fairs. Event use of the park is likely to be permitted by the City of 
Thompson Falls.  
 
Source:  WGM Group 
 

Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan 
 



Uniform Environmental Checklist   Ainsworth Field Park Project 
 E-14 November 2017 

 

 
Key 

 
___N, B___ 

 

 
29. Transportation Networks and Traffic Flow Conflicts (e.g., rail; auto including 
local traffic; airport runway clear zones - avoidance of incompatible land use in 
airport runway clear zones) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
In general, the proposed project will have little effect on existing traffic flow patterns within 
the downtown area, and traffic generated during events will be of a temporary nature.  
During events, a gravel parking lot within the site should accommodate most of the 
anticipated traffic and temporary on-street parking may occur for highly-attended events.  
A gravel parking lot in this location provides a central place to park and access downtown 
and other trail facilities during non-event times.   
 
Source:  WGM Group, Conversations with Carla Parks (City of Thompson Falls Parks 
Planning Committee) 
 

 
Key 

 
___N, B___ 

 

 
30. Consistency with Local Ordinances, Resolutions, or Plans (e.g., conformance 
with local comprehensive plans, zoning, or capital improvement plans) 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
Implementation of the improvements is consistent with the goals of Thompson Falls and 
previous land uses for the area.  The City of Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan 
anticipates economic growth potential by adding this park to the community.  The 
development of this park has been discussed for several years and has positive support 
from the community as well as City and County officials. 
 
Source:  Thompson Falls Downtown Masterplan, WGM Group 
               
 

 
Key 

 
____N____ 

 

 
31. Is There a Regulatory Action on Private Property Rights as a Result of this 
Project? (Consider options that reduce, minimize, or eliminate the regulation of 
private property rights). 
 
Comments and Source of Information: 
 
To the best of our knowledge there is no regulatory action on private property rights as a 
result of this project; the project is proposed entirely on City of Thompson Falls Property. 
 
Sources: Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment conducted by Aspen Ridge 
Technical Services, Inc. (ARTSI) on August 2017. 
 
WGM Group 
 
 

 



 
 
 

431 1st Avenue West, Kalispell, MT 59901  I  OFFICE 406.756.4848  I  EMAIL wgm@wgmgroup.com 

 
October 23, 2017 
 
 
Department of Environmental Quality,  
Permitting and Compliance Division 
1520 E. 6th Ave., PO Box 200901 
Helena, MT  59601-0901     
 
Re:   Agency Review for Proposed Ainsworth Field Park Project in Thompson Falls, MT  
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
The City of Thompson Falls is proposing to build a park at the northwest intersection of 
Maiden Lane and Lincoln Street, just south of W. Main Street (Hwy 200).  The project is 
located in Government Lot 6 of Section 7 and Government Lot 4 of Section 8, T21N, R29W, 
P.M., M, City of Thompson Falls, Sanders County, Montana (see vicinity map below).  The 
proposed Ainsworth Field Park will serve as the keystone park in the City’s urban system, and 
will include a pavilion with restrooms along with an amphitheater. This park will be capable of 
holding events, concerts, and family gatherings, and its presence is expected to increase the 
number of events downtown, stimulating economic activity and contributing to the 
community’s sense of place.   
 

 
FIGURE 1.  GENERAL VICINITY MAP 

 
The purpose of this letter is to request comments from your agency on this project for inclusion in a 
preliminary engineering report (PER) that is being prepared for this project.  This PER follows the 
requirements of the Uniform PER for Montana Public Facility Projects to assist with obtaining grant 
funding for construction of the project, and it requires comments from public agencies.  The intent 
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of the PER is to discuss the improvements required to create a park on an underutilized City owned 
parcel in downtown Thompson Falls (see Figure 2).  The proposed park is located within the 
downtown Thompson Falls main street corridor, just a block away from the Clark Fork River. 
 

 
FIGURE 2.  PROJECT AREA VICINITY MAP 

 
The project entails the construction of a new covered pavilion building, an amphitheater, and a 
trail system connecting existing Thompson Falls park trails.  This will include utility extensions 
to the property including electrical, water, and sewer.  All proposed construction will take 
place in areas previously developed; primarily on the park property.  A conceptual drawing of 
the park is enclosed with this letter, and a 3D rendering of the project can be seen in Figure 3.   
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FIGURE 3.  Conceptual 3D Rendering of Proposed Ainsworth Field Park 

 
It is anticipated that the City of Thompson Falls will soon begin applying for grant funding, 
with the goals of completing final design in 2018 and construction in 2018/2019.  Please 
provide comments on this project from your agency’s perspective.  All comment letters 
received will be incorporated into an appendix of the PER.  If you have any questions as you 
are going through your review, please feel free to email me at mbrodie@wgmgroup.com or 
give me a call at (406) 756-4848. 
 
Sincerely, 
WGM Group, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
Mike Brodie, P.E. 
Project Engineer 
 
Enclosure:  Ainsworth Park Record of Survey 







From: Atwood, Michael
To: Mike Brodie
Subject: Ainsworth Field Park
Date: Friday, November 3, 2017 2:55:33 PM

Mike Brodie, P.E.
 
We have reviewed the prospectus for the Ainsworth Field Park Project and determined the
Montana Department of Natural Resource and Conservation or the State Board of land
Commissioners do not have any state lands that are implicated nor do we have any regulatory
oversight for this type of development.  This looks  like a nice project for the community of
Thompson Falls, good luck.
 
Mike Atwood
Real Estate Management Bureau Chief
 
MT DNRC –Trust Land Management Division
1539 Eleventh Avenue, PO Box 201601
Helena, MT 59620-1601
Office: (406) 444-3844
Email: matwood@mt.gov
 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
mailto:matwood@mt.gov


Memorandum 

PO Box 1728  1315 Lockey Ave. 
Helena, MT  59624-1728 “Building a Stronger Montana” Phone (406)-444-2840 
 
 

TO:  Mike Brodie, P.E., WGM Group 
FROM:  Christopher Bradley, Economist, Montana Dept. of Labor & Industry 
CONTACT: cbradley@mt.gov or (406) 444-3236 
DATE:  October 25, 2017 
SUBJECT:  Sanders County and Thompson Falls Economic Situation 
 
As part of the preliminary engineering report for the Ainsworth Field Park Project, the WGM Group has 
requested economic information from the Department of Labor & Industry on the project area.  This 
memorandum provides employment and wage data for Sanders County and Thompson Falls, MT (the smallest 
geographic areas around the project) with recent employment and wage data available. 
 
In 2016, Sanders County’s unemployment rate was the third highest among all Montana counties.  At 7.8%, 
Sanders County’s unemployment rate is above Montana’s statewide rate of 4.1% and has been since 1990, the 
earliest year with data available.  The historic above average unemployment rate reflects a persistent need for 
improved employment opportunities.   
 
The following information provides an overall picture of Sanders County’s employment situation for 2016, the 
most recent year with data available: 

• The labor force consisted of 4,748 people, 4,377 of whom were employed with about 371 
unemployed persons seeking work. 

• As of 2016, Sanders County employment has not yet returned to its pre-recession high, which the 
state achieved in 2013. However, roughly 150 jobs were lost due to the closure of a private 
education institution.  This closure was not due to economic reasons, and when excluding this 
employer from the analysis the jobs are roughly even with prerecession levels. 

• 2016 was a good year for Sanders County’s economy, with approximately 60 new jobs added, but 
above average unemployment rates demonstrate a continued need for momentum in hiring and 
economic development. 

  
Job losses in the Construction and Manufacturing industries were the primary impacts of the recession.  As of 
2016, Sanders County has yet to recover a combined 211 jobs between the two industries combined. During the 
recovery, job gains have come from the Healthcare and Accommodation and Food Services industries with 
minor increases in the Mining Industry as well.  
 
As the county seat and largest city of Sanders County, Thompson Falls plays a large role in the county’s overall 
economy. According to the U.S. Census Bureau’s OnTheMap tool, Thompson Falls had approximately 499 payroll 
jobs within city limits in 2015, 20% of Sanders County’s total payroll employment.  Jobs associated with the 
construction of a new park would be beneficial to the county and may provide workers who have yet to be 
reemployed in the Construction industry an opportunity to work.  

mailto:cbradley@mt.gov


From: Conard, Ben
To: Mike Brodie
Cc: Stephanie Reynolds; Jodi Bush
Subject: Re: Ainsworth Park PER (Thompson Falls) Agency Comment Letter
Date: Thursday, October 26, 2017 9:46:58 AM

Hello Mike, 
Thank you for your letter and email dated October 23, 2017, requesting U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service comment on the Ainsworth Park PER project in Thompson Falls, Montana.  This
email reply constitutes the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's official response; please keep for
your records.
The USFWS reviewed the PER and has no significant comments or issues with the project. 
Please let me know if we may be of any further assistance.
Regards,
Ben Conard

Ben Conard
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service - Montana Ecological Services Office
780 Creston Hatchery Road
Kalispell, MT 59901
phone: (406) 758-6882

On Mon, Oct 23, 2017 at 12:00 PM, Mike Brodie <mbrodie@wgmgroup.com> wrote:

Ben-

Attached you will find a letter requesting your comments on the Ainsworth Park Preliminary
Engineering Report (located in Thompson Falls).  A hard copy will be mailed out today, but
an electronic response would be preferred if it can expedite the process. 

Thank you for your input in advance!

