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Purpose and Scope 

The Fish Creek Trails Collaborative (FCC) was formed to provide recommendations to Montana, Fish, Wildlife, & 
Parks (FWP) as it considers a sustainable multi-use trail system for the Fish Creek Complex regarding the 
development, renovation, maintenance, management, usage, and promotion of recreational trails in an 
environmentally responsible manner across county, state, federal, and private lands.  
 
This document compiles recommendations of specific route concepts and broader management 
guidance generated through participation and collaborative dialogue about opportunities and constraints at an 
orientation meeting, field trip, two in person workshops, and using a shared trail inventory dataset provided 
by a mapping contractor, Logan Simpson.   
  
These recommendations are advisory in nature with the intent to inform subsequent public review and 
future FWP analysis, planning, and decision making.  Recommendations were offered by individual FCC 
members and small groups; they were not subjected to voting or prioritization and do not represent consensus 
or final management decisions. The intent is to provide FWP with concrete route concepts and planning 
considerations that reflect the diversity of recreation uses and management perspectives specific to Fish 
Creek.   

Planning Context 

The Fish Creek Complex includes Fish Creek State Park, Fish Creek Wildlife Management Area (WMA), 
Big Pine and Forks Fishing Access Sites (FAS), scattered DNRC parcels, and adjacent USFS lands within the Fish 
Creek drainage. The area supports year-round motorized and non-motorized recreation, including fishing, 
hunting, camping, hiking, biking, horseback riding, and OHV use on designated routes.  
  
The Fish Creek Recreation Strategy (2024) provides the current high-level framework for managing recreation 
and conservation in the Complex. The Strategy emphasizes stewardship of natural and cultural resources, 
maintenance of a rustic development level, alignment of agency regulations where possible, and use of 
environmental review (MEPA) for new development. A key component of the Strategy is the development of a 
proposed Trails Site Plan, which will establish a multi-use trail network for both motorized and non-motorized 
users.   

Collaborative Process 

The FCC included representatives from motorized and nonȤmotorized recreation groups, conservation and 
wildlife organizations, and hunting and equestrian interests. An Advisory Team of DNRC, USFS, local 
representatives, and state representatives provided technical and management context.  

The process included: 

1. Fish Creek Trails Planning Orientation: This initial orientation meeting allowed for introductions and a 
shared meal among FCC members, Advisory Team, FWP staff, and the facilitation team. The main goals 
of the FCC Multi-Use Trail Planning process were presented and introductory packets with relevant 
background and information were provided to the FCC members and Advisory team. Participants also 
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shared why Fish Creek is important to them which created an opportunity for better understanding one 
another prior to the start of the planning process.  

2. Field Trip: On October 18, 2025, members of the FCC, Advisory Team, FWP staff, and University of 
Montana facilitation team participated in a field trip through the Fish Creek watershed. The goal of this 
site visit was to familiarize participants with the current landscape conditions, observe recreation use 
areas firsthand, and better understand the opportunities and challenges for multi-use trail planning. Five 
primary stops were made during the day (see map on pg. 6 for locations): 

Big Pine Fishing Access Site ς Big Pine is one of the main fishing access sites and is a common spot for 
parking and using the pit toilet. The group discussed improvements to maps and signage, as well as the 
potential for enhanced fishing and recreation access. 
 
Whitetail Flats ς This is a primary route open to OHVs and has plans for an informational kiosk. The 
area has multiple dispersed campsites and is easy access for public use. Stakeholders evaluated the 
potential for additional developed campsites and parking areas. The site was also noted as a key 
location for future trailhead development. 

Head of the Octopus ς Originating from Williams Peak Road, this route is currently closed to public 
motorized use. It provides access to a larger network of routes, one of which provides closer views of 
Williams Peak Lookout. Discussion centered on the locked gate and limited parking. Stakeholders 
shared perspectives on balancing access with potential impacts if there was increased use. 
 
Forks Fishing Access Site ς This is another main fishing access site in the southern part of the Fish Creek 
Complex with access from the main road. There are camping opportunities and a picnic area. Some of 
the discussions focused on fishing access, sedimentation issues, the need for consistent signage, and 
waste management. 

Cyr Peak Overlook ς A short spur off Hay Creek leads to Cyr Peak Overlook. It is lightly used and has a 
dispersed campsite along the route.  Stakeholders discussed the potential destination for scenic, non-
motorized trails with panoramic views.  

