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1.0 RESOLUTION TO ACCEPT
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
Resolution to Accept the Determination that Environmental Assessment is Appropriate for the
Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District’s (GCCWSD) Sewer Project

WHEREAS, the GCCWSD has completed an assessment to identify potential environmental impacts to the
Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project;
WHEREAS, the draft Environmental Assessment was made available for public comment and the findings were
presented and reviewed at a public meeting;
WHEREAS, minor public comment was received and responded to;
WHEREAS, The GCCWSD has determined that the Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project will not significantly affect the
quality of the human environment and accordingly the GCCWSD has determined an Environmental Impact
Statement is not necessary;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Board as follows;
That Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District, Montana adopts the final Environmental Assessment for
the Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project.
Passes and approved on this date of May 18, 2022

GALLATIN CANYON SEWER PROJECT
MCEP Environmental Assessment Report

1

2.0 ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
OVERVIEW
The Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District (GCCWSD) is currently preparing a Montana Coal
Endowment Program (MCEP) grant application for $750,000 to be used for construction of Phase 1 of
the proposed Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project. As part of that application, an Environmental Assessment
(EA) is required. The intent of the EA is to provide a high-level review of potential impacts of the project
on the human environment. An MCEP EA consists of the completion of the Environmental Review Form
and the Uniform Application’s Environmental Checklist, a public hearing providing information on the
project and EA, collecting public comment, and a GCCWSD board determination on whether to adopt
the EA.
Public comments were submitted to gallatincanyonwsd@gmail.com. Collection of public comments via
email concluded on May 16, 2022, at 12:00 PM. Public comments were also captured at the EA public
meeting, which was held at the Big Sky County Water and Sewer District (BSCWSD) office and via Zoom
on May 11, 2022, at 5:00 PM.
Background

In 2019, the Gallatin River Task Force and Big Sky Resort Area District (BSRAD) commissioned a
Feasibility Study to evaluate alternatives to provide central collection and treatment in the Canyon Area
to reduce septic related impacts to the Gallatin River. The FS was completed in May 2020 and the
GCCWSD was subsequently formed in December 2020 as the first step in implementing FS
recommendations to construct a central wastewater management system that can support projected
Canyon Area growth while achieving net-nutrient reduction to the Gallatin River. To date, nearly $15
million has been secured and the design advanced as documented in the 2021 Preliminary Engineering
Report (PER).
The project is needed to better manage wastewater from new development and progressively retire
existing septic systems to protect public and environmental health. The project also provides the base
infrastructure to accelerate progress towards several community goals:
•

Protecting the long-term health of the Gallatin River watershed.

•

Construct more workforce housing.
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•

Increase water conservation opportunities.

•

Improve BSCWSD wastewater disposal capacity and redundancy/safety.

•

Reduce the potential for nutrient loading to the impaired West Fork watershed.

Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project – Phase 1

Phase 1 of the Canyon Sewer Project will be able to operate as a complete sewer system serving at least
the projected population of the current GCCWSD area. The exact extent of Phase 1 will be dependent
on the annexation rate into the GCCWSD. It will be designed to be expandable to serve the rest of the
Sewer Service Area described in the PER if the GCCWSD and the community choose to pursue
additional phases. Phase 1 captures the regions of the Sewer Service Area that contribute the greatest
existing nutrient loads and areas that are expected to experience the most growth and greatest potential
for new wastewater loads. This project allows for private capital that would otherwise be used for
individual, lower quality wastewater treatment and disposal systems to be applied towards a muchneeded public system that is treated to a very high effluent quality Class A-1 standard.
During Phase 1, sewer collection main will be constructed along U.S. Highway 191, connecting the
distinct pockets of the current GCCWSD and throughout the corresponding development area.
Wastewater will be conveyed largely by gravity to a new Canyon Area lift station constructed southwest
of the intersection of Lone Mountain Road (U.S. Highway 64) and U.S. Highway 191. The new lift station
would pump wastewater west along U.S. Highway 64 to the existing Big Sky Water Resource
Reclamation Facility (Big Sky WRRF). The Big Sky WRRF is currently undergoing an upgrade and
expansion utilizing Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) technology and will produce a high-quality effluent
compliant with Class A-1 reuse effluent, Montana’s highest designated wastewater effluent quality. The
BSCWSD treatment upgrade is scheduled for completion in 2023.
Treated effluent would be conveyed by gravity back to the Canyon Area for disposal via groundwater
infiltration, along with being available to be utilized as irrigation reuse. The disposal and reuse main will
be extended south through the U.S. Highway 191 corridor to facilitate disposal at several groundwater
recharge locations that would be permitted through the Montana Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) Water Protection Bureau. Facilities will be designed and constructed in accordance with sound
engineering practices and must meet the requirements of Federal, State, and local agencies.
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3.0 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW FORM
As outlined in the MCEP Application Guidelines, an Environmental Review Form is required to be
submitted as part of the application. The Environmental Review Form consists of six questions evaluating
alternatives, mitigation, requirement of an EA or environmental impact statement (EIS), public
involvement, person(s) responsible, and other agencies or groups involved with the EA. The completed
Environmental Review Form for the proposed project is detailed below.
1.

Alternatives: Describe reasonable alternatives to the project.

The Gallatin River Task Force and Big Sky Resort Area District (BSRAD) commissioned the Canyon
Sewer Feasibility Study (FS) completed in 2020. The FS evaluated existing and projected wastewater
and nutrient loads in the Gallatin Canyon Area, evaluated centralized sewer options, and informed the
Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District (GCCWSD) formation and the 2021 Preliminary
Engineering Report (PER).
Several alternatives were evaluated in Sections 4 and 5 of the 2021 PER. Three project alternatives
(summarized in the table below) were deemed viable and evaluated in more detail.

Based on Net Present Value, Technical and Logistical Feasibility, Operations and Maintenance
Complexity, Public Health and Safety, Local Environmental Impacts, Energy and Water Conservation,
and Public Acceptance, Alterative 2 was selected as the best option and has been advanced as the
proposed project.
Disposal method is the project component that has the highest potential to impact local environmental
resources. Through both the FS and PER, groundwater discharge, surface water discharge, evaporation
ponds, snowmaking, and irrigation were evaluated as potentially viable effluent disposal methods.
Groundwater discharge was selected as the recommended disposal method based on several factors

GALLATIN CANYON SEWER PROJECT
MCEP Environmental Assessment Report

4

including DEQ permit feasibility, subsurface nutrient abatement and dilution benefits, existing
infrastructure, land space intensity, operation and maintenance (O&M) and public acceptance.
Several alternatives for the method and location of groundwater disposal are still being evaluated in the
Preliminary Groundwater Discharge Planning Report and plans may be modified through the
groundwater discharge permitting process to maximize environmental and public health benefits.
Groundwater modeling and site-specific sampling are underway and will inform final design. Snowmaking
and irrigation may still be considered as a supplementary disposal option.
The properties to be connected in this Phase 1 project, beyond the current GCCWSD boundaries, have
yet to be determined. This will largely depend on if landowners and homeowners are willing to join the
GCCWSD in time. The proposed project is scalable and can reasonably adapt to the range of anticipated
scales.
2.

Mitigation: Identify any enforceable measures necessary to reduce any impacts to an
insignificant level.

The project is being designed with the goals of net nutrient reduction and net health risk reduction in the
canyon’s aquifer and the Gallatin River. No formal mitigation tasks were identified in the environmental
checklist. The project will be designed to comply with all relevant regulations and permit requirements.
Most of the project is well outside of the 100-year floodplain and wetlands, but some collection lines may
need to be located within these zones in order to serve existing buildings. Permit coordination with
relevant government agencies will be required if floodplain and wetlands cannot be fully avoided.
3.

Is an EA or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) required? Describe whether or not an
EA or EIS is required and explain in detail why or why not.

An EIS should not be required. This EA doesn’t identify any significant negative impacts to the quality of
the human environment.
The project will be reviewed by DEQ and designed to comply with all relevant regulations and permit
requirements. Additional environmental review will be completed as design progresses, especially
through the groundwater discharge permitting process. Potential significant effects of the project appear
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to be mitigated below the level of significance through design, enforceable controls, and/or conditions
imposed by the agency or other government agencies.
4.

Public Involvement: Describe the process followed to involve the public in the proposed
project and its potential environmental impacts. Identify the public meetings -- where and
when -- the project was considered and discussed, and when the applicant approved the
final environmental assessment.

Project Timeline and Public Involvement
The Gallatin River Task Force, BSRAD and BSCWSD were instrumental in initiating and continuing to
advance the project, starting in 2019 through present day. Both the BSCWSD and BSRAD operate
through public meetings and maintain minutes on their websites. The Gallatin River Task Force held
multiple public outreach events during the Canyon Area Feasibility Study development and completion
from fall 2019 to spring 2020. Upon completion of the FS, the Big Sky community voted to approve an
additional 1% resort tax that included $12 million in funding specifically identified to support the Canyon
Sewer Project. In December 2020, the Gallatin County Commission voted to create GCCWSD through
Resolution 2020-152. The Preliminary Engineering Report was completed in July 2021 and used as the
primary supporting document for securing $2.75 million in funding from the Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (DNRC) and Gallatin County. As part of the July 2021 American Rescue
Plan (ARPA) application for this project, letters of support for the proposed project were submitted by
Gallatin County, Madison County, Gallatin Watershed Council, Gallatin Conservation District, Gallatin
River Task Force, as well as several Gallatin Canyon property owners including the Big Sky School
District (#72). Explore Big Sky, a local newspaper, began reporting on the project starting in 2019 and
has generally tracked and communicated project updates at various milestones including FS completion,
GCCWSD formation and funding award announcements.
The GCCWSD began holding regularly scheduled Board meetings starting in July 2021. Approved
minutes are stored on the GCCWSD website (gallatincanyonwsd.com). Recent GCCWSD community
outreach efforts include presentations at the BSRAD CommUNITY Forum (October 26, 2021), the
Gallatin River Task Force hosted Headwaters Alliance Symposium (December 9, 2021), the BSCWSD
Board meeting (February 15, 2022), and the Gallatin-Madison Counties Joint Commission Meeting (April
6, 2022).
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Environmental Assessment (EA)
The Environmental Checklist and agency outreach to State Historical Preservation Office (SHPO) and
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services (FWS) was completed in July 2021 by WGM Group as part of the July
2021 Competitive ARPA application submitted for GCCWSD.
On April 15, 2022, the GCCWSD Board authorized WGM Group to complete the EA, in compliance with
MCEP requirements. The Preliminary EA was posted on the GCCWSD website on April 20, 2022.
Announcement of its availability and the public comment period were also posted at the Big Sky Post
Office, BSCWSD Office, Gallatin River Task Force’s website, and the Explore Big Sky website and
newspaper. Notice was also sent to an email list of community members who had previously asked to be
reminded of upcoming meetings. Hard copies of the Preliminary EA, Feasibility Study, and Preliminary
Engineering Report were made available at the BSCWSD office starting April 25, 2022. Select
documentation of public notice can be found in Appendix A.
A GCCWSD meeting to discuss the Proposed Canyon Sewer Project’s preliminary engineering report
and preliminary EA as well as hear public comment was held May 11, 2022, at 5:00 PM at the BSCWSD
Office and via Zoom (see draft meeting minutes in Appendix B). Public comment from that meeting and
written comment submitted to gallatincanyonwsd@gmail.com prior to 12:00 PM on May 16, 2022, will be
considered and attached to the EA.
A GCCWSD board meeting was held on May 18, 2022, at 10:30 AM via Zoom. The revised EA was
reviewed and the GCCWSD Board voted to accept the EA documentation and findings as well as applying
for the $750,000 MCEP Grant.
5.

Person(s) Responsible for Preparing: Identify the person(s) responsible for preparation of
this checklist.

This EA was prepared by Mace Mangold, PE and Michelle Pond, EI (WGM Group). WGM Group was
authorized to prepare the checklist and facilitate the MCEP EA process at a GCCWSD board meeting
held via Zoom at 9:00 AM on April 15, 2022 (see meeting minutes in Appendix D). They had
previously completed the Uniform Application’s Environmental Checklist as part of the Preliminary
Engineering Report and incorporated environmental impact evaluations in the 2020 feasibility study.
These previous documents substantially informed the EA such that only minor updates were needed.
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6.