 

—
Mike Brodie, P.E.
Project Engineer
 
OFFICE: 406-756-4848
CELL: 360-689-7535
EMAIL: mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
ADDRESS: 431 1st Avenue West, Kalispell, MT 59901

 

 

mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
mailto:sreynolds@wgmgroup.com
mailto:jodi_bush@fws.gov
mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com


From: Gillespie, Emily
To: Mike Brodie
Cc: Kenning, Jon
Subject: RE: Ainsworth Park PER (Thompson Falls) Agency Comment Letter
Date: Tuesday, October 24, 2017 8:10:46 AM

Thanks, Brodie.
 
Considering the scope of this project and location on an existing lot within city boundaries, I don’t
believe this is a PER that DEQ would provide formal response to.  However, I offer only a couple
brief comments regarding utilities potentially serving the pavilion and park:
 

(1)   If you should need water or sewer main extensions (rather than just service connections),
please make submittal directly to me for review.

(2)  If an underground irrigation system is proposed, ensure that a proper backflow prevention
valve is installed/maintained to protect the potable City of Thompson public water supply.

 
Best wishes is gaining funding for this community project.
 
Sincerely,
 
 
Emily J. Gillespie, PE
Engineering Bureau
 
Montana DEQ
Kalispell Regional Office
655 Timberwolf Pkwy, Suite 3
Kalispell, MT 59901
 
Phone 406.755.8979
Fax 406.755.8977
 
 
 
 
From: Mike Brodie [mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com] 
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 4:35 PM
To: Gillespie, Emily
Subject: FW: Ainsworth Park PER (Thompson Falls) Agency Comment Letter
 
Hi Emily-

I tried to send this out, but apparently Warren has since retired and Jon Kenning suggested I forward
this letter requesting comment on our PER for Ainsworth Park in Thompson Falls to you.  Feel free to
call me with any questions, and if you know who I should be sending this letter to please let me
know. 
 
Thank you!
 
Mike Brodie, P.E.
Project Engineer
 

mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
mailto:JKenning@mt.gov


 

From: Mike Brodie 
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 12:44 PM
To: 'wmccullough@mt.gov' <wmccullough@mt.gov>
Cc: Stephanie Reynolds <sreynolds@wgmgroup.com>; 'jkenning@mt.gov' <jkenning@mt.gov>;
'jdilliard@mt.gov' <jdilliard@mt.gov>
Subject: Ainsworth Park PER (Thompson Falls) Agency Comment Letter
 
Warren-

Attached you will find a letter requesting your comments on the Ainsworth Park Preliminary
Engineering Report (located in Thompson Falls).  A hard copy will be mailed out today to the
permitting and compliance division, but an electronic response would be preferred if it can expedite
the process. If you believe this email has reached you by mistake, please let me know and if you
know who it should be directed to feel free to forward it on.

Thank you for your input in advance!
 
 

—
Mike Brodie, P.E.
Project Engineer
 
OFFICE: 406-756-4848
CELL: 360-689-7535
EMAIL: mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
ADDRESS: 431 1st Avenue West, Kalispell, MT 59901
 
 

mailto:wmccullough@mt.gov
mailto:sreynolds@wgmgroup.com
mailto:jkenning@mt.gov
mailto:jdilliard@mt.gov
mailto:mbrodie@wgmgroup.com
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Stephanie Reynolds

From: Murdo, Damon <dmurdo@mt.gov>
Sent: Monday, October 23, 2017 1:53 PM
To: Mike Brodie
Cc: Stephanie Reynolds
Subject: RE: Ainsworth Park PER (Thompson Falls) Agency Comment Letter
Attachments: CRIS.xlsx; CRABS.xlsx; 2017102306.pdf

 
October 23, 2017 
 
Mike Brodie 
WGM Group 
431 1st Ave West 
Kalispell MT 59901 
 
RE: PROPOSED AINSWORTH FIELD PARK PROJECT, THOMPSON FALLS.  SHPO Project #: 2017102306 
 
Dear Mr. Brodie: 
 
I have conducted a cultural resource file search for the above‐cited project located in Sections 7, 8, T21N 
R29W.  According to our records there have been a few previously recorded sites within the designated search 
locales.  In addition to the sites there have been a few previously conducted cultural resource inventories done in the 
areas.  I’ve attached a list of these sites and reports.  If you would like any further information regarding these sites or 
reports, you may contact me at the number listed below. 
 
It is SHPO’s position that any structure over fifty years of age is considered historic and is potentially eligible for listing 
on the National Register of Historic Places.   If any structures are to be altered and are over fifty years old we would 
recommend that they be recorded and a determination of their eligibility be made.   
 
As long as there will be no disturbance or alteration to structures over fifty years of age we feel that there is a low 
likelihood cultural properties will be impacted.  We, therefore, feel that a recommendation for a cultural resource 
inventory is unwarranted at this time.  However, should structures need to be altered or if cultural materials be 
inadvertently discovered during this project we would ask that our office be contacted and the site investigated. 
 
If you have any further questions or comments you may contact me at (406) 444‐7767 or by e‐mail at dmurdo@mt.gov. I 
have attached an invoice for the file search.  Thank you for consulting with us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Damon Murdo 
Cultural Records Manager 
State Historic Preservation Office 
 
File: LOCAL/PLANNING/2017 
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Part One: Introduction 
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Vision Statement 

A Vision for Downtown Thompson Falls 

Downtown is the heart of Thompson Falls.  It is an active place, a vibrant place,  a place with 
attractive and unique small town character. It is welcoming and friendly, quaint and safe.  
Downtown is an employment center, where historic buildings and new development blend 
together to house local stores, local restaurants and community services.  It is a place to 
meet friends and family at parks and events, a place where visitors feel at home.   It is the 
community’s trailhead for the amenities and recreation that give Thompson Falls a quality 
of life on par with anywhere in the west.  While downtown is a distinct part of the communi-
ty, it works as a team with all of Thompson Falls. It is a culmination of all of these things 
that makes Thompson Falls a community where people choose to live.  
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Downtown Master Plan Structure 

Action Plan Organization 

ACCESS AND MOBILITY 

AWARENESS 

AMENITIES 

APPEARANCE 
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Short-term Actions 

 

Mid-term Actions 

Long Term Actions 

Existing Conditions Analysis 

Goals

Objectives

Actions
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Organizing for Action 
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Potential Funding Sources 
Thompson Falls Financing Mechanisms 

It is important to note the list 
included here does not imply the type of funding mechanism is or would be supported 
by the community or even if it is appropriate for Thompson Falls.  These decisions 
need to be considered by the community. 

General Funding 
General Funds 

Intended Projects:  

Capital Improvement Fund 

Intended projects:  

General Obligation Bonds 

Intended Projects: 
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Resort Tax 

Intended Projects: 

Targeted Assessments 
Tax Increment Financing  

Intended Projects:  

Business Improvement Districts 

Intended Projects:  

Special Improvement Districts 

Intended Projects:  

Hotel Tax 

Intended Projects:  
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Private Funding 
Business Owners Association 

Intended Projects:  

Private Donations 

Intended projects:  

Grants 
Community Development Block Grants  

Intended Projects:  

Transportation Alternatives 

Intended projects: 
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Montana Of ice of Tourism Grant Program 

Intended Projects: 

Main Street Grants 

Intended Projects:  

Environmental Protection Agency Assessment Grants 

Intended Projects:  

Targeted Brown ield Assessment Grants 

Intended Projects:  
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Access and Mobility Actions Summary
Action Timeline Funding 

Sources

Implementation Actions Summary 

GF

TA

PF 

G
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Awareness Actions Summary
Action Timeline Funding 

Sources
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Amenities Actions Summary
Action Timeline Funding 

Sources
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Appearance Actions Summary
Action Timeline Funding 

Sources
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Long Range Planning Considerations 
Performance and Development Standards 
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Part Two: Action Plan 

Access and Mobility 
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Goal #1 Thompson Falls is accommodating to all transportation users  

Objective 1.1 Ensure adequate parking is available for customers of downtown 
businesses 

Actions 

1.1a

Establish parking time limits for all of downtown and institute periodic enforce-
ment of time limits.  

Partners
Timeline
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1.1b

Install quick stop parking spots in downtown.  

Partners

Timeline

1.1c

Add signage directing people to public off-street parking. 

Partners

Timeline

1.1d

Identify locations for dedicated RV parking during summer months.  

Partners

Timeline
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Objective 1.2 Install infrastructure for bicyclists & pedestrians 

Actions 

1.2a

Install bike racks in downtown and in parks adjacent to downtown. 

Partners

Timeline

1.2b

Install Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliant crossings in downtown.  

Partners

Timeline
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Goal #2 Downtown Thompson Falls has strong non-motorized connec-
tions to residential neighborhoods and natural amenities  

Objective 2.1 Enhance pedestrian and bicycle connections between downtown 
and uptown 

Actions 

2.1a

Install crosswalks on Main Street at key crossing locations. 

Partners

Timeline

2.1b

Install Sidewalks on West Ramp Street and East Ramp Street between Preston 
Avenue and Main Street. 

Partners

Timeline
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Objective 3.1 Create inviting, safe, and unique public spaces on Main Street that 
invite travelers and residents to stop and shop, encouraging eco-
nomic activity and instilling a sense of community pride. 

Actions 

3.1a

Adopt a desired future condition for sidewalks on Main Street.  

Frontage Zone

Pedestrian Zone

Utility Zone

Partners

Timeline
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3.1b

Work with MDT and other entities to identify funding sources to build sidewalk 
improvements.  

Partners

Timeline
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Awareness 

Goal #1 Thompson Falls establishes itself as one of the premier com-
munities in Northwest Montana 

Objective 1.1 Develop branding and promotional strategies that focus on what 
makes Thompson Falls unique and on the community’s greatest 
strengths 

Actions 

1.1a

Develop a brand to be used in materials marketing the community. 