Throughout the trip, participants discussed how the trail network could accommodate both motorized and 
non-motorized users while protecting habitat integrity. The field visit also emphasized the importance of 
collaboration between user groups, especially regarding trailhead design, signage consistency, and wildlife 
corridors. 

3. Workshop 1: The first workshop took place on October 30, 2025 from 9:00 to 4:00 at the FWP office in 
Missoula. The meeting was led by a facilitator and included the FCC members, Advisory Team, and FWP 
staff. The meeting was open to the public and was also streamed online. Written comments from the 
public could be submitted in-person or online.  
 
The workshop started with the main goal for the FCC to provide recommendations to inform a 
sustainable multi-use trail system for the Fish Creek Complex followed by an overview of the principles 
from the Fish Creek Recreation Strategy. FWP staff then presented some background information on 
wildlife and fisheries within the Fish Creek watershed, including elk, moose, and bull trout. Logan 
Simpson staff then provided an overview and interactive introduction to the inventory they conducted 
for 300 miles of the Fish Creek Watershed as a helpful tool for the FCC to use in developing 
recommendations.  
 
The workshop then transitioned into several interactive discussions and activities. The first activity 
included a visioning exercise where FCC members identified the most important words/phrases they 
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associate with a long-term vision for recreation in the Fish Creek Complex. The facilitator gathered 
ŜǾŜǊȅƻƴŜΩǎ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǘƻ ƎŜƴŜǊŀǘŜ ŀ ǿƻǊŘ ŎƭƻǳŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƪŜȅ ǿƻǊŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǇƘǊŀǎŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘ 
among the group to generate discussion on the important values that should be recognized throughout 
the process going forward.  
 
The second activity had FCC members share their desired conditions and experience for various types of 
recreation by going to different stations with the following topic areas (width of trail/road, surface of 
trail/road, use level, difficulty level, desirable aspects of experience, compatibility with other recreation 
types/uses).  This activity helped FCC members gain an understanding of where there is overlap or 
differences between desired conditions to inform their ideas for recommendations with certain types of 
recreation or in specific locations based on conditions.  
 
The third activity involved FCC members mapping where different recreation types are currently 
occurring based on their experience. The second part of the activity involved FCC members mapping 
where they would like to see different types of recreation occur in the future.  This mapping activity 
helped to spatially see where recreation is occurring now or in the future as FCC members developed 
their ideas for recommendations.  
 
After Workshop 1, the FCC members were given access to a trail inventory dataset from Logan Simpson 
that includes 300 miles of the Fish Creek Complex that was accessible (however not a comprehensive 
inventory of the Complex) and tasked with identifying some recommendations for multi-use trails in the 
Fish Creek Complex that represent the variety of recreational uses and perspectives. 

4. Workshop 2: The second workshop took place on November 6, 2025 from 9:00 to 4:00 at the FWP office 
in Missoula. The meeting was led by a facilitator and included the FCC members, Advisory Team, and 
FWP staff. The meeting was open to the public and was also streamed online. Written comments from 
the public could be submitted in-person or online.  
 
At the start of Workshop 2, the facilitator summarized some of the findings from the first workshop for 
desired recreation conditions indicating that some recreation types had similar conditions and other 
types of recreation needed more specific/unique conditions. The synthesis of the mapping exercise also 
highlighted that some recreation types prefer certain parts of the Fish Creek Complex for current and 
future use, whiles others see opportunities more broadly across the Complex.  
 
The workshop then transitioned to the FCC members presenting a brief overview of their main 
recommendations to the group which included specific routes and types of recreation in addition to 
broader recommendations for the management of the Complex. FCC members then split into small 
groups to further discuss and refine their ideas. The final part of the workshop involved discussion of key 
considerations and questions about the recommendations with both the FCC members and the Advisory 
Team. 
 
Notes from the workshops were synthesized by the facilitator and specific routes were mapped out by 
Logan Simpson. Collaborative members conducted an initial review of the draft recommendations and 
notes/considerations and were given the opportunity to provide revisions/additional comments and the 
revised version of the recommendations, and the respective maps are included in this report. 
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Shared Themes and Constraints 

Across workshops and notes, several themes and constraints were documented: 

¶ The FCC members represent a range of recreational interests and experiences. They share a passion for 
the importance and value of the Fish Creek Complex that balances use and accessibility with 
conservation and protection. These shared values emerged in the visioning activity and were prevalent 
throughout the discussions in workshops and recommendations.  