Other Agencies: List any state, local, or federal agencies that have over-lapping or
additional jurisdiction or environmental review responsibility for the proposed action and
the permits, licenses, and other authorizations required; and list any agencies or groups
that were contacted or contributed information to this Environmental Assessment (EA).

The DEQ will conduct general design review and approval. A Groundwater Discharge Permit will need to
be obtained from the DEQ. Initial DEQ/GCCWSD coordination has been started and a preliminary
discharge report is in progress. The DEQ, Gallatin Conservation District and U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers approvals will be required for the West Fork River crossing in the event that wetland and/or
stream bed impacts are necessary.
Coordination with MDT will also be needed to secure right of way for the collection and effluent return
systems.
Most of the project is well outside of the 100-year floodplain and wetlands, but some collection lines may
need to be located within these zones in order to serve existing buildings. Permit coordination with DNRC
and/or the Gallatin County Floodplain Administrator will likely be required in the event that earthwork
activities are required within regulated floodplains.
As Required by Uniform Application, comment on the proposed project was solicited by the Department
of Environmental Quality (MT DEQ), Fish Wildlife and Parks (MT FWP), the Department of Natural
Resources and Conservation (MT DNRC), State Historical Preservation Office (MT SHPO), U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Services (FWS), and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE). The Gallatin Local Water
Quality District (GLWQD), Gallatin City-County Health Department (GCCHD), Gallatin Conservation
District, and MDT have also been contacted for comment. Only SHPO and FWS had responded when
the Preliminary Environment Assessment was posted for public review. Since then, MDT has
responded as well. Correspondence received by May 18th can be seen in Appendix C.
Throughout preliminary planning and design and this EA, input from the Gallatin River Task Force,
BSCWSD, BSRAD and the local community has been considered.
Project coordination and review from funders (MT DNRC and Gallatin County) and potential funders (MT
DEQ, MT DNRC, and MT Department of Commerce) is ongoing.
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Authorization and Acceptance of Environmental Assessment
On April 15, 2022, the GCCWSD Board authorized WGM Group to complete the EA, in compliance with
MCEP requirements. The EA does not identify any significant negative impacts to the quality of the human
environment. The Board accepts the EA review process and general finding that an EIS is not warranted.
Potential significant effects of the project appear to be mitigated below the level of significance through
design, enforceable controls, and/or conditions imposed by the agency or other government agencies.

Mace Mangold, PE (WGM Group)
(1) Authorized Representative *

5/18/22
Date

5/19/22
(2) Scott Altman, GCCWSD Board President

Date

* If an authorized representative (1) completes the checklist and this form, a chief elected official (2) must also sign
authorizing acceptance of the review process. Explanation or statement of how/why that representative was
authorized should also be included. (See meeting minutes with authorization for WGM Group to prepare this report
in Appendix D).
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4.0 UNIFORM APPLICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST
The Uniform Application Environmental Checklist was completed in the 2021 PER with minor updates
made in May 2022 (see Appendix E). The checklist serves as a high-level review of relevant planning
factors related to both the physical environment and the human environment, with a general
characterization of project impact or benefits using the following classifications:
•
•
•
•
•

N – No impact Anticipated
B – Potential Benefit
A – Potential Adverse Impact
P – Approvals / Permits
M – Mitigation Action Required

The following tables provide a summary of physical environment and human environment items
included in the Uniform Application Environmental Checklist and assigned classification.
TABLE 1: PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT CHECKLIST ITEMS
Physical Environment
Soil suitability, topography and/or geologic constraints.
Hazardous facilities.
Effects of project on surrounding air quality or any kind of existing air quality on
project.
Groundwater resources and aquifers
Surface water / water quality, quantity and distribution
Floodplains and floodplain management
Wetlands protection
Agricultural lands, production and farmland protection
Vegetation and wildlife species and habitats, including fish.
Unique, endangered or limited environmental resources, including endangered
species.
Unique natural features
Access to, and quality of, recreational and wilderness activities, public lands and
waterways, and public open space.

Classification
N
N
N
B/P
B/P
P
P
N
B
B
N
B
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TABLE 2: HUMAN ENVIRONMENT CHECKLIST ITEMS
Human Environment
Visual quality – coherence, diversity, compatibility of use and scale, aesthetics
Nuisances
Noise – suitable separation between noise sensitive activities and major noise
sources.
Historic properties, cultural, and archeological resources
Changes in demographic characteristics
Environmental justice – Does the project avoid placing lower income households in
areas where environmental degradation has occurred, such as adjacent to
brownfields?
General housing conditions – quality, quantity, affordability
Displacement or relocation of businesses or residents
Public health and safety
Lead based paint and/or asbestos
Local employment and income patterns – quantity and distribution of employment,
economic impact
Local and state tax base and revenues
Educational facilities – schools, colleges, universities
Commercial and industrial facilities – production and activity growth or decline
Social services – Governmental services
Social structures and more
Land use compatibility
Energy resources – consumption and conservation
Solid waste management
Wastewater treatment – sewage system
Storm water – surface drainage
Community water supply
Public safety - Police
Fire protection
Emergency medical services
Parks, playgrounds and open space
Cultural facilities, cultural uniqueness, and diversity
Transportation networks and traffic flow conflicts
Consistency with local ordinances, resolutions, or plans
Is there a regulatory action on private property rights as a result of this project?

Classification
N
N
N
N
B
N
B
N
B
N
B
B
N
N
N
N
B
N
N
B
N
B
N
N
N
N
N
B
B
N
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5.0 UPDATES TO FINAL
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
REPORT
The Draft Preliminary EA was distributed to the public starting April 20, 2022. It consisted of an EA
Overview, the Environmental Review Form, the Uniform Application Environmental Checklist, and the
agency correspondence from SHPO.
Moving from preliminary to final drafts, these sections were compiled into a more cohesive report format
and additional documentation was attached in appendices. The actual substance of sections 2 through
4 has not significantly changed other than the overview project map being updated. The map included in
the preliminary report showed Service Area 4, on the east side of U.S. Highway 191 included in Phase
1. Since annexation rates into the GCCWSD are uncertain, this was excluded to keep the scope of Phase
1 extents more conservatively realistic. The new map reflects this change. Only one new agency
response was received, from MDT. FWS response, previously attached only to the PER, was included in
Appendix C of this EA as well.
No written public comment on the EA was submitted. During the public hearing, several questions about
the project were asked, but there were no formal public comments. Draft meeting minutes from the EA
Public hearing can be seen in Appendix B. A summary of public comment received at the Public Hearing
on May 11, 2022, includes:
•

Steve Johnson, from BSRAD, clarified that phosphorus is also an important nutrient and should
continue to be evaluated.

•

Jon Olsen, GCCWSD Board Member, mentioned that there are a few snow making options being
explored in the canyon for recreational purposes. He suggested looking into if there could be a
collaboration with supplemental snow making disposal of the GCCWSD treated effluent to make
the option more cost effective for both.

•

Leslie Nogaray, Big Sky Resident and hydrogeologist, asked several clarifying questions about
the planned receiving aquifer for the planned groundwater discharge of treated effluent and about
associated data collection and groundwater modeling plans.

•

Kristen Gardiner, Gallatin River Task Force, had no comments on the Environmental Assessment
but asked how to submit letters of support for this project to the various funders.
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During the public comment period, Michelle Pond at WGM Group fielded two calls related to the EA
posting:
•

April 21, 2022 – Deborah [last name unknown], a civil engineer with ties to Big Sky, called asking
about the EA process and what requirements are being met by this. She expressed intention to
provide further comments on the EA at a later date, but no further communication was received.

•

April 28, 2022 – Denise Moulder, GCCHD Sanitarian, called asking about timeline for agency
comment, BSCWSD and WRRF upgrades, and connecting properties east of U.S Highway 191.
She expressed personal support for sewering the area and will convey project information to the
GCCHD board for their official input.

The final meeting minutes from the May 18, 2022, GCCWSD Board meeting that approve this EA will be
posted at https://www.gallatincanyonwsd.com/meetings by June 2022. Below is a summary of comments
received during the meeting:
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APPENDIX A
PUBLIC HEARING NOTICES

GALLATIN CANYON ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
PUBLIC NOTICE DOCUMENTATION
May 2022

Notice of the Environmental Assessment (EA) Comment period and associated tasks were properly
noticed throughout the Big Sky Community. Copies of Notices, agendas and public meeting notes are
attached.
Public Notice:


WGM Group was authorized to prepare the checklist and facilitate the MCEP Environmental
Assessment process at a GCCWSD board meeting held via Zoom at 9am on 4/15/22. They had
previously completed the checklist as part of the Preliminary Engineering Report in July 2021;
only minor updates were needed. This meeting was noticed on the District website
(https://www.gallatincanyonwsd.com/meetings) and at the BSCWSD office and Big Sky Post
Office 48 hours in advance.



Remaining agency notifications were sent out on 4/19/22.



An Advertisement for Public Comment and Review of Environmental Review Record was printed
in the “Big Sky Explorer” Newspaper for their May 5-May 18 issue. Notice was also listed on the
“Big Sky Explorer” website from April 21-May 18th (https://www.explorebigsky.com/public-noticethe-gallatin-canyon-sewer-projects-preliminary-environmental-assessment-and-official-publiccomment-period-are-now-open/43696).



Announcement of the Preliminary EA’s availability and the public comment period were also
posted at the Big Sky Post Office, BSCWSD Office, Country Market and GCCWSD’s website on
4/21/22. Notice was also sent to an email list of community members who had previously asked
to be reminded of upcoming meetings.



Hard copies of the Preliminary Environmental Assessment, Feasibility Study, and Preliminary
Engineering Report were made available at the BSCWSD office on 4/25/22.



A District meeting to discuss the Proposed Canyon Sewer Project’s preliminary engineering report
and preliminary environmental assessment and hear public comment was held May 11th 2022 at
5pm at the BSCWSD Office and via Zoom. It was properly noticed. Public comment from that
meeting and written comment submitted by noon 5/16/22 was considered and attached to the
Environmental Assessment. No Written Public Comment was received. During the public hearing,
several questions about the project were asked, (including the Gallatin River Task Force asking
how to submit a letter of support) but there were no formal public comments. Meeting minutes
from the EA Public hearing can be seen in Appendix B.



The revised Environmental Assessment was reviewed at the properly noticed May 18th board
meeting (10:30am at the BSCWSD Office and via zoom) and the GCCWSD Board voted on
accepting the Environmental Assessment, if an Environmental Impact Study is needed, and
applying for the $750,000 MCEP Grant.

APPENDIX B
DRAFT MINUTES FROM ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT PUBLIC HEARING
These are draft minutes and have not yet been approved as an official record by the GCCWSD Board.
The final minutes will be available on the GCCWSD website after approval at the June 2022 board
meeting.

PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, May 11th, 2022, 5 pm
Big Sky County Water Sewer District Board Room | 561 Little Coyote Rd, Big Sky
The public may attend in person or via Zoom
Join Zoom Meeting:
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/86308810687?pwd=THJ6ckdqcmNTc0NaQ3hnQ0Z3L3Rqdz09
(see next page for call in details)
I.

Regular Board Meeting Public Forum
A. Call to Order
Jon Olsen is the only board member present. He called the meeting to order at 5:02.
Quorum? No. The meeting will proceed with discussion only until quorum is met.
Renae Schumacher joined the meeting remotely at 5:18. A quorum is now met.
An attendance sheet is attached.

II.

