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October 9, l-995

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Attached to this cover letter is the Decision Notice for a proposed
new latrine installat,ion Environmental Assessment (EA) at Gallatin
Forks Fishing Access Site, Gallatin River, Gallatin Count.y.

The decision has been made to implement Alternative i- (Ito Act,ion)
and wit,hdraw the proposed action to install a latrine at this site.

Copies of the final EAs
Parks , Region Three I l-4 0 0

4042 .

Sincerely,

0t- I) r J
A/Ufl4r*, {. {t"-,;
Stephen L. Lewis
Regional Supervisor

can be obtained from Fish, Wildlife &
s. 19th, Bozeman, IvlT 597L5 , (405 ) g g4-



Decision Notice
For Gallatin Forks Fishing Access Site lratrine InsLaIlat,ion

Gallatin River, Gallatin County

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks
Region Three
r-400 s. 19r,h

Bozeman, MT 59'7L5

October 9, l-996

Montana Fish, Wildlife & Parks (F'Wp) proposes to inst,all a pre-cast
concrete, sealed vault. latrine at the Gallatin Forks Fishing Access
Site ( r'es ) on the GaI laE in River, approximately l- mi Ie north of
Manhat,tan, Montana. The purpose and benefit of the proposed acLion
is to provide toilet facilities for site users in order to maintain
a saf e, sanj-tary and healthf uI environment where concentraE,ed
number of recreationists are attracted.

FWP received two written comments each f rom t,wo individual-s
including a petition signed by five families on the Environmental
Assessment (EA). Ten (10) individuals provided testimony at a
public hearing conducted October 1-, L996, in Manhattan, oil the EA.

All writLen comments and 9 of the individuals providing Lestimony
at the public hearing opposed the proposal. One individual at the
public hearing testified in favor of the proposal.

Opponents to the proposal cited concerns with the following issues
related to installing a latrine at this FAS r

the need for a latrine is poorly documented
aesthetic concerns for neighbors who overlook site
periodic flooding
high water table
lack of floodplain documentation
proximity of proposed latrine site to open wat,er
contaminat.ion of ground water if concrete vault fails
odor from laLrine wastes
noxious weed establishment
chemical control of weed.s
detrimental impacts on wildlife
devaluation of surrounding property values
money for cost of latrine would be better spent on other
site maintenance issues, i . e. road, f ences & weed cont,rol
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obj ections to taxpayer money being spent on latrine
latrine wilI attract more PeoPIe
lat,rine will attract ilIegal dumping of garbage and other
refuse
latrine insEallation will result, in more development
which is unwanted by neighbors
FWP are not good neighbors as evidenced by lack of road
and fence maintenance, unresponsive law enforcement for
shooting, trespassing, Podching, illegal camping,
transient use, property damage, etc., signing placed on
private property, and no response to complaints
FWp does not have enough information to make decision on
latrine insLallation
FWP has not involved bordering property. owners in
management decision making
litter will increase
not enough people use this part of site to justify
laLrine
men won t t use latrine anlrway

In addition to t,he concerns listed above, opponents cited f laws in
the preparation and distribuEion of the EA document:

. not. all site neighbors were sent copies of the EA

t EA checklist. failed to note impacts to Lhe following
e1ements of the physical and human environments:
. Exposure of people or property to natural hazard-

flooding (checklist # r. e. )

t Creation of obj ect ionable odors ( 2 . h . )
o Changes in the diversity or abundance of game

animals or bird species (5.b. )

o Increase in conditions thaL stress wildlife
populations or limit abundance (including
harassment, lega1 or illegal harvest or other human
activity) (S.9.)

o Alteration of or interference with Ehe productivit,y
or profitability of t,he existing land use of an
area (2.a.)

o Adverse effects on or relocation of residences
(7.d.)

o Increased traffic hazards or effects on existing
transportat,ion faciliEies or patterns of movement
of people and goods (9. e. )

o Involve potential risks or adverse effects which
are uncertain but extremely hazardous if they were
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to occur (1-3 . b. )

Generat.e subst,ant iaI debate or controversy about
the naturd of the impacts that would be created
(13.e.)

The one proponent of the proposal to install a latrine cited use
enhancement as a benefit of having a latrine.

Responses To fssues

Many of t,he issues listed above can be mitigated. ot.her issues are
highly speculative or unfounded in the opinion of FWP. FWp has
little credibility with the surrounding neighbors and some of t.he
opposition to the proposal to install ,a latrine at, this FAS appears
Eo be directed at Lhe agency for issues unrelated to the proposal.

Correq,tjons To the Draft EA

o

PHYSICAII EI{IVIRONMENT, AfR , Ttem 2 . b.
odors?, should be changed Eo indj-cate
cloudy conditions the vent.ing system
effectiveness and slighL odors may be

, creation of objectionable
a minor impact. Under
does not operat,e at maximum
produced.

HUMAI{ EIWIRONMEI{flI, SIDO{ARY EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICA}ICE, Item, 13 . e. ,
generate subst.antial debate or controversy about, Ehe nat,ure of Lhe
impacts that would he created?, should be changed t,o indicate a
minor impact. Neighboring landowners indicated in lett,ers and
testimony at the public hearing that they are overwhelmingly
opposed to Lhe proposed installat ion of a l-atrine within the
Gallat,in Forks FAS in the l-ocation suggested.

Dec i s ion

With the above listed correcLions to the draft EA, this decision
notice will act as a supplement which changes the draft to the
final EA.

The department has evaluated the EA and applicable laws,
regulations, and policies and has determined that this action will
not have a significant effect on the human and natural environment.
Theref ore, dra Environment,al Impact Statement will noL be prepared.

Based on overwhelming neighborS-ng landowner opposition and litt1e
expressed support for the proposal, FWPrs decision is to implement
Alt.ernative l- (mo Action) , and wit,hdraw the proposal Lo install a



latrine at Gallatin Forks FAS.

The final EA may be viewdd aL or obtained
Wildlife & Parks, Region Three, Bozeman'
requests and questions to:

Stephen IJ. Lewis, Regional Supervisor
r-400 s. 19th
Bozeman, MT 59715
(+oa ) gg+-4042

Sincerefy t

)hrl'-*{ fu"
Sceptien L. Lewis

from the
Montana.

MonLana Fish,
Please Direct