¶ There are distinct conditions that make a desirable experience for each recreation type. This can include 
variations in vegetation/use levels, width of trails, and desirable challenges (like elevation, built 
features). Additionally, some recreation types prefer loops while others prefer a destination. Lastly, 
having a range of routes is important for attracting beginners as well as advanced experience levels.  

¶ Most of the biking and equestrian uses focused in and around the State Park. There is also an interest in 
recreation use, such as OHV and hunting, in other areas of the Fish Creek Complex. Additionally, there 
may be future opportunities to work with neighboring jurisdictions like DNRC and USFS to coordinate 
routes.  

¶ The importance of the Fish Creek Complex for wildlife connectivity and fisheries was emphasized and the 
need to monitor and better understand if and what the impacts from recreation have on wildlife, 
fisheries, and the landscape.   

¶ Logan Simpson produced a detailed inventory of approximately 300 miles of roads/trails in the Fish 
Creek Complex that provided valuable information for the FCC in this process and for FWP to use in the 
future. It is important to note that the entirety of the Fish Creek Complex has not been inventoried fully. 
During the development of individual recommendations, the Collaborative did not have access to 
information regarding the actual availability of all the roads and trails in the Complex which limited the 
capacity of the FCC to fully address issues related to public access, recreational use, and wildlife 
management. 

¶ Due to time limitations, there were only two workshops for the FCC to address and navigate the 
numerous challenges involved in balancing diverse recreational activities with wildlife and conservation 
ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎΦ ¢Ƙƛǎ ǎƘƻǊǘ ǘƛƳŜŦǊŀƳŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘƭȅ ƘƛƴŘŜǊŜŘ ǘƘŜ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƻ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ 
complexities, and conflicting interests present in the decision-making process. Several FCC members 
strongly felt that additional time was necessary to thoroughly discuss and resolve critical issues and put 
forward a more comprehensive and detailed recreational trail plan to FWP. 

These themes provide context for the recommendations that follow. 

Structure of Recommendations 

The following are the recommendations (or suggestions) of individuals in the Fish Creek Collaborativeτnot 
recommendations brought forward by the entire group as a whole. These recommendations are not reflective 
of group consensus as there was limited time for the collaborative members to discuss specific 
recommendations; thus no voting or prioritizing of recommendations took place. The considerations/notes are 
compiled from the discussions in the two workshops and input from a review from collaborative members. 

The six areas referred to in this document (A,B,C,D,E,F) are not official designations of the Fish Creek Complex 
but were used in the workshops and discussions of recommendations to describe the specific locations (see 
map on pg. 6).  

The recommendations are organized as follows: 
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¶ ModeȤspecific recommendations (biking/eȤbiking, hunting, equestrian, OHV, hiking/non-motorized). 

¶ General recommendations applicable to the Fish Creek Complex as a whole.  

Within each mode, specific mapped routes or route concepts are distinguished from broader management 
guidance notes. 
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ModeȤSpecific Trails Recommendations  

Mountain Biking and EȤBiking 

1. Whitetail FlatsςOctopus NonȤMotorized Network (Area A ς Recommendation 1) 
Develop a nonȤmotorized trail network with a variety of trail types, including purposeȤbuilt singleȤtrack 
for mountain biking, on the northern half of the State Park.  

Design and Considerations: 

¶ A trail network with roughly 20 miles of system trails should allow for multiple user groups to 
recreate with ample space and minimal crowding. Many trails can be shared among 
pedestrians, cyclists and equestrians, especially for climbing routes. Purpose-built bike trail 
development is ideal as directional downhill routes -- these could be nested within the trail 
network. 

¶ A stacked loop trail system design, similar to Blue Mountain and many other recreation areas, 
could be used for a planning model. 

¶ Within the Fish Creek Watershed, the state park land is more conducive to higher visitation 
levels, making it best suited for trail facility development given the existing resources for 
enforcement and management.  

¶ The State Park offers ample space for trail development and as such, there is no real need to 
develop trails within the WMA. 

¶ Developing a comprehensive trail system in close proximity to the interstate and park 
entrance enables better access for trail development work and long-term maintenance. 

¶ Whitetail Flats area, with lower-angle terrain, is the location best suited for development of 
easier, shorter loops, 7-10% grade moving up.  