Partners

Timeline
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1.1b

Develop a coordinated retail marketing campaign to attract local customers to 
downtown businesses. 

Partners

Timeline

1.1c

Develop marketing materials and distribute in nearby population centers – Mis-
soula, Kalispell, Sandpoint, Spokane, and Canadian markets. 

Partners

Timeline

1.1d

Create a Thompson Falls visitors brochure with a map showing trails, parks, cul-
tural destinations and other area attractions. 

Partners

Timeline
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1.1e

Advertise Thompson Falls by targeting audiences in speci ic publications – e.g. 
hunting magazines, bicycling touring publications, auto-touring publications. 

Partners

Timeline



City of Thompson Falls Downtown Master Plan 

OCTOBER 2015                                                                                                                                                                           Page  27 

Objective 1.2 Increase the amount of people visiting downtown by expanding 
the number of events in Thompson Falls 

Actions 

1.2a 

Add a winter event in Thompson Falls that attracts visitors from outside of Sand-
ers County.  

Partners 

Timeline 

1.2b 

Coordinate with organizers of regional events on incorporating Thompson Falls. 

Partners 

Timeline 
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1.2c

Organize a monthly downtown evening event during summer months that at-
tracts residents to downtown. 

Partners

Timeline

1.2d

Hold a Thompson Falls walking tour of historic places. 

Partners

Timeline
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Goal #2 Visitors can easily obtain information on activities in Thomp-
son Falls 

Objective 2.1 Ensure visitors to Thompson Falls are aware of the recreational 
and cultural opportunities available 

Actions 

2.1a

Create and install consistent signage that directs visitors to attractions in 
Thompson Falls, including trails, parks, cultural landmarks and visitor infor-
mation. 

Partners

Timeline
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2.1b

Construct a one-stop-shop visitor information center in downtown. 

Partners

Timeline
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Amenities 

Goal #1 Grow and change the 
way Thompson Falls is perceived through both physical and 
cultural connections to amenities 

Objective 1.1 Prior to the development of permanent facilities, develop tempo-
rary low cost projects that aim to connect the core area to the sur-
rounding amenities 
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1.1a

Develop a seasonal park at the reservoir’s edge (between Mill St. and Broad St.).

Partners

Timeline

Actions 

Figure 3:  Location and layout of potential park on the River’s edge.  
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Objective 1.2  Make permanent improvements connecting downtown Thompson 
Falls to surrounding amenities by implementing Thompson Falls 
Community Trails Plan 

Actions 

1.2a

Install sidewalks connecting Main Street to area amenities. 

   South Gallatin Street between Main Street and the Clark Fork River.

Broad Street and Mill Street from Main Street to Maiden Lane

Lincoln Street from Main Street to the entrance of Ainsworth Field Park

Partners

Timeline
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1.2b

Install single track trails identi ied in Thompson Falls Trails Plan. 

Partners

Timeline

1.2c

Install off-street paths identi ied in Thompson Falls Trails Plan. 

      Eastward extension trail connecting Wild Goose Landing and the commer-
cial district on the east side of town.

      Off-street path connecting Powerhouse Loop Trails and Thompson Falls 
State Park

Partners

Timeline
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1.2d

Develop shared roads identi ied in Thompson Falls Trails Plan. 

Partners

Timeline
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Objective 1.3 Make permanent improvements to recreational amenities adja-
cent to downtown. 

Actions 

1.3a

Finish development of Ainsworth Field Park. 

Partners

Timeline

1.3b

Improve landscaping and recreational facilities at Wild Goose Landing. 

Partners
Timeline

1.3c
Make permanent improvements to the reservoir’s edge.  

Partners

Timeline
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1.3d

Investigate the possibility of cleaning up the reservoir at Wild Goose Landing.  

Partners

Timeline

1.3e

Create a bicycle rest stop at Wild Goose Landing.  

Partners

Timeline

1.4a

Implement the design plan for Rose Garden/Fort Thompson Park as an entrance 
to the community from the east. 

Partners

Timeline

Objective 1.4 Create entrances to the community on the east and west 
side of downtown that represent the community’s historic past 
and cultural identity. 

Actions 
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1.4b

Develop a statue or art piece representing the traditional industries of Thomp-
son Falls as an entrance to the community from the west. 

Partners

Timeline

Objective 1.5 Incorporate the area’s amenities into branding strategies, promo-
tional materials, and community events. 

Actions 

1.5a

Develop one or two events that focus on the area’s recreational opportunities. 

Partners

Timeline

1.5b

Hold a fundraising event downtown for area trails.

Partners

Timeline
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Appearance 

Goal #1 Create a built environment complementing the natural beauty 
of Thompson Falls that represents the community’s high quali-
ty of life and attracts visitors, new residents and businesses. 

Objective 1.1 Provide incentives to improve the physical appearance of build-
ings on Main Street 

Actions 

1.1a

Create and adopt guidelines for building facades along Main Street. 

Partners

Timeline
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1.1b

Secure a Main Street Grant to fund small scale façade improvements.  

Partners

Timeline

1.1c

Evaluate the potential to create a revolving loan fund to fund higher cost façade 
improvements. 

Partners

Timeline

1.1d
Utilize  Sanders County Community Development Corporation’s (SCCDC) micro 
loan program to fund façade improvements.   

Partners

Timeline
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Objective 1.2 Capitalize upon underutilized properties on Main Street 

Actions 

1.2a

Encourage low-cost temporary uses on vacant properties.  

Partners

Timeline

1.2b

Create a one-stop source for information on vacant downtown properties.  

Partners

Timeline

1.2c

Install community orientated displays in windows of vacant buildings.  

Partners

Timeline
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1.2d

Promote development in the core area and within the community in general.  

Partners

Timeline

Objective 1.3 Develop a consistent and attractive streetscape along Main Street 

Actions 

1.3a

Adopt a desired future condition for streetscape improvements on Main Street.  

Partners

Timeline

1.3b

Work with MDT and other entities to identify funding sources to build 
streetscape improvements.  

Partners

Timeline
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Type of Improvement Description Intended Outcome

Street Trees

Landscape strips

Landscape beds

Temporary planters

Seating

Lighting

Trash Receptacles

Public Art

Table 1:  Examples of streetscape improvements.   
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Part Three: Existing Conditions Analysis 

 

Current Land Use Patterns 
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Land Use Areas 

PARKS & RECREATION 

CORE AREAS 

TRANSITIONAL AREAS 

NEIGHBORHOODS 

Land Use Map 
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Housing Inventory 

Business Inventory 

Parking 

KEY HOUSING STATS 

KEY BUSINESS STATS 
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Access and Mobility 
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Historic, Recreational and  Cultural Assets 

Name # 

Name # 
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Figure 19:  Location of underutilized properties in downtown.  

Underutilized or Vacant Properties 
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Public Outreach and Involvement 
Public Workshop 

STRENGTHS OF DOWNTOWN 
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WEAKNESSES OF DOWNTOWN 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR DOWNTOWN 
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Consumer Preferences (Survey Results) 

WEAKNESSES OF DOWNTOWN 

STRENGTHS OF DOWNTOWN 
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WHY PEOPLE COME DOWNTOWN 

Voices from downtown 

Select quotes from the survey 

“Improvement of access to the river. There are streets that end at the river. Each of these streets have river access that is not 
kept up or improved.” 

“Focus on the substance of good business rather than just the appearance.”  

“More activities to bring people to our town.” 

 “More entertainment” 

“More use of trees and greenery intermixed with hardscapes, to make the main sidewalk more appealing, along with wider 
walking space with tables to sit outside and enjoy the shade and scenery. “ 

“Do something with the Black Bear Hotel” 
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Open House 

Business Owners Survey 
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Table 2. Summary of the results on funding mechanisms from the business owners survey. 
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AGE DISTRIBUTION 2000 2013 

Demographic & Economic Indicators 

 2000 2013 

POPULATION 1,321 1,131 

MEDIAN AGE 40.9 46.6 

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD 
INCOME 

$28,103 $32,031 

AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD 
SIZE 

2.38 2.27 

KEY STATS 

POPULATION TRENDS 



City of Thompson Falls Downtown Master Plan 

OCTOBER 2015                                                                                                                                                                           Page  73 

EMPLOYMENT 2000 2013 

2000 2013 HOUSEHOLD INCOME 

2000 2013 HOUSEHOLD SIZE 

OCCUPATION 2000 2013 
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Peer Communities 

  Popula-
tion

Median 
Age

% Over 
65

Median 
HH In-
come

Unemploy-
ment % Employed

T-Falls

2000

2013

Change -14% 5.7 9% 14% 8% -6%

Darby

2000

2013

Change -18% 9.9 3% 32% 11% -12%

Eureka

2000

2013

Change 10% 5 8% -4% 8% 3%

Stevens-
ville

2000

2013

Change 31% 0.5 2% 7% 11% -5%

Montana

2000

2013

Change 11% 2.4 2% 40% 3% -1%

Table 3.  A comparison of demographic trends between Thompson Falls and peer communities.   
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Retail Trade Analysis 

The Primary Trade Area for Thompson Falls

Sectors of the economy where Retail Leakage is occurring 

Sectors of the economy where Retail Surplus is occurring

Primary Trade Area 
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Retail Leakage and Surplus Analysis 

Categories with Major Retail Leakage 
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Category Demand

(Poten al) (Sales) 

 
Retail Gap 

Grocery Stores $10,026,616 $11,400,309 -$1,373,693 
Specialty Food & Beverage Stores $803,522 $2,167,040 -$1,363,518 
Full Service Restaurants $2,623,841 $1,550,136 $1,073,705 

