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COMMENTS IN SUPPORT 

1. “I need to pile sand bags and clear crawl space with every flood.” 
2. “We live in a high risk zone and the assessment is reasonable.” 
3. “Strategies that mitigate flooding improve safety and increase property values.” 
4. “This is the most necessary improvement that can happen in West Valley.” 
5. “The County needs to raise the McHugh Bridge like other bridges.” 
6. “We need to get the project going.” 
7. “$8.34 a month is reasonable to address flooding problems.” 
8. “We need to prevent continued damage to homes and property.” 
9. “I support flood control.” 
10. “I’m happy to pay new taxes to see flood problems remediated.” 
11. “I support the RID but have questions on the specifics.” 

 

COMMENTS IN PROTEST 

THEME 1 - THERE IS NO PROBLEM 

1. “Flooding only happens once every 20 years.” 

Response:  Major floods have occurred in the proposed district in 1975, 1981, and 2011.  Minor flooding 
can occur on an annual basis.  Disaster mitigation, whether it be for fire, earthquakes, or floods is based 
on the need to protect life and property, regardless of the frequency with which those disasters occur. 

2. “The threat of flooding is not adequate to justify a tax.” 

Response:  Emergency responses and flood damage on multiple occasions within the proposed district 
have led to engineering studies and proposed drainage improvements to mitigate the effects of area 
flooding.  The RID assessment is provided for in Montana law for funding such improvements. 

3. “Damage is caused by high groundwater, which isn’t covered by flood insurance.” 

Response:  Flooding restricts access to properties, damages roads and other public infrastructure, 
affects private homes and property, and exacerbates problems with groundwater.  Flood insurance is a 
separate issue related to the same problems. 

 



THEME 2 – MY PROPERTY SHOULD NOT BE INCLUDED 

12. “My property doesn’t flood.” 

Response:  The proposed Rural Improvement District encompasses an alluvial floodplain that 
experiences widespread flooding of roads and properties.  Four criteria identify benefitting properties of 
the drainage improvements: 1) property fronting on the improvements, 2) properties in mapped 
floodplain or floodway, 3) properties only accessed by roads crossing flooding areas, and 4) properties 
only accessed by roads with drainage improvements. 

13. “My property is not in a flood zone.” 

Response:  Only properties meeting one or more of the four criteria are included in the RID as 
benefitting properties.  If the property is not in a flood zone and is in the RID, it meets one or more of 
the other three criteria. 

14. “Our neighborhood has adequate drainage.” 

Response:  Only properties meeting one or more of the four criteria are included in the RID as 
benefitting properties.  Adequate drainage is a relative term, and roads accessing that neighborhood 
may not have adequate drainage in flood events, which may be why a well-drained neighborhood is 
included.  A review of the maps containing the criteria for the RID can be reviewed to make that 
determination of the basis for including a neighborhood. 

15. “My property is elevated.” 

Response:  Only properties meeting one or more of the four criteria are included in the RID as 
benefitting properties.  Elevating structures and property is an effective means of protection against 
flooding, but emergency services personnel still need to access elevated properties across roads that 
flood. 

16. “Flood mapping only touches a small part of my property.” 

Response:  FEMA flood mapping is a widely recognized basis for identifying flood risk and served as a 
criterion for the RID.  The degree to which a property is affected by flood mapping was not considered 
during creation of the RID.  But the amount of mapped floodplain on a property can be reviewed and 
the RID boundary adjusted during subsequent RID actions (i.e., setting assessments, annual review of 
assessments), provided that is the only basis for the property being included. 

17. “My property is not in the Flood Mitigation Master Plan study area boundary.” 

Response:  The Master Plan study area boundary was an initial estimate of the areas most affected by 
flooding during the 2011 flood event.  Subsequent engineering analysis identified drainage 
improvements that will benefit properties outside the initial study area boundary, and those benefitting 
properties are included in the RID boundary and district. 



18. “My property is included because roads flood during 500-year storm events, but the Plan 
doesn’t address storms of that magnitude.” 

Response:  In order to develop a fiscally and socially viable mitigation plan, engineers identified the 50-
year storm event as an appropriate design standard for drainage improvements.  Initial drainage 
improvements currently under consideration are being designed to mitigate flooding in a 25-year storm 
event, like the most recent flood that occurred in 2011.  Such improvements will be beneficial in 
reducing flooding effects and recovery time during larger storm events, and they can be supplemented 
with more significant drainage improvements in the future. 

THEME 3 – THE TAX IS UNFAIR 

19. “I’m against any increase in taxes.” 

Response:  Taxes for public services and facilities are a fact of life, and increases to reflect increasing 
costs or increasing service levels are also necessary. 

20. “I live on a fixed income.” 

Response:  The financial burden on all property owners within the RID was a consideration for setting 
the RID assessment at $100 per year or less than $9 per month.  This modest assessment will enable the 
County to continue the process of flood mitigation and will open opportunities for seeking other funding 
sources. 