¶ Climbing routes could integrate some segments of the current road system; however, many 
roads are too steep for standard (non-assist) bikes and would require modification such as 
switchback installation. 

¶ Singletrack on west-facing aspects between the Octopus Head and Williams Peak Lookout 
have some forested stands that would offer shade and hold moisture in soils. 

¶ Anticipated season of peak mountain bike use: May to mid-October. 

¶ Whitetail Flats as main trailhead with separate staging area for horses. 

¶ Need vault toilet and parking at Whitetail Flats trailhead and different parking for trailers. 

¶ Increased use to road from overall increased recreation use (not just mountain biking) will 
cause degradation/require maintenance and increase burden to Mineral County Road Dept. 

¶ Recommend that most trails that are open to bikes allow for Class-1 (pedal assist and watt 
restricted) e-bike travel use. This is to meet changes in recreational demand, equity/inclusion, 
as well as to eliminate untenable enforcement requirements. However, some locations may 
be limited in e-bike or other uses for protecting wildlife populations or other sensitive areas. 

2. EȤBike Routes Using Existing Roads (Area A ς Recommendations 2ς7, 9, 10) 
Design and sign eȤbikeȤoriented routes primarily on existing roads, with the following connections: 

¶ Confluence to Big Pine (Recommendation 2).  

¶ Confluence to Whitetail Flats (Recommendation 3).  

¶ Confluence to Williams Peak Lookout (Recommendation 4).  

¶ Confluence to Head of the Octopus (Recommendation 5).  

¶ NonȤmotorized trail from a convenient dayȤuse area (e.g., Forks, Big Pine, Whitetail Flats, 
Confluence) to Clearwater Crossing. (Recommendation 6).  
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¶ Loop trails from Whitetail Flats to then back to main road to Head of the Octopus and back to the 
main road (Recommendation 7).  

¶ Whitetail Flats looping to Williams Peak, also open to OHV (Recommendation 9).  

¶ Whitetail Flats to Rock Creek. Out and back ride through the forest ending at a viewshed. Primarily 
on an open road. (Recommendation 10).  

 
Design and Considerations: 

¶ Primarily for e-bikers (Class 1 pedal-assist only), but could also be used by mountain bikers, 
hikers. 

¶ Although on or near existing roads, as much as possible trails should be designed and sited to 
protect cyclists from vehicles using the road. "Share the road" signage should be utilized to 
alert drivers and cyclists to share the road with vehicles. 

¶ Design trail for use by cyclists riding mountain bikes or e-bikes. Trails should be designed to 
protect cyclists; trails could be designed as single track or double-track with suitable width for 
cyclists, but too narrow for cars or ATV. 

¶ Avoid WMA. 

¶ Signage needed emphasizing max of 20 mph and "share the road" driving/cycling.  

¶ Smooth, easy trails, maybe being able to pull over and fish. 

¶ Use existing routes, connecting for loops. 

¶ FWP classification: E-bikes are motorized vehicles; cannot legally pass locked gates in state 
park ς explore through MEPA process whether some of these areas past the gate would be 
accessible by e-bikes, but not other motorized transportation. Restrict trails to class 1 ebikes 
(max speed is less than 20mph and the bike does not have a throttle). 

¶ Getting to Octopus and Williams trails requires passing locked gates. 

¶ To change: Would require state-level e-bike reclassification + MEPA process. 

¶ Typically involves trade-offs (unlock one gate, lock another). 

¶ William Peak Lookout is a destination connecting to the surrounding areas, Seasonal 
operation needed. Very difficult road - safety monitoring critical. 

¶ Trails that are shared between e-bikes and OHV should be designed to control speeds to 
assure safety for all users. 

¶ For popular routes like Whitetail Flats to Rock Creek, signage should be adequate to assure 
safety of all users such as άŘǳŀƭ ǳǎŜέ ƻǊ άǎƘŀǊŜ ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘτōƛƪŜǎ ƻƴ ǊƻŀŘέ ǎƛƎƴǎΦ 

3. Dispersed Bike Camping (Area B ς Recommendation 8) 
Create an outȤandȤback eȤbike route along Deer Creek using existing roads, with dispersed bikeȤcamping 
opportunities. 
 

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Ecologically important riparian area for wildlife and fisheries. 

Grouse and Big Game Hunting 

4. Grouse and big game hunting recommendations propose approximately 20ς24 miles of hunting routes, 
grouped into 5ς6 loops or outȤandȤback routes of roughly 4 miles each or a 3-hour walk.  