Focused Preliminary Engineering and Environmental Assessment Discussion and Hearing
A. District History and Project Timeline (WGM Presentation) – Discuss
WGM Group presented an overview of the proposed project. The first few project planning maps (see
attached) were overviewed.
Primary project goals include protecting the Gallatin River and Drinking water from current and
projected onsite wastewater disposal sourced contamination.
A draft health risk map was presented. Preliminary results indicate significant overlap of wells and septic
plumes. This will be refined and incorporated into a “Expanded canyon area discharge study” which is in
progress and will help support the canyon’s Discharge Permit application.
The April 2022 Gallatin County ARPA ask prioritized connection fee offsets for existing loads. The district
is trying to figure out how to best convince and incentivize connection of those with existing systems
which are not currently failing.
Note that all costs are very preliminary. A preliminary impact fee and rate study will likely be started in
the next few months.
There will be existing discharge permits decommissioned in the canyon. Then a new discharge permit
will be needed for canyon sewer disposal. BSCWSD will value disposal capacity. Value of treatment
versus disposal will need to be negotiated between the two districts.
The project will be designed with the goal of net nutrient reduction.

New loads and connections will have to apply for connection (after approved annexation into the
District). This process will be structured to be as close to BSCWSD as applicable. The exact costs are not
yet finalized.
Renae joined the meeting at this time.
B. MCEP Environmental Assessment Process (WGM Presentation) – Discuss
The timeline and motivation for this study was discussed (see slides attached).
C. Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) and MCEP Environmental Assessment Overview (WGM
Presentation) – Discuss
WGM Group presented the main findings of the PER and Environmental Assessment (EA).
See slides attached.

This project was kickstarted with the 2018 Big Sky Area Sustainable Watershed Stewardship Plan which
identified septic removal as a priority activity for improving watershed health.
Feasibility Study 2019-2020
District formed in December 2020.
Some of the urgency comes from large landowners who would otherwise sink their private money in
their own on-site systems, producing lower quality effluent. This project would mesh private and public
funds for a more comprehensive solution.
Engineering and Funding Overview presented.
The original ARPA application was for $25 million, with project scoped to sewer the entire “Sewer
Service Area” defined in the PER. ARPA awards were restructured to have a max of $2 million, which the
district was awarded. This led the project to be broken into phases. Phase 1 (Phase 1.1 planning, Phase 1.2
construction) is being pursued now. Phase 1.1 is fully funded.
The District is currently applying for $125,000 of RRGL grants and $750,000 of MCEP grants for Phase 1.2.
MCEP = Montana Coal Endowment Program. A County ARPA ask has been submitted, BSRAD funds are
available, and an SRF loan will likely make up the difference in Phase 1.2 costs.
Support letters are welcome! These will help funding chances.

The feasibility study scope and summary was presented. This report is available on the District website.
Septic systems and private wells lead to sprawl. Old, failing, septic systems like most of what is present in
the canyon produces roughly 40 mg/l Nitrogen ( The BSCWSD new treatment plan will treat to at least 4
mg/l Nitrogen). This is about a 10x reduction. This is a fairly low hanging fruit to improve aquifer and river
quality.
Concentrations of Phosphorus (P) are low in the Gallatin River. The aquifer is good absorber of P.
BSRAD representative wants to explore P more in the conversation.

Groundwater discharge was selected in part because it helps mitigate P.
Discharge permitting will be an important step and ensure nutrient balances check out.
The Unincorporated Build – out graph was discussed. It is a conceptual mass balance. Assumes that water
rights are the limiting factor on growth in the canyon.
Modeling with ARCNlet shows significant impacts of Septic systems on nitrogen concentrations in the
aquifer currently and growing with the anticipated canyon growth.
The disposal overview chart was discussed.
Snowmaking is generally cost prohibitive unless there is a recreational benefit.
Olsen mentioned that there are a few snow making options in the canyon being explored – this may help
make snow making disposal more financially feasible.
Land application for disposal is a good for nutrient polishing but consumptive of water. Groundwater
discharge recharges the aquifer. It could be a good supplemental disposal option though.
Shallow injection wells were initially dismissed, primarily due to permitting challenges. However, this has
been permitted more in the state recently, and is environmentally and cost-effective. This disposal method
is back in consideration, likely coupled with infiltration.
The timing of Nitrogen loading to the river matters. Late season river is more sensitive to nitrogen.
Snowmaking delays the timing of discharge.
The feasibility study gave 2 fundamental scenarios. A large benefit of using the BSCWSD treatment plan for
canyon treatment is the costs would be incurred more “ Pay as you grow.” Operator procurement is a
challenge in the area, so collaborating with BSCWSD is even more beneficial. This solution is a Win Win for
both Districts.

This all rolled into a PER in Summer 2021. A PER is fundamentally a funding procurement document.
District boundary now a focus, and the sewer service area (illustrated realistic and useful extent).

Population was backcalculated from permitted and estimated wastewater loads. The canyon is lumped into
the Big Sky census designated place.

Several etters of support have been secured.
$25M-> $2M of ARPA funding. This was max award after the restructuring.
GOALS
Design criteria required the proposed project to be Scalable, Improve nutrient loads to the aquifer and
Gallatin River, and Improve public health.

STEP, Force mains, ect. Were evaluated. . Primarily gravity collection system makes the most sense.
Treatment – SBR and MBRs were evalued in the most detail. Other options did not meet the nutrient
reduction goals to protect public and environmental health.
Disposal – landed on primarily groundwater discharge. Conceptual discharge areas were shown. Final design
will maximize capacity and flexibility and use of existing discharge infrastructure.
It was clarified that snow making, land application and shallow injection well may be used as supplemental
disposal methods.
Shallow injection discharges to the alluvial aquifer. Deep injection discharges into bedrock – permitting
becomes an expensive, more academic study to show lack of impact.

Alternative 2 is the co-solution with BSCWSD identified in the Feasibility Study.
Public acceptance is largely focused on discharge method.

PROPOSED Project discussed (see maps in attached).
The values discussed int the bulk of the PER represent TOTAL COST TO SEWER ENTIRE SEWER SERVICE AREA,
not Phase 1 costs.
Based on funding changes, and phasing, this has been clarified in Appendix I, added to the PER as part of
current funding applications.
Phase 1 Sewer will provide the infrastructure to serve at least the Current GCCWSD plus Ramshorn.
Infrastructure will be sized with sufficient capacity to be extended to serve at least the full Sewer Service
Area through future phases. Phase 1.1 includes all engineering and planning and Phase 1.2 includes actual
construction of the Phase 1 sewer.
Phase 1.1 is now fully funded.
East side of the highway would be a next priority area for sewering. It would have a high nutrient removal
bang for buck.

Customer costs are still highly variable. A More detailed rate and connection fee analysis will start soon.
The District is working to keep rates affordable and encourage more connection.
Clarification for BSRAD: BSCWSD knows they are treating solids, not just greywater primarily.
Olsen: for existing septic tanks do the tanks remain in line or get removed? Depends on the site.
RRGL and MCEP funding not expected until spring or summer 2023 after review by the legislature. This is ok.
Phasing allows design to progress through Phase 1.1. before Phase 1.2 construction funds are needed.

The SRF loan of $11,625,00 is likely more on the $5,000,000 scale (covers contingency of $3,000,000 and
doesn’t account for connection fees or value of disposal of BSCWSD effluent).

Costs likely very conservative. Expected range $100-$200 ish. The District will work to keep it closer to $100.

Health factors will be considered in phasing. Where are downgradient wells. The sewer will be putting load back
into the aquifer but should be a net health risk reduction.
A water PER has been proposed and is awaiting funding.
Polishing wetlands and discharge on east side of highway may be considered. Generally far from river good, but
health risks from discharge may trump impacts to river.
Deadline for public comment on the Environmental Assessment is noon Monday 5.16.22.
MCEP = Montana Coal Endowment Program (Previously TSEP Treasure State Endowment Program).
This environmental assessment is a very high level review checking for Red flags and has a strong focus on
human environment.
Extensive environmental review will still happen throughout design and especially during discharge permitting
with DEQ.
No Environmental Impact Statement is recommended.
MDT provided comment and encourages coordination with ongoing road projects along the highway up to
BSCWSD.
D. Public Hearing on the PER and Preliminary Environmental Assessment – Discuss (public comment will
be heard and incorporated into the Final Environmental Assessment, to be reviewed and approved at
the next meeting)
Leslie Nogaray, new big sky resident: Leslie is a hydrogeologist. She asked: What is a groundwater recharge
gallery? WGM Group replied: Recharge galleries are basically underground chambers, normally dosed, very
similar to septic drainfields with highly treated effluent. Exact configuration can vary.
In response to Leslie’s questions, It was clarified:
- that all collected sewage from the canyon sewer would go to BSCWSD for treatment.
-Discharge in the canyon would go to a shallow alluvial aquifer which has been shown to be hydraulicly
connected to the Gallatin River. Seems to be a good option for absorption of Phosphorus. Summer data
collection and MBMG data collection will help home in on locations in this aquifer that would be best for
discharge.
-MBMG has a base regional groundwater model. GCCWSD is working on site specific refined analysis with
new data. Our model will focus on fate of N and P.

Kristen Gardiner, Gallatin River Task Force:

No comments on the Environmental Assessment. She asked how to submit letters of support for this project
to the various funders.
E. Board vote to adopt the PER – Action
This is basically the same PER that has been used since July 2021, with minor updates to reflect current
phasing. This approval is just a formality. A “board approved PER” is required by many funders.
Olsen moved to formally adopt the Preliminary Engineering Report as presented. Schumacher seconded.
No discussion. The motion passed unanimously.
III.

New Business
A. Revise and Approve April 27th Meeting Minutes – Action
No comments.
Olsen moved to approve the April 27th meeting minutes. Schumacher Seconded. No discussion. Motion
passed unanimously.
WGM Group staff will forward them to the County Clerk and post to the District website.
B. Public comment on relevant non-agenda items – Discuss
Payment to MACO for insurance is needed ASAP. There was a miscommunication with the last set of
checks sent out by the District and MACO’s payment was not included. MACO is considering canceling
coverage if payment is not received soon. Olsen and Schumacher will coordinate signing and sending this
check. This payment was previously authorized so no motion is needed.
ZOOM meeting may be needed for the May 18th since the BSCWSD meeting location is reserved.
C. RRGL Grant Application for $125,000 – Action
The draft RRGL application was presented.
Olsen moved to approve the application and to authorize Scott Altman to review and sign all forms
required for the RRGL application for $125,000 of grant funding. Schumacher seconded. No discussion.
Motion passed unanimously.
WGM Group staff will forward the signature pages to Altman for signature and ensure submittal by the
May 15th deadline.
D. Big Sky Chamber of Commerce Application – Action
This agenda item was pushed to next meeting. Altman had requested this be in agenda and is not there.
Olsen would like to explore if it is appropriate for a Water Sewer District to join a chamber of commerce.
BSCWSD is a member.
BRSAD is a member.

IV.

Old Business
A. ARPA Grant Contracts – Discuss, Maybe action
All Start up conditions have been met, except reactivating the DUNS number. Altman is working on that.
Once the number is active, DNRC should be ready to present the contract for the first $2million of ARPA
funding. The county will likely follow suit soon after with the contract for the $750,000 County ARPA funds.

V.

Any Other Business Which May Properly Come Before the Board – Discuss
None

VI.

Next Meeting Planning
A. Date & Draft Agenda – Discuss
BSCWSD meeting room is booked.
10:30 on the 18th via zoom only, primarily for final Environmental Assessment review, approval and
MCEP grant application.

VII.

Adjourn
Public comment will be encouraged before all non-emergency non-ministerial Actions.

Meeting Minutes drafted by: Michelle Pond, WGM Group
This meeting was recorded, but has yet to be posted. For now, the recording is available upon request.
Approved by the GCCWSD Board of Directors:

Agenda
Focused Preliminary Engineering and
Environmental Assessment
Discussion and Hearing
A.

Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project
History, Preliminary Engineering Report,
and MCEP Environmental Assessment

District History and Project Timeline (WGM
presentation) – Discuss

B.

MCEP Environmental Assessment Process
(WGM presentation) – Discuss

C.

Preliminary Engineering Report (PER) and
MCEP Environmental Assessment
Overview (WGM presentation) – Discuss

D.

Public Hearing on the PER and Preliminary
Environmental Assessment – Discuss
(public comment will be heard and
incorporated into the Final Environmental
Assessment, to be reviewed and approved
at the next meeting)

E.