21. “I already pay for flood insurance.” 

Response:  Flood insurance pays for damage caused to private property by flooding.  Flood Mitigation 
District assessments will pay for public improvements designed to reduce the incidence or severity of 
damage caused by flooding. 

22. “Assessments should be different for more risk or higher-valued properties.” 

Response:  State law does provide for differential assessments based on the value of property.  The 
modest level of the proposed assessment at $100 per year however, makes a single rate being applied 
to all properties more equitable and effective.  Assessments based on the degree of flooding risk are not 
provided for in Montana laws on Rural Improvement District assessments. 

23. “The assessments should have a sunset provision.” 

Response:  The estimate of mitigation improvement projects costs are $9.7 million.  The annual 
assessment of $100 per parcel will generate about $170,000 annually.  At that rate, it would take 57 
years to complete all of the improvements.  The assessments will be used for grant matches and small 
projects carried out over the life of the improvements, therefore there is no legitimate basis for 
establishing a sunset provision.  If at any point the need for funding ends, the assessments can be 
eliminated. 



24. “Alternative funding sources should be sought.” 

Response:  Alternative funding through FEMA grants have already been obtained.  Revenues provided 
by the RID will enable the County to apply for more grants. 

25. “All county taxpayers should help pay for improvements.” 

Response:  County taxpayers have contributed nearly $700,000 toward studies and improvements to 
date, not counting staff time that has amounted to multiple hundreds of hours working to improve 
conditions for residents of the proposed district. 

26. “People who contribute to the flooding problem are not included.” 

Response:  Under Montana law, any property assessed under an RID must receive a demonstrated 
benefit from the improvements.  The four criteria of: 1) property fronting on improvements; 2) property 
in floodplains and floodways; 3) property only accessed by roads that flood; and, 4) property only 
accessed by roads with improvements establish a demonstrated benefit and basis for an RID 
assessment. 

27. “People who use the roads are not included.” 

Response:  People who use the roads but can avoid them during flood events are not owners of 
benefitting properties.  People who must use the roads during flood events because flooded roads 
provide their only access are included. 

28. “All properties that drain to Tenmile Creek should be included.” 

Response:  All properties that drain to Tenmile Creek would not receive a demonstrable benefit from 
the drainage improvements. 

29. “City of Helena retention ponds flow to Tenmile Creek, so the City should be included.” 

Response:  Multiple engineering studies have analyzed the sources of floodwaters in the Tenmile Creek 
watershed and the proposed District.  None of those studies have identified City of Helena retention 
ponds as a contributing source of flooding. 

30. “Owners with flooding problems need to take care of it themselves.” 

Response:  Flooding impacts private property and public infrastructure.  Creating an RID to fund needed 
drainage improvements on and for public roads to reduce flood impacts on public infrastructure and 
private properties is a way for property owners in flood-prone areas to take care of themselves and their 
neighbors. 

THEME 4 – THE PLAN IS WRONG 

31. “Clearing the road culverts and stopping activities that fill ditches is the solution.” 



Response:  Clearing the road culverts and stopping interference with ditch function are important 
measures to maintain the drainage system, but they are not adequate alone to mitigate the effects of 
flooding. 

32. “It shouldn’t cost ten million to clear culverts.” 

Response:  The estimated cost of $9.7 million will fund widespread drainage improvements including; 
retention basins, expanded ditches, enlarged culverts and drainage crossings, and engineering studies 
needed to perform those improvements. 

33. “Culverts under the roads are too small and need to be increased.” 

Response:  Enlarging culverts is one of the improvement measures associated with most projects in the 
proposed RID. 

34. “Money should not be spent on studies.” 

Response:  In addition to determining the appropriate size and design of drainage improvements, 
engineering studies are needed to establish that drainage improvements do not cause drainage harm to 
any properties through floodwater diversion.  It would be impossible to complete the Flood Mitigation 
Master Plan without additional studies. 

35. “The current plan will not work.” 

Response:  Qualified engineers have been hired by the County to evaluate flooding problems and design 
improvements to mitigate damage caused by flooding.  Those improvements will not stop all flooding, 
but they will achieve their intended purpose to improve drainage flow through the study area and 
reduce the effects of flooding. 

36. “The current plan is not adequate.” 

Response:  The current plan sets forth a financially viable and sound drainage improvement program 
based on sound engineering.  It is not adequate to stop all flooding, but it is adequate to achieve its 
intended goals of improving drainage and reducing the effects of flooding. 

37. “The current plan doesn’t address the cause, water leaving Tenmile channel.” 