Limited Service Ea ng Establishments $3,254,107 $3,824,445 -$570,338 
Specialty Food Services $295,547 $45,520 $250,027 

Drinking Establishments $337,491 $1,455,621 -$1,118,130 
Health & Personal Care Stores $4,526,107 $1,274,730 $3,251,377 

Clothing Stores $2,207,957 $856,087 $1,351,870 
Shoe Stores $418,728 $0 $418,728 

Jewelry, Luggage, & Leather Goods $527,264 $0 $527,264 
Florists $80,424 $483,407 -$402,983 

O ce supplies, Sta onary, & Gi  Stores $667,325 $264,075 $403,250 
Used Merchandise Stores $266,934 $627,501 -$360,567 

Miscellaneous Retail $1,333,702 $1,866,091 -$532,389 

General Merchandise Stores $11,957,884 $85,996 $11,871,888 

Home Furnishings Stores $1,311,589 $1,466,120 -$154,531 
Electronics and Appliances Stores $1,664,398 $897,008 $767,390 

Spor ng Goods, Hobbies, & Musical Inst. Stores $1,484,573 $1,750,393 -$265,820 
Books, Periodical & Music Stores $359,219 $0 $359,219 

Building & Garden Supply Stores $2,627,434 $11,527,245 -$8,899,811 
Motor Vehicle & Parts $14,420,008 $17,907,787 -$3,487,779 

Gasoline Sta ons $8,286,307 $17,912,629 -$9,626,322 

Non-store retailers $2,003,822 $5,237,481 -$3,233,659 

 $71,484,799 $82,599,621 -$11,114,822 

Table 4. Retail gap of different sectors of the Thompson Falls’ economy.  
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Planning Process   
Thompson Falls Community Trails (TFCT) was formed in 2008 with representation by individual 
citizens, the City of Thompson Falls, Sanders County, Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks, Avista 
Corporation, PPL Montana, as well as other private and non-profit organizations invested in a 
common goal to create pedestrian-safe infrastructure in and around Thompson Falls. Under the 
guidance of the Plains, MT District Ranger of the US Forest Service, the committee is in the process 
of developing a five-year strategic Trails Plan.  
 
The planning process has included: reviewing past trails efforts; developing goals and policies; 
defining existing conditions; creating base maps; meeting with consultants; and analyzing trail 
plans from other communities.  
 
Steps in the planning process include: gathering input from the public as well as trail users, defining 
a proposed trail network; developing a strategy for administration and implementation of a trails 
program, including strategies to secure funding for construction and maintenance; and 
incorporating this information into a Trails Plan. 
  
 
Vision and Goals   
Thompson Falls Community Trails is organized exclusively with a not-for-profit purpose to enhance 
quality of life in the Thompson Falls area of Sanders County, Montana, by building, maintaining, and 
improving trails that provide transportation ways, connectivity, and recreation opportunities. 
 
The TFCT committee envisions a safe and convenient network of non-motorized trails connecting 
existing recreation areas, as well as key locations within the community such as schools and 
downtown Main Street. These connections will benefit our residents, our economy and our 
environment.  
 
The goals of the TFCT are to:  
 

 Develop trail systems that provide recreational opportunities and access for a diverse group 
of users to local parks, waterways, schools, public lands, community event centers and the 
retail/business district.  Access for mobility-impaired users will be a high priority. 

 
 The trail system will provide safe, alternative routes to schools and other locales which will 

result in decreased vehicular traffic and increased use of non-motorized modes of 
transportation. 

 
 The trails will promote community health and wellness and add to the quality of life as well 

as contribute to an overall healthier environment.  Where possible, trails will be 
constructed in natural settings that are pleasing to the senses. 

 
 Trail systems will provide positive economic impacts to the community, contribute to the 

enhancement of the community as a destination point, and foster community pride. 
 

 Implementation of trail systems will consider visibility, ease of access and needs for 
parking, and will include adequate signage and maps.  Trails will be constructed in such a 
way to not only minimize resource damage and be low maintenance by design, but 
contribute to resource protection and sustainability.  They will serve to foster partnerships 
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with user groups, private landowners, governmental entities and business owners.  Trails 
will provide opportunities for interpretive development (historical, cultural, natural, etc.). 

 
 Long-term management of a trail system will include development of a collaborative trail 

maintenance plan as well as strategies to identify and utilize various sources of funding for 
construction and maintenance of the trail system.  

 
 
 
Proposed Trail Network and Connectivity 
A comprehensive trail network will include connectivity to existing trails, recreation areas, and key 
locations within the community. These trails or connections are broadly defined and refer to a 
variety of facilities for non-motorized users, such as shared-use pathways, sidewalks, single-track 
trails, backcountry roads, and also routes along shared roadways, where bicyclists and pedestrians 
are directed and accommodated. While many elements of this network have been in place for some 
time, some segments were recently constructed or improved while others are planned segments to 
be constructed in the future. On-the-ground identification of existing connections and designated 
routes (sidewalks, etc.) will make these connections apparent and easy to find by users. 
 
Some shared roadways may need no special facilities other than signage identifying them as bike 
routes due to low traffic volumes and slow speeds. For others, wider shoulders or bike lanes may be 
needed to provide an acceptable margin of safety.  
 
 
Priority Projects  
Proposed future trail construction and improvement projects will be based upon a defined set of 
criteria in no particular order: 
 

 Provides needed safety improvement  

 Provides safe pedestrian and bicycle access to schools  

 Provides safe connection between communities and parks/public lands  

 Services large proportion of population and/or anticipated demand  

 Connects and clearly identifies existing trail segments (enhance utility through trail 

network continuity)  

 Provides trailhead facilities  

 Provides a high quality recreational experience  

 

Primary Community Points of Connection  

 Downtown  

 High Bridge, Island Park and Thompson Falls Fish Ladder 

 Outlying Community Area (Ace Hardware/Harvest Foods) 

 Powerhouse Loop Trail 

 Thompson Falls State Park 

 Wild Goose Landing Park 

 

Secondary Community Points of Connection   

 Schools 



Thompson Falls Community Trails Plan – August 2014     3 
 

 Mule Pasture recreation area 

 Public access areas on north shoreline of Thompson Reservoir 

 

Outlying Connections 

 Weber Gulch Trailhead (USFS) 

 Ashley Creek Trailhead (USFS) 

 Upstream Clark Fork River Access 

 Mt. Silcox (USFS) 

 Water Trail –Cherry Creek Boat Launch to Wild Goose Landing 

 South shoreline  (NorthWestern Energy) to Flat Iron FAS (MTFWP) to Birdland Bay (Shared 

ownership, Avista and private)  

 Thompson Falls State Park (MTFWP) to Golf Course (Privately owned) 

 

 
Opportunistic Trail Development  
Opportunities for trail development will arise as priorities are defined and partners become 
involved, including the City of Thompson Falls, Sanders County, Montana Dept. of Transportation, 
Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, US Forest Service and private landowners. 
 
This process will parallel active efforts to complete priority projects, which includes the current 
proposed trail segment that will connect Thompson Falls State Park to the existing 2.3 mile 
Powerhouse Loop Trail that runs along Hwy 200 and the Clark Fork River between Power Park and 
the Rimrock Lodge. 
 
A Trails Plan that is incorporated into all pertinent planning and regulatory documents used by the 
City and the County will help ensure that new trail segments are considered within future land 
development and transportation projects, which can contribute many new miles towards the 
envisioned Thompson Falls Trail Network.  
 
 
Trail Maintenance  
Historically, the responsibility for trails maintenance has not been formally clarified, budgeted, and 
delegated to a specific government agency or cooperating entity. It has recently been managed by 
volunteers and with resources from NorthWestern Energy (formerly PPL Montana) and Avista. 
Trail maintenance requirements vary depending upon the type of trail and the source of funding. 
Typical trail maintenance includes debris sweeping, winter snow removal or grooming, 
mowing/weed control, and surface repair as needed, in addition to maintenance of facilities such as 
restrooms, benches, etc.  
 
For a well-planned and efficient trails program to be actualized, a reasonable and effective 
maintenance plan should be developed with maintenance responsibilities clarified, budgeted, and 
delegated to specific agencies or separately funded committees/organizations. Consideration for 
launching a program similar to Adopt-A-Trail will be explored to engage more volunteers and 
program stakeholders. TFCT will assess maintenance needs on an individual project basis. 
 
A comprehensive field assessment of the condition of all existing trails will be performed to identify 
maintenance needs for the various sections of trail and will prioritize those needs within the 
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context of the trail network. This inventory will become the basis for a Maintenance Plan, which 
will also incorporate maintenance measures for all future proposed connections and segments. 
 
Priority maintenance responsibilities are:  
 

 Spring and Fall weed maintenance 
 Action plan to perform larger scale maintenance (removing downed trees, etc.) 
 Coordinate regular volunteer “work days” to address debris and litter sweeps 
 Winter snow removal/grooming along high traffic routes 

 
 
Recommendations for Trails Program Administration/Implementation 
The Thompson Falls Community Trails Committee will take the lead responsibility for the 
established trails program. They will continue to have vested participation by current stakeholders 
including: Avista Corporation, NorthWestern Energy, Sanders County, The City of Thompson Falls, 
US Forest Service and Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks, other land management agencies, as 
appropriate, Sanders County Community Development Corporation, and local residents. A main 
goal of the Trails Committee is to consistently coordinate with other groups or agencies that have 
existing or proposed trails in the area, which will strengthen our core trail network and mission. 
 
The committee will continue to solicit fiscal support and develop partnerships throughout trail 
development activities. Residents of all ages and abilities will have easy access to recreational, no-
cost activities. Promotional programs and events will highlight benefits of resident health and 
wellness opportunities from accessible trail systems. Information will be shared to encourage 
individuals to utilize non-motorized transportation. Additional features for trails will include 
bicycle racks, benches at scenic vistas, signage and information kiosks. 
  