Board vote to adopt the PER – Action

GCCWSD
Public Meeting
May 11, 2022
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Project History – Pre-GCCWSD

District Formation

Timeline

• Petition approved December 2020 by

• 2008 – Initial Canyon Sewer Study

Gallatin County Commission

• June 2019 – $12 Million BSRAD Funding
• May 2020 – Feasibility Study
• July 2020 – Community Voted for additional
Landowners

1% Resort Tax for Infrastructure
• Dec. 2020 – District formed
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Feasibility Study

Project History – GCCWSD
• July 2021 – PER
• Early 2021 – Phase 1.1 fully funded
• Current – Phase 1.2 Funding Applications
• 2022-2026 – Outreach, annexation,
permitting, design, and construction
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Preliminary Engineering Report
(PER)
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Project Planning –
Environmental Resources

Project Planning –
Population Trends
GALLATIN CANYON AREA POPULATION ESTIMATES & PROJECTIONS
AREA

CURRENT POPULATION (PE)

20 YEAR PROJETED POPULATION (PE)

Current GCCWSD

195

1,010

Sewer Service Area

568

2,333

Canyon Study Area

1,150

3,050

Note that flows and population are expected to grow to nearly
2. times the current level in the Study Area and to about 4.1
times current levels in the Sewer Service Area in the next 20
years. The current GCCWSD is projected to grow to 5.2 times
present levels during the same period.
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Existing Facilities
& Need for Project

Project Planning –
Community Engagement

• Health,
Sanitation,
and Security

• Letters of interest in future connection
 Big Sky School District
 BF Holdings, LLC

• Aging
Infrastructure

 Lazy J Utility Association

• Letters of Support for Funding Application

• Reasonable
Growth

 Gallatin Watershed Council
 Gallatin County Commission
 Madison County Commission
 Gallatin Conservation District
https://www.gallatincanyonwsd.com

11

12

Unincorporated Build-out

Study Area

Nitrate Load – Water Right Based Build-Out

Purpose & Need

TOTAL NITROGEN LOAD – SEPTIC VS. ENHANCED TREATMENT
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Support of Other Community
Goals
Protect Human Health

1. Protecting the long-term health of the Gallatin River
2. Protecting human health for developments utilizing the
local aquifer for water supply

Protect Gallatin River and West Fork Watershed

3. Reducing nutrient loading to the impaired West Fork
watershed
4. Conserving water

Efficient use of Funds and Resources

5. Improving sewer capacity and redundancy for BSCWSD
6. Reducing development sprawl
7. Supporting construction of workforce/affordable housing
Photo Credit: Rich Addicks
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Design Criteria

Alternatives Considered

• Scalable
• Improve nutrient loads to the aquifer and Gallatin
River
• Improve public health

METHOD

SCREENING FINDINGS

REASON FOR DISMISSAL

No Action

Dismissed

Doesn’t protect water quality

Septic Maintenance District

Dismissed

Doesn’t protect water quality

Education

Dismissed

Doesn’t protect water quality

MANAGERIAL COMPONENT SUMMARY
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Canyon Area
Collection System

Alternatives Considered
COLLECTION METHOD

SCREENING FINDINGS

REASON FOR DISMISSAL

Gravity Collection

Further Evaluation

N/A

Septic Tank Effluent Pump
(STEP)

Dismissed

Unnecessary O&M

Individual Grinder Pumps
and Force Main Collection

Dismissed

Unnecessary O&M

Small Diameter Gravity Mains

Dismissed

Community septics not a
viable treatment component

• Area North of 64 will require a
lift station and a bore under the
West Fork
• Southern: all gravity system,
more than adequate slope
• Two areas with collection on
east side of US 191, minimizing
crossing
• Breaks up into four logical
service areas …

COLLECTION SCREENING SUMMARY
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FROM RAMSHORN TO ~1,000
FEET NORTH OF HWY 64
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Disposal Overview
ALTERNATIVE

Alternatives Considered

Surface Water
Discharge

LOAD REDUCTION DISCHARGE
POST-TREATMENT PERIOD

No additional

Spring runoff

APPROXIMATE1
SPACE REQUIREMENT
PER 100K GPD
5-15 acres
(Assumes 9-mo storage)

APPROXIMATE
COST1 RANGE
PER 100K GPD

$2M-$5M

GENERAL NOTES
Timed release can eliminate or mitigate base flow
loading.
No aquifer benefits (treatment, recharge)

REASON FOR DISMISSAL

Lagoon

Dismissed

Land Intensive, Inadequate
Treatment Performance

Membrane Bioreactor (MBR)

Further Evaluation

N/A

BSCWSD’s MBR

Further Evaluation

N/A

Sequencing Batch Reactor
(SBR) & Disk Filters

Further Evaluation

N/A

Individual Level 2 Treatment

Dismissed

Inadequate Treatment

Decentralized Level 2
Treatment

Dismissed

Inadequate Treatment

Supplemental Decentralized

Dismissed*

Not in GCCWSD Jurisdiction

TREATMENT SCREENING SUMMARY

Groundwater
Recharge Gallery
(Subsurface)

Groundwater
Recharge Basin
(Above Ground)

Supplementary

SCREENING FINDINGS

Primary

Permit level: Difficult

TREATMENT METHOD

Phosphorous
Adsorption
Dilution

Dilution
Agronomic uptake

Land Application

Aquifer provides additional nutrient reduction benefits.
Year-round

1-2 Acres

$0.1M-$1.5M

0.5-1.5 acres

$0.1M-1M

40 acres for 5 months of
disposal

$2M – $5M
($4M-$10M for
equivalent yearround disposal)

Reduced load

23 acres for 5 months of
disposal

$0.1M - .5M

Agronomic uptake
denitrification
evapotranspiration

Load eliminated with proper application rates

($4M-$10M for
equivalent yearround disposal)

Reduced water supply demand

Class I
Deep Injection
Wells

Load eliminated

Class V
Shallow Injection
Wells

Dilution
Phosphorous
Adsorption

Source water protection risk and load to river during
base flow.
Permit level: Feasible

9-months
Same as above

Denitrification
Snowmaking

Utilize existing drainfields to reduce cost

Denitrification

(potential winter
limitations)

Applied in
winter, ideally
enters stream in (96 acres for equivalent
spring runoff
year-round disposal)

Growing
Season

Year-round

(55 acres for equivalent
year-round disposal)

0.1 acre

Unknown

Same as above
Potential winter disposal limitations or reductions.
Snowmelt could be timed to mitigate base flow
loading.
Reduced water supply demand
Permit level: TBD

Permit level: Feasible

Substantial cost with low likelihood of regulatory
approval due to complex geology
Permit level: Difficult

*Dismissed as a primary treatment component. It is possible that this component could be implemented by another
entity in the future. This is beyond the scope of this PER.

Aquifer recharge provided in small footprint
Year-round

2-3 wells

$0.2M-$0.5M

Nutrient reduction benefits are less than the
groundwater recharge basin and gallery alternatives
Additional treatment may be required
Permit level: TBD
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Disposal
Infrastructure

Disposal Factors
Estimated Nitrate Load Per
Month
Existing Condition

POUNDS

 Aquifer
denitrification/
dilution,
phosphorous
adsorption

10000

0.1

9000

0.09

8000

0.08

7000

0.07

6000

0.06

5000

0.05

4000

0.04

3000

0.03

2000

0.02

1000

0.01

 Snowmaking
denitrification/
dilution

0

 Agronomic uptake

0

Natural Load

Septic Load

• Purple-Pipe Main (Presented
in Conveyance Costs)
 $5.1M Scenario 1

TOTAL CONCENTRATION (MG/L)

• Post-Treatment
Nutrient Abatement

 $5.0M Scenario 2

• Existing Drainfields
 165,000 GPD
 $0.3M

• Auxiliary Recharge Gallery
 170,000 GPD (Scenario 1& 2)

Upgradient Concentration

 $1.1M

• Auxiliary Recharge Basin

• Receiving water sensitivity

 200,000 GPD (Scenario 2)

 DEQ nutrient period (July 1-Sept. 30)

 $0.4M

 Low base flow at elevated temperature (i.e. August)
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• Central Recharge Basin Alternative
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ALTERNATIVE 1
Alternatives Considered
DISPOSAL METHOD

SCREENING FINDINGS

REASON FOR DISMISSAL

Surface Water Discharge

Dismissed

Permitting Challenge, Anticipated Public Objection,
additional phosphorous treatment requirements

Evaporation Ponds

Dismissed

Technical Feasibly, Land Intensive

Groundwater Infiltration

Further Evaluation

N/A

Snowmaking

Dismissed*

Land Application

Dismissed*

Insufficient Land Availability

Class V Shallow Injection Well

Dismissed

Anticipated Public Objection

Class I Deep Injection Well

Dismissed

Technical Feasibility, Permitting Challenge

CANYON AREA MBR WRRF WITH
MOSTLY GRAVITY COLLECTION
AND GROUNDWATER DISPOSAL

Insufficient Land Availability, unnecessary O&M

DISPOSAL SCREENING SUMMARY
*Dismissed as primary disposal components. It is possible that these components could be incorporated with
others as supplemental disposal in the future.
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ALTERNATIVE 2

CANYON CONVEYANCE TO BIG
SKY WRRF WITH
GROUNDWATER DISPOSAL
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ALTERNATIVE 3

CANYON AREA SBR WITH
MOSTLY GRAVITY COLLECTION
AND GROUNDWATER DISPOSAL
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Selection of an Alternative –
Cost
ITEM

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

ALTERNATIVE 3

Capital Cost

$45,700,000

$30,750,000

$43,200,000

Salvage Value (Discounted)

$25,259,000

$16,996,000

$23,878,000

Net Capital Cost

$20,441,000

$13,754,000

$19,322,000

Annual Treatment O&M

$418,000

$323,000

$364,000

Annual Disposal O&M

$33,000

$69,500

$33,000

Annual Collections O&M

$125,000

$125,000

$125,000

Total O&M (Discounted)

$12,148,000

$10,914,000

$11,009,000

TOTAL LCC

$32,589,000

$24,688,000

$30,331,000

Selection of an Alternative –
Non-Monetary
• Technical & Logistical Feasibility
• Operations & Maintenance Complexity
• Public Health and Safety
• Local Environmental Benefit
• Sustainability

ALTERNATIVE LIFE CYCLE COST ANALYSIS SUMMARY

• Public Acceptance
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WHY MEMBRANE BIOREACTOR
(MBR):

Selection of an Alternative

CRITERIA

ALTERNATIVE 1

ALTERNATIVE 2

ALTERNATIVE 3

Net Present Value

10

5

7

Technical and Logistical Feasibility

7

4

10

Operations and Maintenance Complexity

9

3

7

Public Health and Safety

3

3

3

Local Environmental Impacts

3

2

5

Sustainability (energy, water conservation)

7

3

7

Public Acceptance

3

3

4

Total

42
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Smallest Footprint, Smallest Building

Higher Quality of Treated Water

ALTERNATIVE SELECTION DECISION MATRIX

As Cost-effective as SBR-cloth Filtration
Photo Credit: Rich Addicks
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Proposed
Project

Force Main
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Cost

Customer Costs

PHASE

SERVICE AREA

COST

STATUS

Connection Fee and Monthly Rates

Phase 1.1 – Planning and Treatment Capacity

Current GCCWSD
Boundaries

$5.5M

Fully funded, in
progress

-dependent on who connects

Phase 1.2 – Project Construction

Current GCCWSD
Boundaries

$22.5M

Pursuing funding

-funding package

Potential Future Phase(s)

Remainer of the Sewer
Service Area

$23.4M

Included in
completed PER

Total Potential Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project

Entire Service Area

$51.4M

-Final design & project costs
- Existing v. new development

ENGINEER’S ESTIMATES OF PROBABLE COSTS

- Class and amount of use
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Gallatin Canyon Sewer

Changes Since PER – Phasing

PHASE 1 PROJECT TIMELINE
We are
here
Feasibility Study

2019
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Preliminary
Engineering
Report (PER)

2021

Funding
Applications

Preliminary
Design

Summer 2023

Final Design

Winter 2024

Plan Approval

Bidding and
Construction

Summer 2024 –
Fall 2024

Additional
Phases?