¶ Area A ς Williams Peak Lookout area (Recommendation 11): (for grouse and big game hunting.)  

¶ Area B ς lowȤelevation riparian areas (Recommendation 12): (for Ruffed Grouse and big game 
hunting along riparian areas.) 
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¶ Area F ς highȤelevation route (Recommendation 13): (for Dusky Grouse and big game hunting 
above 4,000 ft.)  

 
Design and Considerations: 

¶ Minimum of two parking spots at the start and generally on closed logging roads of level or 
gentle grades or near secondary waterways. 

¶ Seasonal interest: September 1- mid October, before the big game rifle hunting season. 

¶ Primarily available for foot hunters, there could be seasonal closures. 

¶ Need to be separated from other users (motorized, anglers, other recreation) that may disrupt 
hunting or compromise public safety. Strategy: Avoid main/popular areas. 

¶ Mid-successional logged or burned areas are often good habitat for grouse hunting.  

¶ William Peak Lookout is a destination connecting to the surrounding areas. Seasonal 
operation needed. A comment made on the need for safety monitoring on road. 

¶ Comment made that riparian areas may have higher conflict zone between recreationists.  

Equestrian 

5. Whitetail FlatsςRock Creek Equestrian Loop (Area A ς Recommendations 14) 
Convert existing roads into a 5ς6 mile equestrian trail loop starting at Whitetail Flats and extending into 
the Rock Creek area.  

6. Equestrian Camp Concept (Area A ς Recommendation 15) 
Explore the possibility of an equestrian camp with trail access to viewing spots in Area A.  

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Not interested in roads. 

¶ Need a place to bring horse trailer, mount up, get water that is separated from other users. 

¶ Connecting trails for a loop. 

¶ Do not want super steep terrain, but want elevation changes and scenic views. 

¶ Prefer bi-directional so horses can see others coming. 

¶ Limit speed on trails especially around curves. 

¶ Would support seasonal closure. 

¶ Limit to 10 horses at a time, not an appropriate area for larger groups of people. 

¶ Whitetail Flats as main trailhead with bathrooms and need separate pull-through parking for 
trailers and mountain blocks. 

¶ Bathrooms facilities require MEPA review. 

¶ Increased use to road will cause degradation/require maintenance. 

¶ A multi-use road to Williams Pass Road would not require a lot of funding or development and 
would be a good spot. 

¶ Need to determine if equestrian camp is desirable from equestrian groups.  

OHV (Motorcycles, ATVs, UTVs, SideȤbyȤSides) 

* In these recommendations: OHV refers to Off Highway Vehicles; including motorcycles, ATV, UTV, side-by-
side. Lǘ ŘƻŜǎƴΩǘ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ пȄп ǘǊǳŎƪǎ ƻǊ ǎƛƳƛƭŀǊ ƭŀǊƎŜǊ ǾŜƘƛŎƭŜǎΦ  

 

7. Develop an OHV motorized trail network using existing roads and new trail connections:  

Area A 
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¶ Whitetail Flats to Head of the Octopus and past Tower-341 (Area A ς Recommendation 16)  

¶ Connectors to USFS Road 22 (Recommendation 17) 

¶ Williams Pass west to USFS Road 7750 (Recommendation 20)  

¶ WhitehorseςWinkler Gulch Loop (Recommendation 21)  

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Whitetail Flats is a central camping and trailhead location. Horse trailers and camping should 
be separated from other users. It is recommended to separate trailheads for motorized and 
non-motorized users as they exit the camping/parking areas. 

¶ The area known as the Octopus, because of the number of trails that come together, is a 
highly desirable area for most user groups. This area also contains sensitive habitat in various 
parts. The Collaborative recommends that FWP evaluate which parts of the Octopus area can 
be safely used by the user groups. The collaborative group would have greatly benefited from 
a collective discussion regarding the term "secure habitat." As it stands, there is a lack of 
clarity of meaning of "secure habitat", including the rules and protections associated with 
such an area. Additionally, there is uncertainty about the precise location of the referenced 
habitat in relation to the Octopus area roads and trail system. 

Area B  

¶ Helean Camp to Thompson Creek (Recommendation 18) 

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Helean Camp already has an approved OHV route up to Cyr. The different route south would 
require additional coordination and approval if it enters DNRC land. managed through DNRC 
and would require additional coordination and approval process. 

