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State Historic PreserVation Office

Montana Historical Society
1410 8th Avenue + PO Box 201202 + Helena, MT 59620-1202 - (406) 444-7715 - FAX (406) 444-6575

May 11, 1999 MAY 13 189
Ray Armstrong MSE‘HKM, Inc.

MSE-HKM, Inc
PO Box 31318
Billings, MT 59107

RE: Cultural Resource File Search - Big Sky Water and Sewer District, Sec. 31, T6S R4E
GA Co. .

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

I have conducted a cultural resource file search for the above cited project area. There are
currently no previously recorded historic or archaeological sites within the designated
search locale. The absence of cultural properties does not mean that they don’t exist but
rather may reflect the lack of any previous cultural resource inventory. As our records
indicate none.

We feel that based on the lack of previous inventory and that ground disturbance will
occur when the new plant is constructed that there is a possibility that unknown or
unrecorded cultural properties may be present. Therefore we would recommend that a
reconnaissance survey be conducted in order to asses whether or not such sites exist and
if they will be impacted. Thank you for consulting with us.

If you have any further questions or comments please feel free to contact me at (406)-
444-7767 or by e-mail at pmelton@state.mt.us. '

Sincerely

Ay b

Phillip E. Melton
Cultural Records Manager

File: DEQ/Air, Water & Waste/1999
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Billings, MT 59107-1318
June 2, 1999
Dear Mr. Armstrong:

Our staff has reviewed your Long Term Compliance Work Plan for Wastewater Treatment and
Disposal for Big Sky Sewer and Water District. Our primary concern remains the cumulative
impacts of development in the Big Sky area on water quality in the West Gallatin River and its
tributaries. While the preferred option 2C maximizes treatment within the proposed treatment
facility, surface discharge is still relied upon for disposal of effluent. In a letter to Fred Shewman
of the Department of Environmental Quality dated November 2, 1998, I outlined our concerns
that additional discharge of nutrient laden effluent to the Gallatin River may have cumulative
impacts on water quality. As stated in the plan, current, substantive water quality data is not
available for existing conditions in the river. Furthermore, you reference the fact that the Gallatin
River and its tributaries are considered nitrogen limited which makes them susceptible to nutrient
loading, especially from nitrates. How can you ensure that direct discharge of effluent to the
Gallatin River, along with nutrients entrained in groundwater from septic systems and land
applications, will meet non-degradation standards? We request that you and the Department of
Environmental Quality conduct a comprehensive water quality assessment prior to initiating any
surface discharge.

We are also concerned that the planning window for the treatment facility of 20 years is
somewhat shortsighted with respect to the pace of development in the Big Sky vicinity. We
realize that the Big Sky Sewer and Water District is required to serve a certain number of
developments by prior agreements. However, will it be necessary to expand the facility in 20
years? If so, it follows that the most likely option will be increasing the volume of effluent to the
Gallatin River.

While reviewing the options presented in the Plan, several issues related to water quality emerged.
We are opposed to using rapid infiltration basins near Michener Creek, for the obvious immediate
impact to surface waters. We support land application, both irrigation and snowmaking, but only
at appropriate distances from surface waters that allow sufficient nutrient filtration. Snowmaking
area A-1 appears to be unsuitably close to the West Fork and high groundwater saturation within
the area may not allow sufficient percolation and nutrient removal. We feel that composting
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provides a suitable option that should have been included in viable alternatives.

- Many of the “viable alternatives’ listed expand development beyond the currently developed area.

For instance: disposal in the Jack Creek basin, construction of a new golf course, or building an
additional treatment facility. The options that would require expanding development outside of
the Big Sky area would unnecessarily expand impacts on watersheds and wildlife habitats . We feel
that it is important that no further expansion into undeveloped areas occurs. The most viable,
economic, and ecologically benign options appear to us to be expansion of the existing facility
while maximizing land application for disposal and minimizing direct discharge to surface and
groundwater.

The Gallatin Canyon offers unparalleled wildlife habitat, scenery, and recreational opportunities.
We feel that it is critical that the Big Sky community consciously plan developments and minimize
impacts on other values in the area. The expansion of the wastewater treatment facility is an
opportunity to solve problems with innovative solutions that minimize impacts on the natural
resources important to all of us.