Funding Plan – Phase 1.1
• Competitive ARPA Grant

$2,000,000

• County ARPA Grants

$750,000

• BSRAD Contribution

$2,750,000

Funding Plan – Phase 1.2
• County ARPA Grants

$250,000

 District applied in April 2022

• RRGL Grant

$125,000

 District plans to apply May 2022 (tonight)

• MCEP Grant

$750,000

 District plans to apply May 19, 2022

TOTAL = $5.5 million

• BSRAD Contribution

$9,750,000

 Committed April 2021

• SRF Loan

Note: This phase is fully funded

$11,625,000

 District plans to apply after grant determinations

TOTAL = $22.5 million
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In-progress

MCEP Public Process

• Human health

• Advertisement for public hearing

• Refined nutrient loading

• Public hearing on Preliminary EA

May 11

• Groundwater Model

• Resolution to adopt PER

May 11

• Groundwater discharge study

• Formal EA public comment ends

May 16

• Annexation Process

• Resolution to adopt Final EA

May 18
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• Resolution to submit application

May 18

• Application due

May 19
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Environmental Assessment

Uniform Environmental Checklist

• State funded project subject to Montana

Physical Environment
 12 Subjects to Address

Environmental Policy Act (MEPA)

o

• Natural Environment




N – No impact anticipated (5)

o

B – Potential Benefit (4)

Soil, geology, hazardous facilities, storage tanks, air quality, groundwater, surface water,

o

A – Potential adverse impact (0)

floodplains, wetlands, agricultural lands, vegetation, endangered species

o

P – Approvals/Permits (4)

o

M – Mitigation action required (0)

• Human Environment

Human Population

Visual, noise, historic properties, demographics, housing, public health and safety,
employment, local revenues, education, commercial, industrial, health care, energy,

 31 Subject to Address

solid waste, wastewater, stormwater, water supply, public safety, parks/open space,
cultural facilities
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April/May

o
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N – No impact anticipated (22)

o

B – Potential Benefit (8)

o

A – Potential adverse impact (0)

o

P – Approvals/Permits (1)

o

M – Mitigation action required (0)

Environmental Assessment (EA)

Agency Comments Requested
 Montana Department of Environmental Quality

• No significant adverse environmental

 Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks

impacts are anticipated.

 Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation

• A formal Environmental Impact Study is not

 U.S. Fish and Wildlife
 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

recommended at this time.

 State Historical Preservation Office
 Montana Department of Transportation

NOTE: Environmental impacts will continue to

 Gallatin City-County Health Department

be evaluated throughout the design and

 Gallatin Local Water Quality District

permitting process.
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 Gallatin Conservation District
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Updates

Public Hearing Ground Rules
• Please state name and affiliation
• Recording
• Summary will be recorded in meeting minutes
• Written comments received by noon on Monday,
May 16, will be included with the Final EA and
MCEP app
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APPENDIX C
AGENCY CORRESPONDENCE

To whom it may concern,
The Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District (GCCWSD) is currently preparing funding
applications for Phase 1.2 of the proposed Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project. A Preliminary Engineering
Report (PER) was completed in July 2021. I am writing to you to request your input on the project in
compliance with the Uniform Environmental Checklist Requirements.
This project is needed to better manage wastewater in the rapidly developing Gallatin Canyon and to
protect public and environmental health.
In the proposed project, wastewater would be collected and conveyed largely by gravity to the Canyon
Area Lift Station. This would be constructed southwest of the intersection of Lone Mountain Road (Hwy
64) and US 190 for conveyance of wastewater west along Hwy 64 to the Big Sky WRRF.
This lift station and forcemain would bring Sewer Service Area wastewater to the Big Sky Water
Reclamation and Reuse Facility (WRRF) that is currently being expanded and upgraded to incorporate
Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) technology. This facility would produce an effluent compliant with Montana
DEQ Class A-1 standards for reuse.
Treated effluent would be conveyed by gravity back to the canyon for disposal via groundwater infiltration.
Groundwater recharge will be accomplished utilizing existing drainfield infrastructure where feasible
along with new recharge galleries or other means of groundwater discharge (e.g. rapid infiltration basins,
shallow well injection, etc.).
Maps and additional project details are attached. Please feel free to reach out with any question or concerns.
Your feedback is appreciated.
Best regards,

Brandy Sularz
Project Assistant 2
M: 406-493-4073 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

Brandy Sularz
Project Assistant 2
M: 406-493-4073 O: 406-728-4611
1111 East Broadway
Missoula, Montana 59802
www.wgmgroup.com

Scope of Work
Gallatin Canyon Sewer Project Phase 1.2 – Project Construction
April 2022

Background

The Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District (GCCWSD), Big Sky County Water and Sewer
District (BSCWSD), and Big Sky Resort Area District (BSRAD) are currently working towards a
centralized sewer system in the “Canyon Area” the U.S. Highway 191 corridor east of Big Sky. The project
is needed to better manage wastewater from new development and progressively retire existing septic
systems to protect public health and mitigate environmental impacts. The project also provides the base
infrastructure to progress towards several community goals 1) protecting the long-term health of the
Gallatin River watershed, 2) construct more workforce housing, 3) increase water conservation, 4)
improve sewer capacity and redundancy, and 5) reduce nutrient loading to the impaired West Fork
watershed.
The Canyon Area, along the Gallatin River and Highway 191 near Big Sky, MT, is an unincorporated
community of approximately 1,000 people. The Canyon Area consists of a sprawling mix of commercialindustrial area, residential areas with relatively low density, and open space. The area is developing
rapidly. Sewer service in the Canyon Area currently consists of numerous septic systems and larger
“public” wastewater systems servicing individual development areas – Buck’s T-4, Ramshorn subdivision,
Ophir Elementary and Lone Peak High School, among others. These septic systems and their drainfields
release low quality effluent that elevates nutrient loading to the Gallatin River while increasing human
health risks to downgradient private wells that currently serve as the only drinking water source. The
majority of these drinking water wells are not monitored or regulated, further elevating health risk to those
well users.
The Canyon Area population and sewer flows are expected to grow approximately 2.7- and 4.1-times
current levels, respectively in the next 20 years. In the current GCCWSD boundaries (the planned Phase
1 service area), the population is expected to grow to more than 5 times the current population.
Centralized wastewater infrastructure is fundamental to protecting the long-term health of the Gallatin
River while mitigating the impacts of increased growth in the Canyon Area. Increased density
developments will aid in providing affordable and/or workforce housing and reducing Gallatin Valley

commuter traffic congestion. Without central infrastructure, the development model of individual wells
and septic systems will continue, increasing environmental and human health risks, while further straining
Montana Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) and county health department regulatory staff
resources. Additionally, the impaired status of water bodies in the West Fork Watershed currently limits
the BSCWSD’s wastewater disposal options. Currently the BSCWSD does not have a reliable, redundant
effluent disposal alternative to its turf irrigation, which is contrary to Community water supply
augmentation and water conservation goals. Project implementation would result in aquifer recharge with
extremely high-quality effluent, transitioning from current land application that results in 100%
consumptive use of this invaluable resource.
The GCCWSD was formed in December 2020, with the intention of pursuing a new solution to wastewater
management in the Canyon Area. Since that time, nearly $15 million has been secured and the design
advanced as documented in the 2021 Preliminary Engineering Report (PER). The proposed Sewer
Service Area is well suited for constructing a central collection main adjacent to Highway 191 that would
eventually service all new development and provide centralized wastewater collection and treatment
service to numerous existing homes with septic systems. Decommissioning aging, inconsistently
maintained, on-site septics and replacing them with centralized collection and treatment will substantially
reduce nitrate loading to the aquifer and septic related health risks. Risk of future microbial contamination
of drinking water wells from wastewater will be much reduced as well.
Ancillary to the Canyon Sewer Project, the GCCWSD is working to identify central water system solutions,
with the objective of reducing reliance on un-monitored potable water wells and promoting water
conservation through comprehensive water supply planning and management. A central water system
would substantially reduce human health risks compared to present day conditions.
Scope of Work
A description of the anticipated full “Phase 1” Project is provided below. The scope of work specific to
utilizing previously secured State and Gallatin County ARPA funds and local match was defined as Phase
1.1 – Planning and Treatment Capacity. This consists of project startup, environmental permitting, design,
impact fee and rate study, total funding package development and contractor procurement for the “Phase
1” project, and securing initial treatment capacity from the BSCWSD. Phase 1.2 – Project Construction
is the subject of this funding application.

Phase 1 of the Canyon Sewer Project will be able to operate as a complete sewer system serving the
projected population of the current GCCWSD area. It will be designed to be expandable to serve the rest
of the Sewer Service Area described in the PER when the community chooses to pursue additional
phases. Phase 1 captures the area of the Sewer Service Area that is expected to experience the most
growth and most new wastewater loads.
During Phase 1, sewer collection main will be constructed along Highway 191 connecting the distinct
pockets of the current GCCWSD and throughout the corresponding development area. Wastewater will
be conveyed largely by gravity to a new Canyon Area Lift Station constructed southwest of the
intersection of Lone Mountain Road (Hwy 64) and US Hwy 191. The new lift station would pump
wastewater west along Hwy 64 to the existing Big Sky Water Resource Reclamation Facility (Big Sky
WRRF). The Big Sky WRRF is currently undergoing an upgrade and expansion utilizing Membrane
Bioreactor (MBR) technology and will produce a high-quality effluent compliant with Class A-1 reuse
effluent, Montana’s highest designated wastewater effluent quality. The BSCWSD treatment upgrade is
scheduled for completion in 2023. Wastewater will be screened, de-gritted, and then treated through a
series of anaerobic/anoxic/aerobic zones to maximize biological nutrient removal. Biosolids will be
aerobically digested, dewatered, and composted with sawdust and coarse green waste.
Treated effluent would be conveyed by gravity back to the Canyon Area for disposal via groundwater
infiltration or as irrigation reuse. The disposal and reuse main will be extended south through the Hwy
191 corridor to facilitate disposal at several groundwater recharge locations that would be permitted
through Montana DEQ’s Water Protection Bureau. Effluent conveyed in the pipeline will also be available
for irrigation of existing and future developments. Ancillary benefits of this groundwater discharge and
irrigation include conserving cool, clean Gallatin River aquifer water by reducing irrigation with
groundwater, recharging of the aquifer with high-quality treated effluent, and progressively removing
septic systems to reduce human health risks associated with septic sourced nitrate and pathogens that
have the potential to contaminate drinking water wells.
Facilities will be designed and constructed in accordance with sound engineering practices and must
meet the requirements of Federal, State, and local agencies.
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APPENDIX C (cont.)
AGENCY RESPONSES

Brandy Sularz
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Casey, Dennis <decasey@mt.gov>
Tuesday, April 26, 2022 4:04 PM
Brandy Sularz
MDT FEEDBACK FOR GCCWSD

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.
Brandy,
A planning engineer at MDT provided me with the following comments regarding your request for feedback on the
Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District.
There would need to be an agreement for maintenance with the Gallatin Canyon County Water Sewer District,
Gallatin County and MDT
The MT 64 TIGER Grant is working to widen sections of the highway West of the bridge over West Fork of the
Gallatin which the GCCWSD will have to consider. Also, the MT 64 TIGER Grant is adding additional trail, bus
stops and widening from the bridge to the MT 64/US 191 intersection.
The sketch provided shows GCCWSD’s facility running along the North side of MT 64 West of the West Fork
bridge. There are very steep slopes in this area that may complicate installation of the forced sewer main.
The GCCWSD facilities on US 191 need to consider future MDT projects and avoid the existing trail
infrastructure.
Give me a call if you have any questions,
Dennis Casey
Butte District Utility Agent
Montana Department of Transportation
3751 Wynne Avenue
Butte, MT 59702
(406) 494-9619 | decasey@mt.gov
(406) 490-4247
Follow Us: mdt.mt.gov
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Murdo, Damon <dmurdo@mt.gov>
Wednesday, July 21, 2021 10:41 AM
Michelle Pond
RE: Gallatin Canyon Sewer Uniform Environmental Checklist
Reports.pdf; Sites.pdf; 2021072101.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] Only open attachments or click on links from senders you trust.