¶ There was a concern raised about allowing any additional motorized use in WMA. However, 
there is a need for more information and data to confirm and justify the concern about 
impacts of motorized use.   

Areas D and E 

¶ NemoteςMartel Loop Addition (Recommendation 19) 

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Nemote Creek: Hard for FWP to access for administrative use, but more details on these 
constraints needs to be provided.  

¶ Martel Mountain: Secure wildlife area and concern about potential disturbance from 
recreation use. However, more data and information is needed to determine the current or 
potential impacts.  

8. Explore all possible OHV connection routes to other trail and road systems regardless of land jurisdiction. 
(Areas A-F - Recommendation 22)  

Design and Considerations: 

¶ OHVs can travel the farthest from the few parking areas available in the park. This will help 
disperse OHV concentrations and reduce user conflicts. 

¶ Williams Peak is a desired destination for most users.  Maintain OHV access to the Lookout on 
ǘƘŜ ǊƻŀŘ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪ ǘƻ ǊŜŘǳŎŜ ŎƻƴŦƭƛŎǘǎ ƻƴ άǘǊŀƛƭǎέΦ aƛƴŜǊŀƭ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ƻŦŦŜǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǎŎƘŜŘǳƭŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
dates to open and control traffic access to the tower area viewpoint. 

¶ Easements may be needed to cross DNRC roads/trails.  Consider using OHV group(s) and other 
funding sources (including State funds) to purchase those easements.  Also consider trading 
for other state resources and reduce money expenditure with two different division/agencies, 
etc. 
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9. Provide a network of single-track trails for motorcycles and e-bikes to share. (Areas A-F - 
Recommendation 23)  

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Locate the trails on existing roadbeds in most locations, but allow for the single track 
experience.  Connectors may not be on an existing roadbed. 

¶ Consider roads that were inventoried but are already showing regrowth.  The areas where the 
inventory crew stopped are likely candidates. 

¶ Keep existing bridges and culverts or restore where needed.  Meet good trail design. 

¶ The single tracks can have a seasonal closure, although it will likely occur just due to weather 
and snow. 

¶ Single tracks should be 20-40 miles in length and could have road connections to achieve that.   

¶ Need to spend time on the ground to identify these potential single-track trails.  Consider 
options in Areas A, B, C, D, E and F and utilizing a map (Fish Creek Multiple Use Alternative) 
with suggested routes done by the Fish Creek Coalition group (different from the FCC).  
 

10. General OHV Recommendations: (General OHV Notes Section) 

¶ It is important to note that over 80% of the roads/trails surveyed were behind locked gates and 
the entirety of the Fish Creek Complex has not been inventoried fully. During the development of 
individual recommendations, the Collaborative did not have access to information regarding the 
actual availability of all the roads and trails in the Complex. Without clarity on the status of the 
majority of surveyed roads and trails, the group was limited in its capacity to address issues 
related to public access, recreational use, and wildlife management within the affected areas. 

¶ Proposal: The existing loops and roads remain open year-round; trails can be seasonal to meet 
wildlife needs. 

¶ Consideration for FWP to evaluate any road density issues that may arise by trading non-
destination dead end spurs for connected miles of a given trail system. 

¶ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘ C²t ǿƘŜƴ ǇƻǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ǊƻŀŘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ǘƻ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ ссέ ǊƛŘƛƴƎ ǘǊŀƛƭǎ ǿƛǘƘ 
contours, challenges, and features. If FWP can accomplish this, these trails would qualify for OHV 
permit grants and funding to help with FWP budget impacts and ongoing trail maintenance.   

¶ Creating a destination for OHV users that could allow weeklong camping trips with access to 
hundreds of miles. This would give users the ability to connect into other areas along the I-90 
corridor, and it would support economic benefits. 

¶ The land survey given to the collaboration to plan our recommendations and routes was made up 
of approx. 80% of trail/roads behind locked gates. Recommend FWP evaluate the need for locking 
gates during OHV season and consider opening gates if it becomes an approved OHV route with 
options during summer season. 

¶ Consider closure of non-destination spur roads but leave as many roads open as possible for OHV 
use and access for DNRC and fire management. OHV users travel with tools and saws as part of 
their gear, and they will keep roads open. 