Main Street businesses will be positively impacted from the development of a community trail 
network. Recreation trails provide a well-rounded and welcoming atmosphere for visitors. Trail 
systems bring people together through recreation, business and enjoying the great outdoors, and 
they add to the authentic experience visitors have when they travel to or through the community. 
 
The goal of the Thompson Falls Community Trails group is to encourage people to participate in 
non-motorized activities by providing facilities that provide opportunities to commute and exercise 
on a bicycle or on foot. As pathways that provide these opportunities are developed, alternative 
transportation becomes more viable, and overall community health and wellbeing will increase. 



 
 
 

APPENDIX E – THOMPSON FALLS 
FINANCIAL DOCUMENTS 

DETAILED FINANCIAL REPORTS 
EXPENDITURE BUDGET REPORT 

REVENUE BUDGET REPORT 
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Debit CreditDescriptionDoc/Line #

Detail Query15:54:33

AccountFund/

For the Accounting Periods: - 11 / 17

Acct.

Period

Fund=2770

Vendor/Receipt From

CITY OF THOMPSON FALLS Page: 1

/

2770 Ainsworth Park Project
  

101770 Ainsworth Park Project

  

865.84Park supplies HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS, LTD.SC  25364  4/15
15,000.00NorthWestern Energy GrantJV 278383   4  6/15

250.00NorthWestern DonationJV 278392   3  6/15
173.90Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25443  6/15

2,416.00Split Cedar Fence Ainsworth Jon SonjuSC  25496  6/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25522  7/15

160.00Split Cedar Fence Ainsworth Jon SonjuSC  25541  7/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25572  8/15

13,965.00Ainsworth Field Park Sprinkler Kohler's Sprinklers and BaSC  25579  8/15
12,991.10CTEP Project Sprinkler SystemRV 279787   1  9/15
2,576.62CTEP Project FenceRV 279788   1  9/15

400.00Split Cedar Fence Ainsworth Jon SonjuSC  25639  9/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25666  9/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25709 10/15

40.00Ainsworth Park Plans per N. Ja SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERSC  25723 10/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25775 11/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25840 12/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25879  1/16

6,758.80Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESSC  25898  1/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25984  2/16

2,413.02Ainsworth Fund Transfer CashJV 278431   2  3/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26070  3/16

100.00Big Horn ConsultingRV 279937   1  4/16
20.00donation to ainsworthRV 279938   1  4/16

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26118  4/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26182  5/16

250.00Donation from NW EnergyRV 279989   1  6/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26248  6/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26323  7/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26374  8/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26430  9/16

5,000.00Ainsworth Park DonationRV 280093   1 10/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26513 10/16

3,000.00Ainsworth Park PARDEE EXCAVATINGSC  26527 10/16
1,435.00Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESSC  26534 10/16

100.00Ainsworth Park DonationRV 280105   1 11/16
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Debit CreditDescriptionDoc/Line #

Detail Query15:54:33

AccountFund/

For the Accounting Periods: - 11 / 17

Acct.

Period

Fund=2770

Vendor/Receipt From

CITY OF THOMPSON FALLS Page: 2

/

50.00Ainsworth Park DonationRV 280106   1 11/16
100.00DonationRV 280123   1 11/16

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26564 11/16
10,000.00Ainsworth Field Park DonationRV 280144   1 12/16

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26608 12/16
5,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280157   1  1/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26663  1/17
5,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280171   1  2/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26705  2/17
12,043.52Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280177   1  3/17
1,000.00Donation to Ainsworth ProjectRV 280190   1  3/17
5,000.00Donation to Ainsworth ProjectRV 280193   1  3/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26762  3/17
100.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280221   1  4/17
500.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280224   1  4/17
500.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280226   1  4/17

5,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280229   1  4/17
21,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280230   1  4/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26818  4/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26862  5/17

250.00NWE donation AinsworthRV 280268   1  6/17
75.00Northern Lights Ainsworth donaRV 280274   1  6/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26924  6/17
30.60Estimate on Sod for Ainsworth SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERSC  26925  6/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26985  6/17
325.00CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27018  7/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  27050  8/17
1,143.86CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27065  8/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  27123  9/17
731.25CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27135  9/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  27187 10/17
56.25CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27200 10/17

131.25CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27200 10/17
750.00Ainsworth Park Professional WGM GroupSC  27215 10/17

  

Account Total: 104,319.26 32,382.75
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Debit CreditDescriptionDoc/Line #

Detail Query15:54:33

AccountFund/

For the Accounting Periods: - 11 / 17

Acct.

Period

Fund=2770

Vendor/Receipt From

CITY OF THOMPSON FALLS Page: 3

/

202000 Accounts Payable

  

865.84Park supplies HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS, LTD.CL 276615   2  4/15
865.84Park supplies HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS, LTD.SC  25364  4/15

173.90Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276698  16  6/15
2,416.00695751     Split Cedar Fence Ainswo Jon SonjuCL 276756   1  6/15

173.90Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25443  6/15
2,416.00Split Cedar Fence Ainsworth Jon SonjuSC  25496  6/15

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276782  16  7/15
160.00695753     Split Cedar Fence Ainswo Jon SonjuCL 276802   1  7/15

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25522  7/15
160.00Split Cedar Fence Ainsworth Jon SonjuSC  25541  7/15

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276833  16  8/15
13,965.0010824      Ainsworth Field Park Spr Kohler's Sprinklers and BaCL 276841   1  8/15

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25572  8/15
13,965.00Ainsworth Field Park Sprinkler Kohler's Sprinklers and BaSC  25579  8/15

400.00695757     Split Cedar Fence Ainswo Jon SonjuCL 276904   1  9/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276931  16  9/15

400.00Split Cedar Fence Ainsworth Jon SonjuSC  25639  9/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25666  9/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276975  16 10/15

40.001366       Ainsworth Park Plans per SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERCL 276989   3 10/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25709 10/15

40.00Ainsworth Park Plans per N. Ja SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERSC  25723 10/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277056  16 11/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25775 11/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277121  16 12/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25840 12/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277161  16  1/16

6,758.8013/444     Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESCL 277182   1  1/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25879  1/16

6,758.80Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESSC  25898  1/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277219  16  2/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  25984  2/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277305  16  3/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26070  3/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277354  16  4/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26118  4/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277421  14  5/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26182  5/16
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Debit CreditDescriptionDoc/Line #

Detail Query15:54:33

AccountFund/

For the Accounting Periods: - 11 / 17

Acct.

Period

Fund=2770

Vendor/Receipt From

CITY OF THOMPSON FALLS Page: 4

/

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277490  14  6/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26248  6/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277569  14  7/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26323  7/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277624  14  8/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26374  8/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277677  14  9/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26430  9/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277760  14 10/16

3,000.00Ainsworth Park PARDEE EXCAVATINGCL 277778   1 10/16
1,435.0013/558     Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESCL 277785   1 10/16

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26513 10/16
3,000.00Ainsworth Park PARDEE EXCAVATINGSC  26527 10/16
1,435.00Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESSC  26534 10/16

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277815  14 11/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26564 11/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277859  14 12/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26608 12/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277915  14  1/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26663  1/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277958  14  2/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26705  2/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278017  14  3/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26762  3/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278076  14  4/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26818  4/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278123  14  5/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26862  5/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278189  14  6/17

30.601673       Estimate on Sod for Ains SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERCL 278191   6  6/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278259  14  6/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26924  6/17

30.60Estimate on Sod for Ainsworth SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERSC  26925  6/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  26985  6/17

325.002017-28    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278292   1  7/17
325.00CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27018  7/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278326  14  8/17
1,143.862017-32    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278341   1  8/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  27050  8/17
1,143.86CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27065  8/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278404  14  9/17
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731.252017-45    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278416   1  9/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  27123  9/17

731.25CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27135  9/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278470  14 10/17

56.252017-53    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278483   1 10/17
131.252017-54    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278483   2 10/17
750.00170725.10  Ainsworth Park Professio WGM GroupCL 278498   1 10/17

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSSC  27187 10/17
56.25CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27200 10/17

131.25CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLSC  27200 10/17
750.00Ainsworth Park Professional WGM GroupSC  27215 10/17

  

Account Total: 32,382.75 32,382.75
331050 Community Transportation Enhancement Program

  

12,991.10CTEP Project Sprinkler SystemRV 279787   1  9/15
2,576.62CTEP Project FenceRV 279788   1  9/15

  

Account Total: 15,567.72
365000 Contributions & Donations

  

15,000.00NorthWestern Energy GrantJV 278383   2  6/15
250.00NorthWestern DonationJV 278392   1  6/15
100.00Big Horn ConsultingRV 279937   1  4/16
20.00donation to ainsworthRV 279938   1  4/16

250.00Donation from NW EnergyRV 279989   1  6/16
5,000.00Ainsworth Park DonationRV 280093   1 10/16

100.00Ainsworth Park DonationRV 280105   1 11/16
50.00Ainsworth Park DonationRV 280106   1 11/16

100.00DonationRV 280123   1 11/16
10,000.00Ainsworth Field Park DonationRV 280144   1 12/16
5,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280157   1  1/17
5,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280171   1  2/17

12,043.52Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280177   1  3/17
1,000.00Donation to Ainsworth ProjectRV 280190   1  3/17
5,000.00Donation to Ainsworth ProjectRV 280193   1  3/17

100.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280221   1  4/17
500.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280224   1  4/17
500.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280226   1  4/17
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5,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280229   1  4/17
21,000.00Ainsworth Field DonationRV 280230   1  4/17