July 21, 2021
Michelle Pond
WGM Group
109 East Main Street, Suite B
Bozeman MT 59715
RE: GALLATIN CANYON CENTRALIZED SEWER PER, BSCWSD & GCWS. SHPO Project #: 2021072101
Dear Michelle:
I have conducted a cultural resource file search for the above-cited project located in Sections 31, 32,
33, T6S R4E, and Sections 5, 8, T7S R4E. 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 within the Area of
Potential Effect, and are over fifty years old, we would recommend that they be recorded, and a
determination of their eligibility be made prior to any disturbance taking place.
As long as the collection systems and piping will be kept within previously disturbed ground and R-O-W’s
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 any
infrastructure need to be created within undisturbed ground we would ask that a cultural resource
inventory be conducted in order to determine whether or not sites exist and if they will be impacted.
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: DEQ/AWWM/2021

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Montana Cultural Resource Database
CRABS Township,Range,Section Results
Report Date:7/21/2021
Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 32

LAHREN LARRY A.
1/1/0001

REPORT ON PRELIMINARY ARCHAEOLOGICAL INVESTIGATIONS IN THE WEST FORK OF THE GALLATIN CANYON

CRABS Document Number: GA 1 15189

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 32

NAPTON L. KYLE
1/1/1966

CANYON AND VALLEY:

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 6 15683

PRELIMINARY ARCHAEOLOGICAL SURVEY IN THE GALLATIN AREA
Agency Document Number: MA THESIS

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 32

O ' BRIEN LYNN, ET AL.
1/1/1972

REPORT OF THE 1972 HIGHWAY ARCHAEOLOGICAL RECONNAISSANCE SURVEY

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 4 15940

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 32

AXLINE JON A., ET AL.
9/5/1996

BICYCLE/PEDESTRIANS TRAIL - BIG SKY

CRABS Document Number: GA 4 18421

Agency Document Number: STPE 16(27)

Township:7 S Range:4 E Section: 5

AXLINE JON A., ET AL.
9/5/1996

BICYCLE/PEDESTRIANS TRAIL - BIG SKY

CRABS Document Number: GA 4 18421

Agency Document Number: STPE 16(27)

Township:7 S Range:4 E Section: 8

AXLINE JON A., ET AL.
9/5/1996

BICYCLE/PEDESTRIANS TRAIL - BIG SKY

CRABS Document Number: GA 4 18421

Agency Document Number: STPE 16(27)

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 32

ALLEN WALTER E.
3/1/2002

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY OF THE ANNUAL REPORT FOR GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST, FY 2001

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 1 25268

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 33

ALLEN WALTER E.
3/1/2002

CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY OF THE ANNUAL REPORT FOR GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST, FY 2001

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 1 25268

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 32

ALLEN WALTER E. AND TOM BALLARD
3/7/2006

GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST HERITAGE PROGRAM ANNUAL REPORT TO THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 1 29452

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 33

ALLEN WALTER E. AND TOM BALLARD
3/7/2006

GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST HERITAGE PROGRAM ANNUAL REPORT TO THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 1 29452

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 33

ALLEN WALTER E. AND TOM BALLARD
2/27/2009

GALLATIN NATIONAL FOREST HERITAGE PROGRAM ANNUAL REPORT TO THE MONTANA STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION

CRABS Document Number: ZZ 1 30958

2008

Agency Document Number:

Township:6 S Range:4 E Section: 33

ALLEN WALTER E.
11/2/2007

LEVINSKY ABANDONED MINE CLOSURE

CRABS Document Number: GA 1 34999

Agency Document Number: 2008-GA-6-01
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Montana Cultural Resource Database
CRABS Township,Range,Section Results
Report Date:7/21/2021
Township:7 S Range:4 E Section: 5

TROENDLE KIMBERLY AND JENNIFER B. LEE
8/27/2020

A CLASS III CULTURAL RESOURCE INVENTORY FOR BIG SKY ROCK, LLC'S THE QUARRY PUD IN GALLATIN COUNTY, MONTANA.

CRABS Document Number: GA 6 40566

Agency Document Number:

Township:7 S Range:4 E Section: 5

MAURO NIKKI
12/10/2020

BIG SKY (MT-06203) TOWER SITE, GALLATIN COUNTY, MONTANA: CLASS III CULTURAL RESOURCES SURVEY.

CRABS Document Number: GA 6 40721

Agency Document Number: MT-06203
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STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
Cultural Resource Information Systems
CRIS Township, Range, Section Report
Report Date:7/21/2021

Site #

Twp

Rng

Sec

Qs

Site Type 1

Site Type 2

Time Period

Owner

NR Status

Prehistoric Middle No Data
Period

Undetermined*

24GA0318

6S

4E

32

SE

Lithic Material
Concentration

24GA0454

6S

4E

33

NW

Lithic Material
Concentration

No Indication of
Time

Forest
Service

Undetermined*

24GA0637

6S

4E

32

SE

Historic
Recreation/Tourism

1900-1909

Private

Ineligible

24GA0689

6S

4E

32

SE

Lithic Material
Concentration

Prehistoric Late
Period

Private

Undetermined*

24GA1001

6S

4E

32

SW

Lithic Material
Concentration

No Data

Private

Undetermined*

24GA1097

6S

4E

33

NE

Historic Mining

Historic More Than State Owned
One Decade

Undetermined*

24GA1130

6S

4E

32

SE

Lithic Material
Concentration

Prehistoric More
Than One Period

Private

Undetermined*

24GA1143

7S

4E

5

Lithic Material
Concentration

Prehistoric More
Than One Period

Private

Undetermined*

24GA1143

6S

4E

32

Lithic Material
Concentration

Prehistoric More
Than One Period

Private

Undetermined*

24GA2001

7S

4E

5

NE

Historic Mining

Historic Period

Private

Ineligible

24GA2002

7S

4E

5

NE

Historic Residence

Historic Period

Private

Ineligible

Comb

Historic Irrigation
System

Historic Period

Private

Ineligible

24GA2003

7S

4E

5
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Montana State Historic Preservation Office

DATE:

21-Jul-21

SHPO Invoice #:

2021072101

1301 E. Lockey Ave, PO Box 201202
Helena, MT 59620-1202
(406)444-7715
montanahistoricalsociety.org

File Search Fee Structure
Bill To:

$25 / Section

Contact Name:

Michelle Pond

Organization:

WGM Group

Address:

109 East Main Street, Suite B

City/State/Zip:

Bozeman MT 59715

For questions contact:
Damon Murdo
dmurdo@mt.gov

406-444-7767

Project Name:

GALLATIN CANYON CENTRALIZED SEWER
PER, BSCWSD & GCWS

Total Cost:

Total sections searched for SHPO Project #: 2021072101

Please make all checks payable to:
Montana Historical Society
PO Box 201201
Helena, MT 59620

$125.00

5

** PAY ONLINE HERE **
Due upon receipt. Please pay within 30 days.

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Montana Ecological Services Field Office
585 Shephard Way, Suite 1
Helena, MT 59601-6287
Phone: (406) 449-5225 Fax: (406) 449-5339

In Reply Refer To:
Consultation Code: 06E11000-2021-SLI-0557
Event Code: 06E11000-2021-E-01018
Project Name: Gallatin Canyon Sewer PER

July 02, 2021

Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project
location or may be affected by your proposed project
To Whom It May Concern:
The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).
New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list.
The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or
designated critical habitat.
A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2)
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Event Code: 06E11000-2021-E-01018
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(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological
evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12.
If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered
Species Consultation Handbook" at:
http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF
Please be aware that bald and golden eagles are protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle
Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 668 et seq.), and projects affecting these species may require
development of an eagle conservation plan
(http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/eagle_guidance.html). Additionally, wind energy projects
should follow the wind energy guidelines (http://www.fws.gov/windenergy/) for minimizing
impacts to migratory birds and bats.
Guidance for minimizing impacts to migratory birds for projects including communications
towers (e.g., cellular, digital television, radio, and emergency broadcast) can be found at:
http://www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/towers.htm;
http://www.towerkill.com; and
http://
www.fws.gov/migratorybirds/CurrentBirdIssues/Hazards/towers/comtow.html.
We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Tracking Number in
the header of this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project
that you submit to our office.
Attachment(s):
▪ Official Species List

07/02/2021

Event Code: 06E11000-2021-E-01018

Official Species List
This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed
action".
This species list is provided by:
Montana Ecological Services Field Office
585 Shephard Way, Suite 1
Helena, MT 59601-6287
(406) 449-5225

1
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Project Summary
Consultation Code:
Event Code:
Project Name:
Project Type:
Project Description:

06E11000-2021-SLI-0557
06E11000-2021-E-01018
Gallatin Canyon Sewer PER
WASTEWATER FACILITY
The Big Sky County Water and Sewer District (BSCWSD) and the
Gallatin Canyon Water and Sewer District (GCWSD) are currently
preparing a preliminary engineering report (PER) for a centralized sewer
in the Gallatin Canyon. A Feasibility Study was previously completed.
This project is needed to better manage wastewater in the rapidly
developing Gallatin Canyon and to protect public and environmental
health. It would also reduce nutrient loading to the impaired waterbodies
of the West Fork while maintaining a net-nutrient reduction to the Gallatin
River. Estimates suggest that nutrients could be reduced enough to meet
TMDL limits and potentially delist the West Fork as impaired.
In the proposed project, wastewater would be collected and conveyed
largely by gravity to the Canyon Area Lift Station. This would be
constructed southwest of the intersection of Lone Mountain Road (Hwy
64) and US 190 for conveyance of wastewater west along Hwy 64 to the
Big Sky WRRF.
This lift station and forcemain would bring Sewer Service Area
wastewater to the Big Sky WRRF for treatment at the soon-to-be
upgraded and expanded Membrane Bioreactor (MBR) facility. The
BSCWSD treatment upgrade is part of another project that is already
underway. Wastewater will be screened, de-gritted, and then treated
through a series of anaerobic/anoxic/aerobic zones to maximize biological
nutrient removal. Biosolids will be aerobically digested, dewatered, and
composted with sawdust and coarse green waste. This facility would
produce an effluent compliant with Montana DEQ Class A-1 standards for
reuse.
Treated GCWSD effluent and some of BSCWSD’s effluent would be
conveyed by gravity back to the canyon for disposal via groundwater
infiltration. Existing drainfields and rapid infiltration basins would be
utilized for this purpose.
Construction is anticipated to last roughly a year, summer 2023-summer
2024.

Project Location:
Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https://
www.google.com/maps/@45.247393,-111.25511271466254,14z
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Counties: Gallatin County, Montana
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Endangered Species Act Species
There is a total of 3 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list.
Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species
list because a project could affect downstream species.
IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA
Fisheries1, as USFWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the
Department of Commerce.
See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office
if you have questions.
1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of
Commerce.