¶ Recommend FWP explore the approx. 575 miles vs. only using the 300 miles contracted survey. 
This can be accomplished using the Fish Creek Multiple Use Alternative that was submitted to FWP 
by the Fish Creek Coalition. The two maps augment each other and provide a more holistic view 
for potential connector routes from FWP properties to other trail systems located on DNRC and 
USFS properties.    
 
Design and Considerations: 

¶ For Area B OHV use that overlays with Deer Creek, it was noted by FWP that this is a priority 
fisheries area and critical mule deer habitat. Further data and information is needed to 
determine the impacts and compatibility of recreation use.  

¶ Some want to avoid wildlife zones; others suggest connected trails and loops help separate 
uses (especially dispersing OHV away from sensitive areas and congested areas with other 
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types of recreation). It is mentioned that OHV use does not draw attention from wildlife as 
much as non-motorized.  Riding through an area has less impact, especially when via a 
through route.  

¶ To be a good partner with other user groups, OHV suggested establishing connector trails 
ŦǊƻƳ !ǊŜŀ . ǘƻ ¦{C{ ǘƻ ƘŜƭǇ ƳƻǾŜ ƴƻƛǎŜ ŀǿŀȅ ŦǊƻƳ ǘƘŜ ƻǘƘŜǊ ǳǎŜǊ ƎǊƻǳǇΩǎ ŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀǎΦ 

¶ Desire for long loops with destinations (long full day rides of 100-200 mile range) to create an 
OHV experiences and destination spot. Trails and routes can be connected to allow for several 
days of activities to enjoy the park and surrounding areas.  OHV users also hike, fish, hunt, etc.  

¶ There was a concern raised about the compatibility of these recreation uses with wildlife in 
WMA due to the origins of why the Fish Creek property was purchased. Further data and 
information is needed to determine the impacts and compatibility of recreation use.            

¶ DNRC Fire Management personnel should be brought into the discussion so that recreation 
can support fire management goals and accessibility. 

¶ Note that the OHV groups want all the current roads to remain open and accessible.  

¶ Could use grants and permitting money for maintenance.   

¶ Need to create trail/route rides instead of just using current roads. OHV users need trails with 
different levels of ability.  The nature of this area leads it to being mostly road networks, but 
where possible, include connectors to make loops, and these can have narrower access with 
challenges. Additionally, to minimize impacts, the OHV community recommends using the 
current roads system, to identify roads that could be turned into OHV trails. OHV riders prefer 
riding on trails vs roads.   

 

11. Develop an OHV education facility. (Recommendation 30) 
The facility would be rustic and can be used by all groups for the purpose of education, training, safety, 
early learning for new riders, kids, families. This recommendation was designed to help with safety, 
education and skill development for all user groups. 

 
Design and Considerations: 

¶ Training area: ~5 acres for beginner/kid OHV training (football field-length trail or dirt practice 
area). This could be an informal dirt loop, or more developed where ATV training with 
instructors could be provided by private groups. 

¶ Whether staffing would be required needs to be considered.  

¶ Safe loading/unloading area with dirt ramp. 

¶ Parking areas need to accommodate a truck and trailer, with the ability to on and off load as 
well as turn around. 

¶ Whitetail Flats can accommodate multiple user types if an area is designated for horse trailers 
and camping.  The other users can co-exist in mixed use. 

¶ Whitetail Flats needs a toilet facility to eliminate existing issues.  It should ideally have a water 
source and picnic shelter as well. 

¶ The State Parks system does not have an OHV area.  This could be a first and designed for 
good management practices. 

¶ A concern was raised on the impacts of the facility on displacing wildlife and how much of the 
public this facility would serve.  

Hiking and NonȤMotorized 

12. Create hiking and equestrian trail from Big Pine FAS to Cyr Peak. (Area A ς Recommendation 24) 
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Design and Considerations: There were no specific comments/suggestions for this 
recommendation. 
 

13. Create non-motorized trail from Whitetail Flats for 5-mile loop. (Area A ς Recommendation 25)  

Design and Considerations: 

¶ An easy and mellow trail with possible interpretive signage.  

¶ Within Whitetail Flats, evaluate alternative staging areas specifically designed for equestrian 
use to improve safety and reduce congestion.  

¶ Consider the broader landscape, including the Demographic Connectivity Area and the 
Hoodoo, Burdette, Petty, and Garden Point Inventoried Roadless Areas. Maintaining habitat 
connectivity was a key objective in acquiring the Fish Creek complex so any proposed routes 
should be evaluated for their potential to fragment secure habitat.  