250.00NWE donation AinsworthRV 280268   1  6/17
75.00Northern Lights Ainsworth donaRV 280274   1  6/17

  

Account Total: 86,338.52
460430 Parks

200 SUPPLIES

865.84Park supplies HD SUPPLY WATERWORKS, LTD.CL 276615   2  4/15
173.90Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276698  16  6/15

Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276782  16  7/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276833  16  8/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276931  16  9/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 276975  16 10/15

40.001366       Ainsworth Park Plans per SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERCL 276989   3 10/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277056  16 11/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277121  16 12/15
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277161  16  1/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277219  16  2/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277305  16  3/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277354  16  4/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277421  14  5/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277490  14  6/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277569  14  7/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277624  14  8/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277677  14  9/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277760  14 10/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277815  14 11/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277859  14 12/16
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277915  14  1/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 277958  14  2/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278017  14  3/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278076  14  4/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278123  14  5/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278189  14  6/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278259  14  6/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278326  14  8/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278404  14  9/17
Ainsworth Park Supplies INLAND EMPIRE BUILDERSCL 278470  14 10/17

Object Total: 1,079.74
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310 COMMUNICATION AND TRANSPORTATION

30.601673       Estimate on Sod for Ains SANDERS COUNTY LEDGERCL 278191   6  6/17
Object Total: 30.60

350 PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

325.002017-28    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278292   1  7/17
1,143.862017-32    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278341   1  8/17

731.252017-45    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278416   1  9/17
56.252017-53    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278483   1 10/17

131.252017-54    CDBG Grant Writing Rural Economic Designs, LLCL 278483   2 10/17
Object Total: 2,387.61

360 REPAIR & MAINTENANCE SERVICES

2,416.00R&M ServicesJV 278544   3 13/15
Object Total: 2,416.00

390 OTHER PURCHASED SERVICES

6,758.8013/444     Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESCL 277182   1  1/16
6,758.80R&M servicesJV 278553   3 13/16
6,758.80Object Total: 6,758.80

930 IMPROVEMENTS OTHER THAN BUILDINGS

2,416.00695751     Split Cedar Fence Ainswo Jon SonjuCL 276756   1  6/15
2,416.00Capital Outlay BuildingsJV 278544   4 13/15

160.00695753     Split Cedar Fence Ainswo Jon SonjuCL 276802   1  7/15
13,965.0010824      Ainsworth Field Park Spr Kohler's Sprinklers and BaCL 276841   1  8/15

400.00695757     Split Cedar Fence Ainswo Jon SonjuCL 276904   1  9/15
2,413.02Ainsworth Fund Transfer CashJV 278431   4  3/16

6,758.80Capital Outlay BuildingsJV 278553   4 13/16
3,000.00Ainsworth Park PARDEE EXCAVATINGCL 277778   1 10/16
1,435.0013/558     Ainsworth Field TAYLOR SERVICESCL 277785   1 10/16

750.00170725.10  Ainsworth Park Professio WGM GroupCL 278498   1 10/17
4,829.02Object Total: 28,884.80

Account Total: 41,557.55 11,587.82
  

178,259.56     178,259.56Fund Total:

178,259.56     178,259.56Grand Total:

















































 
 
 

F – ALTERNATIVE COST ESTIMATES AND 
SUPPORTING DATA 

EXISTING CONTRACTOR/VENDOR QUOTES AND ESTIMATES 
ALTERNATIVE A-3 COST ESTIMATE 
ALTERNATIVE A-4 COST ESTIMATE 

 
  



21 Riverfront Drive, Trout Creek, MT 59874                          406-827-4341                 ferrelldoug@gmail.com 

          MOUNTAIN HOMES DESIGN/BUILD 
 

 

PROPOSAL FOR AINSWORTH BATH & SHELTER STRUCTURES   

9/6/2017 

As shown on drawings titled “Ainsworth Bathrooms & Picnic Shelter” and dated today - 9/6/2017 

 

BATHROOM 1    $40,000 

BATHROOM 2    $44,000 

Exterior walls to be decorative concrete block, coated inside and out with waterproof and scrubbable 

finish. Sinks and commodes to be commercial grade wall hung stainless units. Sinks to be Regency 

17x15 or equivalent. Doors to be commercial grade insulated steel units with durable paint finish. Door 

hardware to be commercial grade Indicator Lever Lock 26D Satin Chrome C3FS or equivalent on the 

two bathroom doors.  

Floor to be poured concrete, including apron in front as shown. Utility room to contain water supply 

entry with shutoff valve. also  electric demand type water heater Bosch Tronic 3000 T4 or equivalent. 

Includes stop and waste type underground water shutoff valve. Roof framing to be conventional wood 

trusses with applied plank truss on front gable as shown. 

This design would require draining water system for weather below about 25 degrees. An optional 

upgrade to allow water service all winter would cost $4500 and include the following:   

*Insulate walls with R-10 XPS foam panels applied to exterior & insulate ceiling with R-30 fiberglas 

*Apply Hardie siding panels to exterior and paint 

*Install radiant elec heat in ceiling 

*Install self closing door hardware 

 

PICNIC SHELTER    $38,000 

 

8X8 columns support 6x12 beams. All wood except roof boards to be rough sawn and stained, 

including roof trusses and curved braces as shown. Roof boards to be 2x8 pine T&G, unfinished. 

 Slab floor is colored and imprinted as shown. No water or electrical service. 

 





ESTIMATES FOR PAVING AT AINSWORTH PARK 

The cost of asphalt on the current 4th Avenue water project is $18.00 per square yard for a 2” 
mat with some prep work. If you use that number then the paving for the Ainsworth project 
looks like this:  

 Trail approximately 760 square yards @$18.00 = $13,650.00 

 Parking area in northeast corner approximately 2217 square yards @$18.00=$39,900.00 

 Parking area along east edge of the park approximately 920 square yards 
@$18.00=$16,560.00 

  



September 28, 2017 

 

Projected lighting cost for Ainsworth Field Park 

 

 

 

 

Labor and materials:                                                    $ 35,000.00 

   Conduit, 4- 25’ poles, 6 pathway lights 
   2 flag illuminating lights 
 
Trenching and dirtwork                                                $ 14,000.00 
 
Concrete bases                                                               $   2,500.00 
 

    TOTAL PROJECTED COST                                    $ 51,500.00 

 

 

Prepared by James Colin, licensed Montana electrician 

 



Thoson Falls parks department
Ainsworth Park

Estimate # 455
Estimate Date September 6, 2016

Estimate Total (USD) $63,700.00

Total (USD) $63,700.00

This estimate was sent using

Item Description Unit Cost Quantity Line Total

Area prep.
Spreading and grading approximately 400 yards of top soil in
preparation for sod.

5,100.00 1 5,100.00

Top soil.

400 yards. Includes delivery and spreading material as needed.

Note. This is a rough estimate as I know this item may come
partly from the city's dirt stock. As well, the price could come
down if there was a connection with someone local who could
donate or give a reduced price on delivery.

12,000.00 1 12,000.00

Sod.
91,200 square feet. Price includes sod, delivery and all
installation labor

35,250.00 1 35,250.00

Trees and shrubs.
Includes all trees (11) and grasses/shrubs (16) listed and all
prep and installation labor

6,900.00 1 6,900.00

Sprinklers.

Running drip line to all new trees and grasses/shrubs. = $1350

Raising all heads in current system to be at proper height for top
soil/sod = $1900

Adding 10-12 heads to sprinkler system to cover areas that will
have sod and are not currently covered with irrigation = $1200

4,450.00 1 4,450.00

Summit Sprinkler and Landscape
P.O. Box 241
Missoula MT 59806
United States



Ainsworth Landscaping, Project information

Page 2 of 3

Plant & Tree requirements

Trees: number size

Mancana Ash 2 2 1/2" B&B

Autumn Blaze Maple 1 2" B&B

Toba Hawthorn 2 3" B&B

Maple Crimson King 2 2" B&B

Honey Locust Shademaster 2 2" B&B

Siberian Larch 1 10" pot

Scotch Pine 1 10 Ft B&B

small shrubs/ grasses

Canada Red Cherry-clump form 3 14"to16" B&B

Barberry Roseglow 5 2 Gallon

Grasses- Karl Forester 5 2 Gallon

Service Berry- Autumn Brilliance 3 8 ft B&B

Plants need to be warranted for at least one year.  Prefer locally grown.

Plant placement may vary from Schematic.



Project Name:  Ainsworth Field Park

Project No.:  170725

Prepared By:  MJB/SAR

Approved By:

Date:  November 10, 2017

Description:

PHASE ONE: PARK OPEN SPACE AND TRAIL

Item Number Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Notes

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, Insurance, Permits 1 LS  $ 10,000.00  $       10,000 

2 Site Preparation (clear and grub, earthwork, strip existing sod 
and shallow scarify surface)

1 LS  $  5,000.00  $        5,000 

3 Drill Seeding 91,200 SF  $           0.15  $       13,680 
4 Topsoil and Soil Amendments 1 LS  $ 38,670.00  $       38,670 
5 3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 4" depth for trails) 83 CY  $        36.00  $         2,988 Based on a 6,764 s.f. area at compacted 4" depth.
13 Specialized Irrigation for Park Area 1 LS  $  4,450.00  $        4,450 Estimate from Summit Sprinkler and Landscape on 9-6-16

14 Overall Park Lighting 1 LS  $ 51,500.00  $       51,500 Estimate from James Conlin, Electrician on 9-28-17

15 Kiosk and Signage 1 LS  $   1,000.00  $         1,000 

16 Trees and Shrubs Landscaping 1 LS  $  6,900.00  $        6,900 From Summit Sprinkler and Landscape Estimate on 9-6-16 for 11 trees and 16 shrubs, includes labor.