Mammals
NAME

STATUS

Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis

Threatened

Population: Wherever Found in Contiguous U.S.
There is final critical habitat for this species. Your location overlaps the critical habitat.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3652

Grizzly Bear Ursus arctos horribilis

Threatened

Population: U.S.A., conterminous (lower 48) States, except where listed as an experimental
population
There is proposed critical habitat for this species. The location of the critical habitat is not
available.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/7642

Conifers and Cycads
NAME

STATUS

Whitebark Pine Pinus albicaulis

Proposed
Threatened

No critical habitat has been designated for this species.
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/1748

Critical habitats
There is 1 critical habitat wholly or partially within your project area under this office's
jurisdiction.
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NAME

STATUS

Canada Lynx Lynx canadensis

Final

https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/3652#crithab

APPENDIX D
AUTHORIZATION TO PREPARE ENVIRONMENTAL
ASSESSMENT

PUBLIC MEETING MINUTES
Friday, April 15th 2022, 9am
Virtual Meeting Only
Join Zoom Meeting:
https://zoom.us/j/92564306043?pwd=SmlNUktpY3R0RlBybW1vcmNBc0oxZz09
(see next page for call in details)
I. Regular Board Meeting Public Forum
A. Call to Order
Jon Olsen and Scott Altman were present. There was Quorum.
B. Revise and Approve January Meeting Minutes - Action
No edits.
Olsen made a motion to approve January Minutes as is, Altman seconded, motion passed unanimously
C. Public comment on relevant non-agenda items – Discuss
None
II. New Business
A. WGM Grant Writing Scope of Work and Environmental Assessment Authorization – Action
There is a big push to get three grant applications in April 30th - May 19th.
The main hurdle is getting the environmental assessment complete for the MCEP (Montana Coal
Endowment Program), formerly TSEP. This is a pretty high-level assessment and opportunities for agency
and community input.
The process is basically as follows:
1. Complete an Environmental Assessment (EA) with the checklist and questions MCEP provides
2. Determine from EA whether or not an EIS is not required
3. Hold a public meeting regarding the project and EA findings
4. Document public comment and consider as appropriate
5. Adopt resolution related to the sufficiency of the EA (by May 19th)

Gallatin County Minimum allocation applications are due April 30th.
RRGL grant application for $125,000 is due May 15th.
MCEP is due May 19th.

WGM Group presented a scope and budget proposal for a new contract. Most tasks are expected to land at
the low end of budget ranges since WGM Group already has a lot of the pieces from past tasks, has applied
to ARPA before, and doesn’t have much time to complete anyways.
The public outreach component, especially around PER adoption and the Environmental Assessment could
become significant. The contract is not to exceed $25,000.

Olsen moved to approve the contract, Altman seconded. There was no discussion. Motion as approved
unanimously. Altman, signed the contract.
This contract will be used to prove authorization for WGM Group to complete the Environmental
Assessment, an MCEP requirement.
There will likely be some in-progress forms that need signature during the grant and EA process, and the
board president may not be present at all the pre-application meetings.
Altman motioned to allow any board member to review and sign intermediate forms related to the current
grant application process as needed. All contracts and final EA decisions and applications will still go to the
board for approval at a public meeting before submittal. Olsen seconded. No Discussion. The motion passed
unanimously.

B. Discuss advertisement for accountant – Action
After discussion with MT Rural Water staff, it was determined that a formal position advertising for an
accountant contract is not needed. The board may simply vote on a candidate.
Knaub & Company is a local company that the board is familiar with and has been discussing the position
with. The board would like to contract with them.
A draft letter of engagement from Knaub & Company is attached. Since the board is tax exempt, some of the
tasks outlined here are not needed. There are also a few board-specific tasks that will be need to be added
to the contract.
The contract is through December 2022, with an estimated total fee of $2000, but charged hourly.
Accounting services are needed now. More money is starting to flow in and out of the District.
Altman moved to authorized himself to facilitate revisions as discussed and sign a revised contract with
Knaub & Company as long as the revisions don’t cause the expected fee to exceed $3,000. Olsen seconded.
No discussion. The motioned passed unanimously.

III. Any Other Business Which May Properly Come Before the Board – Discuss
Altman and Olsen discussed check-signing logistics for current bills.
The board will pay the Local Government Services $110 filing fine.

IV. Next Meeting Planning

A. Date & Draft Agenda – Discuss
All board members are in and out of Town the next month but there are several upcoming meetings for big
decisions. At least 2 of the 3 members will be present.
Wednesday 10:30 4/27 for regular April meeting. Review and approve ARPA application.
PER Adoption Meeting, opportunity for public comment on PER and Environmental Assessment. RRGL
application review and approval. May 11th, 5pm. Altman will not be able to attend, but there will still be a
quorum.
Final Environmental Assessment determination and review and sign MCEP application (Due May 19th).
Wednesday, May 18th 10:30am. Olsen cannot attend, but there will still be a quorum.

V. Adjourn

Altman motioned to adjourn, Olsen seconded, passed unanimously.
Public comment will be encouraged before all non-emergency non-ministerial Actions.
Meeting Minutes drafted by: Michelle Pond, WGM Group
Approved by the GCCWSD Board of Directors: 4/27/2022

GCWSD MEETING ATTENDANCE SHEET
9 AM; 4/15/22; Zoom Only

Remote
#

Name

Affiliation

Contact

Attendance?

1

Michelle Pond

WGM Group

mpond@wgmgroup.com

Y

2

Mace Mangold

WGM Group

mmangold@wgmgroup.com

Y

3

Scott Altman

Board

scott@bigsky.com

Y

4

Jon Olsen

Board

jolsen@lonemountainland.com

Y

5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

PUBLIC MEETING AGENDA
Friday, April 15th, 2022, 9 am
Virtual Meeting Only
Join Zoom Meeting:
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81231709857?pwd=SDdJeUUzbEFGV29uUmZHaDVSQ3JFZz09
(see next page for call in details)
I.

Regular Board Meeting Public Forum
A. Call to Order
B. Revise and Approve January Meeting Minutes - Action
C. Public comment on relevant non-agenda items – Discuss

II.

New Business
A. WGM Grant Writing Scope of Work and Environmental Assessment Authorization – Action
B. Discuss advertisement for accountant – Action

III.

Any Other Business Which May Properly Come Before the Board – Discuss

IV.

Next Meeting Planning
A. Date & Draft Agenda – Discuss

V.

Adjourn
Public comment will be encouraged before all non-emergency non-ministerial Actions.

Join Zoom Meeting
https://us06web.zoom.us/j/81231709857?pwd=SDdJeUUzbEFGV29uUmZHaDVSQ3JFZz09
Meeting ID: 812 3170 9857
Passcode: 979476
One tap mobile
+12532158782,,81231709857#,,,,*979476# US (Tacoma)
+13462487799,,81231709857#,,,,*979476# US (Houston)
Dial by your location
+1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma)
+1 346 248 7799 US (Houston)
+1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose)
+1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC)
+1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago)
+1 929 205 6099 US (New York)
Meeting ID: 812 3170 9857
Passcode: 979476

DRAFT - Will be Revised

DRAFT - Will be Revised

DRAFT - Will be Revised

DRAFT - Will be Revised

DRAFT - Will be Revised

APPENDIX E
UNIFORM ENVIRONMNTAL CHECKLIST

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

UNIFORM ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

As the engineer that prepared the preliminary engineering report, I Mace Mangold, have reviewed the
information presented in this checklist and believe that it accurately identifies the environmental
resources in the area and the potential impacts that the project could have on those resources. In
addition, the required state and federal agencies were provided with the required information about the project
and requested to provide comments on the proposed public facility project. Their comments have been
incorporated into and attached to the Preliminary Engineering Report.
Engineer’s Signature:_______ ____________________________________________ Date: 7/15/2021
(Updated: 4/19/2021 by WGM Group)

Applicant:

Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer District

Environmental Checklist Prepared By:

WGM Group
109 E Main, Ste. B,
Bozeman, MT 59715
406-728-4611

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENT
Key

1.

N

Soil Suitability, Topographic and/or Geologic Constraints (e.g., soil slump, steep
slopes, subsidence, seismic activity)
Comments and Source of Information:
The soils in the area are primarily loam and cobbly loam. See the attached NRCS Soils
Exhibit in Appendix B of the PER.
There are no identified topographical or geographical constraints. Topography is conducive
to gravity collection for most of the system. A portion of the project area experiences high
groundwater. Construction will need to be scheduled around this time or dewatering
employed. Sewer mains and appurtenances may need to be constructed to be installed in
high groundwater.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S
Preliminary Engineering Report for Canyon Area Wastewater Treatment and Disposal (Dowl
HKM, 2008)

Key

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 & propane storage tanks)

N

Comments and Source of Information:
There are no known hazardous waste facilities and the project will not add any additional
hazardous facilities. According to the “Discovering DEQ’s Data,” there are seven
underground gas or diesel storage tanks within the project area, located at two different
facilities, Exon and Conoco. See the attached map. There are power lines in the area. Care
will be taken during design and construction to avoid interference with these hazardous
facilities.
Sources: Montana Department of Environmental Quality Underground Tank Program
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?layers=9d3ced5644c94edf8b67b16524
8292e8

Key

3.

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

Effects of Project on Surrounding Air Quality or Any Kind of Effects of Existing Air
Quality on Project (e.g., dust, odors, emissions)
Comments and Source of Information:

N

Construction activities may cause temporary dust impacts. Efforts will be made during
construction to minimize these temporary inconveniences. Dust abatement on high traffic
dirt/gravel roads will be managed with watering during construction. No long-term effects will
occur.
Sources: Montana Department of Environmental Quality, Air Resources Management
Bureau, https://deq.mt.gov/Air/Programs/planandrule
WGM Group and General Construction Practices

Key

Groundwater Resources & Aquifers (e.g., quantity, quality, distribution, depth to
groundwater, sole source aquifers)

B/P
4.

Comments and Source of Information:
The proposed project will connect an area currently utilizing individual septic tanks and
drainfield systems for wastewater treatment to a centralized sewer. With the extension of
central sewer, homes in the area can connect to county utility district managed sewer and
abandon their drainfields. This will result in improved quality of the canyon aquifer as
discharges of partially treated septic system effluent containing nitrates, microorganisms,
and other contaminants to groundwater will be reduced. Additionally, highly treated effluent
will be discharged to the canyon aquifer through groundwater infiltration which will help
replenish the aquifer. Discharge permitting will be required through DEQ. In the West Fork
Watershed, the Big Sky County Water and Sewer District (BSCWSD) currently discharges
100% of its effluent via irrigation. Moving some of this effluent out of the watershed will
reduce the potential for nutrients to contribute loading to the West Fork aquifer and reduce
the need for land application practices that results in 100% “consumptive use” of treated
effluent. The overall impact is anticipated to be beneficial.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key
B/P

5.

Surface Water/Water Quality, Quantity & Distribution (e.g., streams, lakes, storm
runoff, irrigation systems, canals)

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

Comments and Source of Information:
Currently, it is estimated that wastewater from the Gallatin Canyon area septic systems
causes nitrate load to roughly double in the adjacent stretch of the Gallatin River, which has
started to experience algal blooms. The proposed project will remove much of this load.
Discharge permitting will be required through DEQ. In the West Fork Watershed, the
BSCWSD currently discharges 100% of its effluent via irrigation. Moving some of this
effluent out of the watershed will reduce the potential for nutrients to contribute loading to
the West Fork. The overall impact is anticipated to be beneficial..
Additionally, groundwater recharge should help make the Gallatin River more resilient to the
temperature and precipitation variability of climate change and drought by providing more
groundwater inflow to the river. The overall impact is anticipated to be beneficial.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key

6.

P

Floodplains & Floodplain Management (Identify any floodplains within one mile of the
boundary of the project.)
Comments and Source of Information:
The relevant floodplain areas are along the Gallatin River, west of Highway 191S, and the
West Fork. Most of the project is well outside of the 100-year floodplain (Zone A), but some
collection lines may need to be located within these zones in order to serve existing buildings.
This will be taken into consideration in the design. The full Floodplain Exhibit is included in
Appendix B of the PER.
Sources: FEMA – Flood Map Service Center; accessed at https://msc.fema.gov/portal

Key
P

7.

Wetlands Protection (Identify any wetlands within one mile of the boundary of the
project.)
Comments and Source of Information:
There are wetland areas along the Gallatin River and the West Fork. Most of the project can
easily avoid wetland disturbance, but further evaluation will be needed to see if service lines
can entirely avoid being sited through wetlands. Care will be taken to ensure minimal to no
wetland disturbance during project implementation. A Wetland Exhibit is included in
Appendix B of the PER.
Source: Montana State Library GIS Clearinghouse, accessed at http://geoinfo.msl.mt.gov/

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

Key

8.

N

Agricultural Lands, Production, & 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:
Although there is grazing and forestry land in the area, all new infrastructure will occur in
existing rights of way and developed properties and no significant impacts are anticipated.

Sources: WGM Group

Key

9.