Sincerely:

Migh Lo

Stephen L. Lewis
Regional Supervisor

C: Larry Peterman, Arnie Olsen, Bruce Rich, Pat Byorth, Don Skaar
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MSE-HKM, Inc.

2727 Central Avenue

PO. Box 31318

Billings, MT 59107-1318

406.656.6399

406.656.6398 fax

Other Offices:

Bozeman, Montana

406.586.8834

Butte, Montana
406.723.8213

Butte Laboratory
406.484.1502

Miles City, Montana
406.232.6666

Sheridan, Wyoming
307.672.9006

January 28, 1999
HADATA04\WM357102\wetland.DOC :

Ms. Candice Thomas _ :
Planning Division .
Army Corps of Engineers

Omaha District .
215 N 17" Street
Omaha, Nebraska 68102-4978

RE: Wastewater Facility Plan for Big Sky, Montana

Dear Ms. Thomas:

The wastewater Facility Plan for Big Sky MT. was mailed to you for review
approximately a week -ago. Transmitted with this letter is supplementary
report that identifies wetlands in the vicinity of the proposed wastewater
treatment plant. The proposed location of the new treatment plant is shown in

Exhibit A bound in the back of the report.

Sincerely,

MSE-HKM, INC.

iy

Rgy Armstrong, P.E.

POTss
bede.

Enclosure



DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
215 NORTH 17TH STREET
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 68102-4978

REPLY TO

ATTENTION OF March 30, 1999

Water Resources Branch

Mr. Ray Armstrong, P.E.
MSE-HKM, Inc.

2727 Central Avenue
P.O.Box 31318

Billings, Montana 59107-1318

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

We have reviewed the proposed Wastewater F acility Plan for Big Sky, Montana and we
offer the following comments.

If construction must occur in the flood plain, it must be located outside the flood way. If
a flood way has not been determined and designated, the construction should be as far from the
stream channel as possible. The goal of any construction in the flood plain is to achieve the
highest level of flood protection with zero impact to adjacent property.

If any proposed waterlines would cross the flood plains of small drainage ways and
streams, flood-related problems should not occur if the lines are buried far enough below the
beds of drainage ways and streams to prevent exposure due to streambed erosion during periods
of high flood flows. Any above ground construction subject to flood damage, such as pump
houses, should either placed above or flood proofed to above at least the 100-year flood
elevation.

If any proposed power lines cross the flood plains of small drainage ways and streams,
flood-related problems should not occur if the supporting structures for overhead power lines are
located as far from the banks of the drainage ways and streams as possible to minimize the
potential for erosion hazards and flood flow obstruction. Similarly, flood-related problems
should not occur with underground power lines if the lines are buried far enough below the beds
of drainage ways and streams to prevent exposure due to streambed erosion during periods of -
high flood flows and if any above ground construction subject to flood damage, such as electrical
boxes, is either placed above or flood proofed to above at least the 100-year flood elevation.

Your plans should be coordinated with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, which
is currently involved in a program to protect groundwater resources.



If you have not already done so, we recommend that you consult with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and the state agency responsible for fish and wildlife resources, In addition, the
State Historic Preservation Office should be contacted for information and recommendations on
potential cultural resources in the project area.

It appears that some of the construction could take place in waterways or wetlands which
are classified as waters of the United States and are therefore regulated under Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act. We understand that you have coordinated with our field regulatory office in
Helena, Montana. Please provide that office with copies of any detailed plans you may have
regarding this project, these plans should be accompanied by any environmental impact analysis
which may have been conducted as well. The field office will use these to make a determination
regarding the need for a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit,

Mr. Al Steinle

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Helena Regulatory Office

301 South Park Drawer 10014
Helena, Montana 59626-0014

If you have any questions, please contact Mr. Randy Sellers of our staff at (402) 221~
3054. Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposal.