17 Fencing 1 LS  $   1,000.00  $         1,000 

18 Boulders 1 LS  $     800.00  $           800 5 ft. diameter boulders along southern boundary

135,988$     

15% 20,398$       

156,386$   

8% 12,510.90$   

12% 18,766.34$   

5% 7,819.31$      Assumed City Parks and Public Works Department will provide some oversight

5,000.00$   

200,483$  Spring 2018

SUBTOTAL

Construction Contingency

 TOTAL

Estimated Professional Services - Administration

Estimated Professional Services - Design

This alternative would use a phased approach to construct the desired amenities of a landscaped park area with a 

trail, a pavilion, a parking lot, and an amphitheater.  By phasing the construction, the City may be able to complete 

the park incrementally. It is anticipated that phasing the process would cost more overall, but portions could be 

developed with existing available funds.

Opinion of Probable Costs

Alternative A‐3: Phased Construction of Ainsworth Field Park

Estimated Professional Services - Construction

Legal and Financial

PROJECT TOTAL

Alternative A-3
NPW Calcs (Cost estimate)



PHASE TWO: SOUTH HALF OF PARKING LOT AND PAVILION

Item Number Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Notes

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, Insurance, Permits 1 LS  $ 10,000.00  $       10,000 

2 Site Preparation (clear and grub, earthwork) 1 LS  $  5,000.00  $        5,000 
Based on a 1 acre disturbed area (does not include amphitheater or interior lawn area included in the 
topsoil estimate)

3 3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 6" depth beneath concrete 
pad/pavilion and as subbase for parking lot)

271 CY  $        36.00  $         9,767 Based on a 14,650 s.f. area at 6" compacted depth.

4 3/8" Crushed Gravel (assume 2" deep overlay in parking lot for 
ADA)

68 CY  $       40.00  $         2,703 Based on a 10,949 s.f. area at 2" depth.

5 3/4" HDPE Water Line Connection for Pavilion 50 LF  $        20.00  $         1,000 3/4" service connection to 2" main in Lincoln Street is existing, no meter assumed.

6 4" SDR 35 PVC Sewer Service Line to Pavilion Restrooms 100 LF  $        25.00  $        2,500 

7 4" Sewer Service Connection at Main 1 EA  $   1,200.00  $         1,200 Includes connection at main and asphalt patch

8 Concrete Wheel Stops (within designated stalls in parking lot) 20 EA  $        90.00  $         1,800 

9
Pavilion (Estimate from Mountain Homes Design/Build on 9-6-
17) 1 LS  $82,000.00  $      82,000 

Estimate from Mountain Homes Design/Build on 9-6-17 (includes shower and concrete foundation and 
patio)

115,970$       

15% 17,396$        

133,366$       

8% 10,669.25$   
12% 16,003.88$  
5% 6,668.28$    Assumed City Parks and Public Works Department will provide some oversight

5,000.00$   

171,707$    Spring 2021

PHASE THREE:  NORTH HALF OF PARKING LOT AND AMPHITHEATER

Item Number Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Notes

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, Insurance, Permits 1 LS  $ 10,000.00  $       10,000 

2 Site Preparation (clear and grub, earthwork) 1 LS  $  5,000.00  $        5,000 
Based on a 1 acre disturbed area (does not include amphitheater or interior lawn area included in the 
topsoil estimate)

6 3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 6" depth beneath concrete 
pad/pavilion and as subbase for parking lot)

334 CY  $        36.00  $        12,013 Based on a 18,019 s.f. area at 6" compacted depth.

7 3/8" Crushed Gravel (assume 2" deep overlay in parking lot for 
ADA)

111 CY  $       40.00  $         4,457 Based on a 18,019 s.f. area at 2" depth.

9 Concrete Wheel Stops (within designated stalls in parking lot) 10 EA  $        90.00  $           900 

19 Amphitheater (Estimate from WGM Group on 8-24-17) 1 LS  $69,050.00  $      69,050 Estimate from WGM Group on 8-24-17
101,419$        

15% 15,213$         

116,632$       

8% 9,330.57$    
12% 13,995.85$   
5% 5,831.60$     Assumed City Parks and Public Works Department will provide some oversight

5,000.00$   

150,790$   
PROJECT TOTAL (ALL PHASES) 522,980$  Spring 2024

Estimated Professional Services - Construction

PROJECT TOTAL

SUBTOTAL

Legal and Financial

Legal and Financial

 TOTAL

Construction Contingency

PROJECT TOTAL

SUBTOTAL

Construction Contingency

Estimated Professional Services - Administration
Estimated Professional Services - Design

 TOTAL

Estimated Professional Services - Construction

Estimated Professional Services - Administration
Estimated Professional Services - Design

Alternative A-3
NPW Calcs (Cost estimate)



Operation and Maintenance Procedures/Costs
Description Freq. Quantity Unit Unit Cost

(years) Total Cost

1 Weekly Landscaping Maintenance 1 144 HR 20.00$             2,880$                                                                                                                                                                                

2 Repair Labor (Gravel Paths and Parking) 1 5 HR 20.00$             100$                                                                                                                                                                                   

3 Material Cost (Gravel) 1 25 CY 36.00$             900$                                                                                                                                                                                   

Total Annual O&M Costs = 3,880$                                                                                                                                                                                

O & M 
Ainsworth Field Park ‐ Alternative A‐3

Alternative A-3
NPW Calcs (Cost estimate)



Project Name:  Ainsworth Field Park

Project No.:  170725

Prepared By:  MJB/SAR

Approved By:

Date:  November 10, 2017

Description:

Item Number Description Quantity Unit Unit Price Total Notes

1 Mobilization, Demobilization, Insurance, Permits 1 LS  $ 15,000.00  $       15,000 

2
Site Preparation (clear and grub, earthwork, strip existing sod 
and shallow scarify surface) 1 LS  $ 10,000.00  $       10,000 Based on a 1 acre disturbed area (does not include amphitheater or interior lawn area included in the topsoil estimate)

3 Drill Seeding 91,200 SF  $            0.15  $        13,680 
4 Topsoil and Soil Amendments 1 LS  $ 38,670.00  $       38,670 
5 3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 4" depth for trails) 83 CY  $        36.00  $         2,988 Based on a 6,764 s.f. area at compacted 4" depth.

6
3/4" Crushed Gravel (assume a 6" depth beneath concrete 
pad/pavilion and as subbase for parking lot) 605 CY  $        36.00  $        21,780 Based on a 32,669 s.f. area at 6" compacted depth.

7
3/8" Crushed Gravel (assume 2" deep overlay in parking lot 
for ADA) 179 CY  $        40.00  $          7,160 Based on a 28,968 s.f. area at 2" depth.

9 Concrete Wheel Stops (within designated stalls in parking lot) 30 EA  $        90.00  $         2,700 

10 3/4" HDPE Water Line Connection for Pavilion 50 LF  $        20.00  $         1,000 3/4" service connection to 2" main in Lincoln Street is existing, no meter assumed.

11 4" SDR 35 PVC Sewer Service Line to Pavilion Restrooms 100 LF  $        25.00  $         2,500 

12 4" Sewer Service Connection at Main 1 EA  $   1,200.00  $          1,200 Includes connection at main and asphalt patch

13 Specialized Irrigation for Park Area 1 LS  $   4,450.00  $         4,450 Estimate from Summit Sprinkler and Landscape on 9-6-16

14 Overall Park Lighting 1 LS  $ 51,500.00  $        51,500 Estimate from James Conlin, Electrician on 9-28-17

15 Kiosk and Signage 1 LS  $   1,000.00  $         1,000 

16 Trees and Shrubs Landscaping 1 LS  $  6,900.00  $         6,900 From Summit Sprinkler and Landscape Estimate on 9-6-16 for 11 trees and 16 shrubs, includes labor.

17 Fencing 1 LS  $   1,000.00  $         1,000 

18 Boulders 1 LS  $     800.00  $            800 5 ft. diameter boulders along southern boundary

19 Amphitheater (Estimate from WGM Group on 8-24-17) 1 LS  $69,050.00  $       69,050 Estimate from WGM Group on 8-24-17

20
Pavilion (Estimate from Mountain Homes Design/Build on 9-6-
17) 1 LS  $82,000.00  $      82,000 Estimate from Mountain Homes Design/Build on 9-6-17 (includes shower and concrete foundation and patio)

333,378$      

15% 50,007$      

383,384$      

8% 30,670.74$ 
12% 46,006.11$   
5% 19,169.21$     Assumed City Parks and Public Works Department will provide some oversight

5,000.00$   

484,230$  

This alternative would construct a park including an amphitheater, a pavilion with restrooms, a parking lot, and 

a path system. Additionally, this would include lighting, landscaping, and irrigation throughout the park.  This 

park would serve the City of Thompson falls as a central gathering location for community events.