B

Vegetation & Wildlife Species & Habitats, Including Fish (e.g., terrestrial, avian and
aquatic life and habitats)

Comments and Source of Information:
Vegetation and wildlife habitat in the project area is generally comprised of sprawling
developed or soon-to-be-developed commercial and residential properties. While
centralized sewer may increase density and total population of full-build out of the area,
future development will likely be more dense and provide a more sustainable development
model. As homeowners in the area make the connection to centralized sewer, the project
will ultimately benefit fish and aquatic life and their habitats by reducing the nitrate loads to
the West Fork and Gallatin River.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key
B

10.

Unique, Endangered, Fragile, or Limited Environmental Resources, Including
Endangered Species (e.g., plants, fish, sage grouse, or other wildlife)

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
Comments and Source of Information:
Several endangered and threatened species have ranges overlapping the project area.
These include the threatened grizzly bear, Canada Lynx, and potentially threatened
Whitebark Pine. This includes some area designated as critical habitat for the Canada Lynx.
The proposed project is not anticipated to directly impact the species’ habitats.

Protected migratory birds in the area include Bald Eagle, Cassin’s Finch, Golden Eagle,
Rufous Hummingbird, and Olive-sided Flycatcher. Care will be taken to minimize any
disturbance during construction. There may be a long-term benefit to the species due to the
improvement to surface water and groundwater.

The Gallatin River is also a blue-ribbon trout fishing river. Reducing nutrient loading will help
protect this valuable cold water fish habitat.
Sources: Montana Fish, Wildlife, and Parks: https://ecos.fws.gov/ipac/

Key
N

11.

Unique Natural Features (e.g., geologic features)
Comments and Source of Information:
To the best of our knowledge, no unique natural features were identified in the project
vicinity.
Source: WGM Group

Key
B

12.

Access to, and Quality of, Recreational & Wilderness Activities, Public Lands and
Waterways (including Federally Designated Wild & Scenic Rivers), and Public Open
Space
Comments and Source of Information:
The Gallatin River is a blue-ribbon designated river and an important recreational resource
for fishing, rafting, kayaking, hiking and more. It is under consideration for Wild and Scenic
Designation. Reduction of anthropogenic nutrient loading through this project will help
protect this resource, which has already been affected by algal blooms. Access should not
be affected by the proposed project.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

HUMAN POPULATION

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

Key

1.

Visual Quality – Coherence, Diversity, Compatibility of Use and Scale, Aesthetics

N
Comments and Source of Information:
Nearly all components of the sewer will be underground or in existing wastewater
management sites. The lift station pump house will be designed to not cause undo visual
disturbance.
Source: WGM Group

Key
N

2.
Nuisances (e.g., glare, fumes)
Comments and Source of Information:
Wastewater facilities may emit odors. Conveyance facilities will be designed to eliminate
stagnant locations where wastewater may accumulate and odors may form, so no impact is
anticipated.
Source: WGM Group

Key

3.

N

Noise -- suitable separation between noise sensitive activities (such as residential
areas) and major noise sources (aircraft, highways & railroads)
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. No
long-term effects are anticipated.
Source: WGM Group

Key
N

4.

Historic Properties, Cultural, and Archaeological Resources
Comments and Source of Information:
No response has been received from Montana Historical Society so far. This section will be
updated in reflect their input. A review of Montana’s National Register of Historic Places
shows no cultural resources in the project area. No impacts are anticipated.

Sources: https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/NationalReg/NRMap

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
Key

5.

B

Changes in Demographic (population) Characteristics (e.g., quantity, distribution,
density)
Comments and Source of Information:
Population is projected to grow to nearly 2.7 times the current level in the Sewer Area in the
next 20 years. Development within the current Gallatin Canyon County Water and Sewer
District (GCCWSD) is projected to grow to 5.4 times present levels during the same period.
This is slightly higher than projected build-out if a sewer is not built, due to the increased
density that a central wastewater management system facilitates. The Big Sky region suffers
from lack of workforce housing and the Canyon Area development model of individual wells
and septic systems results in inefficient land use (e.g. development sprawl). This project will
promote development of more affordable housing. Additionally, central sewer is expected to
promote infill and redevelopment of underutilized land parcels.
Source: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key
N

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:
No new hazardous environmental degradation areas are associated with this project.
Source: WGM Group

Key
B

7.
General Housing Conditions - Quality, Quantity, Affordability
Comments and Source of Information:
The proposed project will allow increased housing density and quantity which is anticipated
to improve affordability.
Source: WGM Group

Key

8.

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
N

Displacement or Relocation of Businesses or Residents
Comments and Source of Information:
No businesses or residents will be displaced or relocated as a result of the proposed
project.
Source: WGM Group

Key
B

9.
Public Health and Safety
Comments and Source of Information:
Some drinking water wells in the project area are shallow and draw from the same aquifer
that the septic systems discharge to, and therefore more susceptible to septic nitrate and
pathogens contamination. One well in the area had an average nitrate level of 8.43mg/l in
2020 and has reached levels as high as 28.8mg/l. This indicates current health risks are
already emerging in drinking water sources. Decommissioning aging, inconsistently
maintained, on-site wastewater systems and replacing them with centralized sewer
connections will reduce nitrate loading to the aquifer and the associated health risks. Risk of
microbial contamination of drinking water wells from wastewater will be much reduced as well.
Continued use of outdated and aging septic systems increases the chance of system failures
that lead to surfacing of wastewater. Contact with surfaced septage is an acute health risk
that exposes people, often children, to pathogens that cause diseases such as gastroenteritis,
hepatitis, and dysentery. Nutrient reductions from this project will enhance contact recreation
safety. Nutrient loading to surface water increases risk of harmful algal blooms (HABs), which
cause health hazards ranging from rashes to death from exposure to cyanotoxins in the water.
Children and pets are more likely than adults to ingest water and have a severe reaction. The
Gallatin River is highly valued for its variety of non-contact and contact recreation
opportunities. Non-harmful algal blooms have occurred in the Gallatin in recent summers.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key
N

10.
Lead Based Paint and/or Asbestos

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
Comments and Source of Information:
No lead based paint or asbestos are associated with this project.
Source: WGM Group

Key

11.

Local Employment & Income Patterns - Quantity and Distribution of Employment,
Economic Impact

B

Comments and Source of Information:
The proposed project will have no adverse impact on the local employment and income
patterns. It may encourage additional worker housing and affordable housing, which may
allow more local employees to live in the area rather than commute. Property values should
increase. In addition to initial construction-related jobs, at least one new full-time-equivalent
job will be created for operations and management of the system.
Source: WGM Group

Key
B

12.

Local & State Tax Base & Revenues
Comments and Source of Information:
Providing central sewer will allow property owners to develop parcels to “best economic
use” rather than being hindered by onsite sewer limitations. This is expected to allow infill
and increased commercial and tourism based business opportunities through the developed
Canyon corridor.
Source: WGM Group

Key
N

13.

Educational Facilities - Schools, Colleges, Universities
Comments and Source of Information:
No significant impact is anticipated
Source: WGM Group

Key

14.

Commercial and Industrial Facilities - Production & Activity, Growth or Decline

N
Comments and Source of Information:
No significant impact is anticipated
Sources: WGM Group

Key

15.

Health Care – Medical Services

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
N
Comments and Source of Information:
No significant impact is anticipated.
Source: WGM Group

Key
N

16.

Social Services – Governmental Services (e.g., demand on)
Comments and Source of Information:
No significant impact is anticipated
Sources: WGM Group

N

Key

17.

Social Structures & Mores (Standards of Social Conduct/Social Conventions)
Comments and Source of Information:
No significant impact is anticipated
Sources: WGM Group

Key

18.

Land Use Compatibility (e.g., growth, land use change, development activity, adjacent
land uses and potential conflicts)

B

Comments and Source of Information:
Individual wells and septic systems results in inefficient land use (e.g. development sprawl).
The project is expected to reduce development sprawl and enable more affordable
employee housing. Additionally, central sewer is expected to promote infill and
redevelopment of underutilized land parcels. Increased density may help preserve open
space.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key

19.

Energy Resources - Consumption and Conservation

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
N
Comments and Source of Information:
Additional energy would be required temporarily during construction and in the long-term to
operate the sewer. The largest new energy use would be the lift stations up to the
BSCWSD’s Wastewater Resource Reclamation Facility (WRRF). The increased energy use
is not of a scale that would cause an adverse effect.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key
20.

Solid Waste Management

N

Comments and Source of Information:
As sewer mains are constructed and properties connected, there will be an additional
biosolid load experienced at the BSCWSD WRRF. Currently these biosolids are dried,
composted, and beneficially reused. This process will continue in the future and therefore
would not have an impact on solids waste facilities. Increased quantities of grit and
screenings will be generated, which will be disposed of at the existing sanitary landfill - the
projected quantities are insignificant compared with other solid waste streams.
Sources: WGM Group

Key

21.

Wastewater Treatment - Sewage System

B
Comments and Source of Information:
The project will result in current septic systems and small public wastewater systems being
properly abandoned and replaced with connections to a centralized sewer. The central
sewer will provide much better and more reliable wastewater treatment - which will better
protect environmental and public health.
Sources: Canyon Area Feasibility Study, WGM Group and AE2S

Key

22.

Storm Water – Surface Drainage

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
N
Comments and Source of Information:
Minimal new impervious area will be created and the proposed project will not result in a
significant increase in surface drainage. Green stormwater design will be considered in the
design of the pumphouse to minimize negative impacts through stormwater quality and
quantity.
A “storm water during construction discharge permit” will be required during construction to
ensure storm water pollution is minimized.
Source: WGM Group

Key

23.

Community Water Supply

P
Comments and Source of Information:

There is not a community water supply for the project area. Class A1 effluent will be
discharged to the shallow aquifer that is used as a water supply for a portion of private wells
(many are drilled into deeper aquifers). Relative to existing conditions, human health risks
associated with potable water supply will be reduced. Approval of a DEQ groundwater
discharge permit will require further evaluation and documentation of adequate protection of
human health and the environment.

Source: WGM Group

Key

24.

Public Safety – Police

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
N
Comments and Source of Information:
No impact is anticipated.
Source: WGM Group

Key

25.

Fire Protection – Hazards

N
Comments and Source of Information:
No impact is anticipated.
Source: WGM Group

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required
Key Letter: N – No Impact

B – Potentially Beneficial

P – Approval/Permits Required

Key

26.

A – Potentially Adverse

M – Mitigation Required

Emergency Medical Services

N
Comments and Source of Information:
No significant impact is anticipated.
Source: WGM Group

Key

27.

Parks, Playgrounds, & Open Space

N
Comments and Source of Information:
The increased density that a centralized sewer enables may allow for the preservation of
more open space, but determining land use is beyond the scope of this project and
uncertain.
Source: WGM Group

Key

28.

Cultural Facilities, Cultural Uniqueness & Diversity

N
Comments and Source of Information:
No response has been received from Montana Historical Society so far. This section will be
updated in reflect their input. A review of Montana’s National Register of Historic Places
shows no cultural resources in the project area. No impacts are anticipated.

Sources: https://mhs.mt.gov/Shpo/NationalReg/NRMap

Key
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:
Commuter traffic has potential to reduce as a result of the additional affordable and/or
workforce housing that this project will enable. Temporary impacts on automobile traffic may
exist during construction of sewer mains. Traffic control may be required to mitigate impacts
during construction
Source: WGM Group.

Key Letter: N – No Impact B – Potentially Beneficial A – Potentially Adverse
P – Approval/Permits Required M – Mitigation Required

Key

30.

N

Consistency with Local Ordinances, Resolutions, or Plans (e.g., conformance with
local comprehensive plans, zoning, or capital improvement plans)

Comments and Source of Information:

This project does not contradict existing ordinances and plans. It supports the Gallatin River
Task Force’s 2018 Sustainable Watershed Plan and attainment of West Fork Nutrient
TMDLs.

Source: 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:

Properties will be encouraged to connect to the sewer voluntarily. Some may be forced to
connect to adjacent sewer lines upon failure of their onsite wastewater treatment systems
per Administrative Rules of Montana (ARM) 17.36.914 and 17.36.328.
Source: WGM Group.