Sincerely,

i
Condane. )
Candace M. Thomas
Chief, Environmental & Economics Section
Water Resources Branch

Engineering Division
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Montana Fish,

MSE « HIGH, nc,

1400 S. 19th Street
Bozeman, MT 59718
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Fred Shewman, Supervisor
Department of Environmental Quality
Permitting and Compliance Division
Water Protection Bureau

P.O. Box 20091

Helena, MT 59620

November 2, 1998
Dear Mr. Shewman:

Our staff has reviewed Draft Discharge permit MT-0030384 for the Big Sky County Sewer and Water
District 363 and would like to offer the followi ng comments. Low biological productivity and cool water
temperatures characterize the West Gallatin River. It also provides an extremely popular recreation area
for residents as well as non-resident travelers for fishing, boating,-and sightseeing. The West Gallatin
River also drains a watershed comprising unrivaled critical wildlife habitat. These characteristics and
values are under threat by the extensive development in the Big Sky area. One manifestation of the
development is the need for Big Sky to expand its sewage treatment facilities.

The rapid development of the area during the last 20 years requires that regulatory agencies closely monitor
the cumulative effects of development in this ecologically sensitive area. For this reason, we request that
your department carefully assess the cumulative impacts of development on water quality in the West
Gallatin River before issuing the discharge permit. Discharge of nutrient laden effluent may have profound
cffects on the river. Outward signs of nutrient enrichment are already visible in the form of algal mats in
both the West Fork and the West Gallatin River. On-site septic systemis have certainly contributed to
nutrient loads in both streams. Although the proposed treatment plant expansions and the effluent volume
limits have been carefully designed to minimize impacts, the lack of comprehensive knowledge of existing
water quality may result in exceeding the capacity of the river to absorb an additional significant nutrient
load.

Effluent volume limits were based on the preferred option described in the Long Term Compliance Work
Plan for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal. The Plan addresscs plant capacity at full development in 20
years. At full development, the Plan predicts that it will need to discharge approximately 279.31 million
gallons per year (mgy). At this volume, they predict to be able to discharge 143 mgy by golf course
irrigation and 40 mgy for snowmaking. However, on Page 201 of the Plan it is stated, “ In the
recommended option, the discharge to the (West) Gallatin (River) would be limited to 11.5 MGY. Under
the draft discharge permit the maximum annual discharge allowed would be limited to 1 17.0 MGY with a
maximum discharge rate of 523 gpmin Junc...” We feel that permitting this volume of effluent is
excessive and premature, especially in light of the projected discharge. Since the permit is effective
through September 30, 2003, is it prudent to authorize cffluent discharge ten times greater than the
projected volume, 20 vears before the need arises?

Our staff feels that land application should be the primary means of discharging treated effluent and request
that extensive baseline water quality data be collected prior to permitting discharge to the West Gallatin



River. During the initial § years, we request that the discharge of effluent to the West Gallatin River
is not authorized. At the very lcast we request that discharge be minimized to no more than the projected

volume of 11.5 mgy. During that time period, collection of baseline data should indicate whether the river
can sustain additional nutrient loading. Collecting baseline data prior to issuing a permit will also facilitate
developing Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) limits for future permit renewals.

Another concern regards discharging effluent during sumumer months at peak water temperatures. Nutrient
laden effluent may affect dissolved oxygen levels at warmer water temperatures. We request that DEQ
requires dissolved oxygen to be monitored above, within, and below the mixing zone while effluent is
being discharged to the river.

We recognize Big Sky’s need to accommodate increasing volumes of domestic waste and realize that the
proposed treatment plant is designed with advanced technology. However, we are concerned that the
cunmulative impacts of ‘extensive development in the Gallatin River basin may exceed the capacity of the
river to handle additional nutrient loads. Again, we request that discharge to the West Gallatin River be
minimized until baseline water quality can be assessed and TMDL limits established. The West Gallatin
River provides a popular recreational resource and an important ecological resource. We urge the
Department of Environmental Quality to be diligent in protecting these values.

Sincerely,

Jephe . oy

Stephen L. Lewis
Regional Supervisor

C: Arnie Olsen
Don Skaar
Bruce Rich
Pat Byorth
Gallatin County Planning
Big Sky Sewer and Water District
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