Opinion of Probable Costs

Alternative A‐4: Fully Construct Ainsworth Field Park

PROJECT TOTAL

Estimated Professional Services - Construction
Legal and Financial

SUBTOTAL

Construction Contingency

 TOTAL

Estimated Professional Services - Administration
Estimated Professional Services - Design

Alternative A-4
NPW Calcs (Cost estimate)



Operation and Maintenance Procedures/Costs
Description Freq. Quantity Unit Unit Cost Total Cost

(years)
1 Weekly Landscaping Maintenance 1 144 HR 20.00$             2,880$                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

2 Repair Labor (Gravel Paths and Parking) 1 5 HR 20.00$             100$                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

3 Material Cost (Gravel) 1 25 CY 36.00$             900$                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

Total Annual O&M Costs = 3,880$                                                                                                                                                                                                                 

O & M 
Ainsworth Park Alternative A‐4

Alternative A-4
NPW Calcs (Cost estimate)



PRESENT WORTH ANALYSIS

Project: Ainsworth Field Park
Project No.: 170725
Prepared By: MJB/SAR

Approved By:
Date: November 10, 2017

Revised:

Description:

Interest & Inflation Rates
Nominal Interest Rate (g) = 6%

Inflation Rate (h) = 3%

Real Interest Rate (r) = 3%

Present Worth Analysis

Year Alternative A‐3 Alternative A‐4

0 200,483$                                484,230$                 

1 3,880                                       3,880                        

2 3,880                                       3,880                        

3 175,587                                   3,880                        

4 3,880                                       3,880                        

5 3,880                                       3,880                        

6 154,670                                   3,880                        

7 3,880                                       3,880                        

8 3,880                                       3,880                        

9 3,880                                       3,880                        

10 3,880                                       3,880                        

11 3,880                                       3,880                        

12 3,880                                       3,880                        

13 3,880                                       3,880                        

14 3,880                                       3,880                        

15 3,880                                       3,880                        

16 3,880                                       3,880                        

17 3,880                                       3,880                        

18 3,880                                       3,880                        

19 3,880                                       3,880                        

20 3,880                                       3,880                        

543,142$                                542,424$                 NPW =

This spreadsheet calculates the Net Present Worth (NPW) of the capital costs of new infrastructure 

for each alternative. The period of interest is 20 years. Sunk costs are shown positive, salvage is 

shown as negative.
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APPENDIX G – PUBLIC MEETING 
DOCUMENTS 

POWERPOINT PRESENTATION FROM JULY 2017 
ADVERTISED NOTICE 

MEETING MINUTES 
ADVERTISED NOTICE FOR PER REVIEW 

 



PUBLIC HEARING NOTICE 

CITY OF THOMPSON FALL 
 

DATE:  JULY 6TH, 2017, 6 PM 
 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS 
108 FULTON STREET 
THOMPSON FALLS, MT  
 
 
 
AINSWORTH FIELD COMMUNITY PARK - DO WE CONTINUE COMPLETION OF ALL 
PARK GOALS?  
 
In cooperation with the City of Thompson Falls, Montana, the Thompson Falls Main Street 
group (TFMS) will hold a public hearing on July 6th, 2017 at City Hall (108 Fulton Street) at 
6:00pm in the Council Chambers; ADA accessible.  The hearing will be conducted by the City’s 
Technical Assistant Consultant, Tracy McIntyre of Rural Economic Designs, LLC.  
 
The purpose of this hearing is to gather public comments regarding a proposed application to the 
Montana Dept. of Commerce's Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program for the 
Ainsworth Field Community Park.   This project is specifically set to complete the complete park 
with sodded field, restrooms with picnic shelter and showers for bicycle tours, plus a natural 
amphitheater. 
 
TFMS is hosting this public hearing to review the purpose and proposed goals of the project, the 
project activities, the proposed budget and City’s efforts to obtain funding including an 
application to the CDBG program, and the potential impacts to all City residents.   
 
All interested persons will be given the opportunity to ask questions and to express their opinions 
regarding this proposed project.   The City is specifically requesting that 
landowners/homeowners within the Thompson Falls area participate in either this meeting or by 
providing written comments to the  
  
 Thompson Falls Main Street, Inc. 
             PO Box 333 
             Thompson Falls, MT 59873 
 
Comments may be given orally at the hearing or submitted in writing prior to July 10th, 2017 
where the Council will make their final decision to apply for the CDBG funds at their Council 
meeting at July 10th7:00pm.  
 
Copies of the presentation from the public hearing will be made available via the City’s website 
at www.cityofthompsonfalls.com directly after the meeting thru the Council meeting date. 
 



Ainsworth Field 
Community Park

Montana CDBG- Public Hearing

City of Thompson Falls, Montana

July 6th, 2017

6:00pm

City Hall



Goal of Ainsworth Field Community  
Park Project

Thompson Falls Downtown Plan identified the Ainsworth Community 
Park as the key infrastructure project for Main Street.  The Overall 
goal of the project is to create an attractive, healthful, and vibrant 
core to our Main Street for all of our residents and visitors.  It will 
give a positive place to come together for recreation and 
community building.  It will provide a venue for events and tourism.  
We are aiming to fulfill these goals in the following ways: 

 Attractive area to gather for private and public events (car shows, bicycle 
tours, farmers markets, etc) with a natural amphitheater for cultural 
experiences and tourist attractions

 Practice/Play area for sports 

 Play area for youth

 Parking

 Perimeter Trail that is ADA accessible and that connects to Highway 200 
Trail and Power Park Riverfront Trail 

 Base area of Veterans Memorial

 Picnic Shelter with Restrooms, history boards, wayfinding, picnic tables 
and patio

 Bicyclists’ amenities (showers, outside basin and cooking surfaces)

 Connectivity to trail systems and downtown/residential/river access



The Concept: 



Site and Trail 

Install Install A Veterans Memorial

Plant Plant trees, landscape trail perimeter

Pave Gravel, compact and pave parking area and 
perimeter trail

Define Gravel and define parking areas, trail, and park 
uses

Modify Lay sod and modify current irrigation system



Picnic Shelter Area 
 Build a bathroom and picnic shelter

 Incorporate historic information/displays and wayfinding 
signage

 Shower  and basin areas for bicycle tours

 Cooking area



Amphitheater 
 Build a natural amphitheater in Northwest Corner of the Park

 Hillside will be formed into steps and provide 
audience seating for outdoor shows such as 
Shakespeare in the Park, local theater and outdoor 
movie nights, concerts, etc. 



Projected Costs For Project: 
Site and Trail: $165,540

Picnic Shelter: $90,000 for Shelter with $15,000 Architecture

Kiosk and Signage: $16,000 

Amphitheater:  Budget in process (est. $50,000 with $20,000 engineering)

Will add a 15% contingency and 8 to 9% for administration

The Thompson Falls Mainstreet, through the generosity of the community 
has raised 53.5% of site and trail component ($89,130) to date. 

Impacts to the Community: This is a WIN-WIN
Local fundraising efforts are in play but there is no expectation of any 
bonds or taxes being raised for this project.  



Applying for the Montana Community 
Development Block Grant (CDBG)

 Montana's CDBG Public and Community Facilities grants help local 
governments fund construction or rehabilitation of infrastructure and 
facilities that primarily benefit low- to moderate-income (LMI) 
Montanans, i.e. individuals earning less than 80% of the area median 
income.

 Eligible applicants are limited to counties, incorporated cities and 
towns, and consolidated city-county governments except Billings, Great 
Falls, and Missoula.

 Applicants may elect to partner with another local government or other 
entity to prepare an application, complete the project, and document 
compliance with CDBG requirements.

 Depending on the applicant’s capacity, staff experience, and available 
resources, applicants may choose to actively complete every task or 
limit its involvement to tasks such as approving expenditures and 
signing certain documents. In any case, applicants should work closely 
with partner organizations and ensure work done on its behalf is 
accurate and complete.

 Community engagement and planning through Needs Assessment Process 
(completed by the Sanders County Community Development Corp in 
January 2017) and other comprehensive community planning.  



CDBG 2017 Community and 
Public Facility

http://comdev.mt.gov/Progra
ms/CDBG/Facilities/Overview

 Grant Amount: Up to 
$450,000

 25% Match required (with 
option of waiver)

 Applications Opens on July 
14, 2017, will be received 
on an open cycle until 
November 3, 2017 or until 
exhausted.



How is CDBG Scored: 
Maximum Possible Points

Ranking Criterion # 1 175 Points

(Community Planning)

Ranking Criterion # 2 175 Points

(Need for Project)

Ranking Criterion # 3 150 Points

(Project Concept and Technical Design)

Ranking Criterion # 4 100 Points

(Community Efforts and Citizen Participation)

Ranking Criterion # 5 200 Points

(Need for Financial Assistance)

Ranking Criterion # 6 150 Points

(Benefit to Low and Moderate Income Persons)

Ranking Criterion # 7 175 Points

(Implementation and Management)

TOTAL MAXIMUM POSSIBLE POINTS 1,125 Points



CDBG-PF and Ainsworth Park

City of Thompson Falls is considering applying in 
July/August 2017

 Asking for $450,000 grant

 Matching with funds already raised and asking for a 
waiver so we can use the full $450,000 grant. 



















































PUBLIC COMMENT NOTICE 
CITY OF THOMPSON FALLS‐ AINSWORTH FIELD PARK PER REVIEW 
 
PUBLISHED DATE: Thursday, November 16, 2017 
COMMENT PERIOD: November 16‐November 30, 2017 

 

In cooperation with the City of Thompson Falls, Montana, a preliminary engineering report has been 
prepared for the Ainsworth Field Park Project in support of a CDBG grant funding application. A hard 
copy of the report is available for review at City Hall in the City Clerk’s office located at 108 Fulton 
Street, Thompson Falls, Montana, and an electronic copy of the report is available through the Sanders 
County Community Development Corporation’s website at sanderscounty.org/main‐street‐montana‐
thompson‐falls/ Written comments from the public regarding this project can be submitted to the City 
Clerk at PO Box 99, Thompson Falls, MT 59873 for inclusion in an addendum to the report. The two‐
week open comment period will conclude on Thursday, November 30, 2017 at 5pm. Written comments 
received during this public comment period will be submitted to CDBG.  
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