Response:  The current plan evaluates the causes of flooding in the Helena Valley and identifies 
limitations in the flood carrying capacity of Tenmile Creek between Green Meadow Road and McHugh 
Road that results in streambank overtopping and sheet flooding throughout the proposed Rural 
Improvement District.  Multiple engineering reviews have identified limited benefits of clearing the 
stream channel, but have pointed to recurring aggradation of sediment loads making such efforts 
ineffective, as cleared areas fill in again during minor flood events.  In addition, environmental 
regulations have increased significantly since past channel clearing efforts, and getting regulatory 
approvals for clearing and/or dredging will be difficult under those regulations.  Finally, past clearing 
efforts have highlighted concerns for seeking permission from private property owners to access the 



stream channel and for causing sedimentation damage to irrigation infrastructure downstream.  
Enactment of the RID will, however, provide a source of revenues for continuing to evaluate the 
potential for permissible, effective enhancements to the flood carrying capacity of Tenmile Creek 
focused on the road crossings within the RID. 

38. “The Plan does not address drainage choke points that cause flooding.” 

Response:  In additions to constrictions on the Tenmile Creek channel just mentioned, the plan identifies 
numerous constraints (“choke points”) that impede drainage flows throughout the proposed RID.  The 
drainage improvements will focus on eliminating or reducing those constraints to the free flow of water 
through the drainage systems to mitigate flooding effects. 

39. “You need to clear and dredge Tenmile channel.” 

Response:  As previously mentioned, clearing and dredging the Tenmile channel was identified in past 
studies as a means of accomplishing limited, short-term enhancements of the stream’s flood carrying 
capacity. The lack of lasting benefits of such expenditures has not changed, but the difficulty of gaining 
regulatory and landowner permissions to conduct such activity has increased dramatically. 

40. “McHugh Bridge constrains the channel and exacerbates floodwater leaving the channel.” 

Response:  An engineering analysis of the potential for improvements to McHugh Bridge and the other 
road crossings to permanently enhance the flood carrying capacity of Tenmile Creek has been identified 
as a potential use of RID funding.  

41. “Moving the water will cause flooding problems elsewhere.” 

Response:  In addition to properly sizing drainage improvements, one of the functions of engineering 
studies is to determine and document that drainage improvements do not adversely affect other 
properties. 

42. “The Plan will harm the D-2 Ditch.” 

Response:  The Flood Mitigation Master plan identifies nearly $2.5 million in improvements to the D-2 
Ditch that are needed to improve its flow capacity and will be partly funded through the RID.  Ensuring 
that other drainage improvements do no harm to the Ditch is one of the requirements for design and 
funding of those improvements. 

43. “Without the D-2 Ditch approved for use by the property owners, there is no plan.” 

Response:   As with the drainage improvements to the Trap Club retention area, easements and/or 
other permissions will be needed to construct the improvements to increase the flow capacity of the D-2 
Ditch.  Under current conditions, property owners along the D-2 Ditch are at risk of flood damage, and 
improvements to the Ditch will benefit them as well as other property owners in the proposed district.  
The County is optimistic that a cooperative arrangement for D-2 Ditch improvements is achievable. 



44. “The Plan will cause lawsuits.” 

Response:  Like taxes, lawsuits are a fact of life.  Basing the Flood Mitigation Master Plan on good 
science, following all legal requirements, adopting a reasonable and fair assessment, and working 
cooperatively with all stakeholders will hopefully avoid lawsuits and will help the County defend its 
actions in the unfortunate event of litigation. 

45. “Floodwaters could be diverted to the HVID canal and bypass the Valley.” 

Response:  The HVID Canal was designed to convey irrigation water to properties in the irrigation 
district.  It was never designed for conveying flood waters and it is incapable of serving that function. 

THEME 5 – THE COUNTY IS TO BLAME FOR THE FLOODING PROBLEMS 

46. “Development should never have been allowed in flooding areas.” 

Response:  Most of the development that has occurred in the Tenmile and Sevenmile Creek floodplains 
was built prior to modern floodplain management and environmental permitting programs and is 
reflective of other communities throughout the state and nation.  Programs are now in place that take 
floodplain issues into account in all public works projects, subdivisions reviews, and building 
construction. 

47. “The County created the problem by poor planning.” 

Response:  Development of infrastructure within the floodplains was the result of both public and 
private decision-making that failed to take into full account the flood risks when drainage courses were 
altered or filled in to make room for construction of the built environment.  Both sectors now have 
responsibility for dealing with the consequences of those decisions. 

48. “New subdivisions are aggravating the problem.” 

Response:  New subdivisions are subject to regulations that prohibit building that exacerbates flooding 
conditions.  The new County Growth Policy calls for reducing allowable development density within 
floodplain areas to add further protections. 

49. “Newer homes being built in flood-prone areas should have to pay, not us.” 

Response:  All homes within flood-prone areas are part of the problem and should be part of the 
solution. 

50. “I have property in the floodplain and the County won’t let me build on it.” 

Response:  This statement confirms that protections are in place to limit development that puts 
buildings and property improvements at risk of flood damage and/or increases risk to others. 