General Fish Creek Complex Recommendations 

The following recommendations apply broadly across the larger Fish Creek Complex.  

14. Close Dead-End Roads:  
Possible closure of dead-end roads in Area C and Hay Creek Drainage that are not designated motorized 
loops. (Area C - Recommendation 26)  
 

15. Close Spur Roads:  
Physically close all old roads coming off any open motorized/mechanized designated trails. 
(Recommendation 28)  
 

16. Winter Closure:  
Seasonal winter closure of Wildlife Management Area, except for hunters and foot traffic. 
(Recommendation 27) 

Design and Considerations: 

¶ Align with the regular seasonal closures of other WMAs.  However, every WMA has its own 
management plan based on its unique situation.  

¶ Proposed timeframe for seasonal closure is December to May; or possible extension beyond 
these months to closure for motorized use. 

¶ Consider seasonal closures in portions of the state park (would be more difficult to 
implement). 

 
17. Wildlife Connectivity:  

Ensure connectivity from the Ninemile Demographic Connectivity Area to the Burdette Inventoried 
Roadless Area and the Great Burn, and plan management actions accordingly. (Recommendations 29)  

 
18. No Major Change:  

There is no need for major changes and no need to develop new trails/roads. (Recommendation 31) 
 
Considerations: 

¶ This does not include existing roads/trails that could be adapted to various recreation needs.  

¶ Currently no one is excluded from use and no major conflicts. 
 

19. Monitor Recreation Impacts:  
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Monitor impacts from recreational use. (Recommendation 32) 
 

Considerations: 

¶ Identify and mitigate impacts from recreational use. 

¶ Monitor: Human/wildlife conflict, Riparian health, Vegetation condition, Human waste issues, 
Public safety, and User experience. 

¶ Establish capacity limits for: Parking, Camping, Vehicle length, and Group Size. 

¶ If visitation grows, need more staffing/management capacity. 

¶ Concerns about invasive species and need for washing stations. 
 

20. Education and Best Practices:  
Educate users to recreate responsibly and enforce best practices.  (Recommendation 33) 

 
Considerations: 

¶ Collaborate with Glacier Country Tourism  

¶ Interpretive signage 

¶ Education programs 

¶ Cleanups 

¶ Invasive species awareness 

Collaborative Members and Advisory Team 

Fish Creek Trails Collaborative Members:  Members of the collaborative represent diverse 

recreation interests and geographic perspectives pertinent to the Fish Creek area. Collectively, the group brings 
valuable experience in trail usage, stewardship, and a diversity of recreation types. Following a comprehensive 
selection process, the following individuals were appointed to serve on the FCC. 

Paige Boyer, Stevensville 
Ken Brown, Missoula 
Ben Deeble, Missoula 
Jerry Hatcher, Saint Regis 
John Kittelson, Missoula 
Jim Merifield, Missoula 
Hayley Newman, Missoula 
John Stegmaier, Missoula 
Sharon Sweeney, Huson 
Jane Whetzel, Alberton 

Fish Creek Trails Collaborative Advisory Team: The FCC Advisory Panel includes agency staff, government 
representatives, and subject matter experts who serve in an advisory capacity. Panel members provide 
specialized knowledge and guidance to the FCC members. 

Amy Helena and Sierra Farmer, Montana DNRC Representatives 
Christopher Gauger and Laura Johnson, U.S. Forest Service Representatives 
Denley Loge, State Legislature Representative 
Jody Loomis, State Parks and Recreation Board Representative 
Willy Peck, Mineral County Representative 
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Facilitation Team 

Fish Creek Trails Collaborative Facilitator : 

 Jennifer Thomsen 
 Parks, Tourism, and Recreation Management 
 W.A. Franke College of Forestry and Conservation 
 University of Montana 
 

Fish Creek Trails Collaborative Map Facilitator :  

Jim Brewer, Logan Simpson 

Casey Smith, Logan Simpson 

Next Steps and Use of Recommendations 

FWP can use this set of recommendations as a menu of mapped concepts and management ideas for future 
planning, feasibility assessment, and environmental review under the Fish Creek Recreation Strategy. Any 
future action will require additional appropriate public processes, FWP agency review, and interagency 
coordination, before any specific recommendations can be implemented.  
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Appendix of Maps for Specific Routes 
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